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I. COUNSEL'S ARGUMENT AND SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

Total Petrochemicals & Refining USA, Inc., ("TPI") hereby submits its Rebuttal 

Evidence and Argument on stand-alone costs ("SAC"). TPI submitted Opening Evidence and 

Argument on February 18, 2014. This Rebuttal responds to the Reply Evidence and Argument 

I submitted by CSX Transportation, Inc. ("CSXT") on July 21, 2014. 1 TPI's Rebuttal Evidence 

I 

I 
I 

follows the format set forth in General Procedures for Presenting Evidence in Stand-Alone Cost 

Rate Cases, STB Ex Parte No. 347 (Sub-No. 3) (served March 12, 2001) (General Procedures). 

The remainder of this Part I presents the legal argument and a summary of TPI's Rebuttal 

Evidence, with Part I-A presenting a brief overview, Part I-B summarizing the SAC evidence 

and Part I-C summarizing TPI's request for relief. Part III of this Rebuttal Evidence2 

demonstrates that the challenged rates are umeasonable because they exceed the SAC rate. In 

Part IV, TPI sets forth the qualifications of its witnesses for its SAC evidence. 

A. OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY 

Consistent with Board guidelines, TPI submitted its complete case-in-chief in its Opening 

Evidence. TPI' s evidence presented a SARR - the "TPI Railroad" or "TPIRR" - that operates 

over a system of approximately 6,900 miles in length through the states of Alabama, Florida, 

Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, New 

York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia and West Virginia, and through 

the District of Columbia, moving largely over the same routes, and in the same manner, as CSXT 

1 Throughout TPI's Opening Evidence, all text within single brackets is {CONFIDENTIAL} 
and all text within double brackets is {{HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL}} pursuant to the 
Protective Order adopted in the Board's decision served on June 23, 2010 in this proceeding. 

2 Under General Procedures, "Part II" of a Complainant's evidence is reserved for evidence on 
the issue of market dominance. Since the issue of market dominance was bifurcated in this 
case and was decided in the Market Dominance Decision, there is no Part II to this 
submission. As set forth in General Procedures, TPI will continue to use "Part III" to 
denominate the section designated for the submission of SAC evidence. 
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does today. In its evidence, TPI explained in detail the procedures that it had used, which were 

consistent with the rules, principles and precedent that the Board had enunciated in past SAC 

cases, and "support[ ed] the feasibility of all components of its design and cost estimates." FMC, 

4 S.T.B. at 723 . TPI's evidence showed that the challenged CSXT rates are extraordinarily high 

-higher by far than the rates produced by the Board' s SAC procedures. 

In its Reply, CSXT describes TPI's operating plan as having problems "so serious and 

pervasive" that "CSXT would have been well-justified to discard TPI' s operating plan and 

develop its own, alternative plan," but then claims that it nevertheless "has endeavored to correct 

and supplement deficient TPI evidence rather than starting anew."3 Neither claim is accurate. 

Rather, CSXT has unfairly attempted to tar TPI with the same brush that resulted in the Board 

rejecting the complainants ' operating plans in DuPont and SunBelt. However, CSXT's claim 

that it has "corrected" TPI's evidence tacitly recognizes that the Board, in DuPont and SunBelt, 

also required that "the defendant in a SAC case . . . make any necessary corrections to the 

complainant' s opening evidence rather than submitting something entirely new on reply, to avoid 

having operating plans so different as to impede comparison."4 Thus, CSXT tries to hedge its 

bets by claiming that TPI's operating plan is irreparably flawed in order to justify the 

introduction of a new operating plan, but at the same time claiming that it has corrected TPI' s 

evidence rather than starting anew. 

In this Rebuttal, TPI demonstrates that it has not committed the errors claimed by CSXT, 

and that CSXT has in fact submitted a brand new operating plan that it .attempts to disguise as a 

correction of TPI' s plan. Furthermore, TPI exposes multiple incidents of CSXT severely 

3 See CSXT Reply, p. I-14. 
4 See, DuPont, slip op. at 41, citing Gen Procedures for Presenting Evidence in Stand-Alone 

Cost Rate Cases, 5 S.T.B. 441, 446 (2001). See also, SunBelt, slip op. at 13. 
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criticizing TPI's evidence as infeasible, impractical or unrealistic in an attempt to damage the 

credibility of TPI' s witnesses, but then adopting the exact same approach as TPI without even 

acknowledging that it is doing so. CSXT goes so far as to suggest that TPI and its witnesses are 

incompetent and even to strongly intimate that one witness has committed perjury. 

The following are among the more egregious examples of CSXT manufacturing flaws in 

TPI' s Opening Evidence: 

• CSXT accuses TPI of "missing" 44,694 local trains in its operating plan, but only adds 
5,940 trains in its "corrected TPI train list" for a total of 48, 148 local trains. If CSXT had 
corrected TPI's train list, it should have included 86,902 local trains. Moreover, CSXT's 
MultiRail-based local train list also contains just 60,788 trains. 

• Among the allegedly missing trains, CSXT claims that TPI missed 28,860 industrial yard 
trains because TPI did not search for "Y" trains in CSXT' s traffic data, when in fact 
CSXT has not identified these trains from its historical traffic data of trains that actually 
did handle TPIRR traffic, but rather, from its train profiles of all trains that possibly could 
have been used for TPIRR traffic. 

• In order to bolster its claim that TPI omitted 28,860 industrial yard trains, CSXT' s 
MultiRail analysis employs yard trains for 69 percent of TPI's issue movements, 
although just 4 percent of the issue movements occurred on yard trains according to 
CSXT' s historical traffic data. 

• Despite modeling 28,860 industrial yard trains in MultiRail, CSXT excluded those trains 
from its generation of both local and yard train statistics, which is further evidence that 
those trains are window dressing. In fact, CSXT developed yard train statistics in the 
same manner as TPI through a completely separate analysis. 

• Although CSXT claims that TPI disregarded 92 separate industrial yard train symbols 
representing 555 weekly train starts, CSXT only included 11 such trains in its peak week 
RIC simulation. Moreover, this extrapolates to just 572 annual industrial yard trains, 
which is a far cry from 28,860. 

At bottom, CSXT attempts to exploit its position as "the railroad" to lend a false sense of 

credibility to its criticisms. But TPI has engaged its own former railroad expert witnesses, 

including one with 18 years' experience with CSXT itself, not only to rebut CSXT's claims, but 

to expose its many attempts to mislead the Board. 
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Despite its claims to the contrary, CSXT presents a brand new operating plan based upon 

the MultiRail software that has absolutely no connection to TPI's operating plan, and thus cannot 

be portrayed accurately as a "correction" of TPI's plan. CSXT nevertheless tries to disguise its 

operating plan as a correction by using a modified version of TPI' s Opening train list in its Reply 

RTC simulation. But that smokescreen only serves to sever CSXT's RTC simulation from its 

actual MultiRail-based operating plan, resulting in CSXT's failure to demonstrate the feasibility 

of its operating plan and rendering its RTC results meaningless. The end result is a disjointed, 

inconsistent and incoherent operating plan. For example: 

• CSXT models 48,148 historical local trains in its RTC simulation, but its MultiRail 
analysis models 60,788 entirely different hypothetical trains with different consists. 

• CSXT develops an incomplete set of yard dwell times in its narrative and does not even 
model those dwell times with consistency in its RTC simulation. 

• CSXT develops· yard receiving and departure tracks through a formulaic process in its I 
narrative, but does not model those tracks counts for 43 of the TPIRR's yards in the RTC 
model, including all but one hump yard. Moreover, CSXT's RTC model demonstrates 
that CSXT's formulaic track counts are insufficient at some yards, excessive at others, 
and overstate the required receiving and departure tracks in the aggregate. 

• CSXT inappropriately mixes apples and oranges by applying the operating statistics from 
its RTC simulation of 48,148 actual historical train movements to develop operating 
expenses for its 60,788 unrelated hypothetical trains from its MultiRail-based operating 
plan. 

The Board should reject CSXT's operating plan both because it is not a correction of TPI's plan 

and CSXT has failed to demonstrate its feasibility in the RTC model. Furthermore, TPI Rebuttal 

Witness John Orrison has identified numerous inefficiencies that CSXT has baked into its 

MultiRail operating plan based upon his knowledge of MultiRail, CSXT's operations during his 

18 year tenure with CSXT, and the operations of two other Class I railroads for which he has 

worked. 
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CSXT' s attempts to discredit TPI' s evidence do not stop with TPI' s operating plan. They 

extend to nearly every facet of the SAC analysis. But just as with its operating plan, CSXT 

presents inconsistent, misleading, self-serving, and unrealistic criticisms. For example: 

• CSXT virulently objects to internal (so-called "leapfrog") cross-over traffic as a violation 
of SAC principles. But internal cross-over traffic is identical to the overhead cross-over 
traffic of past cases, with the single exception that the residual incumbent is the bridge 
carrier rather than the SARR. Moreover, in Ex Parte 715, CSXT alleged that overhead 
cross-over traffic overcompensates the bridge carrier, but now that the residual incumbent 
is the bridge carrier in the internal cross-over traffic scenario, CSXT claims the bias is 
reversed. CSXT cannot have it both ways. 

• CSXT self-servingly objects to TPI's use of a distributed power locomotive configuration 
by requiring the TPIRR to reconfigure all cross-over traffic locomotives at the 
interchange, thereby adding 45 minutes of dwell time. Rather than accept this dwell 
time, TPI has eliminated the DP configuration on all cross-over trains. 

• CSXT claims that its "standard practice" is to extend the fuel surcharge provisions in 
existing intermodal contract when those contracts are renewed, even though its evidence 
shows a trend of applying its default intermodal fuel surcharge program. 

• CSXT objects to TPI's correction of flawed data to develop revenues and offers its own 
correction, despite refusing TPI's requests that CSXT do so during the discovery process. 

• Having failed to produce leases for road locomotives in discovery, CSXT objects to TPI' s 
reliance upon leases in prior SAC cases. 

• In a break with precedent, CSXT has developed peaking factors for individual rail car 
types at unrealistic levels ranging from 43 to 146 percent. 

• CSXT identifies flaws in its own discovery data to criticize TPI's MOW plan, but then 
uses the very same data that it claims is too flawed for TPI's use to justify its own 
proposed MOW staffing at a higher level. 

• Although CSXT acknowledges that the TPIRR's newly-constructed bridges would have 
fewer maintenance requirements, it refuses to acknowledge a similar reduction in track 
maintenance needs. It would be inconsistent with SAC principles to require TPIRR to 
invest in brand new infrastructure and then deny it the maintenance benefits that go along 
with that investment. 

• CSXT attempts to justify its MOW staffing by comparing track miles per employee based 
solely on mainline tracks and sidings, without regard for nearly 10,000 miles of yard, set­
out, and helper track that also must be maintained. Using just main line track miles, 
CSXT creates the appearance that its MOW employees maintain 29 percent less track on 
average. 
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• Although CSXT purports to accept that TPI can construct a PTC system in 2010, CSXT 
imposes upgrade costs based upon an arbitrary 25% increase to CSXT's own PTC costs, 
thereby imposing more costs to install PTC upon the TPIRR than CSXT itself will incur. 

• CSXT inconsistently argues that the industry is irrelevant to the size of an equity flotation 
fee, but then states that industry comparisons are relevant. Indeed, CSXT' s own 
insistence that the size of an IPO is the most relevant factor would lead to a far smaller 
flotation fee than CSXT has proposed for the TPIRR. 

• CSXT improperly attempts to selectively update various forecasts and indices from those 
it produced in discovery when such updates are favorable to it. Neither TPI nor the 
Board can know whether CSXT has ignored other information in its possession that 
would be favorable to TPI. 

Despite many disagreements with CSXT, TPI has accepted portions of CSXT's evidence. 

In some instances, TPI has accepted a CSXT criticism as legitimate and either adopted CSXT' s 

evidence or made corrections where CSXT' s evidence was infeasible, impractical, or unrealistic. 

In other instances, although TPI disagreed with CSXT's criticism, TPI nevertheless accepted 

CSXT' s evidence so as not to risk rejection of its operating plan if the Board should disagree 

with TPI's position on several issues of first impression. TPI also accepted CSXT's evidence, 

despite disagreements, if TPI's evidence would have constituted impermissible rebuttal. 

Consequently, TPI firmly believes that its Rebuttal Evidence is a conservative overstatement of 

the TPIRR' s true costs as a least-cost, optimally-efficient SARR. After modifying its Opening 

Evidence to reflect many of CSXT' s criticisms, TPI' s Rebuttal Evidence still demonstrates that 

the challenged CSXT rates are unreasonably high. 

B. THE EVIDENCE SHOWS THAT THE CHALLENGED RATES ARE 
UNREASONABLY HIGH 

1. The Proper Scope of Rebuttal Evidence 

In a number of its past decisions, the Board has enunciated principles to guide parties as 

to the parameters of permissible rebuttal evidence in rate reasonableness cases before the Board. 
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These decisions include in particular General Procedures and Duke/NS, but helpful discussions 

exist in other cases, including PSCo!Xcel, Duke/CSXT, CP&L, Otter Tail, and WFA/Basin. 

Under this precedent, rebuttal must be supported. See Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 637. 

Moreover, a complainant cannot alter opening evidence that the defendant has not challenged, 

PSCo!Xcel, 7 S.T.B. at 643-644, and Otter Tail, slip op. at 4, nor can it significantly redesign its 

SARR or alter the core assumptions upon which its case-in-chief is based. See Duke/NS, 7 

S.T.B. at 100, 133; Duke/CSXT, 7 S.T.B. at 450; PSCo/Xcel, 7 S.T.B. at 643-44; FMC, 4 S.T.B. 

at 790. 

If a railroad does challenge a portion of the shipper' s opening evidence, then the shipper 

can accept the railroad reply or assert that its own opening evidence is superior. Duke/NS, 7 

S.T.B. 100-101. However, the Board has also made clear in Duke/NS that, in certain 

circumstances, the shipper can also "refine its evidence to address issues raised by the railroad 

regarding its opening evidence." Id. Specifically, in such cases, the options open to the shipper 

are: 

(a) if the railroad has identified flaws in the shipper's opening evidence but has not 
provided substitute evidence, the shipper can supply "corrective evidence" with support; 
or, 

(b) ifthe railroad has identified flaws in the shipper's opening evidence and the railroad 
has provided substitute evidence, the shipper can show that the railroad's substitute 
evidence is "unsupported, infeasible or unrealistic," and then supply "corrective 
evidence" with support. 

Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 100-101, 141, 175, 190. In the second case, "infeasible" evidence is 

evidence that would not work; "unsupported" evidence is evidence for which there is no proof 

that it would work; and "unrealistic" evidence is evidence that is (a) not what the defendant 

railroad itself does in a comparable situation, (b) what other railroads generally do in that 

situation, or (c) otherwise constitutes needless "gold-plating." Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 101, n.19. 

I-7 



PUBLIC 

However, the Board has also indicated that, even where it is permissible for the 

complainant to supply corrective evidence, the shipper cannot use just any new supporting 

evidence on rebuttal, because the railroad would not have had an opportunity to respond. See, 

e.g. , Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 138, Otter Tail, slip op. at 4, WFA!Basin, slip op. at 68-69, General 

Procedures, 5 S.T.B. at 446. The Board has determined that acceptable corrective evidence can 

include: (a) any evidence submitted in the opening or reply5
; (b) any documents or information 

produced in discov~ry6 ; (c) STB precedent7
; (d) real-world practices of the defendant railroad8

; 

and (e) certain other types of evidence, such as what other real-world railroads do.9 

5 See, e.g., PSCo/Xcel, 7 S.T.B. at 637, WFA/Basin, slip op. at 71. 
6 See, e.g. , WFA/Basin, slip op. at 48, FMC, 4 S.T.B. at 814 (STB re-states locomotive and car 

repair costs based on discovery documents cited by complainant). The Board has held that the 
complainant is entitled to rely on information received in discovery, and the railroad cannot 
impeach its own discovery documents. PSCo/Xcel, 7 S.T.B. at 683 . 

7 See, e.g. , CP&L, 7 S.T.B. at 314, WFA/Basin, slip op. at 40 (car maintenance expense) 
8 See, e. g. , Otter Tail, slip op. at C-4 (fuel consumption based on defendant's system average); 

Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 191 (STB uses rebuttal for hook bolts where shipper shows that its 
rebuttal is based on defendant's standards) (see also CP&L, 7 S.T.B. at 328, same issue); 
Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 194 (STB uses correction to reply evidence advanced by the 
complainant on rebuttal for communication system towers where shipper shows that its 
rebuttal exceeds the real-world practices of the defendant); WFA/Basin, slip op. at 48 (STB 
uses rebuttal evidence when complainant shows that defendant's contract for taxi expenses is 
the best evidence ofrecord); WF A/Basin, slip op. at 93 (STB uses compaction ratio for 
subballast quantities advanced on rebuttal where complainant shows that it was based on 
defendant' s source material) 

9 See, e.g., CP&L, 7 S.T.B. at 293 (STB adopts shipper's rebuttal evidence on dispatchers based 
on comparison with KCS); Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 177 (STB uses rebuttal for yard drainage 
where shipper showed that elaborate drainage advanced by defendant on reply is not generally 
used by railroads) (see also CP&L, 7 S.T.B. at 314 for same issue). Occasionally, the Board 
has permitted certain other rebuttal, see, e.g. , Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 173 (evidence based on 
physical inspection ofline ). 

If a shipper shows that the railroad 's reply evidence is unsupported, infeasible or unrealistic on a 
particular SAC issue, then the Board may accept increases in the shipper' s SARR cost on that 
issue when added by the shipper on rebuttal, regardless of support. See, e. g. , WF A/Basin, slip 
op. at 100 (shipper's rebuttal showed that railroad' s inclusion of .68 miles of SARR yard 
track was unnecessary; Board accepted shipper' s addition of .05 miles oflay-up track without 
additional support). 

I-8 



PUBLIC 

Recently, the Board clarified that "some latitude in answering one another's arguments is 

required" when parties develop operating plans in different manners. SunBelt, slip op. at 8. In 

particular, in correcting its opening evidence in response to legitimate criticisms, a complainant 

is not restricted to merely adopting the defendant's operating plan, but instead may adopt the 

defendant's methodology as modified to fit the complainant's operating plan. As was the case in 

SunBelt, CSXT has developed its operating plan in this proceeding in a very different manner 

frorn TPI, which requires a similar degree of latitude in evaluating TPI's rebuttal evidence. 

In Duke/NS, the Board also warned potential defendants that they "may not take unfair 

advantage of weaknesses in the shipper's opening evidence by submitting reply evidence that is 

itself unsupported, infeasible, or unrealistic, or that presents criticism without appropriate 

evidence that can be used in the Board"s SAC analysis." The Board concluded that, ifthe 

defendant railroad does present unsupported, infeasible or unrealistic evidence, or presents 

criticism without evidence that can be used by the Board, "the shipper may use rebuttal to correct 

deficiencies that have been identified." Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. 100-101. 

Finally, the Board has made clear that, when precedent exists on a particular SAC issue, 

the party seeking a deviation from precedent has the burden of proof. See, e.g., PSCo/Xcel, 7 

S.T.B. at 644; WFA!Basin, slip op. at 53-54, 68-69; Otter Tail, slip op. at C-16. There are 

multiple issues in this case where each party proposed to deviate from precedent. 

In presenting its rebuttal SAC evidence, TPI has been mindful to adhere to the Board's 

guidelines on the proper role of rebuttal evidence. As will be discussed infra, there are crucial 

instances where CSXT has failed to provide the Board with information or programs to support 

its case, to which TPI responds by showing that its own evidence is feasible and supported, or by 

supplying corrective evidence in accord with the principles in Duke/NS. In other instances, TPI 
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shows that CSXT' s evidence is infeasible, unsupported, or unrealistic, and then either shows that 

its opening evidence in fact meets the Board's standards or supplies corrective evidence using 

the types of evidence approved by the Board on rebuttal. 

2. Traffic and Revenues (Part III-A) 

The TPIRR traffic group includes a broad range of commodities moving in intermodal, 

unit train, manifest (mixed general freight) , and local trains. In its Opening Evidence, TPI 

explained the procedures that it followed to identify and model this traffic under the principles 

enunciated in Coal Rate Guidelines and subsequent cases, in light of the nature and complexity 

of this case and the limitations of CSXT data produced in discovery. On Reply, CSXT 

challenges TPI's calculation of both historical and projected traffic volumes, TPI's projected 

revenues, and TPI' s use of internal cross-over traffic. In this Rebuttal Evidence, TPI summarizes 

the dollar value of the differences, addresses differences in the approach that each party has used, 

and explains why TPI' s Rebuttal Evidence presents the best evidence ofrecord. 

a. Historical traffic volume. 

TPI selected historical volumes from actual CSXT traffic data for the period from July 1, 

2010 through June 30, 2013. Although CSXT generally accepts TPI's historical volumes, CSXT 

claims that TPI overstated those volumes based upon three criticisms: (1) TPI over-included 

traffic in the TPIRR traffic group for the 2010, 2011 and 1Q-2Q2013 time periods; 10 (2) TPI 

incorrectly included traffic in the TPIRR traffic group that does not traverse the TPIRR lines; 11 

and (3) TPI improperly included certain high-priority intermodal traffic. 12 In Rebuttal, TPI has 

accepted the first two criticisms, but rejects the third criticism, that TPI improperly included 

certain high-priority intermodal traffic. 

10 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-A-2-6. 
11 Id. pp. III-A-7-8. 
12 Id. pp. III-A-8-10. 
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CSXT' s exclusion of certain high-priority intermodal traffic is linked to its criticism of 

internal cross-over (so-called "leapfrog") traffic. 13 Despite its extensive criticism of internal 

cross-over traffic, CSXT nevertheless retains most such traffic in its SAC analysis. The sole 

exception is a subset of intermodal -traffic for which CSXT claims the TPIRR cannot provide 

equivalent service because the additional interchanges lead to increased transit times and 

increased transit times would cause the TPIRR to lose the business. Moreover, CSXT inflates 

the interchange times between the TPIRR and residual CSXT by insisting that the residual CSXT 

wilt not agree to a distributed power configuration for these trains thereby requiring additional 

time at interchanges to reconfigure the locomotives.14 Based on this logic, CSXT excluded 

intermodal traffic for two specific customers from the TPIRR traffic group.15 

In Rebuttal, TPI retains this intermodal traffic because CSXT's objections are baseless, 

contrived, and self-inflicted. See TPI Reb. Part III.A. I .a. CSXT does not present any empirical 

data to support its cl-aim that TPIRR's service would be worse. { { 

}} 

Because these trains already must stop for fuel , inspections, and other operating considerations, 

these functions could be performed at the interchanges to minimize, if not eliminate, additional 

time. CSXT's refusal to accept DP configuration is a self-imposed restriction designed to 

impose additional time, but TPI has rendered this issue moot by agreeing to use CSXT's 

13 TPI provides a detailed response to CSXT' s criticisms of internal cross-over traffic in Part 
III.C.3. 

14 Id. pp. III-A-9-10. 
15 CSXT claims that it excluded intermodal traffic to "two customers, UPS on the route to/from 

New York and Threads Express to/from Charlotte". (See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-9). CSXT's 
work papers, however, show that CSXT also excluded cross-over intermodal traffic for United 
Parcel Service ("UPS"), Seaboard Marine LTD, and Crowley Liner Services from the TPIRR 
traffic group. The intermodal traffic excluded by CSXT is minimal and amounts to 
approximately 34,000 units out of a total of 2,460,000 total intermodal units in 2012 (or 1 % of 
intermodal traffic) . 
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preferred head-end configuration for these trains. Finally, the TPIRR actually moves these trains 

over the TPIRR segments 17% faster on average (including additional interchange time) than 

historical CSXT train movements. 

b. Projected traffic volume 

TPI' s Opening Evidence forecasted traffic volume growth over two distinct periods. 

Specifically, TPI forecasted volumes from 2014-2017 based upon CSXT's internal forecasts for 

coal, merchandise, and intermodal volumes. For 2018-2020, which are years not covered by 

CSXT's internal forecasts, TPI used a compound annual growth rate ("CAGR") based on the 

CSXT internal forecasts. 

For the 2014-2017 period, CSXT generally accepted TPI's methodology to develop 

growth rates based on the CSXT internal forecast for merchandise and intermodal traffic but 

rejected the methodology for coal traffic. Specifically, CSXT complained that TPl's coal 

volume forecast index included traffic not in the TPIRR traffic group and proposed to correct 

this issue by aggregating its internal forecast at the Origin Region-Destination level. In Rebuttal, 

TPI accepts CSXT's criticism but rejects its proposed solution. See Part III.A.1.b.i. Instead, TPI 

retains its Opening methodology but excludes traffic not in the TPIRR traffic group. TPI's 

Rebuttal approach is superior because it is consistent with recent Board decisions in DuPont and 

SunBelt; it maintains consistency with the methodology also used by TPI, and accepted by 

CSXT, for merchandise and intermodal traffic; and it directly addresses CSXT's criticism in a 

straightforward manner, whereas CSXT's methodology requires several adjustments to the 

internal forecasts CSXT provided in discovery. 

TPI also objects to CSXT's methodology because CSXT selectively updated its internal 

coal forecasts produced in discovery, without also updating its forecasts for other commodities. 

Selective updating by the defendant, after the close of discovery, is prone to "gaming" because 
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only the defendant knows which forecast updates are favorable or unfavorable and can restrict its 

evidence to just those forecasts that favor its position. 

For the 2018-2020 period, CSXT rejected TPI's use of a CAGR due to the impact of one­

time events and small initial volumes, and proposed an alternative method based upon EIA AEO 

forecasts . In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use a CAGR because it is consistent with the 

methodology approved by the Board in DuPont and SunBelt; the two problems cited by CSXT 

actually have a very negligible impact on 2018-2020 volumes; the problems cited by CSXT can 

work in both directions with minimal net impact on total volumes; CSXT' s proposed EIA AEO 

methodology is unprecedented and prone to distortions; and a CAGR based on CSXT's own 

forecast is a superior metric. See Part 111.A.1.b.ii. 

c. TPIRR revenues 

In Reply, CSXT generally accepted TPI's calculati-on of historical and projected TPIRR 

revenues. However, CSXT made several adjustments to TPI's calculations in the following 

general areas: (1) rate escalation adjustment and fuel surcharge adjustments; (2) adjustments for 

movements with no shipment keys; and (3) adjustments to TPIRR cross-over traffic. 

First, CSXT has made multiple adjustments to TPI's projected revenues that TPI has 

accepted on Rebuttal. TPI, however, rejects CSXT's changes to fuel surcharges on shipments 

interchanged with BNSF at Birmingham, AL and fuel surcharges for expiring contracts. See Part 

111.A.2.b. TPI stands by its Opening position that the Birmingham traffic will pay fuel 

surcharges in the forecast period based upon CSXT' s intermodal surcharge program. TPI also 

continues to apply CSXT's intermodal surcharge program to traffic upon the expiration of 

existing contracts, as opposed to CSXT's assumption that the contracts would be renewed with 

the same surcharge terms, because CSXT has not proven its claim that it has a "standard 
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practice" of extending the same fuel surcharge terms to contract renewals when in fact the 

evidence is to the contrary. 

Second, CSXT objects to the methodology that TPI used to evaluate a unique group of 

CSXT revenue waybiU records that did not contain data in a vital database field called "shipment 

key."16 Without this shipment key, TPI was unable to properly link the CSXT car or container 

revenue data with the CSXT car event data, which means that TPI was unable to determine if the 

revenue was associated with rail cars that traverse the TPIRR. In Reply, CSXT admits that the 

data in question contains missing components on the records, but criticizes the approach used by 

TPI in Opening to include these revenue records in the TPIRR historical revenues as "overly 

inclusive."17 CSXT offers an alternative method to match the revenue and car event data based 

upon its separate analysis of the data. CSXT's alternative is too little, too late. At several points 

during the discovery process, TPI asked CSXT to clarify or correct this data issue and CSXT 

declined to do so. The Board should require CSXT to live with the consequences of its decision 

almost four years ago to produce bad data in discovery and then to resist providing corrected data 

in response to questions about the bad data by TPI (i.e., sandbagging). See Part III.A.2.a.i . 

Third, although CSXT accepts TPI's use of the Alternative ATC methodology adopted in 

Ex Parte 715 for cross-over traffic revenue allocations, it makes several adjustments and 

modifications. Specifically, CSXT: (1) recalculated on-SARR mileages to re-classify certain 

segments as on- or off-SARR and account for segments that are split between TPIRR and the 

16 A shipment key is a 14-character code provided by CSXT that uniquely identifies each car 
movement in the car event data. This key is essential for linking CSXT car waybill and 
CSXT container waybill data with the CSXT car event data. Without this key, TPI is unable 
to directly link the CSXT revenue and the CSXT car event data which means that TPI is 
unable to determine if the revenue is associated with cars that traverse the TPIRR. 

17 See CSXT Reply,. p. III-A-28. 
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residual CSXT; 18 (2) adjusted proxy ATC percentages for certain coal shipments; 19 (3) used the 

STB's official version of CSXT's 2012 URCS;20 and (4) modified TPI's treatment of traffic 

moving in certain local trains.21 On Rebuttal, TPI has accepted some, but not all, of these 

adjustments. See Part 111.A.2.a.iv. TPI accepts CSXT's recalculation of on-SARR mileages only 

in part. TPI agrees that some, but not all, of the network links that CSXT has identified as off-

SARR truly are off-SARR. TPI also accepts CSXT's refinement of TPI's approach to 

distinguish between internal rerouted traffic and internal cross-over movements. TPI has 

adopted CSXT' s methodology to identify the miles on network links that are split between the 

TPIRR and residual CSXT.22 TPI accepts CSXT's adjusted proxy ATC percentages for coal 

shipments. TPI also accepts CSXT's use of the STB's version of CSXT's 2012 URCS and has 

incorporated its use in Rebuttal. Finally, because TPI is adding the On/Off-SARR local trains to 

its operating plan that CSXT alleges were missing on Opening, TPI accepts CSXT's inclusion of 

terminal switching performed by those trains in the A TC calculations. 

CSXT also proposes two alternative modifications to the A TC revenue allocation 

methodology when applied to internal (so-called "leapfrog) cross-over traffic.23 TPI rejects 

those modifications on both procedural and substantive grounds. See Part 111.A.2.a.iii. 

Procedurally, because the Board adopted the ATC methodology for all cross-over traffic in the 

Ex Parte 7 I 5 formal rulemaking proceeding, it may only make modifications through another 

18 See, CSXT Reply, pp. lll-A-40-43 . 
19 Id. pp. lll-A-45-46. 
20 d I. . p. 111-A-44. 
21 Id. pp. lll-A-43-44. 
22 A split link can occur when the TPIRR creates a cross-over movement at a location not at the 

end-point of a network link. 
23 See, CSXT Reply, p. 111-A-39. 
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such rulemaking.24 Substantively, CSXT's first proposal violates SAC and economic principles. 

Rather than attempting to allocate revenues between the SARR and residual incumbent, this 

proposal is a back-door attempt to expand the SAC analysis to off-SARR segments. In addition, 

its determination ofrevenue div.isions based upon the SARR' s costs is inconsistent with the 

purpose of A TC to determine how much the incumbent carrier would allocate to different 

segments of the incumbent's network based on the incumbent' s costs.25 CSXT' s second 

proposal essentially is the Efficient Component Pricing ("ECP") method that the Board rejected 

in Nevada Power and Major Issues.26 As the Board noted in Major Issues, the use ofECP, or 

schemes like it, such as CSXT's proposed methodology, inject bias in favor of the railroads and 

render cross-over traffic ineffectual in simplifying the SAC analysis.27 

d. Rerouted traffic 

CSXT accuses TPI of failing to disclose "a massive amount ofre-routed traffic. "28 This 

is melodramatic nonsense. Where CSXT operates two parallel routes in major urban areas, TPI 

merely consolidated the traffic over a single route. These are not lengthy reroutes and they are 

completely internal to the TPIRR. CSXT's suggestion that reroutes of such short distances 

would have any major impact upon the TPIRR's customer service is unfounded. Furthermore, 

although CSXT claims that the Board should disallow this rerouted traffic, CSXT includes this 

traffic in its SAC analysis. 

24 Indeed, the Ex Parte 715 proceeding was initiated to modify the original ATC methodology 
adopted in the Major Issues formal rulemaking. 

25 See, WFA!Basin I at 12, AEP/Texas II at 13 and WFA/Basin II at 13 . 
26 See, Nevada Power II at 265, and Mqjor Issues at 29. 
27 See, Major Issues at 36. 
28 See, CSXT Reply, p. I-15 . 
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3. The Stand-Alone Railroad (Part 111-B) 

The TPIRR is an extensive system that replicates nearly 7,000 route miles of the real-

world CSXT system. In Opening, TPI replicated 6,866 route miles. CSXT added line segments 

in Reply, which TPI has accepted, thus bringing the total size of the TPIRR to 6,912 miles. 

CSXT also converted 45 .63 miles of trackage rights line segments to constructed lines, because it 

has a partial ownership interest. TPI accepts these conversions, but does not include these lines 

in the TPIRR' s maintenance expenses because there are joint facility agreements that cover those 

costs. TPI also corrects CSXT' s treatment of costs for the Monongahela Railway in the DCF 

Model. See Part III.B.1.a. 

In Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's twelve (12) major yards, sixty-eight (68) "other" yards, 

nineteen (19) intermodal terminals, twenty (20) automotive facilities, twenty-three (23) bulk 

transfer facilities, and eighty-seven (87) additional interchange locations. CSXT, however, 

added five (5) "other yards,'' three (3) intermodal terminals, two (2) partially-owned yards, one 

(1) coal terminal, and seventeen (17) additional interchange locations. TPI accepts many of 

these additions, such as RIP tracks, hump lead tracks, and classification tracks. However, TPI 

rejects many of CSXT's proposed changes because they are unsupported or are the product of 

CSXT's flawed operating plan. For example, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of: (a) yard lead 

tracks at ten facilities, (b) track for twelve proposed locomotive service and inspection stations, 

(c) thirty interchange tracks at ten yards, (d) run-around tracks at 12 major and 68 other yards, 

and ( e) 8 out of 17 interchange yards. Many of the changes that CSXT has made to the TPIRR 

are the result of arguments advanced by CSXT in other sections of its Reply Evidence, to which 

TPI responds in Parts III-D and III-F of this Rebuttal. See Part III.B.2. 
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4. Operating Plan (Part 111-C) 

CSXT is highly critical of TPI' s operating plan for the TPIRR, claiming that TPI has 

failed to satisfy the fundamental requirements for a feasible carload operating plan. Much of 

CSXT's criticism mirrors the criticisms that NS levied against the complainants' operating plans 

in DuPont and SunBelt in a clear attempt to tar TPI with the same brush. Specifically, CSXT 

claims that TPI omitted a massive number of local trains and that it failed to present a 

classification and blocking plan. CSXT then adds a third major criticism of TPI's yard service 

plan. Together, this triumvirate of criticisms forms the foundation of CSXT's attack upon TPI's 

operating plan. CSXT then attempts to exploit these alleged flaws, just as NS did in DuPont and 

SunBelt, to justify its creation of an entirely new operating plan based upon the MultiRail 

software. 

The problem with CSXT's story is that it is not true. First, CSXT fabricated a group of 

trains that it claims TPI "missed" in developing its opening evidence. TPI could not have missed 

them because they did not exist, do not appear in CSXT' s historical traffic databases, and could 

not have moved actual historical traffic in the real world. Furthermore, CSXT does not even 

include them in its Reply train list used to develop operating expenses. In addition, CSXT's 

R TC simulation is based on an adjusted version of TPI' s opening train list, and does not reflect 

the trains CSXT included in its operating plan. 

Second, by modeling the same trains as CSXT operates in the real world, TPI has 

adopted CSXT' s actual blocking plans and TPI has developed the critical car classification 

counts at intermediate yards that DuPont and SunBelt had omitted from their opening evidence, 

thus eliminating CSXT's excuse for using MultiRail. Third, with a few Rebuttal adjustments, 

TPI's yard service plan matches CSXT's real-world productivity levels. Moreover, CSXT has 

not modeled its Reply yard receiving and departure track counts or dwell times in its Reply RTC 
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simulation to demonstrate their feasibility. Finally, contrary to its claims, CSXT has used 

MultiRail to create an entirely new operating plan rather than correct the alleged flaws in TPI' s 

operating plan. Furthermore, CSXT' s MultiRail operating plan replicates many of the same 

elements CSXT critiqued, thereby effectively adopting TPI's Opening Evidence for those same 

operating plan elements. 

-wruch of CSXT' s criticism is hyperbole that CSXT repeats over and over in the clear 

hope and expectation that the Board will defer to CSXT' s operating expertise as "the railroad" in 

this case. Although TPI' s Opening Evidence operating plan was sponsored by Richard 

MacDonald, who has 42 years of railroading experience with both eastern and western carriers, 

CSXT suggests that he had only a small role in developing TPI's plan. In order to rebut this 

suggestion and to demonstrate that TPI' s Opening Evidence is sound, TPI engaged John Orrison 

as a rebuttal witness to review TPI's methodology for developing its operating plan, CSXT's 

critique of that plan, and CSXT's Reply operating plan based upon MultiRail. Mr. Orrison is 

uniquely qualified for all three tasks because his 35 years of experience include 17 years with 

CSXT, where his many responsibilities included supervising and managing the development of 

CSXT' s train profiles, freight car blocks and freight car disposition rules, and implementing new 

operating plans to integrate Conrail and CSXT lines and operations. In his various roles, he also 

has extensive experience working with MultiRail. Mr. Orrison has confirmed that TPI's process 

for developing its operating plan based upon historical train movements and blocking plans is 

both sound and feasible and is used by real-world railroads. Moreover, he has identified multiple 

inconsistencies between CSXT' s claims in this case and what CSXT does in the real world. 

TPI also engaged three rebuttal witnesses from the consulting firm of R.L. Banks & 

Associates, who have operations experience with the former Conrail and NS, to evaluate CSXT's 
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evidence on yard infrastructure and operations. Their review indicates that CSXT has attempted 

to gold-plate its yard infrastructure. 

Finally, CSXT has levied an unfounded attack upon TPI's use of internal (so-called 

"leapfrog") cross-over traffic in an effort to outright ban such traffic from the SAC analysis. TPI 

shows that the only difference between internal cross-over traffic and traditional overhead cross­

over traffic is a reversal of the segments operated by the SARR and the residual incumbent, 

which should be revenue-neutral assuming the Board's ATC methodology works as it is intended 

to work. In addition, TPI shows that internal cross-over traffic is consistent with SAC principles 

and does not enable "gaming." 

TPI's Rebuttal Evidence demonstrates that CSXT's most strident criticisms of TPI's 

operating plan are unfounded. Where CSXT has identified legitimate criticisms, and in some 

instances in which TPI believes CSXT's criticisms are not justified, but for which the case record 

does not provide sufficient detail to disprove CSXT's claims, TPI has conservatively adjusted its 

operating plan to address them, even when CSXT itself did not address those criticisms in its 

Reply operating plan. In several instances, despite strongly disagreeing with CSXT's criticisms, 

TPI reluctantly accepts CSXT's modifications solely to reduce the number of disputed issues. 

a. TPl's operating plan is feasible and realistic. 

1. Missing trains 

CSXT levies a wildly exaggerated charge that TPI somehow "missed" 44,694 local trains 

in developing its operating- plan. If this were true, CSXT' s "corrected TPI opening" local train 

list for the TPIRR should contain 86,902 trains, 29 but instead it contains just 48, 148 local trains. 

In other words, CSXT added just 5,940 of the allegedly missing local trains to the train list it 

used as the basis for its Reply RTC modeling analysis. To further confuse matters, the trains 

29 42,208 local trains in TPI Opening plus 44,694 allegedly missing trains. 
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included in CSXT's RTC simulation are not the trains that CSXT used to develop operating 

statistics and expenses. That list contains 60,788 local trains, which were developed as part of 

CSXT's MultiRail analysis, and still contains 30% fewer trains than CSXT's claimed 86,902 

figure. Nor is there any link whatsoever between CSXT's two different train lists (i.e., the train 

list modeled in RTC and the train list used to develop operating expenses.) CSXT doesn't even 

acknowledge these facts anywhere in its narrative, much less attempt to explain these 

disconnects, content to ailow the reader who does not carefully examine CSXT's multiple 

different spreadsheets to believe that CSXT has presented a singular coherent train list to 

establish the feasibility of its operating plan and to develop operating costs. The fact of the 

matter is that TPI did not "miss" any of these trains; nearly two-thirds of the trains do not exist in 

the real world and do not appear in CSXT's historical traffic data, and TPI intentionally omitted 

the remainder in Opening for various legitimate reasons. On Rebuttal, TPI conservatively added 

11,3 73 of these local trains to its operating plan, even though CSXT has not proven they are 

required to serve the TPIRR traffic group. 

CSXT breaks the allegedly missing local trains into three groups. First, CSXT has 

identified 5,940 "On/Off-SARR" local trains, which are in fact the only local trains that CSXT 

adds to its "corrected TPI opening" train list. On/Off-SARR Local Trains are real-world CSXT 

local trains that serve non-issue TPIRR traffic, but that originate or terminate some of that traffic 

at off-SARR customer locations and some at on-SARR locations. In other words, this is cross­

over traffic at the local train level. The difference between TPI' s and CSXT' s handling of this 

cross-over traffic is that TPI interchanged the traffic with the residual CSXT at the classification 

yard, thereby allowing the residual CSXT to provide efficient single-line local service by 

operating the local train over its entire route (and collect revenue divisions reflecting terminal 
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switching for all cars that moved on those trains), whereas CSXT interchanged the traffic at the 

physical end-point of the TPIRR, thereby requiring the unrealistic and inefficient interchange of 

a local train mid-route (usually twice because most local trains operate in tum-around service). 

CSXT' s treatment also reduced the amount of revenue the residual CSXT would be allocated for 

running the same local trains, because it allocated revenues reflecting terminal switching 

operations to the TPIRR for much of the traffic moving on those trains. Although TPI 

intentionally excluded these trains on Opening for service efficiency reasons (and accepted the 

associated reduction in TPIRR revenue allocation under A TC), TPI accepts their addition on 

Rebuttal because CSXT has accepted those inefficiencies without objection and because TPI's 

rationale for excluding these trains is untested, which would require TPI to risk rejection of its 

entire operating plan based upon this single issue of first impression. TPI nevertheless believes 

that its exclusion of these trains is justified and asks the Board to address this issue so that future 

complainants are not forced to jeopardize their entire operating plan to obtain a determination of 

this single issue. See Part 111.C.2.a. 

Second, CSXT claims that TPI omitted 28,860 industrial yard trains from its local train 

Ii-st. TPI rejects this argument completely because both TPI and CSXT have accounted for yard 

trains based upon a different methodology in a different portion of their evidence. Consequently, 

including yard trains in their local train lists would constitute a double-count. Industrial yard 

trains are not local trains, as evidenced by the fact that CSXT itself does not include any of these 

allegedly missing trains in either its "corrected TPI opening" or its Reply local train lists. 

Despite the fact that CSXT itself does not include these yard trains on either local trains list, it 

goes to great lengths to suggest that TPI missed these trains through sheer incompetence. 

However, TPI could not possibly have "missed" these trains, because they do not exist in the 
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traffic data provided by CSXT in discovery. On the contrary, they were created by CSXT for 

Rebuttal! TPI exposes the very deliberate misrepresentations made by CSXT to create that 

impression in order to show the lengths to which CSXT has gone in this proceeding to create the 

perception that TPI has no clue what it is doing, but then adopting TPI' s methodology and 

ignoring its own criticisms without acknowledging those facts to the Board. See Part 111.C.2.b. 

Third, CSXT identifies 9,894 additional "missing" trains in a single catch-all category 

that really is comprised of four groups. TPI excluded the first group because CSXT's own traffic 

data does not indicate that those trains handle any cars carrying TPIRR traffic, which is a fact 

that CSXT admits. TPI omitted the second group because those trains only moved empty cars 

(usually just a couple) that TPIRR could plan to move on other local trains carrying revenue 

traffic. TPI omitted the third group because those were additional On/Off-SARR local trains. 

TPI omitted the last group because these trains performed functions that are unnecessary or that 

would be handled by yard trains. On Rebuttal, TPI conservatively has added 5,433 of these 

trains based upon CSXT's Reply explanations, even though CSXT offered no definitive proof 

that its claims were factual. Specifically, TPI added all of the trains repositioning empty cars, all 

of the On/Off-SARR trains, and a subset of the remainder that CSXT describes as local switchers 

that provide switching at customer facilities even though CSXT' s traffic data does not indicate 

that they provide such service to the TPIRR's traffic, and CSXT's MultiRail analysis does not 

assign any cars to be moved by trains having these train symbols. See Part III.C.2.c. 

In total, TPI has added 11,3 73 local trains to its Rebuttal train list. Furthermore, unlike 

CSXT, TPI has modeled the operations of all these trains in its Rebuttal RTC simulation, 

whereas CSXT has modeled only a subset of these trains. 
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ii. Internal cross-over traffic 

CSXT objects to TPI's use of internal (so-called "leapfrog") cross-over traffic, which it 

has mischaracterized as "a radical expansion" of cross-over traffic.30 But this is just another 

attack by CSXT on the concept of cross-over traffic itself, which CSXT attempts to disguise as 

something new. The Board should reject CSXT's attempt to carve out an internal cross-over 

exception to cross-over traffic because internal cross-over movements are the mirror image of 

long-accepted overhead crossover traffic, they are consistent with SAC principles and Board 

precedent, they are a part ofreal-world railroading, and they are absolutely essential to a 

manageable and cost-effective SAC analysis for carload traffic. See Part III.C.3. 

CSXT takes several inconsistent positions on this issue. See Part III.C.3 .a. The only 

difference between internal and so-called "traditional" overhead cross-over traffic is that the 

residual incumbent is the bridge carrier in the former whereas the SARR is the bridge carrier in 

the latter. Curiously, CSXT contended in Ex Parte 715 that the bridge carrier is over­

compensated when the SARR provides the bridge service in a traditional overhead cross-over 

movement, but abandons that position when the residual incumbent provides that service as an 

internal cross-over movement in this case. CSXT also doesn't object to internal cross-over 

movements in the context of On/Off-SARR local trains. In fact, CSXT has forced the residual 

incumbent into handling local trains as internal cross-over movements. 

CSXT wrongly claims that internal cross-over movements violate SAC principles. In 

fact, internal cross-over traffic serves the same objectives as cross-over traffic in general by 

keeping the SAC analysis focused on the portion of the CSXT system that is needed to transport 

the issue traffic, while permitting the TPIRR to achieve the same economies of scale, scope and 

density as the real-world CSXT without expanding the SARR to an ever larger and more 

30 See, CSXT Reply, p. 30. 
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complex system.31 First, CSXT wrongly contends that internal cross-over traffic violates SAC 

principles by allowing the SARR to achieve greater economies of scale, scope and density than 

the incumbent enjoys.32 But that is precisely what SAC both permits and encourages through 

tools such as rerouting traffic to increase density. See Part III.B .3.b.i. Second, CSXT 

inaccurately claims that internal cross-over traffic is different from traditional cross-over traffic 

because it does not reduce the geographic scope of the SARR, even though CSXT concedes that 

the internal cross-over segments on the TPIRR add up to 4,500 miles. See Part III.B.3 .b.ii. 

Third, CSXT inexplicably alleges that internal cross-over traffic complicates the SAC analysis 

by creating interchanges between the TPIRR and CSXT at points that do not exist in the real 

world. But that is also true of all traditional cross-over traffic, which adds interchanges at the 

exact same locations. In any event, the addition of 4,500 route miles of additional track would 

complicate the SAC analysis far more than a few interchanges. See Part llI.B.3 .b.iii. Fourth, 

CSXT's claim that internal cross-over traffic violates the Board's rules for re-routing is baseless, 

because internal cross-over traffic does not require any rerouting, so those rules are aimed at cost 

shifting that does not occur with internal cross-over movements. See Part III.B.3.b.iv. Finally, 

CSXT's claim that TPI is using internal cross-over traffic to "game" the SAC analysis are not 

supported by the facts. See Part III.B.3 .b.v. 

CSXT makes the unsupported and inaccurate claim that internal cross-over movements 

are inconsistent with real-world railroading.33 CSXT's claim that railroads always strive to 

reduce interchanges is inconsistent with the modern history of short line and regional railroad 

31 See, TPI Opening at 111-A-l 7 to 21. E,g., Nevada Power II at 265-66; PSCo/Xcel I at 601-03; 
WF A/Basin I, slip op. at 11 . 

32 See, CSXT Reply, Pp. III-C-48-49. 
33 See CSXT Reply, p. III-C-41. 
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spin-offs by Class I railroads which add interchanges. TPI also has presented real-world 

examples of internal cross-over movements on both BNSF and NS. See Part III.B.3.c. 

Finally, TPI has demonstrated that any restrictions upon the use of cross-over traffic in 

SAC cases would deprive carload shippers of a practical means by which to present rate 

complaints because the SAC process will have become so impracticable, complex, and expensive 

that the pursuit of regulatory rate remedies would be futile. 34 Large scale SARRs designed to 

serve several dozen origin-destination pairs, which already are extremely complex and costly to 

present, inevitably will create internal cross-over segments because many of the incumbent's 

lines will not be needed to serve the issue traffic. A ban on internal cross-over traffic will force 

complainants to choose between increasing the cost and complexity of SAC cases by drastically 

expanding their SARRs to include the internal cross-over segments or accepting much lower 

traffic densities that would preclude a SARR from achieving the same economies of scale, scope, 

and density as the defendant, with the consequence of reducing the level of rate relief or even 

eliminating relief altogether. See Part III.B.3.d. 

iii. Car classification and blocking 

CSXT criticizes TPI for not developing a car classification and blocking plan for the 

TPIRR and then proceeds to use this alleged deficiency to justify the creation of its own entirely 

new plan using the MultiRail software.35 Because TPI's operating plan runs the same trains with 

the same blocks through the same yards as the real-world CSXT operated in the Base Year, TPI 

has adopted CSXT's actual blocking and train service plans during that time period.36 If CSXT's 

Base Year blocking and train service plan provided complete service for all of CSXT' s historical 

traffic that moved over the lines replicated by the TPIRR, then that plan also must provide 

34 See TPI Opening at III-A-24 to 25. 
35 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-55 to 74. 
36 See TPI Op. at III-C-12. 
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complete service for the TPIRR' s Base Year traffic because it is a subset of the same traffic. See 

Part III.C.4. 

However, CSXT claims that "adjustments to CSXT's actual Base Year train service and 

car blocking plan . . . would be required to handle the TPIRR's Peak Year traffic volumes."37 That 

is not true. Although the TPIRR' s Peak Year volumes are higher than its Base Year volumes, 

the customer origins and destinations themselves do not change in a SAC analysis. Volume 

growth (or decrease) projections are applied to the Base Year traffic to determine the Peak Year 

traffic for the same customer base. As a result, the TPIRR' s Peak Year traffic can move in the 

same blocks and on the same trains as the Base Year traffic and receive the same complete 

service because the basic flow and pattern of traffic remains the same. TPI witness Orrison 

confirms that volumes, which are constantly fluctuating, typically do not trigger changes to real 

world blocking plans, and in fact, he still recognizes CSXT's current blocking plans from his 

tenure at CSXT dating back 10-20 years ago. Finally, although a real-world railroad 

occasionally might need to adjust its blocking plans to handle increased volume with its sunk 

yard infrastructure, the TPIRR' s infrastructure is designed for its Peak Year volume, which 

means that TPI can redesign CSXT' s infrastructure to efficiently handle Peak Year volume with 

CSXT' s Base Year blocking plan. Both TPI and CSXT in fact have done this by redesigning and 

resizing the TPIRR' s yard classification tracks. 

TPI also refutes CSXT' s arguments that internal rerouting and internal cross-over traffic 

preclude TPI from using CSXT' s blocking plans. Because TPI's reroutes are on-SARR, short 

distance reroutes based on consolidating traffic from multiple CSXT lines in various urban areas 

onto a single line, and every train originates and terminates in the same yards where CSXT 

37 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-57 [emphasis added]. 

I-27 



PUBLIC 

blocks and classifies that traffic in the real world, those reroutes do not require a new blocking 

plan. Internal cross-over traffic also does not require a new blocking plan because the historical 

routes are preserved. Interchanging entire trains does not require any classification at all, and 

interchanging cross-over traffic between trains occurs at the same yards and in the same blocks 

where that traffic is switched from train to train in the real world, with the only difference being 

that one train is operated by the TPIRR and the other by the residual CSXT instead of CSXT 

operating both trains. 

The SunBelt decision clearly holds that a complainant can adopt the incumbent's 

classification and blocking plan, as TPI has done, so long as the infrastructure and staffing 

remains adequate to serve the traffic group.38 On Rebuttal, TPI has accepted CSXT's Reply 

classification tracks in order to eliminate this point of contention. In the following sections, TPI 

also shows that its yard staffing and locomotives maintain the same level of productivity as the 

real-world CSXT. Thus, TPI has provided an acceptable blocking and classification plan. 

iv. Yard facilities 

CSXT claims that TPI' s proposed yard facilities are inadequate to enable the TPIRR to 

perform essential yard functions. 39 Specifically, CSXT asserts that TPI has provided inadequate 

classification tracks and receiving and departure tracks, has omitted some essential yards, and 

has provided insufficient RIP and support tracks. On Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's addition of 

five yards, customer lead track, and RIP tracks. See Parts III.C.5 .c & d. and III.C.6. With 

respect to classification tracks and receiving and departure tracks, TPI accepts some, but not all, 

of CSXT' s additional infrastructure. 

38 See, SunBelt, slip op. at 16. 
39 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-74-76. 
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As previously noted, TPI accepts CSXT's restatement of yard classification tracks solely 

to eliminate this point of contention, despite CSXT's gold-plated methodology for determining 

classification track counts. See Part 111.C.5.a. Nevertheless, TPI believes that CSXT's 

classification tracks are overstated because: (a) CSXT unrealistically assumes that a 

classification track would tum over just once every 24 hours, thereby requiring a separate track 

for every block; (b) CSXT' s claim that "the number and length of the classification tracks in the 

yard must be tailored to accommodate the specific blocks contemplated by the railroad's train 

service plan"40 is unrealistic because real-world railroads do not-indeed, they cannot-design 

their classification tracks for block lengths in any single time period, which can and do vary; and 

( c) CSXT' s application of a 15 percent "swing track" capacity factor for hump yards and 1.67 

fluidity factor for flat yards is unnecessary because TPI's classification tracks already are 

designed for Peak Year volume and there are multiple operating measures that a railroad can take 

increase yard capacity during traffic surges without adding infrastructure. 

TPI rejects CSXT's methodology for determining the number of yard receiving and 

departure tracks because it is based upon an unrealistic academic analysis, with gold-plated 

assumptions, instead of the RTC Model. See Part 111.C.5.b.ii. Also, CSXT inexplicably did not 

model its estimated receiving and departure tracks in its own Reply RTC simulation to determine 

their feasibility. In fact, CSXT's own Reply RTC simulation exposes the flaws in CSXT's 

analysis because CSXT's track counts were insufficient at several yards (requiring CSXT to add 

tracks to its RTC model).41 But in the aggregate, CSXT's receiving and departure track counts 

for all yards far exceed what CSXT's RTC model demonstrates is needed to handle the peak year 

traffic. Therefore, consistent with both precedent and real-world railroad practices, TPI 

40 See, CSXT Reply, p. 111.-C-85. 
41 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit 111-C-1. 
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continues to use its Opening methodology of determining receiving and departure tracks based 

upon the RTC model, except that TPI's rebuttal track counts are based upon its rebuttal RTC 

model, which includes additional trains and revised dwell times. 

TPI has accepted CSXT's criticism that TPI's Opening RTC dwell times for trains on 

receiving and departure tracks is understated, which impacts the number of receiving and 

departure tracks determined by the RTC model. See Part III.C.5 .b.iii. CSXT's expert, however, 

only developed dwell time estimates for hump yards and for trains departing flat yards; he did 

not develop a dwell time for trains arriving at flat yards. Nevertheless, CSXT did include dwell 

times for all trains arriving and departing hump and flat yards in its RTC simulation. Therefore, 

to address CSXT's criticism ofTPI's Opening RTC dwell times, TPI has accepted the dwell 

times in CSXT's reply RTC model and incorporated them into TPI's Rebuttal RTC model. 

v. Yard staffing and locomotives 

CSXT claims that TPI's yard classification jobs are inadequate because TPI has included 

fewer jobs than the real-world CSXT, yet TPI purports to use CSXT's blocking plans. 

Therefore, CSXT applies its actual yard staffing levels for the yards on the TPIRR.42 TPI 

accepts CSXT's criticism but not its solution. Although TPI agrees that CSXT's actual yard 

staffing is an appropriate baseline, CSXT ignores the fact that the TPIRR will classify fewer cars 

on a daily basis than the real-world CSXT, and thus it is unrealistic for CSXT to assume that the 

TPIRR will need the same number of yard crews. To address this unrealistic assumption in 

CSXT's methodology, in Rebuttal, TPI has scaled CSXT's Reply yard staffing levels to achieve 

the same productivity level (i.e., cars classified per crew) as the real-world CSXT. See Part 

III.C.5.e.i. 

42 See CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-132-33. 
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TPI rejects CSXT's claim that TPI's yard classification job assignments are infeasible 

because TPI has not assigned any yard jobs or yard locomotives to some TPIRR yards. CSXT 

itself has numerous _yard locations where it classifies cars but does not assign any yard crews or 

locomotives.43 Moreover, CSXT's Reply adds five (5) yards to the TPIRR network but assigns 

yard crews and yard locomotives to only three (3) of them.44 CSXT's operating plan must 

assume, as TPI has assumed, that cars in these yards are classified by local train crews rather 

than yard crews, which is a common industry approach. Therefore, if CSXT' s Reply has not 

assigned a yard crew and locomotive to a yard where TPI did not do so on Opening, TPI does not 

assign a yard crew or locomotive on Rebuttal. See Part III.C.5.e.i. 

TPI agrees with CSXT that TPI should have included yard support jobs for the TPIRR. 

However, rather than blindly assigning the same number of support jobs that CSXT has in the 

real-world, TPI again has scaled the number of support jobs to reflect the number of actual cars 

classified in the TPIRR' s yards in order to maintain the same level of productivity per support 

job as the real world CSXT. See Part III.C.5.e.ii. 

TPI accepts CSXT's substitution of SD40 locomotives for SW1500 locomotives at 

TPIRR's yards. TPI, however, does not accept CSXT's locomotive counts. CSXT adopted 

TPI' s method for calculating the required number of yard locomotive units, including the number 

of spare units determined by TPI, with one exception. In Opening, TPI calculated the number of 

locomotives required in each hump yard by calculating the number of units needed for crews 

assigned, then adding a unit for crews pushing cars over the hump. In contrast, CSXT calculates 

the number of units needed for the crews assigned then adds two (2) units for crews pushing cars 

43 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Yard Matrix Update.xls" and discovery spreadsheet "Yard 
Matrix.xls." 

44 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Yard Operations Reply.xlsx." 
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over the hump, thereby overstating the units needed in each hump yard by one unit. Therefore, 

in Rebuttal, TPI continues to calculate yard locomotive requirements as it did in Opening, 

adjusted to reflect the addition of the flat yard crew assign~rnents discussed above. 

vi. Peak Year train development 

TPI rejects CSXT's claim that TPI has understated the number of growth trains for the 

Peak Year. See Part III.C.7.d. First, CSXT claims that "TPI's RTC model understated the 

number of 'growth' trains that would be required to handle TPI's projected increase in the 

TPIRR' s traffic in the Peak Year," based solely upon the self-serving and conclusory statement 

that TPI's less than one percent growth estimate is "nonsensical."45 CSXT then makes an 

unexplained adjustment that produces just a three percent growth estimate. According to its 

work papers, CSXT inexplicably reduced TPI's analysis period from July-December to just 

December in a transparent attempt to inflate the Peak Year train requirement. CSXT does not 

explain why its single month approach is superior to TPI's 6-month approach or why a three 

percent growth rate makes more sense than one percent. Furthermore, because the volume 

forecast index used by both parties was developed based on expected aggregate growth from the 

last six months in 2012 to the last six months in 2019, CSXT created a mismatch by applying 

this index to only one month of train data in its model. See Part III.C.7.d.i. 

Second, CSXT inflated its peak period local train count based on an assertion that, 

because certain local trains sometimes "outlaw" in the real world, they could not possibly move a 

single additional car in the Peak Year.46 Because TPI's forecast model is based on adding 

carload volume to existing blocks, adding carloads to local trains does not change the historical 

blocks, cuts, stops, or customers served by the TPIRR local trains, and thus would not add to 

45 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-1 74-75. 
46 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-175-176. 
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their time. Furthermore, CSXT's analysis of trains timing out ignores the RTC results, which 

show that the local trains in question do not time out on the TPIRR. See Part III.C.7.d.ii . 

vii. Reciprocal obligations 

CSXT claims that TPI has not properly accounted for its reciprocal obligations to 

connecting carriers in three areas. But despite its claims, CSXT does not make many 

adjustments on Reply. To tlie extent that CSXT has made certain adjustments, TPI has accepted 

them in Rebuttal. See Part III.C.11 . 

First, CSXT objects to TPI's distributed power ("DP") formation for locomotives. 

Despite this objection, the only change that CSXT makes is to impose 45 minutes of additional 

dwell time at interchanges between the TPIRR and residual CSXT, based upon the self-serving 

claim that the residual CSXT will insist that the TPIRR reconfigure all trains with head-end 

power at the interchange. Rather than incur this additional time, the TPIRR runs all cross-over 

trains with head-end power instead of DP on Rebuttal. See Part III.C.11.a. 

Second, based upon CSXT's claim that TPI's classification and blocking assumptions are 

inconsistent with CSXT's real world practices,47 TPI has removed all of its opening evidence 

adjustments to the number of cars CSXT actually classified at New Orleans, St. Louis, Buffalo 

and Chicago. Also, because TPI accepts CSXT's assignment of yard jobs at all flat yards on the 

TPIRR and TPI has accepted CSXT' s classification tracks in these yards, CSXT' s arguments 

regarding the TPIRR' s failure to meet its reciprocal classification and blocking obligations are 

rendered moot. See Part III.C.11.b. 

Finally, although CSXT objects that TPI's fueling assumptions for the TPIRR are not in 

accord with common practice, CSXT accepts TPI's fuel consumption rate and initial fuel price.48 

47 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-162-164. 
48 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-15-16. 
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In other words, CSXT disparages TPI' s evidence regarding fueling locomotives used in interline 

service, while accepting TPI's methodology for calculating fuel costs for these locomotives. See 

Part III.C.11.c. 

viii. RTC model 

CSXT criticizes TPI's Opening RTC simulation based primarily upon the same operating 

plan objections addressed in the preceding sections. Because TPI has addressed those criticisms 

either by making adjustments to its Rebuttal RTC model or demonstrating that CSXT's 

criticisms are unfounded, there is no need to separately address them here. 

TPI also accepts most of CSXT' s criticisms not yet addressed by TPI' s Rebuttal 

Evidence. This includes adjusting the speed of crude oil unit trains and certain grain trains, 

mainline dwell times for local trains serving industries, correcting the modeling of certain road 

trains at various locations, and incorporating CSXT's revised random outages (except for 42 

outages that do not occur on the TPIRR). In addition, TPI has corrected literally hundreds of 

input errors in CSXT's Reply RTC simulation. See Part III.C.13. 

b. CSXT's operating plan is disjointed, incoherent, and inconsistent 

CSXT inaccurately claims that it has adhered to the Board's requirement, recently 

reaffirmed in the DuPont and SunBelt decisions, that "the defendant in a SAC case . . . make any 

necessary corrections to the complainant's opening evidence rather than submitting something 

entirely new on reply, to avoid having operating plans so different as to impede comparison."49 

But that is not what CSXT has done. Instead, CSXT has cobbled together a mixture of evidence 

based upon two unrelated and irreconcilable operating plans-TPI' s Opening plan based on 

analysis of historical traffic data and CSXT's MultiRail-based plan-that it pretends are part of 

49 See, DuPont, slip op. at 41, citing Gen Procedures for Presenting Evidence in Stand-Alone 
Cost Rate Cases, 5 S.T.B. 441, 446 (2001). See also, SunBelt, slip op. at 13. 
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the same plan. CSXT makes certain adjustments to TPI's Opening operating plan to create the 

illusion that its own operating plan is a "corrected" version of TPI' s plan, but then CSXT 

proceeds to develop a completely different operating plan-with completely different trains and 

blocks-using the MultiRail software. CSXT then models the trains in TPI' s operating plan in 

its Reply RTC simulation instead of the trains in its separate MultiRail-based operating plan, but 

it then applies the results of the RTC modeling exercise to the other train list to develop 

operating statistics and expenses. 

CSXT's operating plan must be rejected on two independent grounds. First, CSXT has 

not in fact modeled its operating plan in the RTC simulation, thereby failing to prove the 

feasibility of its plan or to develop meaningful data to determine appropriate operating expenses. 

Second, CSXT's MultiRail analysis contains multiple flaws that are evident from TPI' s limited 

ability to review that analysis- which TPI cannot modify50-because of the limited functionality 

of the read-only version of the software served upon TPI but not filed with the Board. 

i. CSXT has not modeled its operating plan in its RTC 
simulation 

The RTC model is used in SAC cases "to determine the feasibility of the [SARR's] 

operating plan and develop key operating characteristics of the SARR."51 The RTC model 

permits the proponent of each operating plan "to both test the adequacy of the configuration (to 

make sure the [SARR] will have sufficient capacity to handle the peak forecast demand), and 

then to derive the segment-by-segment cycle times (which it then use[s] to develop the operating 

costs of the [SARR] in the base year)."52 Therefore, a defendant "cannot protest that an input 

into the RTC model is flawed without showing the consequence of changing that input on the 

so Because TPI cannot modify CSXT' s Reply analysis, TPI is unable to quantify the impact of 
CSXT's modeling decisions on its Reply SAC analysis. 

51 AEPCO, slip op. at 28. 
52 WFA I, slip op. at 15. 
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output of the model."53 CSXT has not adhered to this maxim because it has not input into its 

RTC model: (1) the trains that it contends the TPIRR must operate; (2) the flat yard dwell times 

that it contends are necessary to operate those trains; or (3) the yard receiving and departure 

tracks that it contends are needed to hold those trains. Consequently, because CSXT did not 

model its operating plan in its RTC simulation, it has not demonstrated the feasibility of its 

operating plan or developed appropriate operating statistics upon which to base the TPIRR's 

operating and road property investment expenses. See Part III.C.1 .a. 

CSXT could have "corrected" TPI's operating plan to address its criticisms by simply 

adding the specific historical trains it alleges TPI improperly excluded, modifying the dwell 

times based upon its witness' calculation, modifying the yard receiving and departure tracks 

based upon its witness' calculations, and modeling all three in its RTC simulation. Instead, 

CSXT developed and input an entirely different train list into MultiRail, and failed to model 

those trains in its R TC simulation; CSXT input some, but not all, of its dwell times into the RTC 

simulation; and CSXT input different numbers of yard receiving and departure tracks into its 

RTC simulation for 43 of the TPIRR' s yards that were either more or less than its witness 

calculated for those yards with no rhyme or reason given for the discrepancies. Perhaps the 

greatest indictment of the disconnect between CSXT's operating plan and its RTC simulation is 

the fact that its RTC simulation requires more yard departure and receiving tracks to handle the 

peak week traffic at some yards than CSXT has included in its operating plan, thus proving the 

infeasibility of CSXT's operating plan for those yards. When CSXT's Reply RTC simulation is 

adjusted so that the yard receiving and departure tracks match those included in CSXT's Reply 

53 Otter Tail, slip op. at 19. 
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investment, major backups and congestion occur and the model fails at 30 percent completion.54 

Cumulatively, however, CSXT's RTC simulation demonstrates that the TPIRR requires far 

fewer tracks than CSXT includes in its operating plan, resulting in a gold-plated TPIRR. 55 

The RTC model only proves the ability of the track configuration (model input 1) to 

accommodate the operating plan (model input 2), both of which are user inputs to the model. 

CSXT's failure to input the train lists, dwell times, and track configurations from its operating 

plan into its RTC model means that the RTC simulation has no probative value. Therefore, the 

Board should reject CSXT's Reply RTC simulation becau$e it fails to represent both the network 

configuration that CSXT claims would be required to handle its operations, and the operating 

plan CSXT used to develop TPIRR' s operating expenses. 

ii. CSXT's MultiRail model is neither optimal nor feasible 

Although CSXT touts its operating plan as "least cost, most efficient" and feasible, 56 

because CSXT developed it using the MultiRail program, MultiRail is not an optimizer, as is 

evident from the vast inefficiencies included in CSXT's MultiRail model. Nor does MultiRail 

determine what is actually feasible. It merely models traffic flows based on user-defined 

operational constraints, which may or may not match the real world. Moreover, MultiRail does 

not model or demonstrate the need for switching as CSXT implies. Rather, CSXT's use of 

MultiRail is an attempt to constrain the Board' s and TPI's review of the evidence, which is clear 

from CSXT's provision of MultiRail in a read-only capacity without the ability to export data for 

further analysis, a function that CSXT heavily relied upon when preparing its MultiRail 

evidence. See Part III.C. l .b. 

54 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT Reply YD INV.zip". 
55 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 . 
56 See, CSXT Reply pp. III-C-57, 73. 
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MultiRail did not generate CSXT' s blocking and train service plans for the TPIRR-

CSXT did. CSXT' s Witnesses dictated how inefficient the plans would be through their choices 

and judgments. Their decision to depart from CSXT's historical operations by redesigning how 

traffic moves through the TPIRR indicates the plans are not optimized for the real world; and it 

raises-but does not answer-the question of whether the posited operations can effectively 

serve TPIRR's shippers. See Part III.C.1.b.i. 

Alarming examples of gold plating that TPI Witness John Orrison discovered in CSXT's 

MultiRail peak-year model contradict CSXT's claims that its model demonstrates the most 

efficient service for TPIRR traffic. See Part III.C. l .b.ii. For example, CSXT constructed the 

model using 60,788 local trains, 26 percent more than it included in its "corrected TPI Opening" 

train list used as the basis for its RTC analysis.57 This discrepancy arises because CSXT input 

into MultiRail train profile schedules, which include all potential local train runs, not those that 

actually are necessary to move the traffic efficiently. In CSXT's MultiRail model, every local 

train runs every day it is scheduled, even if MultiRail has not assigned it a single carload of 

traffic. The most basic illustration of the excessive number of local trains in MultiRail is that the 

local trains in CSXT' s "corrected TPI Opening" train list, which is based on CSXT' s historical 

operations, operate with an average 23.2 cars per train, whereas CSXT's MultiRail local trains 

operate with an average 10. 7 cars per train. CSXT provides no explanation why it assigned so 

few cars to trains in MultiRail when their historical real world counterparts carry more than 

double the volume. 

TPI has identified the following inefficient operations in CSXT's MultiRail model: 

57 Compare CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Train Lists Corrected.xlsx" with CSXT 
Reply workpaper "Base YearTrainComparison.xlsx." 
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• Thousands of MultiRail trains operate with only a fraction of a single carload, which 
indicates that CSXT has input far more local trains into its MultiRail model than are 
needed to efficiently handle TPIRR' s traffic. 

• CSXT also modeled trains to which MultiRail has not assigned any traffic at all. 

• In-an apparent attempt to give credence to its claim that TPI improperly excluded 
thousands of industrial yard trains from its local train list, CSXT included thousands of 
yard trains in its MultiRail modeling exercise without assigning any traffic to them. 

• CSXT even modeled many MultiRail trains to carry the same traffic on the same day. 
Although this is impossible in the real world, it is possible in MultiRail, and CSXT took 
advantage of this modeling flaw to unfairly burden the TPIRR. 

• CSXT's duplicative train operations were not limited to local trains. CSXT also modeled 
many line-haul merchandise trains to carry the same traffic on the same day. 

• Multiple local and line-haul merchandise trains that CSXT includes in its peak-year 
MultiRail model duplicate either all or part of a route and can be consolidated. 

• CSXT's MultiRail model inexplicably contains trains that run without any traffic on large 
portions of their routes. 

• Although CSXT claims that it used the MultiRail "Traffic Circuity" report to identify 
unnecessarily circuitous routings and "ensure that there were no data errors or issues in 
the operating plan,"58 the Traffic Circuity report shows that CSXT's MultiRail model still 
contains extremely circuitous routings ranging from 32% to 992% longer than the 
shortest route. 

I CSXT's MultiRail analysis eschews the proven, real world operations upon which TPI's 

I operating plan is based, resulting in blocking and train service plans of unproven and 

questionable feasibility. Although CSXT claims that its MultiRail model is tied to its real world 

operations because CSXT began modeling with the same blocks and same train symbols it uses 

in the real world, CSXT does not assign cars to the same blocks and the blocks to the same trains 

as it does in the real world- it assigns them based on its MultiRail criteria and adjustments made 

by the user. This results in a blocking and train service plan that moves TPIRR' s traffic 

differently from CSXT's actual historical service. 

58 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-64. 
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The dubious feasibility of CSXT' s blocking and train-service plans is evident in the fact 

that MultiRail does not move 99 percent of the traffic from their origins to their actual 

destinations. Instead, CSXT has modeled only the movement to and/or from the origin and the 

destination service yards. This deficiency is puzzling because, according to TPI Witness 

Orrison, CSXT's real-world MultiRail analyses would account for this first-mile/last-mile 

service. 

Another example of the questionable feasibility of CSXT's MultiRail-based plan is the 

assignment of traffic that moves in the real world on local and/or line-haul merchandise trains to 

industrial yard trains for short line-haul segments (generally under 10 miles). According to the 

trip plans provided by CSXT in discovery, only four (4) percent of TPI's issue traffic moves on 

yard trains for short line-haul segments. But CSXT's MultiRail plan calls for 2,259 TPI issue­

traffic carloads (69 percent ofTPI's issue traffic) to move in line-haul service on industrial yard 

trains. There is no reason why the TPIRR should handle this traffic any differently than the real 

world CSXT. CSXT's objective for doing so clearly is to bolster its claims that TPI omitted over 

28,000 industrial yard trains from its local train list. 

Further, CSXT provides scant evidence that its MultiRail operating parameters accurately 

reflect its own real world operations. It merely proclaims that "witness Archaya applied the 

same MultiRail parameters as those used by CSXT in developing its real world operating 

plans."59 CSXT does not provide a MultiRail scenario for its own operations to validate this 

statement. This prevents TPI from comparing the assumptions CSXT used to develop its 

MultiRail evidence to those it uses in the real world. Furthermore, if TPI had used MultiRail to 

develop its Opening evidence, these parameters would not have been known to TPI. 

59 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-63. 
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iii. CSXT has unreasonably constrained TPl's ability to analyze 
its MultiRail evidence 

CSXT has unfairly constrained TPI' s analysis by providing a version of its Multi Rail 

model with limited functionality. The read-only version of MultiRail does not permit TPI to 

verify that CSXT constructed its MultiRail model how it said it did. Moreover, CSXT has 

provided MultiRail in a manner that prohibits TPI from analyzing MultiRail reports using Excel, 

which CSXT all but claims is necessary for effective analysis. TPI has had to piece its evidence 

together through screenshots and PDF reports that were not sufficient for CSXT's own use and 

severely constrained TPI' s ability to conduct a more detailed review and assessment of CSXT' s 

MultiRail evidence. Furthermore, TPI does not have any ability at all to "correct" or "restate" 

CSXT' s MultiRail evidence to demonstrate the impact of CSXT' s errors and inefficiencies. 

According to CSXT, "it is much easier to export the [report] information to Excel ... if 

you plan to do any analyses on the information."60 Otherwise it would not be possible, among 

other things, to fix discrepancies in the reports, sort the voluminous data for effective analysis, or 

apply formulas that analyze the report data.61 TPI's limited-access to MultiRail does not permit 

it to generate reports of all the train inputs and data for the Board; instead, TPI is limited to using 

screenshots to demonstrate the problems in CSXT's MultiRail model. This is a tedious task, 

requiring one or more screenshots to be made to demonstrate things as simple as how a train 

carries traffic or blocking activity along a train' s route. This arduous process greatly hinders the 

MultiRail analysis that TPI must undertake. 

The Board should reject CSXT's attempt to limit TPI's ability to view CSXT's MultiRail 

evidence in the same manner that CSXT is able to view it and to present its MultiRail evidence 

in a manner that inhibits TPI's ability to respond. This lack of transparency and encumbering of 

60 d J. . p. 34. 
61 d J. . pp. 17, 33 , 34. 
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TPI's ability to present Rebuttal on MultiRail calls into question the validity of CSXT's evidence 

and is fundamentally at odds with due process. 

5. Operating Expenses (Part 111-D) 

Part III-D describes the TPIRR's operating expenses for equipment, personnel, general 

and administrative, information technology, and maintenance-of-way, and develops the related 

service units and costs based on the results of TPI's RTC simulation. In Reply, CSXT begins its 

discussion of the TPIRR's annual operating expenses by repeating its attacks on TPI's operating 

plan. In Part llI-C of this Rebuttal, TPI has responded to CSXT' s unwarranted criticisms of its 

operating plan and made corrections, where appropriate, to address some of CSXT' s criticisms. 

In addition, TPI has demonstrated that CSXT's operating plan completely divorces the cars on 

the TPIRR' s merchandise trains from the CSXT trains that actually carried the TPIRR's traffic 

over the replicated lines during the base year, and moves them instead in hypothetical blocks in 

new, hypothetical trains, which are demonstrated to be less efficient and more costly than 

CSXT's actual operations. Furthermore, and most significant, CSXT has improperly developed 

operating costs by applying statistics from its RTC simulation, which models actual historical 

trains, to a completely different set of hypothetical trains in CSXT's MultiRail simulation. This 

complete disconnect renders CSXT' s operating expenses meaningless. 

In Rebuttal, TPI explains that most of the differences between the parties calculation of 

annual operating expenses, apart from their different operating plans, is accounted for by the 

costs for maintenance of way, general & administrative, and railcar lease expenses. CSXT's 

more complex operating plan for the TPIRR involves more locomotives, more crews, and 

excessive G&A personnel than TPI provided in its operating plan. As discussed in Part 111.C.1 ., 

CSXT's operating plan must be rejected by the Board because it does not meet customer service 

requirements and because it does not provide an appropriate basis for determining the TPIRR's 
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annual operating expenses. In the following sections, TPI addresses certain key areas of 

difference in the pa~ies ' operating cost evidence. 

a. Locomotives 

CSXT overstates the number of locomotives required by the TPIRR, the cost of 

acquisition ofES44 locomotives and the cost to maintain the TPIRR's locomotives. Each of 

these items is addressed below. 

i. Locomotive counts 

CSXT overstates the number of locomotives for multiple reasons apart from its flawed 

operating plan. First, CSXT triples TPI's Opening dwell time for servicing road locomotives 

between trips from three to nine hours. However, CSXT's analysis has a fatal flaw as it double 

counts the time required to reposition TPIRR locomotives. Ill' addition, data provided by CSXT 

in discovery, shows that a nine hour dwell time significantly exceeds CSXT's real-world 

experience from 2007 through 2013. See Part III.D. I .a.iii. 

Second, CSXT overstates yard locomotives in several ways. CSXT fails to adjust the 

number of yard job assignments and resulting locomotive requirements to reflect the fact that, by 

CSXT' s own calculations, the TPIRR classifies significantly fewer cars than does CSXT. CSXT 

also double counts the locomotives that push cars over the hump. See Part III.D.1.a.vii. 

Third, CSXT overstates the spare margin rates for ES44 and SD40 locomotives by 

treating locomotives as unavailable during the category of locomotive time that CSXT itself 

describes as "unknown CSX on-line days." See Part III.D.1 .a.viii. 

ii. Locomotive lease costs 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI noted that CSXT failed to provide any lease information to 

TPI in discovery related to its current acquisition of high powered road locomotives. Therefore, 

in order to develop lease costs for ES44 locomotives, TPI used publicly available information 
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from the STB's decision inAEPCO and the public version of the defendant's reply statement in 

that proceeding, as well as the lease rate for locomotives based on the agency' s decision in the 

IP A case and the public version of UP' s evidence in that proceeding. 

Having failed to support its position on locomotive leases with information from its own 

files, CSXT nevertheless objects to TPI's evidence, claiming that it should not be bound by the 

"litigation decisions" made by other parties. The argument is absurd. First of all, unlike CSXT, 

the defendant railroads in those cases actually provided the complainants with locomotive leases 

from which the complainant based its lease costs.62 Moreover, contrary to CSXT's contention, 

the fact that the locomotive lease costs in those cases were uncontested - and based on actual 

leases - enhances their legitimacy. Oddly enough, after criticizing TPI's lease cost figure, CSXT 

then uses this amount, but with an upward adjustment allegedly to reflect the higher prices paid 

by CSXT in 2011. TPI contends that the actual lease prices paid by UP for ES44 locomotives in 

2010 represents the best information in the record for ES44AC lease rates available in the market 

place in 2010. See Part III.D.1.b.i. 

iii. Locomotive maintenance costs 

Although CSXT accepts TPI' s daily rates for locomotive maintenance based upon an 

agreement provided in discovery, CSXT imposes five add-on charges. TPI accepts three of these 

additives and rejects the other two. See Part III.D.c. First, TPI rejects a per day management fee 

because the TPIRR has only two locomotive types in its fleet compared with the multiple 

different types for CSXT and the TPIRR would not require most of the services covered by this 

fee . Second, TPI rejects the additive for upgrading locomotives from Tier 2 to Tier 3 EPA 

emissions compliance because CSXT's Reply evidence is based upon upgrading from Tier 0 to 

62 See AEPCO v. BNSF, Docket No. 42113, AEPCO Opening Narrative, III-D-4 (January 25, 
2010) and IPA v. UP, Docket No. 42117, IPA Opening Narrative, III-D-4 (August 10, 2011). 
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Tier 2 compliance and as such does not feasibly represent the cost to upgrade Tier 2 locomotives 

to Tier 3 compliance which has the same emission restrictions as Tier 2 compliance. See Part 

III.D.1.c., Rebuttal Table III-D-3. 

b. Railcars 

CSXT generally accepts TPI's approach to determining freight rail car costs; but makes 

several adjustments to these costs to correct certain alleged errors. 

1. Lease rates 

In Opening, TPI assumed all TPIRR-provided cars would be acquired using full service 

leases and based its lease rates for TPIRR general freight rail cars on the use of five car types: 

(1) box cars; (2) covered hoppers; (3) gondolas; (4) open-top hoppers; and (5) flat cars. In 

Reply, CSXT generally accepts TPI's apprnach to determining rail car costs; but argues that TPI 

understated the lease rates on box cars, covered hoppers, and coal-service open-top hoppers. In 

each instance where CSXT rejected TPI's full service lease rate, CSXT uses a rail car lease rate 

from 2008 rather than 2010, even though 2010 is the start date for the TPIRR and CSXT had 

lower 2010 lease rates available. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to rely upon its Opening rail car lease rates, except for box 

cars. See Part III.D.2.a. Specifically, TPI accepts CSXT's criticism that TPI relied upon a rate 

that applies only to 50-foot boxcars, but CSXT moves 29 percent of its carloads in 60-foot 

boxcars. TPI rejects CSXT's Reply lease rates, however, because it too does not distinguish 

between boxcars of.different lengths. Instead, TPI uses an average full service lease rate for 50-

foot box cars and 60-foot box cars from Railway Age, which was included in CSXT's Reply 

evidence, weighted by the number of shipments by size of car. See Part III.D.2.a.i. 
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n. Yard dwell time 

CSXT incorrectly contends that TPI significantly understated yard dwell time for railcars 

on the T:PIRR system. See Part IILD.2.c. 

First, CSXT claims that TPI inappropriately relied on the railcar dwell in yards for the 

most efficient carriers reported by CSXT's consultant, Oliver Wyman, rather than CSXT's actual 

yard dwell time which is much higher than more efficient carriers. However, because the TPIRR 

handles significantly fewer cars, it would experience lower dwell times than the real-world 

CSXT even though it moves the cars in the same blocks. 

Second, CSXT incorrectly claims that the more efficient carriers are smaller than the 

TPIRR. The more efficient carriers in Oliver Wyman's analysis, which produce the lower dwell 

times, are the Kansas City Southern and the U.S. operations of Canadian Pacific ("CP") and 

Canadian National ("CN"). CN provides the predominant dwell time in the efficient carrier 

analysis and it originated an average of 1.7 million carloads annually in 2010, 2011 and 2012. In 

comparison, the TPIRR originated 908,242 carloads in the Base Year, or less than those of the 

U.S. operations of CN. 

Third, CSXT incorrectly assumes every car on the TPIRR will experience four yard dwell 

events in its round trip cycle on the TPIRR rather than the single yard dwell event included in 

TPI's Opening evidence. But CSXT applies its assumption to all traffic, including unit trains, 

which by definition do not interchange their cars at yards between the origin and destination. In 

addition, pre-blocked cars received or delivered in interchange from connecting carriers would 

not incur yard dwell time at interchange. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT' s assumption of four 

yard dwell events, but only for local trains on the TPIRR system. TPI applies just two yard 

dwell events to all interchange received and interchange forwarded traffic does not include any 

yard dwell events on unit train traffic. 
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iii. Peaking factor 

In Opening, TPI calculated a peaking factor of 5.3 percent, based upon the average 

number of train starts per day in the peak week of the peak year divided by the average number 

of train starts per day in the peak year. 63 The method TPI used to calculate its peaking factor is 

the same as that first prescribed by the Board in PSCO/Xcel IJ64 and used in every stand-alone 

cost proceeding since that decision. In Reply, CSXT abandoned this Board-approved 

methodology in favor of developing peaking factors for each car type.65 This methodology 

generated absurdly high peaking factors of 43 percent for general freight and 67 percent for the 

hopper/gondola fleet, with the Plain Gondola peaking factor reaching 146 percent. TPI rejects 

CSXT's approach as infeasible and unrealistic because CSXT has not demonstrated that it or any 

other real-world railroad maintains car fleets with such astronomical peaking factors. See Part 

IILD.2.f. 

c. Operating personnel 

CSXT overstates the TPIRR's train & engine personnel in several different ways. CSXT 

also overstates T&E compensation. TPI accepts some of CSXT's reply evidence, but rejects the 

evidence discussed below. 

First, although CSXT accepts TPI's assumption that yards crews will work 270 shifts per 

year, it restricts road crews to 251 shift starts per year. This is inconsistent with all previous 

Board decisions dating back to FMC.66 TPI's assumption of 270 shift starts is reasonable based 

on road crews that work six days per week, 45 weeks per year. The TPIRR crew districts have 

63 See, TPI Opening at III-D-4. 
64 See, PSCo/Xcel II at 13. 
65 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-45. 
66 See, e.g., FMC 833, TMPA 667, CP&L 291, Duke/CSXT 456, PSCo/Xcel I 644, WFA!Basin I 

40, AEPCO Rebuttal III-D-26, DuPont Opening III-D-10 and Reply III-D-42, SunBelt 
Opening III-D-10 and Reply III-D-37. 
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been drawn up precisely so that the crews can get back and forth in the allotted time. In most 

instances the crew begins its week on duty at home, travels to the other end of the district in one 

shift, rests a minimum of ten hours, and travels back home on its next shift. Each crew member 

makes three such roundtrips per week, 45 weeks per year, thus leaving seven weeks per year for 

time off, vacations, holidays, personal leave, etc. TPI has followed Board precedent and 

continues to use 270 shifts per year for yard, local and road crews. See Part III.D.3 .a.i.(1). 

Second, rather than accepting TPI's crew rebalancing percent, CSXT applies its 

locomotive rebalancing percent of 3 .1 percent to train crews. 67 CSXT' s reliance upon its 

locomotive rebalancing percent is completely inappropriate because trains have varying numbers 

of locomotives, depending on the weight of the train and the terrain over a particular route, and 

thus the number of locomotives that must be rebalanced is not the same as the number of crew 

that must be rebalanced. See Part III.D.3.a.i .(3). 

Third, CSXT replaces TPI ' s re-crew rate with a rate allegedly based on CSXT's actual 

experience in the past three years.68 TPI contends that the RTC simulation is the superior and 

more accurate source for the TPIRR. See Part III.D.3.a.i.(4). 

Fourth, CSXT overstates T &E fringe benefits. TPI calculated fringe benefits based upon 

the 2010 average of all Class I carriers. CSXT rejects both TPI' s inclusion of all Class I carriers 

and only 20~0 data. CSXT's reliance upon an average of just CSXT and NS fringe benefits 

wrongly implies that employees are unwilling to move for jobs and that an alternative job with 

CSXT or NS will be in close proximity to an employee's existing job on the TPIRR. Moreover, 

CSXT's argument and SAC principles would permit the TPIRR to use the much lower NS fringe 

benefit ratio rather than a mere average of the NS/CSXT ratios. CSXT's use of a multi-year 

67 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-48. 
68 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-51. 
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average for fringe benefits also is inconsistent with its use of 2010 wage data. See Part 

III.D.3.b.ii. 

d. Non-Train operating personnel 

CSXT proposes to increase the TPIRR's non-train operating personnel by 400 employees 

or 46 percent. The main drivers of CSXT's increases in Reply are customer service, intermodal 

facility management, and car inspectors. 

To develop the TPIRR's customer service staff, CSXT relies on staffing from the actual 

CSXT without scaling this staff to the TPIRR' s size. Despite CSXT's claims of being 

conservative and including less staffing than the actual CSXT, CSXT's proposed Customer 

Service staffing of 150 is almost exactly equal to CSXT's 2013 actual staffing of 151.69 Because 

CSXT does not adequately describe the responsibilities and activities of Customer Service 

personnel in Reply, many of its proposed personnel have no clear role. This failure prevents TPI 

from determining if this staff handles customer-service type functions already handled by other 

TPIRR staff. In Rebuttal, TPI agrees to establish two Customer Service teams as CSXT does in 

Reply, but given CSXT's excess staffing compared to the actual CSXT and given the Operations 

and Marketing functions that support Customer Service on the TPIRR, TPI reduces the staffing 

proposed by CSXT. See Part III.D.3.c.i.(1). 

CSXT unnecessarily increases the TPIRR' s operations planning and joint facilities staff. 

Although CSXT claims that TPIRR steps into a substantial amount of CSXT' s joint facilities, 

TPIRR in fact operates over only a fraction of the real world CSXT trackage rights. CSXT also 

69 See TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". CSXT claims in 
Reply at III-D-61 that CSXT has 302 customer service employees. An examination of 
employees in CSXT's discovery workpaper "2013 Org Chart.xls" shows only 151 customer 
service employees focused on operations. 

1-49 



PUBLIC 

overstates its own actual number of Operations Planning personnel to justify more such 

personnel to the TPIRR. See Part 111.D.3.c.i.(2). 

CSXT unduly increases TPI's 281 Car Inspectors to 441 by adding yard-based Car 

Inspectors. These increases are excessive given the inspection workload at the TPIRR yards. 

Although the TPIRR classifies only 63.5 percent of the cars classified by CSXT in 2013 , CSXT 

assigns 95.2 percent of CSXT's actual inspectors at the TPIRR's yards in 2013. Based on the 

smaller number of cars classified by the TPIRR, the number of inspectors included in TPI' s 

Opening evidence is realistic. See Part 111.D.3.c.iii. 

e. General and Administrative 

In Opening, TPI included a cost of $91.6 million for the TPIRR's general and 

administrative ("G&A") department, which was comprised of 304 individuals. 70 In Reply, 

CSXT included a cost of $166.6 million and staffing of 760 personnel. 71 The staffing level 

proposed by CSXT is based on a "top down" approach that utilizes the existing CSXT as a 

starting point. Inherent in this approach is the inclusion of inefficiencies and characteristics of a 

very large Class I staff developed through years of consolidations and technology shifts to serve 

varied types of traffic and countless lower density rail lines and branch lines. This approach also 

completely ignores the fact that the TPIRR is a new, startup railroad that will not be faced with 

many of the same costs and burdens as an existing railroad that was established over time and 

has been through many different mergers and acquisitions. Moreover, the TPIRR will not 

replicate most of the real-world CSXT's lower density rail lines. In contrast to CSXT's top-

down approach, TPI relies on a "bottom up" approach to determine the actual needs of a new, 

least-cost, most-efficient railroad. 

70 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses Opening.xls". 
71 -

See, CSXT Reply, p. 111-D-76. 
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CSXT has attempted to justify its G&A expenses for the TPIRR by comparing them to 

those of other Class I carriers as a percent of revenues.72 However, as described in Rebuttal 

Exhibit 111-D- l , CSXT' s composition of G&A expenses includes errors as well as expenses not 

in the TPIRR numbers- such as Casualties & Insurance, Writedown of Uncollectible Accounts, 

Other Taxes Except on Corporate Income or Payrolls, Joint Facility-Debit, Joint Facility-Credit, 

and Other-thus overstating the G&A for Class I carriers in the comparison. Correcting these 

errors reveals that CSXT's 2010 through 2012 G&A expenses, as a percent of revenue, far 

exceed those of any other carrier, and TPI's Rebuttal G&A expenses (as a percent of revenue) 

are consistent with the more efficient Class I carriers, especially considering that TPI developed 

its staffing for the TPIRR with a bottom up approach for a new, least-cost, most-efficient carrier. 

CSXr s attempt to discredit TPl's Opening G&A evidence stops just short of accusing 

one of TPI's four G&A witnesses, Richard McDonald, of perjury. 73 As demonstrated in TPI 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-D-l, Part A.4.a., CSXT's accusations are extremely careless and completely 

without merit. 

To ensure that it develops G&A staffing to meet the needs of the TPIRR, TPI carefully 

examined the Reply evidence provided by CSXT. While this examination uncovered many 

unnecessary, unsupported, redundant, and sometimes excessive aspects of CSXT's Reply 

evidence, TPI did identify reasonable arguments in certain areas for increasing the TPIRR 

staffing that it had proposed in its Opening Evidence. The most noticeable increase in TPI' s 

Rebuttal evidence show up in the Law department. On Rebuttal, TPI has increased the TPIRR' s 

G&A expenses to $99.6 million See Part 111.D.4. and Reb. Ex. 111-D-1. 

72 See, CSXT Reply, Table 111-D-14 at page 111-D-78. 
73 Id. p. 111-D-83. 
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f. Maintenance of Way 

CSXT proposes a MOW plan with a staffing level that is 72 percent greater than TPI's 

Opening plan. The Board should reject this plan because it is based on flawed assumptions, 

substantially unsupported, and bloated with new positions and extra personnel that would not be 

required for the MOW operations and annual maintenance of the TPIRR. TPI's expert reaffirms 

his approach to MOW staffing and annual costs taken on Opening, and strongly disagrees with 

CSXT's assertions that the TPIRR is understaffed. The result of CSXT's approach is a gold­

plated MOW plan that does not reflect the TPIRR's actual needs. TPI addresses CSXT's 

proposed MOW plan in detail in Part III.D.5 and Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2. 

CSXT designed a MOW plan for the TPIRR that ignores CSXT's own real-world staffing 

and fails to account for differences between the TPIRR and real-world CSXT. CSXT also assails 

TPI' s reasonable reliance on CSXT's own MOW staffing data produced during discovery to 

determine appropriate TPIRR staffing levels, claiming the data contained errors. But CSXT then 

uses this very same data it claims is too erroneous for TPI's use to justify its own proposed 

staffing at a higher level, ignoring the different job-level needs of the TPIRR. The Board should 

reject CSXT's criticism of TPI's use of flawed CSXT data, because TPI reasonably relied on the 

data.74 Even in Reply, CSXT has not attempted to correct the acknowledged flaws in its own 

data. See Reb. Ex. III-D-2, Part A. 

Furthermore, in an effort to undermine TPI's Opening comparison of track miles per 

MOW employee, CSXT artificially inflates CSXT's actual MOW staffing in comparison to the 

TPIRR by creating the appearance that CSXT's MOW staff are responsible for less infrastructure 

than they actually maintain in the real world. Specifically, CSXT claims that TPI overstated the 

number of CSXT track miles in its Opening analysis and instead uses 21 ,684 track-miles to 

74 See, e.g. , AEPCO II at 103; AEP Texas II at 81, 83; PSCo!Xcel II at 93, 103. 
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develop its staffing ratio.75 But CSXT's track-miles figure includes only main line tracks and 

sidings- it excludes the approximately 10,000 additional track miles of yard, set-out, and helper 

tracks that CSXT's MOW staff maintains, which has the effect of understating CSXT's Track 

miles per MOW employee. To avoid distortion, staffing levels should be calculated using all 

operated track miles. Using just main track miles to calculate its staffing level, CSXT makes its 

MOW employees appear to maintain 29 percent less track on average. See Reb. Ex. III-D-2, Part 

B.1. 

CSXT also overstates the number of comparable CSXT MOW positions that the TPIRR 

needs to replicate in an effort to skew its comparison of the parties' MOW staffing. This makes 

CSXT's own staffing levels appear dramatically higher than the TPIRR's, even though many of 

CSXT's MOW positions are unnecessary on the TPIRR or are accounted for outside the MOW 

construct. See Reb. Ex. III-D-2, Part B.2. 

CSXT developed its MOW plan using a top down approach, starting with the existing 

CSXT staff, and "whittling" away employees. CSXT also added many positions not listed in the 

2010 or 2007 CSXT MOW employee data, without defining their roles or functions in any detail, 

and without providing evidence that the positions exist on CSXT' s real world railroad. 76 Rather 

than outlining the positions needed on the TPIRR and providing a detailed discussion of the 

responsibilities for each employee as TPI did in Opening, 77 CSXT' s expert used this "whittling" 

approach to guess the staffing needs for the TPIRR MOW Department. He then arbitrarily 

75 TPI's Opening track-miles value of 31 ,674, while much closer to the correct value than 
CSXT's Reply value, was incorrect and is corrected here. 

76 See, CSXT Discovery 2010 Employee Data (e.g. ACE Process Inspection Engineer not 
included in 2010 data; Assistant Engineer Bridges not included in 2010 data; Capital Project 
Managers not included in 2010) Also refer to Rebuttal e-workpaper "Rebuttal TPI MOW 
Employee Positions and Descriptions.xls" for other examples of positions not listed in 
CSXT's 2010 data. 

77 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPI MOW Employee Positions and Descriptions.xls". 

I-53 



PUBLIC 

further reduces the workforce without explanation of the TPI' s needs or basis for making the 

arbitrary cuts. See Reb. Ex. III-D-2, Part C.1. 

CSXT' s "top-down" approach fails to give any consideration to the TPIRR's new 

infrastructure when determining MOW staffing. The existing CSXT system was originally 

constructed to a lower standard than today's modem infrastructure, requiring costly upgrades and 

additional maintenance over time. In addition, the CSXT system has undergone phases of 

deferred maintenance and roadbed and track joint pumping, was constructed using archaic 

construction techniques, and has existing defects and age-related maintenance needs. CSXT's 

"top-down" approach essentially imputes these characteristics on the TPIRR. However, because 

rail defects are extremely rare in new rail , there should be limited need for replacements, very 

few corresponding field welds required, and much less welding repair required. See Reb. Ex. III­

D-2, Part C.2. 

Although CSXT acknowledges that the TPIRR bridges will require less maintenance 

because they are new steel and concrete bridges, it refuses to acknowledge that the TPIRR's 

track and roadbed will also require very little maintenance in the first ten years of the TPIRR, 

because they are also new. Despite CSXT claims that new track settles, requiring additional 

maintenance,78 TPI expert Crouch' s experience as an NS Project Engineer with many major 

capital freight railroad track projects across the southeast, and with more than 250 new track 

projects since 1991 , settling of new track that has been properly constructed and tamped has 

never caused issues requiring additional maintenance. In addition, TPl's operating witness, 

Richard McDonald, had the real experience of assigning the maintenance staff needed for a 

completely new FRA Class IV freight railroad in the mid-1980's: C&NW's WRPI, serving the 

78 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-1 79. 
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Southern Powder River Basin coal fields, currently operated by Union Pacific. During the first 

10 years of its operation, WRPI's track speed never fluctuated from its 50 mph loaded I 60 mph 

empty timetable speed while handling up to 32 loaded and 32 empty unit coal trains per day, 

without a single derailment of any kind. See Reb. Ex. III-D-2, Part C.2. 

CSXT wrongly implies that the TPI MOW plan defers maintenance, scrimps on 

maintenance, and depresses maintenance.79 But this charge is inconsistent with CSXT's 

agreement with TPI's methodology and cost approach on a majority of the contracted service 

categories.8° For CSXT, on the one hand, to generalize that TPI's MOW costs are insufficient, 

even for a new railroad, then, on the other hand, to accept TPI' s costs, or approach to cost 

development, on almost all items is contradictory. Fewer maintenance requirements do not 

equate to deferred maintenance, but merely are a fact of new infrastructure. Indeed, it would 

violate SAC principles to impose the cost of new infrastructure upon the TPIRR, but deny it the 

benefit of that investment by imposing the MOW costs associated with much older 

infrastructure. See Reb. Ex. III-D-2, Part C.3 . 

g. Ad Valorem taxes 

CSXT's approach to calculating the TPIRR's ad valorem taxes is fundamentally flawed. 

The central flaw in CSXT's approach is that it compared CSXT's 2011 Net Revenue calculation 

from its Annual Report Form R-1, which CSXT prepared using accrual accounting 

methodologies, to its calculation of the alleged TPIRR Net Revenue using some undocumented 

hybrid of accrual and tax accounting methodologies. Because CSXT did not account for any 

accrued revenues or expenses in developing its TPIRR Net Revenues, its comparison to CSXT's 

Net Revenues calculated under accrual accounting is an invalid comparison. See Part III.D.9.a. 

79 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-175. 
80 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xls". 
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Furthermore, CSXT' s approach is intuitively suspect because CSXT claims that this proceeding 

should be dismissed since the TPIRR is not viable, but when ad valorem taxes are calculated, 

CSXT would have the Board believe that the TPIRR is a highly profitable entity that would 

necessarily pay higher ad valore:ni. taxes than does CSXT. See Part III.D.9.b. 

h. Intermodal lift and ramp costs 

In Reply, CSXT includes $104.1 million for lift and ramp costs and adds another $9.0 

million for management personnel, for a total of $113.2 million, or nearly double the costs 

included by TPI in Opening. 81 In Opening, TPIRR contracted out intermodal terminal services, 

including lift and ramp costs. To estimate fees that would be charged by a container lift 

provider, TPI used actual CSXT terminal expenses to develop a cost per container. CSXT 

basically follows this same approach, but makes several errors in the development of its 

intermodal lift costs. First, CSXT unnecessarily includes 74 TPIRR personnel to oversee 

contract terminal services. Second, CSXT unnecessarily includes clerical staff in its costs. Third, 

CSXT imposes terminal utility costs on the TPIRR even though the TPIRR does not receive 

terminal revenue for all terminal activities. Fourth, CSXT incorrectly includes equipment 

charges in the lift fees. Finally, CSXT mistakenly "corrects" the development of lift fees for the 

Bedford Park and North Baltimore facilities. See Part III.D. l O.a. 

6. Non-Road Property Investment (Part 111-E) 

TPI's Opening Evidence described non-road property investment as including 

locomotives, railcars and other equipment. In Reply, CSXT addressed Non-Road Property 

Investment only by indicating that all of these items are addressed elsewhere in its evidence. 

TPI's review of CSXT's Reply evidence indicates that CSXT has accepted TPI's acquisition of 

locomotives and railcars though lease agreements and lease or annuitization of the purchase price 

81 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Operating Expense_Reply.xls". 
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of other equipment and inclusion of these costs as operating expenses. Differences in the costs 

associated with locomotive, railcar and other equipment leases and acquisitions are addressed in 

Rebuttal Parts III-C and III-D. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's adjustment to the miles of 

trackage rights and joint facilities, and discusses differences in the application of the trackage 

rights expenses in Rebuttal Part III-D. TPI also addresses CSXT's claim that the TPIRR is 

required to share in the cost of ownership of lines that are partially owned by CSXT and used by 

TPIRR via trackage rights or joint facility agreements in Part III-F. 

7. Road Property Investment (Part 111-F) 

In Part III-F of its Reply, CSXT proposes road property costs for the TPIRR that are far 

in excess of what would be needed to construct the railroad. CSXT' s excessive road property 

costs result from a myriad ofreasons, including flawed methodology, misinterpretation of facts, 

deviation from precedent, and other errors. In this section, TPI provides a brief overview of 

Rebuttal Part III-F, including description of some of the major errors found in the Reply 

I Evidence. 

a. Land 

CSXT made several errors in its land valuation.82 First, CSXT used a flawed 

methodology that produces skewed and unreliable land valuation results. CSXT ignored the 

simple fact that, as parcel size decreases, the per-unit price increases. 83 In other words, all other 

things being equal, smaller parcels tend to have a higher per-acre price than larger parcels. In 

developing a per-acre price for each land classification, CSXT used a straight average of all sales 

I in its data, regardless of parcel size. Thus, CSXT gave equal weight to all sales. Of course, the 

I 

82 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-2-14. 
83 See, e.g. , The Appraisal of Real Estate at page 198, The Appraisal Institute (14th ed. 1998) 

("Size differences can affect value and are considered in site analysis ... Generally, as size 
increases, unit prices decrease. Conversely, as size decreases, unit prices increase."). 
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TPIRR would generally buy more property from larger land-owners, on a parcel-by-parcel basis. 

CSXT failed to acknowledge this fact, which overstates its land valuation. See Part 111.F. l .f. 

CSXT focuses its land valuation evidence on values in eight urban areas: Chicago, 

Atlanta, Baltimore, Chattanooga, Jacksonville, Nashville, Pittsburgh, and Washington DC. 

However, CSXT only inspected three of these eight urban areas for the TPIRR. CSXT's 

inspection of the other five disputed urban areas actually took place in 2009 in support of another 

case, by an appraiser who has since passed away.84 In other words, CSXT inspected only 

Atlanta, Baltimore, and Chicago for this case. One apparent result of these disparate inspections I 
is that CSXT applied two totally different land valuation techniques to produce land values for 

the eight disputed urban areas: one technique for the five areas inspected in 2009 for another 

proceeding, and an entirely different technique for the three areas inspected for this case. See 

Part 111.F. l .a. 

For each of the three urban areas inspected for this proceeding, CSXT created multiple 

wildly varying valuations for the same land classification within the urban area. CSXT did not 

explain how these different valuations were developed, nor did CSXT explain how it decided 

which valuation to apply to which property segment. Furthermore, CSXT based these multiple 

valuations on a very small number of actual land sales in proximity to the TPIRR corridor. As 

just one example, CSXT developed 24 different residential valuations for the TPIRR land in 

Chicago even though CSXT found only 3 residential sales within one-quarter mile of the TPIRR 

route. In valuing the 34.9-mile ROW in Chicago, CSXT alternated among these 24 residential 

values with 182 value changes in the 34.9 miles. CSXT did not explain how these 24 different 

values were created, nor did CSXT explain how it decided which of the 24 values to assign to 

84 . . 
See CSXT Reply, p. Ill-F-5 (n. 6). I 
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each segment of the ROW. See Part III.F.1.a.v. With no explanation of its valuation technique, 

the CSXT evidence on land value is unsupported. 

CSXT denigrated the TPT valuation as a "desktop" appraisal85
, but this characterization is 

incorrect. TPI performed on-the-ground inspection in 16 urban areas, covering 452 miles of the 

hypothetical railroad right-of-way. Over 1,700 geo-coded photographs documented these on-

the-ground inspections. 86 On-the-ground inspections were enhanced by use of online aerial 

photography, and through use ofreadily-available online tools such as Federal flood maps and 

county online mapping (GIS) systems. The Board recently recognized the value of using both 

computer tools and on-the-ground inspection to create the most accurate land classifications. 87 

In contrast, CSXT provided no photographic evidence of its inspections or resulting land use 

designations. TPI' s use of aerial imagery and other software tools made its appraisal more 

accurate. See Part III.F.1.a. 

CSXT also erred in its treatment of water crossings. CSXT proposed that the TPIRR 

spend $94.5 million to acquire the "land" of 14 water crossings; the vast majority of this dollar 

figure involves the river crossing of the Potomac River between Washington, DC and Virginia. 

As explained in Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2, the TPIRR would not be required to "buy" the Potomac 

River. The U.S. government holds fee title to the riverbed, subject to a public trust for 

navigation and fisheries. 88 CSXT has provided no evidence that it "owns" the Potomac River 

85 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-2. 
86 See TPI Opening, Exhibit III-F-2, p. 19-22. Photos are found in TPI's Opening Workpapers, 

in the Part III-F-1 folder titled "TPI photos". 
87 See SunBelt at 99. 
88 See, e.g. , United States v. Robertson Terminal Warehouse, Inc. , Civ. Action No. 73-01903 , 

slip op. at 8 (D.D.C. Sept. 3, 2008) ("The United States holds fee title ... to the bed of the 
Potomac River."), aff'd by United States v. Old Dominion Boat Club, 630 F.3d 1039 (D.C. 
Cir. 2011). 
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and, indeed, such a contention is far-fetched. Appraisal principles do not require valuation of 

navigable river crossings.89 See Part III.F.l.f. and Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2. 

Although CSXT followed recent Board decisions regarding valuation of easements and 

real estate acquisition costs,90 TPI presents fresh evidence that those decision are factually and 

theoretically incorrect. As for easement valuation, the Board should not adopt CSXT's evidence 

because it results in over-valuation of easements. TPI has provided empirical evidence that no 

correlation exists between easement value and the passage ohime. See Part III.F. l.d. Real 

estate acquisition costs should be excluded as a barrier to entry because CSXT itself did not pay 

such costs for the vast majority of its real estate. See Part III.F. l .e. 

b. Roadbed preparation 

CSXT proposes roadbed preparation costs far in excess of what would be necessary to 

construct the TPIRR.91 The main reason for CSXT's inflated costs is the reliance on generic unit 

costs from the R.S. Means Handbook ("Means") rather than real-world data from actual rail 

construction projects. Although Means costs are undeniably useful, they represent only one of 

many ways to estimate costs for a rail construction project. TPI recognizes that Means costs 

have been preferred by the Board in many recent SAC cases, but the evidence in Part III-F shows 

that TPI has provided actual project costs that are superior to Means costs for several 

construction items. See Part III.F.2.a.i. 

As an initial matter, Means unit costs are not representative of the earthwork costs that 

will be incurred by the TPI due to the economies of scale inherent in a project as large as the 

89 "The navigable waters are United States public property and because of this, the great inland 
waterways have long been deemed national assets rather than the private property of riparian 
owners." The Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition, page 55, The 
Appraisal Institute in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Justice. 

90 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-8-9; SunBelt at 103-104; DuPont at 141. 
91 CSXT Reply, p. III-F-14-70. 
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TPIRR. In fact, the Means Handbook states that "[t]he size, scope of work, and type of 

construction project will have a significant impact on cost. Economies of scale can reduce costs 

for large projects."92 Obviously, construction of the TPIRR would be classified as a large project 

resulting in reduced unit costs (i.e., lower than those shown in the Means Handbook). See Part 

III.F .2.a.i. 

In lieu of Means costs, TPI relied upon real-world rail construction costs from the Trestle 

Hollow Project.93 CSXT raised a number of objections to the use of Trestle Hollow unit costs94
, 

but TPI has strongly rebutted these objections. See Part III.F.2.a.ii. Unlike Means' national 

average unit costs, the Trestle Hollow Project occurred in an area of the country that is in the 

midst of the TPIRR. Moreover, Trestle Hollow involved many difficult elements that ensure its 

costs are not too low for the TPIRR; the Project occurred in hilly terrain that was heavi1y 

wooded.95 The right-of-way not only involved curvature, but also elevation change. In other 

words, it was not a prototypically simple rail construction project (flat, straight, with no 

vegetation). See Part III.F.2.a.ii. 

A SARR is entitled to utilize the lowest feasible costs96
, and the Trestle Hollow Project 

costs are, by definition, feasible because they represent a recent real-world construction project. 

CSXT's arguments against Trestle Hollow actually support its use in this case. CSXT asserts 

that the Trestle Hollow Project was "tiny in size and scope in comparison to the TPIRR."97 Of 

course, it is also true that any recent railroad construction project would be "tiny in size and 

92 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Means Handbook project size.pdf." 
93 See, e.g., TPI Opening, p. III-F-10-16. 
94 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-16-31. 
95 See, e.g., TPI Opening photographs in workpaper folder "Trestle Hollow Pictures." 
96 See, e.g., AEPCO at 46 ("AEPCO correctly asserts that it may choose the lowest feasible cost 

for each category of expense"). See also FMC, 4 STB at 800. 
97 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-20. 
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scope" when compared to the 6,900-mile TPIRR98
, including the CSXT projects cited in the 

Reply Evidence.99 

CSXT makes an unsuccessful attempt to discredit the Trestle Hollow earthwork unit.costs 

via reference to Authorities for Expenditure ("AFE") that were produced by CSXT in 

discovery. 10° CSXT's argument actually confirms that TPI was correct in disregarding the 

AFEs. CSXT stated that concentration of earthwork in a smaller area results in a less expensive 

unit price. 101 CSXT also stated that the TPIRR averages 75,000 CY total earthwork per mile, of 

which 44,000 is common earthwork. 102 Finally, CSXT also stated that the AFEs it produced in 

discovery are several times less concentrated than the TPIRR; these AFEs average 20,012 CY 

total earthwork per mile, of which 13,941 is common earthwork. 103 By CSXT's own argument, 

the AFEs are unrepresentative and should not be used for the TPIRR. See Part IILF.2.a.iii. 

TPI also utilized the Trestle Hollow Project for clearing and grubbing costs, which was 

reasonable given the heavily wooded, uneven terrain involved in that construction project. 104 

TPI's position is quite conservative on the clearing and grubbing issue because TPI applied its 

unit cost per acre for clearing and grubbing to all of the TPIRR acres of clearing despite the fact 

that nearly 70 percent of the TPIRR's acres would only require clearing, and not grubbing. See 

Part IILF.2.b.ii. 

· 
98 This would also hold true for all of the projects used by R. S. Means to develop the unit costs 

in the Means Handbook. 
99 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-23-31. 
100 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-23-31. 
101 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-21. 
102 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-21. 
103 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-27-28. The total earthwork in the table on these pages is 1,280,170 

CY and the total track distance is 63.97 miles, which equals 20,012 CY per mile. Similarly, 
the common earthwork is 891,845 CY, which is 13,941 CY per mile. 

104 See, e.g., TPI Opening photographs in workpaper folder "Trestle Hollow Pictures." 
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TPI' s determination of unit cost for adverse terrain earthwork was reasonable. CSXT' s 

I opposition to TPI's adverse terrain unit cost is based on a flawed interpretation of what TPI did. 

CSXT claims there was nothing adverse about the Trestle Hollow terrain (Reply at III-F-42-43), 

but TPI's evidence assumed that Trestle Hollow was standard (non-adverse) excavation, and, 

consequently, TPI escalated the Trestle Hollow unit cost by the adverse terrain factor derived 

from Means. 105 In other words, TPI determined the inherent relationship in Means costs between 

common earthwork and common earthwork in adverse terrain. TPI utilized this relationship to 

increase Trestle Hollow unit costs to a level appropriate for adverse terrain. The Board should 

I reject CSXT's critique as inapplicable. See Part III.F.2.c.ii.(6).(b). 

I 

I 
I 

CSXT claims it is unclear whether the Trestle Hollow Project entailed fine grading and, 

due to this alleged uncertainty, CSXT seeks to add separate fine grading costs to the TPIRR. 106 

These additional costs are unnecessary and would result in a double-count. TPI's workpapers 

show that final grading was included in the Trestle Hollow Project costs utilized by TPI. 107 See 

Part III.F.2.c.ii.(7).(b ). 

CSXT asserts that the Board should adjust the quantities of excavated materials for 

haulage purposes to account for "swell" of the materials after excavation. 108 The Board has 

consistently rejected assertions of swell and shrinkage in SAC cases. 109 The Board should 

similarly reject CSXT' s claims swelt in this proceeding. See Part III.F .2.c.ii.(7).( c ). 

105 See TPI Opening, p. III-F-16. 
106 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-49 (n. 92). 
107 See TPI Opening e-workpaper "Trestle Hollow Specifications.pdf," page 164, Sections 3.5.15 

and 3.5.16. 
108 See CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-50-52. CSXT also referred to swell and shrinkage of materials in 

other parts of the Reply. See also, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-43 and 47. 
109 See SunBelt at 116; DuPont at 184-185; AEPCO at 92. 

I-63 



PUBLIC 

On the issue of earthwork quantities, CSXT made a serious error in its designation of slag 

as "other borrow."11° CSXT' s position is contrary to recent precedent. 111 Moreover, CSXT' s 

rationale for its position is based on a faulty understanding of history. CSXT contends that 

classification as borrow is appropriate because it is unlikely that original construction of the rail 

lines replicated by the TPIRR would have encountered slag. 112 This contention is incorrect. By 

1815, Pittsburgh was calling itself the "Birmingham of America" in recognition of the role 

played by Birmingham, England in the iron industry, and there were over 200 furnaces across 

Pennsylvania in 1840. 113 Smelting operations in the region would have resulted in adjacent piles 

of waste slag. Simple history shows that slag would have existed in the Pittsburgh area prior to 

the original construction of the lines replicated by the TPIRR, and, thus, would need to be 

excavated. See Part III.F.2.c.i . 

CSXT proposes that the TPIRR spend millions of dollars to purchase large amounts of 

urban land for the sole purpose of depositing excavation waste. 114 Just as it has done in two 

recent cases, the Board should deny CSXT' s ill-advised proposal. 115 See Part III.F .2.c.ii.(7) .( a). 

Finally, CSXT also proposed excessive costs is several other areas. For example, CSXT 

utilized a questionable methodology that results in overstated costs for subgrade preparation. See 

Part III.F.2.c.ii.(8). On the subject ofretaining walls, CSXT over-applied its conversion ratio to 

non-solid retaining walls. 116 See Part III.F.2.f.ii. 

110 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-35-36. 
111 SunBelt at 111. 
112 See CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-35-36. 
113 See TPI Rebuttal e-workpaper "Pennsylvania.iron.smelting.history.pdf'. 
114 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-45-48. 
115 DuPont at 170; SunBelt at 117. 
116 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-65-66. 
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c. Track Construction 

The differences in the parties' track construction costs result mainly from the categories 

of ballast, sub-ballast, ties, and rail. See Part III.F.3. 

On the issue of ballast unit cost, TPI utilized the same method that was accepted in the 

DuPont case. 117 TPI averaged the ballast costs for all the ballast sources provided by the 

defendant in discovery. See Part IILF.3.b.ii.(1). However, CSXT has taken a variety of steps to 

substantially inflate the TPIRR's necessary ballast costs.118 First, CSXT unreasonably restricted 

the number of ballast quarries, despite the fact that the TPIRR would obtain ballast from quarries 

located on both the residual CSXT and other railroads. In other words, the fourteen quarries that 

were included in CSXT's discovery responses are representative of the current ballast market 

and, consequently, the costs that the TPIRR would incur. This should not be a foreign concept to 

CSXT because CSXT relied upon similar logic for sub-ballast. 119 See Part IILF.3.b.ii.(1). 

Second, CSXT improperly weighted the various ballast suppliers. CSXT also assigned 

far-off quarries to certain railheads, ignoring nearby or lower-cost quarries. See Part 

III.F.3.b.ii.(2). The excessive quantity of CSXT's resulting ballast unit cost can be confirmed by 

comparing its asserted unit cost with the result in the recent DuPont case. 120 See Part 

111.F .3 .b.ii.(2). 

For ballast transportation, CSXT provided inconsistent arguments such that it is 

impossible to determine exactly what CSXT is proposing. 121 CSXT also misreads the Board's 

117 DuPont at 191. 
118 See CSXT Reply, p. llI-F-71-82. 
119 See CSXT Reply, p. 111-F-84. 
120 See NS Reply Evidence at p. III-F-123, Docket 42125 (public version) filed Nov. 30, 2012. 

See also TPI Rebuttal e-workpaper "DuPont ballast cost.pdf." 
121 See CSXT Reply, p. llI-F-80-82. 
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AEPCO precedent. The Board should utilize the transportation cost proposed by TPI. See Part 

III.F .3. b.ii.( 5). 

On the subject of sub-ballast, CSXT's vendor quotations are over-stated compared to the 

real-world project costs offered by TPI. See Part III.F.3.b.iii. Precedent confirms that the sub­

ballast unit cost utilized by TPI is reasonable because sub-ballast is customarily less expensive 

than ballast. See Part III.F.3 .b.iii. 

CSXT claims that TPI's cross-tie unit cost is understated. TPI shows that its unit cost is 

accurate based on cost information provided by CSXT in discovery. See Part III.F.3.c. 

CSXT has over-stated costs for various other items, such as rail, field welds, switches, 

and rail lubricators, due to various departures from precedent, double-counts, and failures to 

examine TPI's supporting documents. See Part III.F.3.d- f. 

d. Bridges 

Given that TPI utilized bridge unit costs from projects in the TPIRR region, CSXT's 

application of a location factor adjustment to the bridge unit costs was improper. See Part 

llI.F.5.b. For specific bridge types, TPI has accepted some, but not all, of the adjustments 

proposed by CSXT. For Type II Bridges, CSXT erroneously adjusts the superstructure proposed 

by TPI. As described in Part 111.F.5.b.ii, the Type II design utilized by TPI is sufficient and 

meets industry standards. TPI accepted certain design adjustments made by CSXT to Type IV 

Bridges, Mixed Span Bridges, Tall Bridges, Special Non-Moveable Bridges, Truss Span Bridges, 

Oversized Culverts, and Moveable Bridges. See Part 111.F.5.b. The Board should reject CSXT's 

attempted adjustment to Moveable Bridge pier height because CSXT did not provide the 

requested information in discovery. See Part 111.F.5.b.x.(4). 
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CSXT has unreasonably rejected TPI's proposal to rely on funding via the Truman-

Hobbs Act for the majority of the TPIRR's Moveable Bridge cost. 122 The Board recently 

decided that Truman-Hobbs would not be available for new-build bridges, 123 a position also 

taken by CSXT. However, a blanket ban on use of Truman-Hobbs Act funding would impose an 

impermissible barrier to entry on the TPIRR. If CSXT, as the incumbent, were ordered to 

construct a bridge to achieve a specified level of navigability of an intersecting waterway, then 

the TPIRR presumably has no choice but to construct the same bridge that the incumbent was 

ordered to construct in order to preserve that level of navigability on the affected waterway. 

However, if the incumbent received Truman-Hobbs Act funding to construct the required bridge, 

and if the TPIRR were required to construct the same bridge without the benefit of the same 

funding source, then a barrier to entry clearly has been created. See Part III.F.5.b.x.(3). 

In other words, the Board must permit the TPIRR to either: (1) benefit from Truman-

Hobbs Act funding, or (2) construct a bridge that provides a lesser level of waterway navigability 

than the existing bridge. Otherwise, a barrier to entry results. "Under SAC procedures, a SARR 

is not required to incur costs for construction activities that the defendant railroad has never 

incurred."124 See Part III.F.5.b.x.(3). 

Each generation of railroad bridges has been required to accommodate more and larger 

marine vessels on an expanding number of waterways because of governrnent mandates. 

Truman-Hobbs explicitly recognizes that this evolution imposes costs on the railroads that they 

should not have to bear. If the Board denies the TPIRR's access to Truman-Hobbs Act funding 

that exists only to relieve the incumbent railroads of this cost burden in the real world, it must 

122 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-138. 
123 DuPont at 223. 
124 PSCo/Xcel I, 7 STB at 690. 
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also allow the TPIRR to ignore the navigability and design mandates that necessitate the costs to 

be incurred. If the TPIRR cannot access Truman-Hobbs Act funding, it must be allowed to 

construct bridges without regard for the navigation requirements of intersecting waterways, with 

shorter and/or lower, and possibly non-movable, spans.125 See Part III.F.5.b.x.(3). 

Importantly, CSXT does not claim to have paid the full cost for all movable bridges on its 

· system. It cannot make that claim because it did not pay in full for all bridges. In fact, publicly 

available data shows that CSXT itself has utilized Truman-Hobbs funding in the last few years 

for bridges actually replicated by the TPIRR. Specifically, a bridge over the Mobile River near 

Hurricane, Alabama Gust northeast of the city of Mobile) was built in 2011 , with 94% of the 

funding coming from the Truman-Hobbs Act and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 

See Part III.F.5.b.x.(3). 

e. Signals and communications 

CSXT accepts TPI's assumption that the TPIRR will install PTC before the start of 

operations, which is consistent with the Board' s recent DuPont and SunBelt decisions. 126 

However, CSXT unreasonably adds interoperability costs and a 25% escalation for 

"upgrades."127 These additional costs are unnecessary. See Part III.F.6.a.i. 

An overarching flaw in CSXT' s reasoning is that CSXT treats the TPIRR' s PTC system 

just like the PTC system that CSXT itself is trying to install. That is, CSXT believes the TPIRR 

must first install one system and then overlay another system in 2015. In prior proceedings, the 

railroads have taken the position that the SARR must first install a CTC system and then overlay 

125 See, e.g,. Burlington Northern Railroad Co. v. STB, 114 F.3d 206, 214 (D.C. Cir. 1997) 
(Court affirms Board decision on the issue of barriers to entry, finding it appropriate that 
Burlington Northern was permitted "to earn a competitive return on all investments the 
railroad actually made at their current value, but not on the investments it avoided by being 
the first to market."). 

126 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-146. 
127 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-146-147 and 159 (n. 342). 
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PTC on top. In this proceeding, CSXT has gone one step further - CSXT has the TPIRR 

installing a PTC system in 2010 and then installing an "upgraded" PTC system in 2015. See Part 

III.F .6.a.i. 

The Board should permit TPI to implement a fully-interoperable PTC system in 2010 in 

order to eliminate the PTC mandate as a barrier to entry under contestable market theory. 

Requiring the TPIRR to incur two sets of PTC costs within just five years is inconsistent with 

contestable market theory because it imposes unique costs upon the new entrant that the real 

world CSXT does not face during precisely the same time period in which it too must implement 

PTC. See Part III.F.6.b.i. 

Contestable market theory requires that the advantage that an incumbent obtains from 

having entered the market first and through a piecemeal process of expansion over an extended 

period of time cannot be used to create a barrier to entry. 128 As a result of its piecemeal entry, 

CSXT has had many decades to recover, in whole or in major part, the costs associated with its 

existing CTC system. 129 The TPIRR, in contrast, would have less than 5 years to do so before 

that system would become obsolete, all the while incurring costs for a replacement PTC system. 

Since requiring the TPIRR to invest in two redundant signaling systems over a very short 5-year 

period would impose a risk upon its investors that was not faced by CSXT' s investors, that 

128 See Coal Trading at 413-14 (1990) (a market is not contestable when the costs faced by the 
incumbent and the SARR are different). 

129 Cf West Texas Utilities at 671-72. CTC systems were first introduced in the late 1920's and 
were in standard use by most railroads by the 1940s. By the 1970' s and 1980' s 
electromechanical control and display systems were replaced with computer operated 
displays. 
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requirement would be an impermissible barrier to entry under contestable market theory.130 See 

Part III.F.6.b.i. 

However, if the Board adheres to its precedent in DuPont and SunBelt, which would 

permit the TPIRR to implement only a non-interoperable version of PTC in 2010 and then incur 

-a\lditional costs from 2011-2015 to become interoperable, the Board should not impose those 

costs to a degree that is greater than what CSXT is incurring to achieve interoperability. In other 

words, the Board must reject CSXT's upgrade charge- which CSXT itself has not and will not 

incur. CSXT admits that its 25% upgrade additive is merely a guess made by its experts. 131 If 

interoperability costs are required, then a portion of the initial costs proposed by CSXT should be 

allocated to 2010, with the remainder to the 2011-2015 period. Furthermore, ifthe Board 

requires interoperability costs, it should not also require development and testing costs because 

the TPIRR would incur those costs in 2010 only if it were to obtain a tangible benefit in the form 

of a fully-interoperable PTC system in 2010. See Part III.F.6.b.ii. 

In addition to the conceptual issues described above, CSXT has overstated the costs for 

many elements of its PTC proposal. See Part III.F.6.b. For example, CSXT improperly includes 

excessive development and testing costs for the TPIRR based on the view that the TPIRR would 

be the "first mover."132 These costs exceed what CSXT itself expects to spend, yet the TPIRR 

would be forced to wait an extra five years (compared to CSXT) in order to achieve a fully-

functioning system. See Part III.F.6.b.ii. 

130 See PPL Montana, LLC v. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway Company, 5 
S.T.B. 1105, 1111-12 (2001) (holding that "a SARR should not be assumed to bear costs that 
are not faced by the defendant railroad [including] .. . costs associated with risks not faced by 
the defendant railroad's investors."). 

13 1 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-159 (n. 342). 
132 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-158-159. 
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CSXT includes significant costs for the TPIRR to purchase locomotive equipment for 

other railroads. 133 CSXT reasons that this purchase is necessary due to foreign locomotives 

operating on the TPIRR during the five year period between 2011 and 2015. CSXT has ascribed 

the-full cost of foreign road locomotive radios to the TPIRR, which is plainly excessive and 

unnecessary. The PTC mandate was established in the RSIA, which was signed by President 

Bush on October 16, 2008.134 The FRA's regulations were issued January 15, 2010, many 

months before the start of TPIRR operations. 135 All railroads knew they would need to be 

developing and testing PTC technology to get ready for December 31 , 2015 . In other words, the 

foreign railroads would need PTC radios for their locomotives due to federal law, not due to the 

existence of the TPIRR. See Part III.F.6.b.ii.(4). 

CSXT' s assumption that the TPIRR would pay to equip locomotives for other real world 

railroads to meet RSIA standards would result in the TPIRR improperly subsidizing its 

competitors and must be rejected. Under CSXT's construct, the first railroad to comply with the 

RSIA standards in the real world would be required to pay for radios for railroads with which it 

has run through agreements. CSXT offers no proof that this sort of arrangement occurs in the 

real world, because it does not. Therefore, CSXT' s assumption that TPI would pay for that 

equipment on behalf of those railroads is at odds with reality. See Part III.F.6.b.ii.(4). 

In response to certain CSXT suggestions, TPI has used this Rebuttal Evidence to correct 

its unit costs and incorporate inadvertently omitted PTC elements in its TPIRR cost estimate. 

See Part III.F.6.a.ii. TPI does not accept CSXT's proposal for fencing around signal huts. See 

Part III.F .6.a.ii.(1 ). 

133 See CSXT Reply, p. III-F-163. 
134 See, l 10-P.L.-432. 
135 See, 75 FR 2598. 
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f. Buildings and facilities 

In this Rebuttal Evidence, TPI has adjusted its evidence on Buildings and Facilities in 

several ways. TPI accepted certain changes proposed by CSXT to locomotive fueling facilities, 

locomotive shops, and other buildings. See Part III.F.7. TPI also accepts that the TPIRR must 

build the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal, but the TPIRR does not need to include the numerous 

elements proposed by CSXT. See Part III.F.7.u. 

TPI eliminated costs for certain intermodal and automotive facilities that CSXT does not 

own. See Part III.F.7.a. TPI also rejects excessive costs proposed by CSXT for certain items, 

such as crane costs for the locomotive shops, the addition of redundant locomotive service and 

inspection facilities, and certain yard offices. See Part III.F.7. 

CSXT has over-stated the number of necessary Maintenance of Way buildings. See Part 

III.F.7.i . CSXT also erroneously claims that yardmaster towers will need elevators due to the 

Americans with Disability Act ("ADA"). However, ADA guidelines do not apply to the 

yardmaster towers. See Part III.F.7.k. Additional increases made by CSXT to yard paving and 

yard drainage costs are similarly unnecessary. See Part III.F.7.t. 

8. DCF Analysis (Part III-G) 

In Part III-G of its Reply, CSXT objects to two major aspects of the DCF model utilized 

by TPI in the Opening Evidence. First, CSXT adds an equity flotation fee (so called "gross 

spread") to the raising of equity capital by the TPIRR. Second, CSXT proposes a deviation from 

the Board's established rule regarding indexing of SARR operating expenses. Both positions 

advanced by CSXT are contrary to precedent136
, and the Reply Evidence is far from adequate to 

justify deviation from the Board's decisions on these issues. 

136 See, e.g. , DuPont at 273-275; SunBelt at 183-185; Major Issues, slip op. at 39-47. 
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a. An equity flotation fee is not warranted 

CSXT fails to justify an equity flotation fee for the TPIRR. The CSXT evidence is an 

internally inconsistent smorgasbord of contradictory statements that do not support the 2.0 

percent equity flotation fee proposed by CSXT. The contradictions are so pervasive and incisive 

that they forcefully disprove not only the rationale behind the amount proposed, but also CSXT's 

critique of the Board' s DuPont and SunBelt decisions. 

i. The TPIRR need not use an IPO 

CSXT' s flotation fee rests on the assumption that the TPIRR would use a high-cost IPO 

to raise equity funds . 137 CSXT' s reasoning is flawed because the TPIRR could sell its equity 

through a private placement arrangement without incurring the substantial costs of an IPO. See 

Part III.G.1.a. The process is less complex than that for a public sale like an IPO because, in 

many cases, registration statements and other regulatory actions are not required. This allows the 

issuing companies to avoid the time, expense, and disclosure requirements of filing registration 

statements and other regulatory notices. 138 

A private placement for the TPIRR is feasible. Real world investors have shown a 

willingness to invest large sums of money on a private basis to operate real world railroads. The 

prime example of this is Berkshire Hathaway' s decision to invest $34 billion to acquire and 

operate the BNSF Railway. While not a private equity placement, Berkshire Hathaway' s 

acquisition of the BNSF nevertheless shows that sophisticated investors are available to provide 

137 See CSXT Reply, p. 111-G-2 (the flotation fee is "dependent on the size of the IPO gross 
proceeds raised"). 

138 See "Introduction to Private Placements" at 
http://www.seclaw.com/docs/privateplacement.php/. 
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sufficient capital to build and operate a railroad as large as the TPIRR, without the need to raise 

equity capital through an IP0. 139 

ii. Contrary to CSXT's assertions, risk and other factors affect 
equity flotation fees. 

In an effort to counter the Board's-reasoning in DuPont and SunBelt, CSXT asserts that 

the size of an equity flotation fee is "not reflective of either the risk profile . .. [or] the industry 

characteristics" but depends "on the size of the IPO gross proceeds raised," and the "gross spread 

is not dependent on industry or specific company characteristics but tends to follow the dollar 

amount of proceeds raised."14° CSXT is wrong on this point. Risk and the industry do matter, as 

various experts cited by TPI agree. Moreover, CSXT's own evidence shows that there are 

factors other than size of the issuance that affect the gross spread. See Part III. G .1. b. 

CSXT has analyzed recent equity flotation fees in an unsuccessful attempt to show that 

the amount raised is all that matters in determining the size of the fee. CSXT' s own data, 

however, reveals that the two industries with the most data points are the Financial sector and the 

Information Technology ("IT") sector, 14
-
1 which have nearly identical gross spreads - 3.4% for 

Financial and 3.3% for IT. Under CSXT's theory(that the size of issuance determines the fee), 

these two sectors should have nearly identical average amounts raised. 142 However, the average 

amount raised in the IT sector is nearly three times the amount in the Financial sector. 143 

Perhaps aware that its own data does not support its position, CSXT postulates that 

factors other than the amount raised may affect the size of an equity flotation fee. Just one page 

139 Another large railroad equity transaction was Fortress Investment Group's $1 .1 billion 
acquisition of RailAmerica in February 2007. 

140 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-2- 3. 
141 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-7. 
142 The ample number of data points suggests that CSXT's theory, if true, should be evident. In 

other words, because these two sectors have the most data points, the results of CSXT' s 
analysis should be the most probative for these sectors. 

143 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-7. 
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after saying that the specific industry does not matter, CSXT posits that a healthcare CEO 

planning an IPO would "compare[] his company .. . to other healthcare companies" to obtain 

"industry comparables." 144 Of course, earlier, CSXT had claimed that this cannot happen 

because bankers are not interested in the industry, only the size of the stock issuance. 145 Just two 

I pages after stating that the size of the amount raised is all the matters in determining the equity 

I 

I 

flotation fee, CSXT states that, given bankers' real-world practices, "different deals in which 

comparable amounts are raised might show different gross spreads. " 146 CSXT then admits to 

two further factors that affect the size of an equity flotation fee: the "excitement" level and the 

role of government involvement. 147 

At the end of the day, it is impossible to determine what CSXT believes. In attempting to 

disprove the Board' s rationale in DuPont and SunBelt, CSXT has succeeded on1y in tying itself 

in knots. CSXT has not even remotely justified deviation from the Board' s DuPont and SunBelt 

prececlent. 

iii. The BN example does not support CSXT's position 

CSXT also relies upon the 1991 equity issuance of the Burlington Northern Railroad 

("BN") in an attempt to salvage the 2.0 percent fee proposed for the TPIRR. CSXT contends 

that the 3.9 percent fee incurred by BN shows the "middle of the range" of what the TPIRR 

would incur. 148 The facts do not support such a contention. First, BN did not actually pay 3.9 

percent as a fee for the issuance - BN only paid 3.0 percent because 0.9 percent represented the 

"cost" to BN of stock dilution. Even if the TPIRR used an IPO, there would be no pre-existing 

stock to dilute. Second, records of the Securities and Exchange Commission show that BN 

144 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-4. 
145 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-3 ("gross spread is not dependent on industry"). 
146 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-5. 
147 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-8. 
148 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-6. 
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raised only $345 million in its 1991 issuance. This figure is over 80 times less than the equity 

CSXT expects the TPIRR to raise. If, as CSXT asserts, "the larger the dollar amount of IPO 

proceeds raised, the lower the gross spread percentage"149
, then 3.0 percent cannot be the 

"middle" of what the TPIRR would incur. Indeed, even 2.0 percent is far too high based on the 

BN experience. See Part Ill.G.1.c. 

iv. The empirical evidence shows that CSXT's proposal is off the 
mark 

CSXT notes that the TPIRR would need to raise between $21.8 billion and $30.1 billion 

in equity (Reply at Ill-G-8), an offering that CSXT admits is unusually large. In fact, the amount 

needed by the TPIRR is far larger than any of the real world examples included by CSXT in its 

data set. 150 Given CSXT' s assertion that the equity flotation fee decreases as the amount raised 

increases, then the 2.0 percent fee proposed by CSXT for the TPIRR should be lower than that 

found in of any of the real-world examples included in the CSXT workpaper. However, this is 

not the case. There are several data points with an equity flotation fee far lower than 2.0 percent, 

and some as low as 0.75 percent. 151 See Part 111.G.1.d. 

* * * 

In sum, there is no support for the 2.0 percent figure proposed by CSXT for the TPIRR. 

This proposal materializes on the last page of CSXT' s 8-page treatment of the equity flotation 

issue with no support other than the assertion that 2.0 percent "appears to be reasonable."152 

CSXT incorrectly assumes that the TPIRR would raise capital through an expensive IPO, yet 

provides no support for the implicit view that a public process is necessary. CSXT's position is 

also internally inconsistent and has not met the standard established by the Board in DuPont and 

149 See CSXT Reply, p. 111-G-3. 
150 See CSXT Reply work paper "Gross Spread Analysis" at tab "US-Industry." 
151 See CSXT Reply work paper "Gross Spread Analysis" at tab "US-Industry." 
152 See CSXT Reply, p. llI-G-8. 

I-76 



PUBLIC 

SunBelt. By CSXT' s own reasoning and evidence, the equity flotation fee for the TPIRR, if it 

were to raise equity capital through a public process, should be significantly lower than 0.75 

percent, yet CSXT has not explained why 2.0 percent is the appropriate figure. The Board 

should reject CSXT' s evidence on the equity flotation fee. 

b. CSXT impermissibly deviates from the Board's established indexing 
rule 

CSXT has improperly deviated from the Board's established rule regarding indexing of 

SARR operating expenses. 153 See Part III.G.2. In the Major Issues rulemaking, the Board 

determined that SARR operating expenses should be indexed using a hybrid RCAF index.154 

CSXT's deviation from this prescribed hybrid RCAF index for projecting TPIRR operating 

expenses is improper because the index was adopted through notice-and-comment rulemaking 

and, therefore, the Board must abide by the rule it adopted. 155 The Board cannot deviate from 

the hybrid RCAF index without engaging in a further notice-and-comment rulemaking 

process. 156 

Beyond CSXT's improper deviation from Major Issues, there are several other problems 

with CSXT's approach. First, CSXT's approach does not properly take into consideration 

productivity in the fuel costs of the TPIRR for years 2010 through 2013. The hybrid RCAF 

index includes a productivity component that takes into consideration railroad total factor 

productivity, including productivity associated with fuel consumption. CSXT's approach 

disregards this productivity which leads to an overstatement in TPIRR fuel costs. 

153 See CSXT Reply, p. III-G-8-10. 
154 Major Issues at 39-47. 
155 See, e.g., US International Trade Commission v. ASAT, Inc., 411 F.3d 245, 253 (D.C. Cir. 

2005); Steenholdt v. FAA, 314 F.3d 633 , 639 (D.C. Cir. 2003). 
156 See, e.g., United States Telecom Association v. FCC, 400 F.3d 29, 35 (D.C. Cir. 2005). 
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Second, CSXT's attempt to develop a productivity-adjusted AII-LF is fatally flawed. 

CSXT applies a productivity adjustment factor ("P AF") with fuel to a cost index excluding fuel. 

One cannot simply combine the AII-LF with the RCAF PAF and expect to produce a meaningful 

index. 

Third, it would be unfair to allow CSXT to selectively update the record. CSXT has 

chosen to update the fuel prices paid by the TPIRR because such a change is beneficial to CSXT, 

but CSXT has ignored other input prices that may have declined between 2010 and 2013. This 

sort of selective updating is improper and contrary to precedent. 157 Neither TPI nor the Board 

has access to the information needed to update every operating expense since the close of 

discovery or to know whether those updates would be favorable or unfavorable. 

9. Results of SAC analysis (Part 111-H) 

In Part III-Hof its Reply, CSXT expresses disagreement with numerous aspects of the 

SAC analysis results described in the TPI Opening Evidence. The issues raised by CSXT 

include debt capital structure, bonus depreciation, and several others. As explained below, the 

Board should follow TPI' s Opening Evidence. 

a. Debt capital structure 

CSXT wants the TPIRR to operate differently than real-world railroads by structuring the 

TPIRR' s debt like a typical home mortgage even though real-world railroads, including CSXT 

itself, structure their debt to make coupon payments (consisting of fixed interest) on the debt. 158 

The Board and ICC have acknowledged that real-world railroads generally operate in this 

fashion. 159 TPI recognizes that the Board recently rejected efforts to structure SARR debt in the 

157 See, e.g. , WFA/Basin I at 6; WFA/Basin at 8 (n. 8) (served July 27, 2009);FMC at 729. 
158 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-2-6. 
159 See, e.g., DuPont at 281 ; SunBelt at 191; Nevada Power II at 319. 
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manner of real-world railroad debt. 160 In those two cases, the Board stated that a SARR is 

evaluated through a "regulatory lens" where scrutiny of the financial markets does not occur. 161 

TPI believes the Board's rational underlying those decisions is incorrect. 

According to those recent decisions, because fixed coupon payments mean that a SARR 

is paying only interest on its debt and not repaying the principal, this would impede the ability of 

the SAC test to determine a SARR's ability to pay the cost of constructing, maintaining, and 

operating its system.162 The Board's position is not correct because the repayment of any 

principal borrowed is accounted for in the levelized stream of capital recovery payments, not in 

the debt amortization approach. This occurs through the capital carrying charges included in the 

"Investment SAC" level of the DCF model, which ensure that a SARR is developing enough 

quarterly cash flows to pay back not only the interest on the debt (as encompassed in the 

· weighted-average cost of capital used as a discount factor) , but also the principal amount 

originally borrowed (as reflected in the investment costs and interest during construction costs). 

Far from not paying back any principal, the quarterly capital charges explicitly account for 

repaying principal on existing and future investments. Thus, the repayment of principal is 

already accounted for in the DCF model regardless of whether the Board uses a home mortgage 

amortization approach or a coupon approach. See Part III.H.1.d. 

In addition to relying on the DuPont and SunBelt decisions, CSXT makes several flawed 

arguments to support its mortgage-style debt structure for the TPIRR. First, CSXT incorrectly 

characterizes TPI's Opening Evidence as advocating for a single 20-year note. 163 TPI merely 

stated in its Opening Evidence that, consistent with Major Issues and previous Board decisions, 

160 DuPont at 281; SunBelt at 191. 
161 DuPont at 279-282; SunBelt at 189-191. 
162 DuPont at 281; SunBelt at 191. 
163 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-5-6. 
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the model includes the first 20-years of debt for road property investment. 164 Such financing can 

include multiple debt instruments of varying duration. In its Opening Evidence, TPI also 

recognized the Board' s concern that, if a SARR issues 20-year debt obligations, such a 20-year 

term might not match the actual length of debt obligations issued by the railroads in the cost of 

capital determination group. 165 As TPI previously explained, this need not be a concern. The 

railroads' level of debt has remained fairly constant since the last round of mergers in the mid 

1990' s. This is because the railroads are issuing new debt as their preexisting debt instruments 

mature, or the railroads are redeeming older debt issuance and replacing them with newer 

issuances. In other words, the railroads are holding their levels of debt constant by issuing new 

debt when the older debt expires or the debt is called. As such, the railroad's interest payments 

would be expected to be consisterit from year to year and not decline over time.166 See Part 

III.H.1.d. 

CSXT also criticizes the Opening Evidence debt structure because it uses the current 

interest rate during the analysis period. CSXT claims that TPI is ignoring future changes in 

interest rates.167 CSXT' s critique is overblown. The consistency of interest rates is an 

assumption that the DCF ·model already makes. In calculating the interest tax shields associated 

with future asset replacements, the Board's DCF model already assumes future interest payments 

will equal prior year interest payments. CSXT used this assumption itself in calculating interest 

payments on future asset replacements. 168 

164 See TPI Opening at III-H-4. 
165 See TPI Opening at III-H-4. 
166 See TPI Opening at III-H-4. 
167 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-4. 
168 See CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsm," worksheet "Replacement 

Interest," cell D5. 
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In an attempt to counter TPI's showing that real-world railroads do not have debt 

structured like home mortgages, CSXT asserts that some of the debt instruments that form that 

basis of the AAR' s cost of debt are "paid in full" at maturity. 169 CSXT's statement is misleading 

because the "full payment" by the relevant railroad likely involved reissuance of the principal in 

a new debt instrument. As indicated in Opening, the railroads' capital structure has remained 

constant over the last decade, indicating that, as old debt is retired or paid in full , new debt is 

issued to replace it. 170 

TPI's treatment of the TPIRR's debt enables the TPIRR to maintain a stable capital 

structure. This is consistent with the Board's DCF model, which assumes the capital structure 

does not change over time. 171 To reflect this steady-state nature, the TPIRR must reissue debt as 

older debt is retired, which ultimately leads to consistent interest payments as reflected in TPI's 

DCF model. 

b. Replacement assets 

CSXT erroneously creates a double-count of interest payments through what it calls a 

"re-establish[ ment]" of a 20-year debt amortization schedule for replacement assets.172 CSXT' s 

action results in a double count because TPI included a terminal interest value calculation in its 

Opening Evidence, which accounts for TPIRR interest payments for debt issued in perpetuity. 173 

Hence, TPI does not accept CSXT's proposal. See Part III.H. l.e. 

169 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-5. 
170 See TPI Opening, p. III-H-2-6. 
171 See TPI Opening, p. III-H-12. 
172 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-6. 
173 See TPI Opening, p. III-H-12-15. 
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c. Bonus depreciation 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI stated that the TPIRR would utilize bonus depreciation 

provisions available under federal law for capital investments. 174 Use of bonus depreciation in 

this manner is in accord with direct Board precedent. 175 Even though the bonus depreciation 

laws may have been short-term in nature, the Board has previously applied short-term tax laws in 

effect during the construction period of a SARR. 176 

Despite this controlling precedent, CSXT claims that bonus depreciation is improper as a 

"reverse barrier to entry" because identical bonus depreciation was not available to it during the 

construction of all the lines replicated by the TPIRR. 177 CSXT contends that bonus depreciation 

"would inappropriately place the TPIRR at a distinct advantage relative to the incumbent 

CSXT."178 CSXT believes the bonus depreciation is inappropriate because it exists "solely as a 

byproduct of the artificially short construction period assumption," and thus confers "tax benefits 

on the SARR that were not available to the incumbent."179 

CSXT' s position does not warrant overturning existing precedent. In its two recent 

decisions on the issue, the Board stated that the short time period for SARR construction results 

in both benefits and disadvantages for the SARR, and that it would be improper to bar the SARR 

from the benefits while requiring the SARR to endure the disadvantages. 180 In fact, CSXT and 

its predecessors have benefitted from a wide range of prior tax benefit laws that are not availahle 

to the TPIRR. See Part 111.H.1.f.i. In other words, CSXT's argument works both ways. 

174 See TPI Opening, p. llI-H-8-10. 
175 DuPont at 277-279; SunBelt at 188-189. 
176 See, e.g., West Texas Utilities at 714; McCarty Farms at 525-529. 
177 See CSXT Reply, p. 111-H-7. 
178 See CSXT Reply, p. Ill-H-7 (emphasis original). 
179 See CSXT Reply, p. llI-H-8. 
180 DuPont at 278; SunBelt at 188. 
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CSXT offers to allow the TPIRR to take bonus depreciation to the same extent that 

CSXT itself did during the TPIRR construction period. 181 However, this would give an unfair 

advantage to CSXT because various other (now-expired) tax and/or legal provisions were 

available to CSXT and its predecessors in previous decades yet, crucially, are not available to the 

TPIRR. If CSXT were to get the benefit of limiting the TPIRR' s use of current law, then CSXT 

must share with the TPIRR some percentage of the benefits CSXT received in prior years under 

prior law. These prior benefits are not available to the TPIRR but were available to CSXT. 

Because this simply is not possible, the Board should apply existing law to the TPIRR - just as 

then-.existing law similarly applied to CSXT and its predecessors over the past 180 years. 

CSXT not only was aided by many historic tax breaks, but also continues to benefit from 

current favorable tax treatment unavailable to the TPIRR. For example, CSXT obtained a tax 

break from the state of Florida in 2012 for spending more than $250 million in capital 

projects. 182 Because the TPIRR completed the primary construction of its rail system in 2010, 

and does not begin replacing any major assets until 2025 at the earliest, it would not be eligible 

for the special tax treatment CSXT received from the state of Florida. See Part Ill.H.1.f.i. 

The Board accepted complainants' use of bonus depreciation in the DuPont and SunBelt 

decisions because, among other things, there are both disadvantages and advantages from the 

compressed construction schedule of the SARR. 183 CSXT questions what the disadvantages 

might be, given that the Board did not specify them. 184 There are many such disadvantages. For 

example, prices for materials (such as steel) could be elevated during the brief period of SARR 

181 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-9. 
182 See "Florida's Tax Break Often Helps Companies Do Already-Planned Work," Orlando 

Sentinel, July 7, 2012. Available at: http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2012-07-
07/business/os-single-sales-factor-20120707 _I_ tax-revenue-tax-incentive-single-sales-factor. 

183 DuPont at 278; SunBelt at 188. 
184 See CSXT Reply, p. 111-H-7-8 . 
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construction, thus forcing the SARR to expend far more than under normal conditions. In 

contrast, real-world railroads such as CSXT have benefitted from acquiring their materials over 

many decades, in both boom and bust cycles. Moreover, CSXT has had the option of choosing 

not to construct new lines during unfavorable market conditions, whereas a SAC complainant 

must take conditions as they are during the SARR construction period. 

The viability of a SARR can also be negatively impacted by prevailing debt interest rates. 

If the SARR construction period coincides with a period of high interest rates for debt, the SARR 

would be saddled with extra debt costs, thus negatively affecting the complainant's entire case. 

The negative impact would be a direct consequence of the "artificially short construction period 

assumption", and would affect the SARR to a much greater extent than the defendant railroad. 

Compared to the SARR, the defendant would have incurred moderate levels of debt over many 

decades of financing, thus smoothing out any period of high interest rates. See Part III.H.1.f.i. 

In other words, a SARR must incur "current market prices" at the time construction 

actually occurs. That means the SARRmust pay market rates for land, material and labor, 

whether that be a boom or a bust market, regardless what the incumbent may have paid (unless 

the incumbent paid nothing, in which case the SARR also pays nothing). Tax depreciation is a 

temporal cost factor just like most other costs that the SARR must incur. 

According to CSXT, its position is a necessary result of the SARR being a "replacement 

carrier that steps into the shoes of the incumbent."185 CSXT's position is misguided. CSXT fails 

to recognize that the stand-alone replacement need not be constructed or operated in the same 

185 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-8-9. 
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manner as the defendant. 186 In fact, the "SARR" need not even be a railroad.187 See Part 

IIl.H.1.f.i. 

d. TPIRR capital structure 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI explained that it corrected a flaw in the Board's standard-

capital recovery methodology.188 Specifically, the DCF model assumes that the SARR's capital 

structure will remain constant in perpetuity, but-the model also assumes that after year 20, and 

until the first assets are replaced in the replacement level of the DCF model, the railroad has no 

debt and no tax shielding interest payments. This creates an irreconcilable mismatch between 

the SARR's cost of capital and its cash flows. The cost of capital assumes that the SARR is 

carrying debt, and its associated interest payments, but the cash flows reflect no benefits from the 

interest tax shields. See Part III.H.1 .h.i. 

TPI corrected for this flaw in its Opening Evidence. TPI adjusted the terminal value in 

the capital carrying charges to account for the interest tax shields that would exist with a constant 

level of debt in perpetuity. 189 In two recent decisions, the Board adopted a correction identical to 

that made by TPI in its Opening. 190 Nonetheless, CSXT seeks to have the Board depart from 

those recent decisions. 191 CSXT invokes older precedent in an attempt to support its position, 

but CSXT's interpretation of Coal Trading Company, McCarty Farms, and Major Issues is 

plainly incorrect. See Part III.H.1.h.i. 

186 McCarty Farms at 468; AEPCO at 10. 
187 Coal Rate Guidelines at 543; WFA/Basin II at 14. 
188 See TPI Opening, p. III-H-12. 
189 See TPI Opening, p. III-H-13 . 
190 DuPont at 282-284; SunBelt at 193 . 
19 1 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-11-14. 

I-85 



PUBLIC 

CSXT also asserts that the Board' s recent DuPont and SunBelt decisions are erroneous 

for both conceptual and mathematical reasons. 192 In support of its conceptual error claim, CSXT 

asserts that the terminal value correction creates inconsistent assumptions regarding amortization 

of debt incurred during the initial construction period and debt incurred in subsequent asset 

replacement. 193 CSXT is wrong for two reasons. First, the different assumptions mentioned by 

CSXT existed even prior to the terminal value correction accepted by the Board in DuPont and 

SunBelt, not as a consequence of that correction. Second, CSXT ignores the fact that the debt 

reflected in the terminal value calculation is there to perpetually replace future assets (as well as 

to account for other corporate needs as debt is used by real-world railroads). Therefore, CSXT is 

wrong in its claim that there will be no amortization of debt for assets in subsequent asset 

replacement cycles. 194 See Part 111.H. l .h.i. 

CSXT' s assertion of a mathematical error is similarly unfounded. CSXT asserts that the 

terminal value correction would result in overstating the interest the TPIRR would pay in the last 

ten years of the 20-year analysis period.195 In other words, the terminal value correction utilizes 

an average interest payment for all 20 years, and that average figure is higher than the actual 

interest payment in years 11 through 20. CSXT ignores the fact that actual interest payments 

would be higher than the average in the first ten years. Hence, there is no mathematical error. 

See Part 111.H.1.h.i. 

In lieu of TPI' s terminal value correction, CSXT proposes that the Board recalculate the 

TPIRR' s capital structure as debt is amortized. 196 CSXT's position is inconsistent with standard 

192 See CSXT Reply, p. llI-H-13-14. 
193 See CSXT Reply, p. llI-H-13 . 
194 See CSXT Reply, p. Ill-H-13. 
195 See CSXT Reply, p. llI-H-14. 
196 See CSXT Reply, p. Ill-H-14. 
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finance theory, which states that a firm's cost of equity should decrease as the debt percentage 

decreases. The inconsistency arises because CSXT' s proposal does not involve changing the 

cost of equity and, consequently, the proposal cannot be adopted. See Part III.H.1.h.i. 

e. PTC investment 

CSXT failed to credit the TPIRR with bonus depreciation for PTC investment in years 

2011 through 2013. Under the applicable depreciation laws, the TPIRR would be entitled to 

such bonus depreciation in the year in which the relevant investment was made. Moreover, 

CSXT has already begun depreciating its PTC related investments, which presumably includes 

taking bonus deprecation on these investments. Failing to include the bonus depreciation 

overstates the capital carrying costs required for PTC. See Part III.H. l .h.ii. 

f. MGA investment 

CSXT contends that the TPIRR would be required to assume CSXT' s capital expenditure 

payments for the MGA area: TPI agrees that the TPIRR must assume some of the MGA capital 

costs, but CSXT has incorrectly calculated the net costs to the TPIRR by failing to account for 

the depreciation and interest expense tax shields associated with such a capital investment. TPI 

has included the necessary MGA capital costs, but also included the resulting depreciation and 

investment tax credits. See Part III.H.1.h.iii. 

g. Cross-subsidy analysis 

CSXT purports to perform a cross-subsidy analysis for a single TPIRR line segment in 

Indiana, and states that the Board should use this flawed analysis as a "template" for any other 

subsidy analyses that the Board would perform. 197 CSXT made several errors in its attempt to 

create a cross-subsidy template, including: 

197 See CSXT Reply, p. III-H-22. 

1-87 



PUBLIC 

1. CSXT improperly imputed 2012 traffic to all years moving over the Indiana line segment, 
thereby ignoring actual traffic for 2010 and 2011 . 

2. CSXT improperly excluded traffic originating and/or terminating at two specific 
mileposts. 

3. CSXT included costs for sub-ballast on bridges, which was improper because bridges 
have no sub-ballast. 

4. CSXT included certain turnouts even though the TPIRR would have no such turnouts on 
this line segment. 

5. CSXT improperly assigned turnouts to customers where such turnouts are unnecessary. 

When these errors are corrected, the revenues exceed the stand-alone costs for this Indiana line 

segment tested by CSXT. See Part 111.H.2. 

TPl's Rebuttal Evidence, however, does indicate the presence of a so-called "Otter Tail" 

cross-subsidy on this segment. Although TPI has provided the Board with a work paper that 

calculates the effect of this cross-subsidy, TPI contends that the Otter Tail cross-subsidy test is 

inappropriate and should be rejected because it: (1) impermissibly measures a cross-subsidy 

based upon hypothetical rates that are not and never will charged in the real-world; and (2) 

violates contestable market theory as held by the Board in its WPL decision. See Part 111.H.2.b. 
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C. REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

For the foregoing summarized above and detailed in Part III, Exhibits, and supporting 

work papers, the Board should declare that the challenged rates are unreasonable under the 

stand-alone cost constraint, prescribe reasonable rates for a period of 10 years, beginning on July 

1, 2010, and award TPI reparations for monies paid in excess of the reasonable rates from July 1, 

2010 through the effective date of the Board's decision. 

November 5, 2014 
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Compared to CSXT, the TPJRR benefits from greater traffic density on its rail lines. In 

other words, the rail lines of the TPIRR are utilized for more trains and more traffic, on average, 

than the rail lines of CSXT. One mechanism by which TPI has developed a more densely 

utilized rail system is by omitting many of the CSXT branch lines and other comparatively 

lightly-used rail lines of the CSXT syst-em. By developing a SARR with greater density, TPI 

benefits from concentrating its traffic on a smaller-rail infrastructure. 

The increased density of the TPIRR is apparent by comparing the TPIRR route map to a 

2008 density map from the CSXT website.1 These two maps show that the TPIRR replicates 

most of the high density CSXT rail lines (depicted in red on the CSXT map), a smaller 

percentage of the medium density CSXT rail lines (depicted in yellow), and very few of the low 

density CSXT rail lines (shown in green). 

It is well-recognized that an increase in density results in economies of production. See. 

u ., PPL I, 6 STB 286, 299 (n. 21) (Board states that there is "declining capital investment 

needed per unit of output as the rail system is used more intensively"). See also Guidelines, 1 

ICC2.d at 526. However, it is also the case that operating costs per unit of output are higher on 

light-density rail lines - particularly light-density branch lines that are frequently used to pick up 

and deliver small numbers of cars to various consignors and consignees. CSXT itself has argued 

that its service on lightly-used branch lines is more costly than the Board and most complainants 

realize.2 Experts agree.3 

1 See TPI Opening Exhibits III-A-1 and III-A-6 (TPIRR route map) and Rebuttal workpaper 
"CSX.presentation.Shortline.Workshop.Feb.2008.pdf' (2008 shortline presentation at page 162). The CSXT 
map is labeled "Proprietary Not for Public Release", but ihs readily available on the CSX website. See 
workpaper "CSX.shortline.workshop.Publicly.Available.pdf', showing the website page where the presentation 
is available. 

2 Joint Comments of CSXT and NS at p. 8, in Major Issues in Rail Rate Cases, SIB Ex Parte No. 657 (Sub-No. 1) 
(filed May 1, 2006) (CSXT and NS assert that prior cross-over traffic revenue allocation methods "do not 
adequately account for the full costs to the residual incumbent of serving crossover traffic, particularly on the 
low-density residual lines that the complainant chooses not to include in its SARR.") . 
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The efficiencies demonstrated by the TPIRR should come as no surprise to CSXT. Over 

the past decade, CSXT' s own experience has revealed that elimination of light-density and/Or 

branch lines can and does increase railroad efficiency. The key difference, however, is that the 

scale and scope of the TPIRR's commitment is far beyond what CSXT has_sought to accomplish. 

In other words, the TPIRR is a more fully developed version of the CSXT strategic vision for 

increasing efficiency. 

It is common knowledge that Class I railroads have sold or leased a significant 

percentage of their track to shortline railroads over the past twenty years. "Between 1980 and 

2008, the Class I railroads transferred nearly 30,000 route-miles to short-line and regional 

railroads."4 In the words of the Board: 

Larger railroads have shed many of their lighter density lines, either through 
abandonment or through line sales, and have focused more of their resources on 
their mainline service. For the larger railroads, this refocusing has helped 
improve their financial health. 

Meridian Southern Railway, LLC - Acquisition and Operation - Line of Kansas City Southern 

Railway Company, STB Docket No. 33854, slip op. at 2 (n. 1) (served Aug. 29, 2000). 

Of course, shortline railroads can operate with lower costs than Class I railroads. 5 In 

adopting a class exemption to apply to acquisitions by Class III railroads, the Board noted that 

"continued rail operations made possible by such acquisitions sh0uld improve service for 

3 Denver Tel-liver, John Bitzan, and Doug Benson, Railroad Operational Performance in the United States, 49 
JOURNAL OF THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH FORUM 87' 92 (Fall 2010) (As rail networks become more dense, 
including through "the sale of branch lines to local and regional railroads," traffic is "concentrated on fewer 
lines" and Class I railroads are "relieved of the time-intensive tasks of picking up and delivering freight on low­
density lines."); Carl D. Martland, Productivity Improvements in the U.S. Rail Freight Industry. 1980-2010, 51 
JOURNAL OF THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH FORUM, 83, 99-100 (Fall 2012) (stating that ties will deteriorate 
regardless of use, thus necessitating tie maintenance). 

4 Carl D. Martland, Productivity Improvements in the U.S. Rail Freight Industry. 1980-2010, 51 JOURNAL OF THE 
TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH FORUM, 83, 100 (Fall 2012). 

5 See, e.g., H.R. Conf. Rep. 104-422 (1995) at p. 179-180 (ICCTA should "avoid imposing additional and 
sometimes potentially fatal costs on start-up operations of smaller railroads who often can keep rail lines in 
service, even if not viable as part of a larger carrier's system."). 
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shippers and decrease the cost of its provision." Class Exemption for Acquisition or Operation 

of Rail Lines by Class III Rail Carriers under 49 US.C. 10902, 1 STB 95, 103 (1996). See also 

Class Exemption for the Acquisition and Operation of Rail Lines under 49 US.C. 10901, 1 

ICC2d 810, 813 (1985) ("shortlines frequently are able to reduce operating costs"). 

The sale or lease of light-density rail lines by Cl-ass I railroads continues to this day, 

indicating that the rail industry believes further efficiencies can be obtained by more such "spin-

offs." The Board has recognized that the rail industry "continues to shed ... excess or inefficient 

infrastructure." Major Issues, slip op. at 40. Indeed, recent filings by railroad organizations 

expressed concern about possible Board action that would allegedly have a "chilling effect" on 

future light-density line sales or leases by Class I railroads. Many such statements were made in 

the recent proceeding of STB Ex Parte No. 714, Irifor..mation Required in Notices and Petitions 

Containing Interchange Commitments.6 

The reason Class I railroads are concerned about a "chilling effect" is they know that 

efficiency can be improved with the proper rail line spin-offs. See, e.g., Denver Tolliver, John 

Bitzan, and Doug Benson, Railroad Operational Performance in the United States, 49 JOURNAL 

OF THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH FORUM 87, 92 (Fall 2010) ("the elimination of less 

productive route miles has improved the efficiency of train operations"). This is exactly the 

strategy exemplified by the TPIRR, albeit on a much more comprehensive scale. 

CSXT itself continues to shed light-density and other rail lines. Data submitted to the 

Board in the CSXT R-1 reports reveals that CSXT' s "miles of road" have declined from 22,841 

6 See, e.g., Opening Comments of AAR, at p. 2-3 and 8-10 (filed Dec. 18, 2012) (expressing concern about the 
"potential chilling effect" on the "transfer of marginal rail lines from large railroads to smaller railroads"); 
Opening Comments of ASLRRA, at p. 5 (filed Dec. 18, 2012) ("the Proposed Rules would also create a huge 
disincentive for Class I railroads to consider spinning off segments in the future that would make more sense 
economically to be operated and/or owned by a short line"). See also Petition for Clarification of ASLRRA 
(filed Sept. 23, 2013) (expressing concern that new Board regulation is "likely to have a chilling effect on the 
willingness of incumbent carriers to spin off redundant or low density lines" to shortline railroads). 
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in 2003 to 20,814 in 2013 - a drop of 8.9% in a decade. While some of this decline may be due 

to abandonments, recent public filings at the Board reveal that CSXT also continues to transfer 

lines to short-line railroads. . See, e.g. , Georgia Southwestern Railroad, Inc. - Acquisition 

Exemption - CSX Transportation, Inc. , STB Docket No. 35176 (served Sept. 26, 2008); 

Pennsylvania Northeastern Railroad, LLC - Acquisition and Operation Exemption - CSX 

Transportation, Inc. , STB Docket No. 35535 (served July 22, 2011); Finger Lakes Railway 

Corp. - Acquisition and Operation Exemption - CSX Transportation, Inc., STB Docket No. 

35545 (served Oct. 7, 2011); Pennsylvania & Southern Railway, LLC -Acquisition, Lease and 

Operation Exemption - CSX Transportation, Inc. , STB Docket No. 35572 (served Dec. 20, 

2011 ). A few years ago, the appropriateness of several of these CSXT rail line spin-offs was 

challenged. CSXT explained that it has an "ongoing network rationalization pregram," which 

aims to "focus its capital and other resources on rail lines that contribute in a meaningful way to 

its return on investment."7 

CSXT even has a "Network Rationalization" department.8 The purpose of this 

department, apparently, is to handle inquiries from parties that may be "interested in leasing or 

purchasing a line ofrailroad" from CSXT.9 

CSXT also recently sold significant real estate and track assets to two state departments 

of transportation. In Massachusetts, CSXT sold physical assets to the-Massachusetts Department 

of Transportation, retained a freight rail easement, but sold a portion of the freight rail easement 

to a Class III railroad in a related transaction. Massachusetts Coastal Railroad - Acquisition -

CSX Transportation, Inc. , STB Docket No. 35314 (served Mar. 29, 2010); Massachusetts 

7 Response of CSXT to UTU Supplemental Petition to Revoke, at p. 4 and 12 in The Columbus & Ohio River Rail 
Road Company- Acquisition and Operation Exemption - CSX Transportation, Inc. , STB Docket No. 34540 
(filed April 5, 2005). 

8 See Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT .network.rationalization.department.I 0 .15 .14. pdf'. 
9 See id. 

I-51-D 





TPI Rebuttal Evidence Insert to Part l.B.5.e: Counsel's Argument and Summary 
G&A Expenses (pp. 1-51-A thru E) Public 

Department of Transportation - Acquisition Exemption - Certain Assets of CSX Transportation, 

Inc., STB Docket No. 35312 (served May 3, 2010). CSXT was relieved of maintenance and-

dispatch obligations by virtue of these transactions.10 

In Florida, CSXT recently sold real estate and track assets to the Florida Department of 

Transportation ("FDOT"). Florida Department of Transportation - Acquisition Exemption -

Certain Assets of CSX Transportation, Inc., STB Docket No. 351 fo (served Dec. 15-, 2010). As-

a result of that proceeding, CSXT retained the common carrier obligation to provide freight rail 

service, but CSXT was relieved of maintenance and dispatch obligations, which were to be 

provided by FDOT. CSXT would pay a fee to operate on the line. See FDOT Motion to 

Dismiss, at p. 22-24 and at Exhibit 2 (filed April 3, 2009). CSXT recently stated that the 

proceeds from the sale to FDOT will be invested "in additional _freight rail capacity and 

infrastructure within the state." 11 

To some extent, the TPIRR designed by TPI merely represents a much more complete, 

and accelerated version of, CSXT's "ongoing network rationalization". The TPIRR represents a 

fuller implementation of steps that CSXT itself recognizes as beneficial, appropriate, and good 

for the bottom line. By omitting many light-density and/or branch lines from the TPIRR, TPI 

has "focused [the TPIRR's] capital and ... resources on rail lines that contribute in a meaningful 

way to its return on investment."12 By omitting the marginal lines, the efficiency and 

profitability of the remaining rail operations are much greater because they are not diluted by the 

marginally-performing rail lines. TPI has aggressively taken the steps necessary to produce the 

most efficient SARR possible. 

10 See Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen v. STE, Case No. 10-1138, 638 F.3d 807, 810 (D.C.Cir., March 29, 
2011). 

11 CSXT Annual Report 2012 at p. 25. 
12 Response of CSXT, at p. 12 in STB Docket No. 34540 (filed April 5, 2005). 
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III. STAND-ALONE COST 

A. STAND-ALONE TRAFFIC 
AND REVENUES 

The TPIRR traffic group includes a broad range of commodities moving in manifest 

(mixed general freight) , intermodal, unit and local trains. The selected traffic includes local, 

interline, and cross-over movements. In its Opening Evidence, TPI described the procedures it 

followed to identify and model the handling of this traffic under the hypothetical, optimally 

efficient presumptions inherent in the Coal Rate Guidelines. In Reply, CSXT attacks much of 

TPI's evidence including its use of internal re-routes, cross-over traffic and CSXT's own 

forecasts . 

This Rebuttal evidence summarizes the dollar value impact of the differences between the 

parties' approaches, briefly discusses the approach each party used, and identifies the best 

evidence of record which is summarized in this Rebuttal. This narrative also identifies where 

CSXT's Reply evidence includes misstatements and attempts to limit properly included traffic 

and revenue. 

This part of TPI's Rebuttal evidence addresses the differences between traffic and 

revenues included in TPI's Opening evidence and in CSXT's Reply evidence as forecasted over 

the ten (10) year discounted cash flow ("DCF") model life. The remainder of this Part III-A 

addresses these differences under the following topical headings: 

1. Stand-Alone Volumes (Historical and Projected) 
2. Stand-Alone Revenues (Historical and Projected) 

1. Stand-Alone Volumes 
(Historical and Projected) 

In its Opening evidence, TPI selected the TPIRR traffic group as a subset of the actual 

CSXT traffic that was shipped over the selected rail lines of the hypothetical TPIRR. The 
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TPIRR traffic group was made up of a broad range of commodities (i.e., general freight, coal and 

intermodal) that traversed the hypothetical rail lines of the TPIRR for each year in the ten-year 

DCF. The TPIRR traffic was selected from electronic traffic data provided by CSXT in 

discovery. The TPIRR traffic volume was developed using actual CSXT car and container 

waybill data and CSXT car and train event data for the third quarter 2010 ("3Ql0") through the 

second quarter 2013 ("2Q13"). This period is referred to as the historical period and the TPIRR 

volumes in the historical period are referred to as the historical volumes. 

The TPIRR traffic volume was developed for the third quarter 2013 ("3Q13") through the 

second quarter 2020 ("2Q20") using various forecasts of traffic volume change applied to 

historical volumes pursuant to the existing methodology accepted by the Board in recent stand-

alone cost decisions. This period is referred to as the forecast period and the TPIRR traffic 

volumes for the forecast period are referred to as the projected volumes. The projected volumes 

are created based upon two unique forecast periods: (1) the period covered by CSXT's own 

internal forecast of traffic volumes produced in discovery (2014 through 2017); and (2) the 

period from the end of CSXT' s internal forecast until the end of the 10-year DCF model period 

(2018 through 2Q20). 

In Reply, CSXT criticized TPI's calculation of both historical and projected traffic 

volumes for the TPIRR traffic group. CSXT made specific adjustments to the TPIRR traffic 

group to incorporate various changes based on these criticisms. In addition, CSXT generally 

criticized TPI's use of internally re-routed traffic across the hypothetical TPIRR system but did 

not make any adjustments to the TPIRR traffic group as a result of this criticism. 
J 

Rebuttal Table III-A-1 below, summarizes the differences in TPIRR traffic volume by 

year between TPI Opening evidence and CSXT Reply. 

III-A-2 



PUBLIC 

Rebuttal Table III-A-1 
Differences In TPIRR Tons and Shipments 

Between TPI Ol!enini:; and CSXT Rel!ll'. 

TPI Difference 
Time Period O~ening CSXTRe~II Aggregate 1/ Percent 2/ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

TPIRR Gross Tonnai:;e 
1. 2010 (Jul-Dec) 233,636,034 218,976, 193 (14,659,841) 
2. 2011 465,801 ,488 441,809,924 (23,991,564) 
3. 2012 434,081 ,339 429,811,027 ( 4,270,312) 
4. 2013 452,416,378 435,056,984 (17,359,394) 
5. 2014 461,567 ,023 448,027,571 (13,539,452) 
6. 2015 480,221,980 459,560,793 (20,661,187) 
7. 2016 499,154,490 476,941,824 (22,212,666) 
8. 2017 508,030,595 486,079,019 (21,951,576) 
9. 2018 524,723,188 497,878,857 (26,844,331) 

10. 2019 542,872,234 504,939,290 (37,932,944) 
11. 2020 (Jan-Jul) 281,271,091 256,250,447 (25,020,644) 
12. Total 4,883, 775,840 4,655,331,928 (228,443,912) 

TPIRR Shil!ments 
13. 2010 (Jul-Dec) 2,856,435 2,730,905 (125,530) 
14. 2011 5,683,950 5,473,166 (210,784) 
15. 2012 5,560,817 5,493,731 (67,086) 
16. 2013 5,705,115 5,543,757 (161,358) 
17. 2014 5,890,813 5,753,402 (137,411) 
18. 2015 6,191,431 5,998,145 (193,286) 
19. 2016 6,533,630 6,326,064 (207,566) 
20. 2017 6,716,804 6,509,319 (207,485) 
21. 2018 7,014,628 6,658,184 (356,444) 
22. 2019 7,333,196 6,767,819 (565,377) 
23 . 2020 (Jan-Jul) 3,837,219 3.447,083 (390,136) 
24. Total 63,324,038 60,701,574 (2,622,464) 

Source: TPI Opening workpaper "Revenue Summary (Final).xlsx" and CSXT Reply workpaper 
"Revenue Summary (Final) Reply.xlsx". 
1/ Column (3) - Column (2). 
2/ Column (4) -7- Column (2). 

(5) 

-6.3% 
-5.2% 
-1.0% 
-3.8% 
-2.9% 
-4.3% 
-4.5% 
-4.3% 
-5.1% 
-7.0% 
-8.9% 
-4.7% 

-4.4% 
-3.7% 
-1.2% 
-2.8% 
-2.3% 
-3.1% 
-3.2% 
-3.1% 
-5.1% 
-7.7% 

-10.2% 
-4.1% 

As shown in Rebuttal Table III-A-1 above, the TPIRR volumes included in CSXT's 

Reply represent approximately 4.7 percent fewer gross tons and approximately 4.1 percent fewer 

shipments, on average, than TPI Opening volumes. 
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TPI addresses each of the specific adjustments identified in CSXT's Reply evidence that 

cause the differences noted above in the following sections of this Rebuttal evidence. 

a. Historical Volumes 

In Opening, TPI selected historical volumes from actual CSXT traffic data for the 

historical period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2013. In Reply, CSXT criticized TPI's 

methodology for identifying CSXT traffic to include in the TPIRR traffic group in the historical 

period. Specifically, in Reply, CSXT excluded traffic from the TPIRR traffic group because 

CSXT claimed: (1) TPI over-included traffic in the TPIRR traffic group for the 2010, 2011 and 

1 Q13-2Q13 time periods;1 (2) TPI incorrectly included traffic in the TPIRR traffic group that 

does not traverse the TPIRR lines; 2 and (3) TPI improperly included certain high-priority 

intermodal traffic. 3 In Rebuttal, TPI accepts all of CSXT's changes identified above except 

those related to the claim that TPI improperly included certain high-priority intermodal traffic. 

TPI's reason for rejecting CSXT's exclusion of certain high-priority, cross-over intermodal 

I traffic is discussed below. 

I 
I 

In Opening, TPI included coal, general freight and intermodal traffic in the TPIRR traffic 

group that was, in certain instances, handled by the residual incumbent as a bridge carrier. In 

Reply, CSXT claims that "[r]ather than provide continuous service over the SARR, these 

movements 'leapfrog' between the TPIRR and the residual CSXT, jumping over any segment 

that TPI decided not to build or operate."4 CSXT further claims that "[t]his type of SARR 

operation is particularly troublesome for high priority shipments that require expedited service" 

becau~e the hypothetical operations "add unnecessary interchanges between the SARR and 

1 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-A-2-6. 
2 Id. pp. III-A-7-8. 
3 Id. pp. III-A-8-10. 
4 Id. pp. III-A-8-9. 
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residual CSXT, which add time to these time-sensitive moves." 5 CSXT concludes that 

additional interchanges lead to increased transit times and increased transit times would cause 

the TPIRR to lose the business. Moreover, CSXT inflates the interchange times between the 

TPIRR and residual CSXT by insisting that the residual CSXT will not agree to a distributed 

power configuration for these trains thereby requiring additional time at interchanges to 

reconfigure the locomotives.6 Based on this logic, CSXT excluded intermodal traffic for two (2) 

specific customers from the TPIRR traffic group. 7 

CSXT's reason for excluding this high-priority cross-over intermodal traffic fails for the 

following reasons: 

• CSXT' s claim is unsupported by any empirical data or analysis to show that the 
TPIRR service received by these customers would be worse than the actual service 
provided by the CSXT; 

• CSXT fails to consider that the proper comparison of service levels for any shipment 
is the total time for the movement of a shipment from origin to destination; 

• 

• This high-priority traffic already must stop along the route of movement to refuel, to 
get inspected, to switch out cars, and for other operating considerations. These 
services could be coordinated to occur at the hypothetical interchanges with the 
TPIRR without the loss of additional time; 

5 Id p. III-A-10. 
6 Id pp. III-A-9-10. 
7 CSXT claims that it excluded intennodal traffic to "two customers, UPS on the route to/from New York and 

Threads Express to/from Charlotte". (See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-9). CSXT's workpapers, however, show that 
CSXT also excluded cross-over intennodal traffic for United Parcel Service ("UPS"), Seaboard Marine LTD, 
and Crowley Liner Services from the TPIRR traffic group. The intennodal traffic excluded by CSXT is minimal 
and amounts to approximately 34,000 units out ofa total of2,460,000 total intennodal units in 2012 (or 1 % of 
intennodal traffic). 

8 CSXT contract AGRT 2020 governs shipments to UPS and CSXT contract CSXT 3651 governs shipments for 
Crowley Liner Services, Inc. and Crowley Logistics, Inc. TPI could not locate in the supporting information 
provided by CSXT a contract that covered shipments to Seaboard Marine LTD in discovery. 
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• CSXT's refusal to accept distributed power locomotive configurations for the residual 
CSXT is an opportunistic tactic designed solely to affect the transit times for these 
cross-over trains. Given this new disclosure by CSXT on Reply, TPI has accepted 
CSXT's insistence upon a front-end locomotive configuration in Rebuttal in order to 
avoid the necessity of changing the configuration at interchanges; 

• CSXT identified specific premium merchandise trains that carried the high-priority 
cross-over intermodal traffic it excluded from the TPIRR traffic group.9 An 
evaluation of the traffic on these premium trains showed that CSXT is not excluding 
all of the traffic it moved on these trains but only a subset of the traffic for the 
customers in question. As a result, CSXT is proposing that the TPIRR eliminate most 
of the traffic that moves on a premium train but keep some "premium" traffic so that 
the TPIRR must still operate the scheduled train, albeit without the same economies 
of scope as the real-world CSXT; 

• TPI evaluated the specific peak period trains identified by CSXT in Reply that carried 
the high-priority intermodal traffic it slated for exclusion and found that the 
hypothetical TPIRR actually moves these particular trains 17 percent faster, on 
average, over the TPIRR segments (including the additional time associated with 
interchange) than CSXT historically moved these trains; 10 and 

• CSXT actually has a history of failed service for the United Parcel Service. In 1999, 
CSXT lost much of the UPS business, not by missing transit times by 1 or 2 hours, 
but by completely failing to provide reliable sen!ice to the customer. ii 

In Rebuttal, TPI includes all of the high-priority cross-over intermodal traffic in the 

TPIRR traffic group because TPIRR does provide reliable scheduled service that is equal to or 

better than CSXT's recent service levels. 

b. Projected Volumes 

In Reply, CSXT was critical of TPI's methodology for forecasting TPIRR volume growth 

over the forecast period covered by CSXT's forecast. TPI's Rebuttal responses to CSXT's 

criticisms for each unique forecast period are discussed below. 

9 The hi h- riori trains identified b CSXT had train ID's of { { 
•••••••••••• }}. These are considered premium trains that are "curfew related trains 
operated to protect service for customer commitments." See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TRAIN DESIGNATION 
SCHEME (CSX-TPI-C-28892 to 28893)". 

10 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR_INTERMODAL_TRANSIT_TIME_ANALYSIS.xlsx". 
11 See, the August 27, 1999 article in the Florida Times-Union titled "UPS Lightens CSX's Load" noted that 

CSXT's service was so bad that UPS was forced to "divert 50 percent of its rail business to trucks because of 
deteriorating service." 
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i. Period Covered by CSXT 
Forecast (2014-2017) 

In Opening, TPI utilized the CSXT internal forecast that was provided in discovery to 

project coal, merchandise and intermodal volumes over the 2014 through 2017 period. For 

merchandise and intermodal traffic, TPI utilized the CSXT internal forecast and aggregated the 

CSXT forecasted carload and container shipments by 2-digit STCC and CSXT commodity group 

to develop year-over-year volume change indices. For coal traffic, TPI further refined its 

approach to disaggregate the coal volume growth based on CSXT origin coal-producing regions. 

TPI applied these indices to the actual TPIRR 2013 traffic volumes to develop forecasted TPIRR 

volumes for the 2014-2017 time period. 

In Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's general use of the CSXT internal forecast to develop 

growth rates for coal, merchandise and intermodal volumes over the 2014-2017 period. CSXT 

did not accept TPI's specific methodology to develop growth rates for all traffic. Specifically, 

CSXT accepted TPI' s specific methodology to develop growth rates based on the CSXT internal 

forecast for merchandise and intermodal traffic but rejected and modified TPI's specific 

methodology to develop growth rates based on the CSXT internal forecast for coal traffic. 

CSXT claimed that "because the TPIRR only handles 61 % of CSXT' s coal shipments, an 

accurate application of the CSXT coal forecast requires a more refined approach."12 According 

to CSXT, a "refined" approach is required because TPI's use of aggregated forecasts for each 

Origin Region assumes "the same volume growth of shipments to all destinations from a given 

region".13 According to CSXT, this results in a shift in "traffic from shipments that do not move 

over the SARR (i.e., traffic not selected for the SARR traffic group) to those that do, thereby 

12 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-10. 
13 Id pp. III-A-10-11. 
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substantially overstating future coal shipment volumes on the TPIRR."14 As an example, CSXT 

notes that "CSXT's export shipments from CAPP mine origins to Newport News, VA comprise 

39% of the total CAPP coal traffic in the CSXT forecast, yet only 1 % of those movements travel 

on the TPIRR."15 To correct for this issue, CSXT concluded that TPIRR coal volumes must be 

projected using its internal forecast aggregated at the Origin Region-Destination level. 

As a result of CSXT' s decision to utilize a forecast aggregated at the Origin Region-

Destination level, CSXT had to incorporate a number of adjustments to the forecast model. 

Specifically, CSXT: 

1. Added new coal movements to the TPIRR traffic group16
; 

2. Removed coal volumes to account for partial plant closures that CSXT apparently did 
not consider when the CSXT forecast was developed; 

3. "Corrected" its own forecast to include other traffic in the coal forecast; 

4. Aggregated various coal destinations into a single destination; and 

5. Terminated the accepted process of allocating overflow tons from capped plants to 
other coal burning plants in the TPIRR network during the 2014-2017 time period. 17 

In Rebuttal, TPI adjusts the coal volume forecast model in response to CSXT's criticism 

that the coal forecast index was based on traffic that is not included in the TPIRR traffic group, 

but rejects CSXT's position that its internal forecast must be aggregated at the Origin Region-

Destination level to mitigate this issue. Specifically, TPI's Rebuttal coal volume forecast model 

adjusts CSXT's coal volume forecast developed for CAPP origins based on CSXT's internal 

14 Id. p. III-A-11. 
15 Ibid. 
16 In Reply, CSXT added several new coal movements to the TPIRR traffic group. These new coal movements 

were included in the CSXT internal forecast but were not included in the historical period (See, CSXT Reply, p. 
III-A-12). TPI accepts CSXT's addition of these new movements in its Rebuttal TPIRR traffic group. 

17 CSXT acknowledges that the Board, in its recent decision in DuPont, accepted the process ofre-allocating 
overflow tons from capped plants (where the coal tons are forecasted to exceed the 85% cap at a particular power 
plant) to other plants in the traffic group. CSXT claims in Reply that its proposed methodology of forecasting 
coal volumes from 2014-2017 by using growth rates based on the aggregation of the CSXT internal forecast on a 
Origin Region - Destination basis "eliminates any perceived justification for allocating coal tonnage in excess of 
a plant's capacity to other locations." (See, CSXT Reply, P,P· III-A-14-15). 
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forecast to exclude volumes that terminate at Newport News, V A. 18 This adjustment reduces 

TPIRR Opening coal revenues by $40 million per year, on average, over the 2014-2020 time 

period or 1.8 percent of total TPIRR coal revenues. TPI's approach is superior because: 

1. It is supported by recent Board decisions in DuPont and SunBelt that utilized growth 
indices based on the aggregation of the railroad internal forecast on a commodity 
basis; 

2. It utilizes a consistent methodology for merchandise, intermodal and coal traffic 
handled by the TPIRR; 

3. It addresses CSXT's primary criticism that the coal volume growth index used in 
TPI's Opening evidence is based on significant forecasted growth of coal that is not 
included in the TPIRR traffic group; and 

4. CSXT has not claimed that its internal forecast is outdated, inaccurate and unreliable 
due to significant, unforeseen developments and coal market changes. 19 This is 
important because, in DuPont, the parties agreed that the railroad's internal forecast 
was flawed. The Board used this fact to dismiss the railroad's internal forecast for 
coal volumes and to utilize the Energy Information Administration's ("EIA") Annual 
Energy Outlook ("AEO") forecast instead. 

When incorporating the Origin Region-Destination growth rates, CSXT selectively 

updated the internal coal forecast produced in discovery. CSXT did not update its entire internal 

forecast to accommodate its proposed Origin Region-Destination coal forecast approach. Such 

selective updating of forecasts for a single commodity with information that is not available to 

TPI is prone to gaming and contrary to STB precedent.20 Neither TPI nor the Board is in a 

position to identify aberrations between the CSXT internal forecast and actual CSXT market 

changes since the forecast was originally developed. 

18 In Rebuttal, TPI has excluded CAPP coal volumes destined for Dominion Terminal and Pier X from the 
calculation of the coal compound annual growth rate ("CAGR") for CAPP origin coal. These are the volumes 
identified in the CSXT Reply workpapers that are not included in the TPIRR traffic group. 

19 In DuPont, the railroad argued that "significant, unforeseen developments and coal market changes that occurred 
after 2010 have rendered its 2010 forecast outdated, inaccurate and unreliable". This argument was accepted by 
the complainant and relied upon by the Board as the basis for rejecting the use of the railroad's internal forecast 
for coal volumes and, ultimately, accepting the use of an EIA forecast. See, DuPont at 254-255. 

20 See, FMC at 729 and WFA/Basin July 2009 at 8, fn. 8. 
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For example, neither TPI nor the Board is in a position to determine whether the volumes 

included in the February 2013 CSXT internal forecast reflect the following changes: 

1. Phosphate and fertilizer volume increases based on the reopening of a mine that 
led to more short haul phosphate rock shipments to fertilizer production 
facilities· 21 

' 
2. Chemical volume growth driven by an increase in energy-related markets;22 

3. The rise in crude oil shipments due to increased supply of low-cost crude from 
shale drilling activity;23 

4. Automotive vehicle' shipment increases due to the restart of a production 
facility; 24 

5. Mineral volume growth as a more severe winter resulted in increased application 
of salt to roads;25 

6. Aggregate volume increases from the continued recovery in construction 
activity;26 

7. Waste and equipment volume increases due to continued clean-up efforts from 
Super Storm Sandy;27 

I 

8. Fertilizer volume growth due to increased application by farms to improve crop 
yields in the face of low crop inventories and strong crop prices;28 

9. Forest products volume growth led by an increase in building product shipments 
due to the continued recovery of the residential housing market;29 

10. Waste shipment growth due to the continued recovery in construction activity and 
environmental remediation projects;30 

11. Domestic coal volume increases due to higher coal generation as natural gas 
· prices increased;31 

12. Wheat volume increases due to customer expansion;32 

21 See, CSX Quarterly Financial Report, First Quarter 2013 at page 7. 
22 Ibid. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid. 
27 Ibid. 
28 See, CSX Quarterly Financial Report, Second Quarter 2013 at page 8. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Ibid. 
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13. Scrap and aluminum volume increases due to an increase in domestic steel 
production and modal conversions;33 

14. Pulp board volume increases due to inventory replenishments that resulted from 
earlier production outages;34 

15. Grain and com volume increases due to a strong com and soybean crop when 
compared to the prior year crop;35 and 

16. Semi-finished steel volume increases due to more shipments of slab that were 
temporarily sourced from another location due to a customer mill outage. 36 

If the CSXT internal forecast is revised for any individual change identified by CSXT in Reply, 

it should be revised to reflect all of the unanticipated volume changes experienced by CSXT 

since the forecast was first developed. 

ii. Years Beyond CSXT Forecast 
(2018-2020) 

In Opening, for the outer years beyond the CSXT forecast period 2018-2020, TPI utilized 

a compound annual growth rate ("CAGR") based on the CSXT internal forecast of coal, 

merchandise and intermodal volumes. 

In Reply, CSXT rejected the use of a CAGR, claiming that "CAGR' s are an imperfect 

method for forecasting future growth, and would produce gross distortions in certain conditions 

and circumstances."37 CSXT contends that there are two primary problems with the CAGR 

approach: (1) the impact of one-time events, which CSXT illustrates based on the application of 

a CAGR to future volumes of STCC 10 commodities (Metallic Ores); and (2) the impact of 

relatively small initial volumes, which CSXT illustrates based on the application of a CAGR to 

future volumes of STCC 13 commodities (Crude, Petroleum, Natural Gas or Gasoline). CSXT 

32 See, CSX Quarterly Financial Report, Third Quarter 2013 at page 8 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 
35 See, CSX Quarterly Financial Report, Fourth Quarter 2013 at page 9. 
36 Ibid. 
37 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-19. 
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utilized EIA AEO forecasts to forecast coal, merchandise and intermodal volumes for the years 

2018-2020. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to utilize a CAGR developed from CSXT's internal forecast to 

forecast growth in coal, merchandise and intermodal traffic volumes for the period from 2018-

2020 for the following reasons: 

• TPI supported its use of a CAGR in Opening based on the fact that it has been 
accepted previously by the Board in SAC proceedings. Since TPI's February 
2014 Opening evidence, the Board has issued decisions in DuPont and SunBelt 
that support the use of CAGR; 

• Although CSXT attempts to discredit the application of the CAGR by 
highlighting two general issues: (1) the CAGR growth rate for STCC 10;38 and (2) 
the CAGR growth rate for STCC 13,39 both of these issues have a negligible 
impact on the resulting 2018-2020 volumes, i.e., they affect less than 0.5% of 
total TPIRR general freight volumes combined. Also, CSXT incorrectly 
calculates a 10-year CAGR to develop the 221 % increase in STCC 13. The 
TPIRR CAGR for STCC 13 is just 19% and accurately reflects the growth of 
crude oil originating in North Dakota; 40 

• CSXT's attempt to discredit the CAGR can also impact the CAGR in the opposite 
way (i.e., a CAGR could understate volume growth). For example, a one-time 
event that reduces volumes will have a negative impact on the CAGR growth rate. 
Also, a situation where the initial period volumes are high could also have a 
negative impact on the CAGR growth rate. The benefit of a CAGR based on all 
of the CSXT traffic is that the highs and the lows, the distortions, and the 
exceptions will all be factored into the average CAGR; 

38 CSXT claims that the CAGR for STCC 10 is skewed by a "one-time, one-destination anomaly" which is a 50% 
increase in AK Steel shipments related to a new iron ore plant that is scheduled to open in 2015 . See, CSXT 
Reply, p. III-A-17. CSXT claims that this event results in a CAGR of 11 % per year for an industry that 
otherwise experiences no growth. 

39 CSXT claims that the CAGR for STCC 13 is skewed because "volumes in the initial year are relatively small." 
See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-17. Rather than calculating the CAGR based on the 2013-2017 time period of the 
CSXT internal forecast, CSXT calculates the CAGR based on the 2010-2017 time period. CSXT then claims 
that crude oil originating in North Dakota has grown significantly from extremely low volumes in 2010 and that 
this substantial growth generates a 2010-2017 GAGR of 221 %. CSXT states that this growth rate would create 
illogical results for the 2017-2020 time period. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-18. 

40 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Non-Coal Volume Forecast Matrix.xlsx" . 
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• CSXT's claims that the CAGR should utilize additional years of historical data 
ignores Board precedent that the CAGR should be based on historical data for the 
DCF period at issue in the proceeding;41 

• CSXT's use ofEIA AEO data to forecast non-coal traffic is unprecedented and 
inaccurate. CSXT uses the annual rate of change in an EIA AEO forecast of 
Industrial Sector Macroeconomic Indicators for the non-manufacturing sector and 
the manufacturing sector to create growth rates for all 2-digit STCC non-coal 
shipments, except transportation equipment (STCC 3 7), which is based on the 
EIA AEO forecast of Light-Duty Vehicle Sales By Technology Type. Because 
neither of these EIA AEO forecasts are presented at a 2-digit STCC level, CSXT 
attempted to create a link between the forecast categories included in the EIA 
AEO forecasts and the 2-digit STCC for CSXT traffic. CSXT had to create a link 
based on a tenuous linkage between 3-digit NAICS codes42 to 2-digit STCC 
codes.43 Also, the EIA AEO industrial forecast does not measure either generic 
growth in rail volumes or the specific growth in CSXT rail volumes. The use of a 
macroeconomic forecast of generic industrial growth (based on a tenuous linkage) 
·should not be utilized when a CSXT-specific rail transportation growth by 2-digit 
commodity is available; and 

• A CAGR based on actual data and the railroad' s own internal forecast is the best 
metric to forecast the TPIRR traffic in the 2018-2020 time period and is the 
forecast used by TPI in Rebuttal. 

Rebuttal Table 111-A-2 below, summarizes the differences in TPIRR traffic volumes by 

year between CSXT Reply and TPI Rebuttal. 

4 1 See, DuPont supporting DuPont' s use ofa CAGR based on the 2009-2015 time period to forecast growth in non­
coal traffic by stating that "the benefit of the DuPont CAGR's six-year time span - a combination of actual and 
forecasted data - is to mitigate the likelihood that a single, extraordinary year may skew the result." (DuPont at 
261 ). Also see the Board' s decision in SunBelt accepting the combination of actual and forecasted data for the 
DCF model period. (SunBelt at 173). 

42 NAICS (North American Industry Classification System) is a coding system developed jointly by the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico to classify businesses and industries according to the type of economic activity in 
which they are engaged. 

43 STCC (Standard Transportation Commodity Codes) classification system was developed in the 1960's as a 
unique, comprehensive commodity system based on the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) System. The 
STCC is maintained and published by the Association of American Railroads (AAR), and has been modified 
over the years to meet the needs of its user base; most notably, but not exclusively, the North American Freight 
Railroads. 
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Rebuttal Table III-A-2 
Differences In TPIRR Tons and Shipments 

Between CSXT Renll'. and TPI Rebuttal 

TPI Difference 
Time Period CSXT Re!!lY Rebuttal Aggregate 1/ Percent 2/ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

TPIRR Gross Tonnai:;e 
1. 2010 (Jul-Dec) 218,976,193 219,440,508 464,315 0.2% 
2. 2011 441 ,809,924 442,813,189 1,003,265 0.2% 
3. 2012 429,811 ,027 429,811 ,027 0 0.0% 
4. 2013 435,056,984 435,981,983 924,999 0.2% 
5. 2014 448,027,571 447,002,083 (1,025,488) -0.2% 
6. 2015 459,560,793 465,400, 154 5,839,361 1.3% 
7. 2016 476,941 ,824 484,606,303 7,664,479 1.6% 
8. 2017 486,079,019 495, 152,495 9,073,476 1.9% 
9. 2018 497,878,857 511 ,556,163 13,677,306 2.7% 

10. 2019 504,939,290 528,942,958 24,003,668 4.8% 
11. 2020 (Jan-Jul) 256,250,447 273,850,719 17,600,272 6.9% 
12. Total 4,655,331,928 4,734,557,583 79,225,654 1.7% 

TPIRR Shinments 
13. 2010 (Jul-Dec) 2,730,905 2,747,474 16,569 0.6% 
14. 2011 5,473,166 5,508,136 34,970 0.6% 
15. 2012 5,493,731 5,528,338 34,607 0.6% 
16. 2013 5,543,757 5,581 ,322 37,565 0.7% 
17. 2014 5,753,402 5,780,664 27,262 0.5% 
18. 2015 5,998,145 6,079,276 81 ,131 1.4% 
19. 2016 6,326,064 6,423,446 97,382 1.5% 
20. 2017 6,509,319 6,618,926 109,607 1.7% 
21. 2018 6,658,184 6,914,557 256,373 3.9% 
22. 2019 6,767,819 7,227,478 459,659 6.8% 
23. 2020 (Jan-Jul) 3.447,083 3,780,983 333,900 9.7% 
24. Total 60,701 ,574 62,190,600 1,489,025 2.5% 

Source: CSXT Reply workpaper "Revenue Summary (Final) Reply.xlsx" and TPI Rebuttal workpaper 
"Revenue Summary (Final) Reply_ REB2.xlsx". 
11 Column (3) - Column (2). 
21 Column (4)-o- Column (2). 

As shown in Rebuttal Table III-A-2 above, the TPIRR Rebuttal volumes represent 

approximately 1.7 percent more gross tons and approximately 2.5 percent more shipments, on 

average, than CSXT Reply volumes. 
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c. Other 

CSXT also complained about two (2) theoretical issues related to the TPIRR traffic group 

volumes that did not result in any CSXT adjustments to TPIRR traffic volumes. Specifically, 

CSXT complained about: (1) TPI's utilization of large volumes of internally re-routed traffic; 

and (2) TPI's inclusion of large volumes of internal cross-over movements. 

i. Re-Routed Traffic 

CSXT claims that TPI failed "to adequately disclose and describe its large-scale internal 

re-routes of TPIRR traffic" and "also failed [to ]meet its burden of proof by demonstrating that 

re-routed cross-over traffic would provide the same or better service than that provided by CSXT 

over the actual route of movement, as required by the Board's precedents."44 CSXT argues that 

"the Board would be justified in disallowing that re-routed traffic and removing it from the SAC 

analysis. "45 

CSXT's Reply argument about rerouted traffic is empty rhetoric. TPI's Opening 

narrative and workpapers fully disclosed the TPIRR's use of internally rerouted traffic, including 

rerouted issue and non-issue traffic. TPI also demonstrated that the TPIRR continued to provide 

at least the same level of service, if not better service, during the TPIRR's Peak Year as 

compared against CSXT existing operations. 

TPI clearly outlined the dimensions of the internally rerouted traffic included on the 

TPIRR at Sections III-A-I-a and III-C-3-a, and in Exhibit III-C-I of its Opening evidence. TPI 

explained in its Opening that rerouted traffic generally fell into two categories. First, as in prior 

SAC cases, TPI rerouted entire trains over parallel or adjacent track in certain (generally urban) 

44 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-A-1-2. 
45 Id pp. III-A-2. 
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areas over very limited geographic scope. 46 Second, TPI rerouted certain issue traffic 

movements by rerouting specific cars from the real-world CSXT trains on which they move to 

alternate TPIRR trains traversing alternative routes, including issue traffic moving through the 

Florida Panhandle, from Ohio to West Virginia, and through Central lndiana.47 

In addition to describing the dimensions of the rerouted TPIRR traffic, TPI also clearly 

explained how it accounted for revenue divisions between the TPIRR and CSXT on rerouted 

traffic. TPI described in Part 111-A-2-iv the special procedure required to calculate ATC 

divisions for internally rerouted traffic. This included TPI identifying the portion of CSXT 

revenue attributable to the actual route of movement for these shipments and assigning that 

portion of total revenue to the TPIRR. TPI accomplished this by calculating A TC divisions 

using CSXT car movement records, which show the actual route of movement for each car.48 

This meant that, where TPI rerouted traffic over a somewhat longer route, TPI continued to base 

its TPIRR revenues on the shorter actual route of movement. 

CSXT's claim that TPI failed to disclose its internally rerouted traffic is further 

contradicted by CSXT's ability to easily identify the rerouted traffic in TPI's ATC division 

calculations. TPI identified the rerouted traffic as part of its ATC calculations, a process that 

CSXT accepted in its Reply.49 There is simply no basis to CSXT's claim that TPI failed to 

disclose the TPIRR rerouted traffic. 

CSXT also asserts that TPI failed to demonstrate that it could still meet customer needs 

when rerouting certain issue and non-issue traffic . . This claim is also incorrect. TPI included in 

46 See, TPI Opening, at III-C-25. 
47 Id. at III-C-26. 
48 Id. at III-A-37. 
49 CSXT accepted TPI' s approach of calculating on- and off-SARR miles for the calculation of A TC divisions by 

identifying on- and off-SARR network links, and using certain coding and mileage metrics to identify rerouted 
traffic. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-40 and CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR SARR Mileage Assignments.xlsx." 
As TPI explains below, CSXT did identify some network links that TPI misidentified as being on-SARR 
segments, and accepted these changes in this Rebuttal. 
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its Opening evidence an analysis that compared transit times for the TPIRR's principle traffic 

flows to comparable CSXT traffic.so TPI demonstrated in its Opening evidence that TPIRR' s 

2019 peak-week train transit times (and cycle times where available) for train movements over 

the various TPIRR line segments are equivalent to or faster than the real-world CSXT transit 

times for the comparable trains moved during the 2012 peak week.s1 This is a higher standard 

than that used by railroads in the real-world, and a standard that demonstrates that the TPIRR is 

more than meeting the needs of its customers. s2 

CSXT's customer service comment is even more nonsensical when the length of many of 

the reroutes is considered. Unlike prior cases where the rerouted SARR traffic added hundreds 

of miles to the movements,s3 the vast majority of the non-issue traffic TPIRR reroutes are less 

than 50 miles in length, with some as short as only a few tenths of a mile. s4 

TPI updated its transit time comparison to reflect the changes it made to its Rebuttal RTC 

modeling of the TPIRR in response to the few valid modeling criticisms leveled by CSXT in 

Reply. As discussed more extensively in Rebuttal Part III-C-14, even with the Rebuttal changes 

to the TPIRR network and train operating practices, the TPIRR peak period transit times still 

meet or exceed CSXT Base Year 2012 transit times. 

ii. Internal Cross-over Traffic 

CSXT "strongly objects to TPI's heavy reliance on internal cross-over or ' leapfrog' 

traffic, and urges the Board to prohibit TPI and future complainants from using this distorting 

tactic."ss CSXT makes several claims and then concludes that "the Board should also remove 

from the SAC analysis all TPIRR movements containing internal cross-over segments and 

50 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Peak Week Transit Time Comparison.xlsx". 
51 Id. 
52 See, PSCo!Xcel I at 608 and TMPA at 594-595. 
53 See, for example, TMP A at 596 where a reroute added 324.8 miles to a round-trip movement. 
54 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR SARR Mileage Assignments.xlsx," worksheet "ReroutedSegments." 
55 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-30. 
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associated TPIRR revenues."56 TPI's detailed Rebuttal to CSXT's claims concerning the use of 

cross-over traffic is included in Section III-C of this Rebuttal evidence. In Rebuttal, TPI does 

not exclude any of this traffic from the TPIRR traffic group. 

TPI's SAC presentation does not violate any Board precedent, as internal cross-over, or 

"leapfrog" movements, exist today in real world railroading and the residual CSXT is fairly 

compensated for its overhead hook-and-haul trainload operations. Simply stated, there is no 

problem with the inclusion of internal cross-over traffic in the TPIRR traffic group. In addition, 

CSXT's own Reply submission includes the very same "leapfrog" traffic it argues should be 

excluded. TPI includes this traffic in Rebuttal for the following reasons. 

First, internal cross-over traffic moves in the real world. Internal cross-over traffic 

operations represent a rational and efficient approach to maximize the utilization of existing 

infrastructure and are regularly used by Class I railroads in real world railroading today. A well-

known example is the movement ofBNSF east-west traffic over the Montana Rail Link network, 

which serves as a leapfrog bridge for that traffic. Another example is Pan Am Railways' service 

as a leapfrog carrier for CP shipments of Bakken crude oil originating in the Williston Basin. 57 

Second, the TPIRR network is based on real-world operations and traffic flows. CSXT's 

claim that "[b]y assuming that the residual CSXT would move TPIRR traffic over significant 

interior segments ... TPI is able to avoid very significant costs of constructing and operating 

lines . .. "58 is totally without merit. 

56 Id. p. III-A-37. In the alternate, CSXT claims that should the Board not exclude this traffic and associated 
revenue from the SAC analysis, the Board should consider two alternative options "to mitigate distortions caused 
by TPI's use of the leapfrog device." (See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-37). TPI addresses these two alternatives in the 
Rebuttal section concerning stand-alone revenues. 

57 See, Bakken Oil Business Journal, Nov/Dec 2012, Jan 2013, p. 36. 
58 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-31. 
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In developing its SAC evidence, the complainant must develop a methodology to ensure 

the delivery of the issue traffic. While the Board has consistently stated that the transportation 

method used to transport the issue traffic need not be another railroad, 59 for practical reasons 

most complainants develop a SARR to transport the issue traffic. The complainant develops the 

SARR network to ensure service to the issue traffic. It may then include other non-issue traffic 

that shares those facilities, including cross-over traffic. The complainant is not required to 

construct all facilities required to serve the non-issue traffic from end-to-end, but may use cross-

over traffic to limit the size and scope of the SARR' s operations. Board precedent lays the 

responsibility for designing the SARR on the complainant. The defendant railroad is not entitled 

to determine which segments should or should not be included in the SARR network. 

CSXT's statement that "use of this internal cross-over device would allow a complainant 

to avoid any expensive segment or facility on its SARR network... by simply assuming the 

residual incumbent would construct and operate that line . .. "60 is misleading in that the residual 

incumbent has already constructed and operates the non-SARR rail segments and facilities. The 

residual incumbent would not need to "construct and operate" any new facility no matter how the 

SARR is configured. 

Also, the scenario that exists with the so-called "leapfrog" traffic is precisely the opposite 

scenario about which the Board expressed concern first in AEPCO and later in Ex Parte 715. 

There, the Board expressed concern that a SARR positioned as an internal "bridge" carrier to the 

residual incumbent would be over-compensated by the ATC revenue division formula for the 

efficient overhead hook-and-haul trainload operations it provided for the residual incumbent over 

the costly high-density bridge segment. 

59 See, e.g. , WFA!Basin JI at 14. 
60 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-32. 
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If the Board believed that the A TC formula overcompensated the SARR in AEPCO 

because the SARR provided efficient hook-and-haul overhead trainload service over a high-cost, 

high-density bridge segment, then it must reject CSXT's assertion that the SARR in this case is 

avoiding its cost burden because the residual CSXT provides efficient hook-and-haul overhead 

trainload service over a high-cost, high-density bridge segment. The SARR in the AEPCO case 

was not over-compensated for its role as a bridge carrier, and the residual CSXT segments are 

not under-compensated for their identical role as a bridge carrier in this case. Both "bridge 

carriers" are fairly compensated for their roles as a result of the ATC revenue division formula 

based on the incumbent's costs incurred over the segments in question. 

Even if the Board were to agree with CSXT's unsupportable claim that inclusion of 

internal cross-over traffic is inappropriate, there are no grounds on which to simply remove the 

traffic from the SARR traffic group. For the reasons described above, there is no problem with 

including the traffic and the associated revenue divisions on that traffic based on the on-SARR 

and off-SARR routing. However, assuming for the sake of argument that there was a problem 

with the so-called "leapfrog" operations, at most, the subject traffic should be limited to a single 

on-SARR segment. Because all of the "leapfrog" traffic could easily be converted to single­

SARR-segment cross-over traffic, there is no reason to eliminate the traffic entirely. For 

example, CSXT operates many trains moving between Florida and the Northeastern states using 

the old Seaboard Air Line routes through Jacksonville, FL, Savanah, GA and Columbia, SC. TPI 

chose to treat traffic moving over this route as internal cross-over traffic between Jacksonville, 

FL and Pembroke, NC, but could have easily rerouted this traffic to move over the TPIRR in­

single line SARR by rerouting the traffic first via Manchester and Atlanta, GA. 
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In its Opening evidence, TPI developed total TPIRR revenue for each traffic type 

included in the TPIRR traffic group (i.e., general freight, coal and intermodal) for each year in 

the ten-year DCF model period using the electronic revenue data provided by CSXT in 

discovery. The TPIRR revenue was developed using actual CSXT car and container waybill 

data and CSXT car event data for the third quarter 2010 ("3Q10") through the second quarter 

2013 ("2Q13"). This period is referred to as the historical period and the TPIRR revenues for the 

historical period are referred to as the historical revenues. 

The TPIRR revenue was developed for the third quarter 2013 ("3Q13") through the 

second quarter 2020 ("2Q20") using various economic forecasts applied to historical revenues 

pursuant to the methodology accepted by the Board in recent stand-alone cost decisions. This 

period is referred to as the forecast period and the TPIRR revenues for the forecast period are 

referred to as the projected revenues. 

In Reply, CSXT generally accepted TPI's calculation of historical and projected TPIRR 

revenues. CSXT made several adjustments to TPI's calculations in the following general areas: 

(1) rate escalation adjustments; (2) fuel surcharge adjustments; (3) adjustments for movements 

with no shipment keys; and (4) adjustments to TPIRR cross-over traffic. 

Rebuttal Table III-A-3 below, summarizes the differences in TPIRR revenue by year 

between TPI Opening and CSXT Reply. 

Time Period 

Rebuttal Table III-A-3 
Differences In TPIRR Revenue 

Between TPI Opening and CSXT Reply - ($000) 

TPIRR Revenue 
TPI CSXT Difference 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I 1. 2010 (Jul-Dec) $3,152,088 $2,940,893 $(211,195) -6.7% 
2. 2011 6,831 ,542 6,476,194 (355,349) -5.2% 
3. 2012 6,850,694 6,722,619 (128,075) -1.9% 
4. 2013 7,300,676 7,007,927 (292,749) -4.0% 
5. 2014 7,670,634 7,456,190 (214,444) -2.8% 
6. 2015 8,138,932 7,839,678 (299,254) -3.7% 
7. 2016 8,719,659 8,360,217 (359,442) -4.1% 
8. 2017 9,122,099 8,742,364 (379,735) -4.2% 
9. 2018 9,721 ,148 9,206,953 (514,195) -5.3% 

10. 2019 10,422,109 9,683,706 (738,404) -7.1% 
11. 2020 (Jan-Jul) 5,587,198 5,083,641 (503,558) -9.0% 
12. Total $83,516,780 $79,520,380 $(3,996,400) -4.8% 

Source: TPI Opening workpaper "Revenue Summary (Final).xlsx" and CSXT Reply workpaper 
"Revenue Summary (Final) Reply.xlsx". 
1/ Column (3) - Column (2). 
2/ Column (4) + Column (2). 

As shown in Rebuttal Table III-A-3 above, the difference in TPIRR revenue included in 

CSXT's Reply is 4.8 percent less, on average, than TPI Opening amounts. 

TPI addresses each of the specific adjustments identified in CSXT's Reply in the 

following sections of this Rebuttal evidence under either the historical or forecasted revenue 

headings. 

a. Historical Revenues 

In Reply, CSXT generally accepted the TPIRR historical revenues developed by TPI. As 

noted in the prior section of this Rebuttal, TPI accepted a number of CSXT changes to historical 

TPIRR traffic volumes. These changes in historical TPIRR traffic volumes also impact historical 

TPIRR revenues and are not included in the detailed discussion of historical revenues below. 

CSXT included certain Reply criticisms of TPIRR revenues that affect both the historical 

and projected TPIRR revenues. These issues include: 

1. CSXT revenues without shipment keys; 

2. CSXT elimination of high priority intermodal traffic over crossover segments; 
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3. CSXT alternate revenue calculations for internal crossover traffic; and 

4. CSXT adjustments to TPI's ATC calculations. 

TPIRR Rebuttal responses to these particular issues are included in below. 

i. CSXT Revenues Without 
Shipment Keys 

In Opening, TPI evaluated a unique group of CSXT revenue waybill records that did not 

contain a vital database field called a shipment key. 61 Without this shipment key, TPI was 

unable to properly link the CSXT car or container revenue data with the CSXT car event data, 

which means that TPI was unable to determine if the revenue was associated with rail cars that 

traverse the TPIRR. In addition, these car or container waybill records were deficient in other 

critical areas. 62 In Opening, rather than exclude the approximately $660 million in CSXT 

revenues associated with these records from the TPIRR historical revenue analysis, TPI 

developed an approach to determine whether these car and container waybill records were 

associated with the traffic that was already included in the TPIRR traffic group. 

In Reply, CSXT admits that the data in question contains missing components on the 

records when it states that "[t]he waybill data that CSXT produced in discovery is the same data 

it uses in its normal course of business, and any missing data or anomalies in those records are 

simply part of those data-sets. "63 CSXT goes on to explain that these records are "a relatively 

rare occurrence in the huge interconnected traffic and revenue data sets ... produced in discovery 

in this case" and, in any event, only "represent less than 2% of total CSXT waybill revenues."64 

Despite CSXT' s admission that its own waybill data in question here is problematic, CSXT 

61 A shipment key is a 14-character code provided by CSXT that uniquely identifies each car movement in the car 
event data. This key is essential for linking CSXT car waybill and CSXT container waybill data with the CSXT 
car event data. Without this key, TPI is unable to directly link the CSXT revenue and the CSXT car event data 
which means that TPI is unable to determine if the revenue is associated with cars that traverse the TPIRR. 

62 Some of these records contained bad data for origin/destination fields, contract fields, and/or customer fields. 
63 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-A-27-28, (n. 37). 
64 Ibid. 
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criticizes the approach used by TPI in Opening to include these revenue records in the TPIRR 

I historical revenues as "overly inclusive" because, "under TPI's approach, only one field from 

waybills needs to match a TPIRR movement for TPI to attribute all of the movement's revenues 

I 

to the TPIRR. "65 In Reply, CSXT claims it utilizes a matching process similar to the one it used 

to correct TPI's SARR volume for the historical period to include revenues associated with these 

records in the TPIRR traffic revenues. 

In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's Reply claims and makes no changes to the approach it 

developed in Opening to include the revenue associated with some of these bad records in the 

TPIRR traffic revenues. The time for CSXT to evaluate these records was when they were 

produced to TPI in discovery, not after TPI has done its best to work within the limitations of 

those records as produced by CSXT. CSXT's failure to analyze and evaluate these bad records 

before producing them should preclude it from suggesting an alternative to TPI' s methodology 

now. CSXT was fully aware that there were issues with the waybill data it produced in 

discovery and, despite TPI's repeated requests for clarification and corrected data at that time, 

CSXT declined to do so.66 CSXT's "assistance" at this stage of the process is rejected by TPI 

and should also be rejected by the Board. The Board should require CSXT to live with the 

consequences of its decision almost four years ago to produce bad data in discovery and then to 

resist providing corrected data in response to questions about the bad data by TPL 

The Board also should reject CSXT's attempt to link its proposal to include revenues 

associated with waybill records without a shipment key with its proposal to revise the matching 

process used to exclude SARR traffic in the historic period. CSXT' s linking of these two (2) 

65 Id. p. III-A-28. 
66 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI_Letter to CSXT_l 11910" (November 19, 2010 letter from J. Moreno to P. 

Hemmersbaugh requesting an explanation concerning bad waybill data produced by CSXT) and TPI Rebuttal 
workpaper "CSXT_Letter to TPI_l21010" (December 10, 2010 response where CSXT admits that there are 
"revenue adjustment records that cannot be matched to specific shipments"). 
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issues ignores a critical point. The matching process CSXT proposed on Reply (and TPI 

accepted on Rebuttal) to exclude SARR traffic in 2010, 2011, and 2013 was based on a matching 

approach of complete waybill records with shipment keys and good data in all other fields. To 

compare that process with the process of matching bad revenue records here is ridiculous. CSXT 

should be responsible for the position it took when producing bad waybill records to TPI at the 

beginning of this proceeding. 

ii. CSXT Elimination of High 
Priority Intermodal Traffic 
Over Crossover Segments 

In Reply, CSXT adjusted the TPIRR traffic volumes to exclude certain high-priority 

cross-over intermodal traffic. CSXT also "removes that traffic from the SAC analysis, for 

purposes of TPIRR traffic volumes, revenues, operating plan, and operating expenses."67 In 

Rebuttal, TPI continues to include this traffic in the TPIRR traffic group (along with the 

associated revenues and operating expenses) based on the evidence presented previously in this 

Rebuttal Part III-A. 

iii. CSXT Alternate Revenue 
Calculations for Internal 
Crossover Traffic 

In Opening, TPI calculated TPIRR revenues by allocating total CSXT revenues for each 

movement in proportion to the average total cost of the movement on-SARR and off-SARR 

using the procedures adopted by the Board in Ex Parte 715. In Reply, CSXT claims that, 

because the TPIRR traffic group includes such a large volume of internal cross-over traffic, a 

new A TC calculation is required for this internal cross-over traffic. 68 

67 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-38. 
68 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-39. 

III-A-25 



PUBLIC 

CSXT offers two (2) options to modify the revenue allocation for internal cross-over 

traffic: (1) Use ATC between (a) standard off-SARR segments beyond the geographic scope of 

the SARR; and (b) the combined on-SARR and leapfrog segments. Then use replacement costs 

for the SARR-avoided segment; 69 or (2) the Board could use a movement's available 

contribution above variable costs for the On-SARR segment with ATC-based revenue for the 

leapfrog segments as a surrogate for the full economic cost of the leapfrog segment. CSXT 

provided this alternative in its workpapers.70 

CSXT's proposed internal cross-over division methods are deeply flawed. CSXT states 

that it included two (2) alternative cross-over traffic revenue allocation approaches to address the 

alleged dichotomy of internal cross-over traffic. 71 While couched in terms of economic necessity 

and fundamentals, CSXT's two (2) proposed revenue allocation alternatives are unnecessarily 

complex and violate SAC and economic principles. The Board's current ATC methodology 

already provides the incumbent carrier sufficient revenues to operate its residual lines. Rather, 

CSXT' s proposed internal cross-over revenue allocation approaches are nothing more than 

punitive tools to use against the shipper, and must be disregarded. 

Under the first proposed revenue allocation approach, CSXT states that the parties would 

first allocate revenues between what CSXT calls "standard" off-SARR segments, e.g., segments 

operated by the incumbent beyond the geographic scope of the SARR, and SARR segments and 

internal cross-over segments using Alternative ATC. Next, the parties would allocate the 

remaining SARR and internal cross-over revenues based on a nebulous replacement cost 

69 Ibid. 
70 See, e.g. , CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Coal Revenue Forecast (Final) REPLY.xlsx," worksheet "Coal 

Revenue Forecast," column GK. 
71 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-39. 
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standard and URCS variable costs.72 CSXT also states that, if a replacement cost standard is not 

practical, a "less accurate" approach would use the average SARR investment per route mile to 

develop the investment replacement costs. 

The fundamental flaw with CSXT's proposed approach is that it really is not attempting 

to allocate revenues between the SARR and the incumbent carrier, but instead is attempting to 

use a back-door method of calculating the SAC to build and operate the internal cross-over 

segments. This is not a revenue allocation approach at all; rather, it is a way to expand the scope 

of the SARR's costs to include segments not necessary to the SARR's operations. This fact is 

abundantly obvious when CSXT' s "less accurate" approach of using the SARR system average 

investment per route mile is used. CSXT is simply stating that the SARR will receive whatever 

revenues are left after subtracting the replacement cost for the internal cross-over segment from 

the already allocated A TC revenues. This is not revenue allocation, but simply an expansion of 

the SARR's SAC. 

CSXT's approach also violates one of the fundamental principles of SAC revenue 

allocations. The STB repeatedly has stated that the purpose of the ATC division methodology is 

to determine how much the incumbent carrier would allocate to different segments of the 

incumbent's network based on the incumbent's costs.73 In simple terms, the cost to construct 

and operate the SARR has absolutely no impact on the allocation of revenues between different 

segments of the incumbent's network. CSXT's proposed approach would completely reject this 

concept and base revenue divisions on internal cross-over movements solely on the estimated 

SARR costs. Internal cross-over traffic serves the same purpose as other cross-over traffic, and 

72 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-39 (n. 46). CSXT states a "less accurate" approach would use the average SARR 
investment per route mile to develop the investment replacement costs. 

73 See, WFA/Basin I at 12, AEP/Texas JI at 13 and WFA!Basin JI at 12. 
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should not shoulder a different revenue allocation method simply because it is the incumbent 

acting as the overhead carrier and not the SARR. 

CSXT presents a second method to allocate revenues on internal cross-over traffic if the 

STB believes the replacement cost method is not feasible. Under its second proposed allocation 

methodology, CSXT suggests allocating revenues based on a movement's available contribution 

above its variable costs for the on-SARR portion of a movement, in combination with an ATC-

based revenue allocation for the internal cross-over segment. CSXT states that, under this 

approach, SARR revenue allocation would be the lower of incumbent's URCS variable costs or 

the Alternative ATC calculation for the on-SARR segments only.74 Like its replacement cost 

approach, CSXT's contribution approach is deeply flawed and must be disregarded. 

Contrary to the approach's name, CSXT's proposed methodology has nothing to do with 

a movement's contribution above variable costs. CSXT states that it would use a movement's 

contribution above variable costs for the on-SARR portion of the movement. A movement's 

contribution represents the portion of revenue that is not consumed by variable costs and so 

contributes to the coverage of fixed costs. In other words, contribution is equal to revenues less 

variable costs. 75 A review of CSXT's revenue allocation workpapers shows that it did not 

calculate the contribution on the TPIRR movements when allocating revenues under this second 

proposed approach, nor did it allocate this contribution in any fashion. 76 Instead, CSXT' s 

approach simply provided the lesser of the Alternative ATC division or the URCS variable costs 

for the entire movement for those movements that included internal cross-over movements.77 

74 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-A-39-40. 
75 See, WFA/Basin I at 14 "contribution (i.e., revenue in excess of variable cost as calculated by URCS)". 
76 See, for example, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR General Freight Revenue Forecast STCC 28 lh 2013 (Final) 

REPLY.xlsx," worksheet "Gen Freight Revenue Forecast," Column EL. 
77 For movements without any internal cross-over segments, CSXT's approach relies entirely upon Alternative 

ATC to divide revenues. For movements which travel over different routes, some with internal cross-over 
segments and some without internal cross-over segments, CSXT calculated for each movement the number of 
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While not clearly or articulately stated, CSXT may be arguing that the SARR should only 

receive its variable costs of service as its division with the remaining contribution being paid to 

the incumbent. This is what CSXT has effectively done by providing movements with internal 

cross-over segment revenues equal to their URCS variable costs. This is the Efficient 

Component Pricing ("ECP") division scheme the Board rejected in Nevada Power and Major 

Issues.78 As the Board noted in Major Issues, the use of ECP, or schemes like it such as CSXT's 

proposed methodology, inject bias in favor of the railroads and render cross-over traffic 

ineffectual in simplifying the SAC analysis. 79 

iv. CSXT Adjustments to TPl's 
ATC Calculations 

In Opening, TPI calculated the TPIRR revenues by allocating total CSXT revenues for 

each movement in proportion to the average total cost of the movement on-SARR and off-SARR 

using the procedures adopted by the Board in Ex Parte 715. In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's use 

of Alternative A TC "but makes several corrections and modifications" to TPI' s calculations. 

Specifically, CSXT: (1) recalculated on-SARR mileages to include segments not on the SARR 

and complete segments that are split between TPIRR and the residual CSXT;80 (2) adjusted 

proxy ATC percentages for certain coal shipments; 81 (3) used the STB's official version of 

CSXT's 2012 URCS; 82 and (4) modified TPI's treatment of local traffic. 83 Each of these 

adjustments are discussed in detail below. 

carloads in 2012 that traversed routes with internal cross-over segments and the number of carloads without 
internal cross-over movements. The percentage of traffic without internal cross-over movements had its 
revenues based on Alternative A TC, while the percentage with internal cross-over movements had its revenues 
based on CSXT's proposed approach. 

78 See, Nevada Power II at 266, and Major Issues at 29. 
79 See, Major Issues at 36. 
80 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-A-40-43. 
81 Id. pp. III-A-45-46. 
82 Id. p. III-A-44. 
83 Id. pp. III-A-43-44. 
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(1) CSXT Recalculated On-SARR 
Mileages 

CSXT claims that TPI "made two significant errors in the method it used to flag network 

links" in its development of on-SARR miles for ATC calculations. First, CSXT claims that TPI 

incorrectly labeled some segments as on-SARR when they were in fact off-SARR lines. 

Second, CSXT claims TPI erred when calculating on-SARR miles involving links that 

are partially on-SARR and partially on the residual CSXT. According to CSXT, TPI 

"inappropriately assigned all miles of the network link to the SARR"84 affecting 141 of the 541 

TPIRR network links. On Rebuttal, TPI accepts some of CSXT's changes, but not all, as 

described below. 

TPI's Opening described the process used to calculate the on-SARR miles used to 

develop TPI's ATC calculations.85 TPIRR miles were developed by summing the car mileage 

data from the car event data for segments that were identified as traversing the SARR and 

moving on SARR trains. Where SARR-miles could not be identified from the car event data, 

proxies were developed using the same approach used to develop the proxy miles for the full 

CSXT movement, i.e., proxies based on railcars moving on the same waybill, between the same 

CSXT origins and destinations, or the same ultimate origins and destinations. TPI also stated 

that internally rerouted traffic required special considerations when developing Alternative ATC 

divisions because STB precedent requires revenue divisions be based on the actual route of 

movement and not the SARR route of movement. 86 

To accommodate rerouted traffic in its Opening ATC calculations, TPI included two (2) 

specific steps in its ATC division development programs and approaches. First, TPI identified 

84 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-41. 
85 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-A-33. 
86 See, TPI Opening, p. III-A-37. 
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those CSXT network links87 that it believed were used to carry internally rerouted traffic. This 

included the network links shown in CSXT's Reply Table III-A-10. TPI reviewed the network 

links identified by CSXT as not being on the TPIRR or used by TPIRR rerouted traffic and 

agrees that some, but not all, the links identified by CSXT should be shown as off-SARR 

locations. 88 Where TPI agrees with CSXT that a network link was miscoded, it changed the 

network designation in this Rebuttal. 89 TPI discusses where it does not agree with CSXT's 

reclassifications in Rebuttal Part III-C-7-d-iii. 

Second, TPI also included a process in its Opening A TC calculations to account for 

SARR miles when CSXT car event data may have shown internally rerouted traffic not 

specifically identified by TPI. As TPI noted in Opening, CSXT operates many parallel line 

segments through major metropolitan areas that are relatively short in length. Where these short 

parallel lines occur, TPI consolidated the traffic moving over these parallel lines into a single 

line, while ensuring that all TPI traffic is still adequately served.90 To account for these small 

reroutes, or in those instances where CSXT' s car event data may not have shown the actual route 

of movement, TPI included a process in its SQL program to capture these TPIRR miles. CSXT 

refined this approach in its Reply evidence to distinguish between internal rerouted traffic and 

internal cross-over movements.91 TPI reviewed CSXT's refinement and adopts CSXT's internal 

cross-over logic in developing its Rebuttal A TC calculations. 

87 A "network link" is a CSXT defined term used to identify a line segment between two CSXT mileposts. 
88 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI_Final_ Network-Rebut V6 (ATC).xlsx." This workpaper identifies where TPI 

accepts and rejects CSXT's changes to the on-SARR network links. It also shows where TPI has adopted 
CSXT' s identification of line segments in which the TPIRR rerouted some SARR traffic. 

89 CSXT overstated the ramifications of its changes. While a network link may represent a segment over 100 miles 
in length, a railcar may only move over a portion of that network link. For example, CSXT highlighted the 
network link between Baldwin and Tallahassee, FL was over 150 miles in length, but failed to state that half of 
the TPIRR traffic that moves over this segment moves less than three (3) miles. 

90 See, TPI Opening, p. III-A-5, note 8. 
91 CSXT noted that an internally rerouted movement could be incorrectly identified as an internal cross-over 

movement. CSXT called these "false leap frog movements." A "false leap frog movement" as CSXT called it in 
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CSXT also claims that TPI incorrectly identified the miles on network links that are split 

between the TPIRR and the residual CSXT.92 TPI reviewed CSXT's claim and agrees that, in 

certain situations, links should be split between the TPIRR and the incumbent CSXT. TPI has 

adopted CSXT's split link methodology in its Rebuttal ATC calculations.93 

(2) CSXT Adjusted Proxy A TC 
Percentages for Certain Coal 
Shipments 

TPI based its ATC division calculations on 2012 CSXT traffic statistics, which is the last 

full calendar year of traffic and density data provided by CSXT in discovery.94 Because large 

railroads, like CSXT, have dynamic traffic groups, the traffic moving in 2012 does not exactly 

match the traffic moving in any prior or subsequent years. The railroad adds new movements 

each year as its business grows, and loses movements as shippers go out of business or move 

shipments to other railroads or other transportation modes. This means a movement that occurs 

in a year prior to, or after, 2012 may not have an ATC division percentage since it was not 

included in the 2012 traffic data on which TPI based its A TC divisions. 

TPI applied its ATC divisions to its traffic group based on five (5) movement 

characteristics: 1) Movement Origin Freight Station Accounting Code ("FSAC"); 2) Destination 

FSAC; 3) CSXT Origin Milepost; 4) CSXT Destination Milepost, and 5) Shipment STCC. For 

those movements that did not occur in 2012, for which TPI could not develop specific ATC 

divisions, TPI developed A TC division proxies based on common shipment characteristics. 

its Reply, can occur when the CSXT car event data shows zero (0) car-miles on a network link over which a car 
actually moves. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Leapfrog Segments," worksheet "SQL." 

92 A split link can occur when the TPIRR creates a cross-over movement at a location not at the end-point of a 
network link. 

93 Like its claim on off-SARR segments discussed above, CSXT has overstated the impact of the issue. The 
average length of the network links in which the TPIRR and the residual CSXT split movements is 15 miles, of 
which approximately ten (10) miles are on-SARR miles and five (5) miles are for the residual incumbent. This 
means, on average, TPI overstated the SARR mileage by five (5) miles. 

94 See, TPI Opening, p. III-A-29. 
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These proxy divisions were deployed on a sliding scale of common characteristics to different 

shipments.95 If, for example, TPI could not find an ATC division match on all five (5) shipment 

characteristics, it then attempted to make a match on four ( 4) shipment characteristics. If it could 

not match on four ( 4) characteristics, it then looked at (3) common characteristics in order to 

make a match. This process was continued until a final proxy based on the movement's STCC 

alone.96 

CSXT accepted and adopted TPI' s ATC application methodology for all commodities, 

except coal. CSXT claims that TPI's approach for developing ATC percentages for 2010, 2011 

and 2013 for coal "does not account for an origin shifting within coal origin regions."97 CSXT 

seeks to refine TPI's process by including the EIA coal origin region as one of the shipment 

characteristics on which to base an ATC proxy. TPI reviewed CSXT's approach and agrees that 

including the coal origin region increases the chances for finding a more movement specific 

ATC proxy and accounts for coal origin shifting within a region. TPI adopted CSXT's coal ATC 

proxy approach in this Rebuttal, but refined the approach to provide more specific origin 

matches.98 

95 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR ATC Divisions.xlsx," worksheets "ATC Car Lookups," and "ATC 
Container Lookup." 

96 In reviewing its Opening and CSXT's Reply workpapers, TPI found that both parties excluded a two 
characteristic proxy based on shipment origin and destination FSAC, even though the proxy was included in both 
parties' ATC development workpapers. TPI has included this proxy in its Rebuttal traffic forecast, but it has 
minimal impact on the final results. 

97 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-45. See also, discussion of this issue on traffic, supra pp. III-A-3-4. 
98 CSXT placed coal origins into one of six regions - Northern Appalachian ("NAPP"), Central Appalachian 

("CAPP"), Southern Appalachian ("SAPP"), Eastern Interior ("EINT"), Wyoming Powder River Basin 
("WPRB") and "Other." TPI refined this approach to include three additional regions that CSXT has placed in 
the "Other" region. These include "Rocky Mountain" for Colorado originated coal, "Great Lakes" for coal 
originating at Great Lake ports and "Import" for coal originating at East Coast coal ports. 
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(3) CSXT Used STB's Official 
Version of CSXT's 2012 URCS 

TPI explained, in Opening, that it relied upon full year 2012 traffic data to develop ATC 

division percentages because it was the latest full year of traffic data available. 99 It also 

explained that the Board had delayed the issuance of its final 2012 URCS models to a date after 

TPI's filing of its Opening SAC evidence, and because of this, TPI developed the CSXT 2012 

URCS variable costs using an URCS model based upon the STB' s programs and procedures.100 

As expected, the Board released its final 2012 CSXT URCS model after TPI submitted 

its Opening evidence. CSXT uses the STB' s 2012 URCS in Reply. TPI accepts the use of the 

I STB's version of CSXT's 2012 URCS and has incorporated its use in this Rebuttal. 

I 

(4) CSXT Modified TPl's 
Treatment of Local Traffic 

TPI explained, in Opening, that there were numerous instances where it chose to not 

move a particular piece of traffic over a CSXT route replicated by the SARR, and instead chose 

to let the residual CSXT handle the local portion of the movement (i.e., "On/Off-SARR Local 

Trains"). In all cases, this was done to maximize the efficiency of both the TPIRR and residual 

CSXT portions of local crossover-traffic movements and ensure high levels of service for TPIRR 

shippers. 101 

CSXT claims in its Reply that movements originating or terminating on (near) the TPIRR 

where TPI posits CSXT local service "is an abuse of the cross-over traffic fiction permitted." 

CSXT assumes TPI would perform these local operations and "corrects TPI's failure to serve on-

SARR customers .. . " in its ATC calculations by treating these movements as originated or 

terminated. 

99 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-A29. 
100 Id. 
101 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-A-32. 
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As TPI explains more fully in Section III-C-7-b of this Rebuttal, TPI adjusted its train list 

to include the On/Off-SARR Local Trains that CSXT asserts TPI incorrectly excluded from its 

Opening train list. Because TPI has included these additional trains in its A TC division 

calculations, and adjusted its calculations to reflect the movements that these additional trains 

originate and terminate on the TPIRR network, this issue is moot. 

b. Projected Revenues 

In Reply, CSXT generally accepted the projected revenues developed by TPI in Opening 

with a few specific adjustments. These adjustments include the following: (1) CSXT corrects 

intermodal rates used to develop annual rate escalations for { { 

} } ;
102 (2) CSXT incorporates more recent Global Insight AII-LF and 

RCAF indices; 103 (3) CSXT corrects the fuel surcharge mechanism used for the { {-

-} } coal contract { { } } ;
104 (4) CSXT corrects a spreadsheet error affecting 

the calculation of certain fuel surcharge amounts; 105 (5) CSXT corrects TPI's calculations to 

reflect discounted fuel surcharges actually received by certain intermodal customers; 106 (6) 

CSXT assigns the same fuel surcharge found in the historical period for the projected period for 

shipments CSXT interchanged with BNSF at Birmingham, AL; 107 (7) CSXT assumed that 

expiring contracts that are renewed in the future maintain the same fuel surcharge terms as the 

expiring contract; 108 and (8) CSXT incorporates a revised EIA Short Term Energy Outlook to 

determine fuel prices used to calculate fuel surcharge revenues. 109 

102 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-A-21-22. 
103 Id. p. III-A-22. 
104 Id. pp. III-A-22-23. 
105 Id. p. III-A-23. 
106 Id. pp. III-A-23-24 
107 Id. pp. III-A-24-25. 
108 Id. pp. III-A-25-27 
109 Id. p. III-A-27. 
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In Rebuttal, TPI accepts all of CSXT's changes identified above except CSXT's fuel 

surcharge adjustment for shipments interchanged with BNSF at Birmingham, AL and CSXT' s 

assumptions concerning the fuel surcharge for expiring contracts. In addition, while TPI agrees 

with CSXT' s use of updated indices and fuel prices in its Reply evidence, TPI utilizes even more 

recent updates in this Rebuttal. TPI's reason for rejecting CSXT's Reply evidence for the two 

(2) items noted above is explained below 

i. Fuel Surcharge for 
Birmingham, AL Shipments 

In Opening, TPI calculated total CSXT intermodal fuel surcharge revenues for the 

forecast period by either: (1) applying the applicable fuel surcharge provision from the CSXT 

intermodal contract;110 or (2) applying CSXT's own fuel surcharge program based on the price of 

On-Highway Diesel Fuel ("HDF"). TPI then calculated the TPIRR fuel surcharge amounts for 

the forecast period by allocating a share of the total CSXT fuel surcharge revenues for 

intermodal traffic to the TPIRR using the revenue division percentage calculated under the ATC 

methodology. In Reply, CSXT objects to the application of CSXT's own fuel surcharge program 

for a specific group of intermodal traffic that is interchanged with the BNSF at Birmingham, 

AL. 111 CSXT claims that the CSXT container "waybill records report almost no fuel surcharge 
\ 

revenues for these moves" and, as a result, TPI should not be permitted to receive more than the 

actual historical fuel surcharge percentage in the forecast period. 112 

110 In certain instances, the CSXT container waybill data did not identify a specific contract for waybill movements 
in the historical period. Also, there were instances where the CSXT container waybill data did identify a specific 
contract for waybill movements but that contract was not provided by CSXT in discovery. In these instances, 
CSXT's intermodal fuel surcharge program was utilized. 

111 See, CSXT Reply, p . III-A-24. 
112 Id. pp. III-A-24-25 . 

III-A-36 



PUBLIC 

In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's adjustment and makes no changes to the approach it 

developed in Opening to calculate fuel surcharge revenues for the forecasted period for 

intermodal traffic interchanged at Birmingham, AL for the following reasons: 

• CSXT's own container waybill records fail to report a valid price authority for 
over 36% of all the intermodal shipments. 113 As a result of CSXT's own bad 
records, the projected fuel surcharge amounts for these intermodal shipments 
cannot be calculated based on an existing contract. TPI maintains that defaulting 
to the CSXT intermodal fuel surcharge program is a reasonable approach for these 
records; 

• CSXT's analysis of fuel surcharge revenues for these intermodal shipments is 
based on an aggregation of all the Birmingham, AL records to produce an 
arithmetic average fuel surcharge percentage. When the records included in 
CSXT's analysis are reviewed more closely in a disaggregated manner, they show 
that this traffic historically achieved fuel surcharge percentages as high as 25.4% 
on certain intermodal shipments; 114 

• CSXT's claim is based on the assumption that past is prologue for intermodal fuel 
surcharges. CSXT claims that, because the historical period reflected low fuel 
surcharge levels, the same will hold true in the forecasted period. This 
assumption is belied by CSXT' s own historical records which indicate that more 
and more of the traffic moving across its system is moving under agreements that 
call for higher fuel surcharges; and 

• CSXT failed to apply the adjustment to any other intermodal shipments included 
in the TPIRR traffic group. If the method utilized by TPI in Opening is suitable 
for some intermodal shipments included in the TPIRR traffic group, it should be 
good for all. 

In Rebuttal, TPI makes no changes to the calculation of intermodal fuel surcharge 

revenues for these shipments in the forecasted period. 

113 A review of the CSXT container waybill data for traffic included in the TPIRR traffic group shows that over 
36% of the shipments report a Contract of "UNKNOWN" or "BLNK" for intermodal shipments (See, TPI 
Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR _TRAFFIC_ HISTORICAL_ CONTAINER_ ALL_ Reb.xlsx"). 

114 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR_TRAFIC_HISTORICAL_CONTAINER_ALL_Reb.xlsx". 
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ii. Fuel Surcharge After Contract 
Expiration 

In Opening, TPI asswned that, "[a]fter contract expiration and through 2Q20, fuel 

surcharge rates are assumed to follow CSXT's HDF surcharge programs."115 In Reply, CSXT 

complains that TPI's asswnption is "contrary to CSXT's practice," 116 which is that "[fJuel 

surcharge discounts under a prior contract generally continue at the same level when a contract 

renews." 117 Based on this, CSXT adjusted the fuel surcharge calculations to reflect the 

asswnption "that contracts renewed in the future maintain the same fuel surcharge terms as the 

existing contracts." 118 

In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's adjustment based on their revised assumption for the 

following reasons: 

• CSXT's fuel surcharge adjustment is based on a singular claim that TPI's 
asswnption is "contrary to CSXT's practice."119 The only support provided by 
CSXT to demonstrate this "standard practice" is a table swnmarizing the 
applicable fuel surcharge terms for six (6) contracts. But CSXT produced over 
one hundred and eighty (180) contracts in discovery in this proceeding. Finding 
six ( 6) contracts to support its required asswnption for all contracts is hardly 
indicative of a "standard practice" for CSXT. For example, TPI reviewed each of 
the 180 CSXT contracts produced in discovery and found at least seven (7) 
contracts that demonstrate a change from a discounted fuel surcharge mechanism 
in an expired contract that is followed by a full CSXT standard fuel surcharge in 
the renewed contract. 120 Applying CSXT's logic, TPI identified a contradictory 
"standard practice." Thus, contrary to CSXT's claim, it has no "standard 
practice" for the calculation of fuel surcharges in renewed contracts; 

• On a much broader scale, very little CSXT traffic was shipped under a contract or 
tariff that included a fuel surcharge mechanism approximately fifteen (15) years 
ago. Since that time, CSXT and other Class I railroads have been aggressively 
expanding them to additional customers as contracts are signed or renewed; 

115 See, TPIOpeningatpageIII-A-15. 
116 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-25. 
117 Ibid. 
118 Id. p. III-A-26. 
119 Id. p. III-A-25. 
120 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Contract_Summary_Renewed_Full_CSXT_Fuel_Surcharge.xlsx". 
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• TPI's assumption is consistent with the actions of a least-cost, most-efficient 
railroad which are focused on the maximization of revenues and revenue growth 
over time. Like CSXT, TPIRR believes that creating value for its ·customers 
compared with the increasing demand for service provides a solid foundation for 
growth and pricing above rail inflation over the long term121

. As noted by 
CSXT' s Chief Sales and Marketing Officer when asked to comment on the 
direction of CSXT pricing: 

"Going forward, I think all modes of transportation have an opportunity to 
price up, price up significantly, particularly in this type of economic 
environment. When you couple that with what is happening in 2014 and 
you look at projections for 2015, we are in a very robust pricing market in 
virtually all modes of transportation. So up is the way the direction looks 
to me."122 

• Clearly, CSXT's made for litigation argument to ignore additional fuel surcharge 
revenue after a contract expires under the auspices of a "standard practice" is 
completely at odds with their corporate goal of aggressively pricing their 
products. Regardless, TPIRR will aggressively seek to maximize revenues; and 

• TPI' s assumption is consistent with the methodology accepted by the Board in its 
AEPCO decision. 123 

Rebuttal Table III-A-4 below, summarizes the differences in TPIRR revenues by year 

between CSXT Reply and TPI Rebuttal. 

121 See, CSX's (CSX) CEO Michael Ward on Q2 2014 Results Earnings Call Transcript (July 16, 2014) included in 
TPI Rebuttal workpaper "SA Transcripts_ CSXT 2Q1014 Investor Call" . 

122 Ibid. 
123 See, AEPCO, at 27 to 28. 
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Rebuttal Table III-A-4 
Differences In TPIRR Revenue 

Between CSXT Re~ly and TPI Rebuttal - ($000} 

TPIRR Revenue 
CSXT TPI Difference 

Time Period Re~l! Rebuttal Aggregate 11 Percent 2/ 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. 2010 (Jul-Dec) $2,940,893 $2,967,269 26,376 0.9% 
2. 2011 6,476,194 6,540,524 64,330 1.0% 
3. 2012 6,722,619 6,775,702 53,083 0.8% 
4. 2013 7,007,927 7,075,518 67,591 1.0% 
5. 2014 7,456,190 7,490,865 34,675 0.5% 
6. 2015 7,839,678 7,956,707 117,029 1.5% 
7. 2016 8,360,217 8,544,944 184,727 2.2% 
8. 2017 8,742,364 8,976,605 234,241 2.7% 
9. 2018 9,206,953 9,576,704 369,751 4.0% 

10. 2019 9,683,706 10,270,791 587,085 6.1 % 
11. 2020 (Jan-Jul) 5,083,641 5,514,764 431,123 8.5% 
12. Total $79,520,380 $81,690,393 2,170,011 2.7% 

Source: CSXT Reply workpaper "Revenue Summary (Final) Reply.xlsx" and TPI Rebuttal workpaper 
"Revenue Summary (Final) Reply_REB2.xlsx". 
1/ Column (3) - Column (2). 
2/ Column (4) +Column (2). 

As shown in Rebuttal Table III-A-4 above, the TPIRR revenues from TPI Rebuttal 

represent approximately 2. 7 percent more revenues, on average, than the TPIRR revenues from 

CSXTReply. 
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III. ST AND-ALONE COST 

B. STAND-ALONE RAILROAD SYSTEM 

The TPIRR is an extensive system that replicates much of the current CSXT system, 

extending from Chicago, IL south to New Orleans, LA, and east to Orangeburg, NY and 

Washington, DC; from Baltimore, MD south to Montgomery, AL; from East St. Louis, IL east to 

Greenwich, OH; from Memphis, TN east to Atlanta, GA; from Deshler, OH south to Nashville, 

TN and Atlanta, GA: and from Atlanta, GA south to Oneco, FL and Orlando, FL. CSXT 

"accepts the general scope and configuration of the TPIRR posited by TPI."1 However, CSXT 

includes additional mainline and sidings, customer lead track, additional joint facility miles and 

partially owned route miles as well as additional interchange locations, intermodal facilities and 

yards. CSXT also increases the TPIRR's yard track and yard acreage. 

The issues raised by CSXT in Reply will be addressed separately below under the 

following topical headings: 

I 1. Routes and Mileage 
2. Yards and Interchange Track 
3. Track Miles and Weight of Track 
4. Joint Facilities 
5. Signals and Communications System 
6. Turnouts, FEDs and AEI Scanners 

1. Routes and Mileage 

Rebuttal Table III-B-1 below summarizes the differences in constructed route miles 

between TPI's Opening and CSXT's Reply. 

1 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-1. 
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Rebuttal Table III-B-1 
Comparison of TPIRR Constructed Route Mileage - TPI Opening and CSXT Reply 

Description 
(1) 

1. Main Lines 
a. Partially Owned Lines 

i. Dolton to Woodland 
ii . Belt Railway Chicago ("BRC") 

iii. IHB Railway 
iv. TRRA 

b. East St. Louis Rose Lake Extension 
c. Other Main Lines 

2. Branch Lines 
3. Total Constructed Route Miles 

1/TPI Opening, Table III_B-1 , p. III-B-3. 
2/ CSXT Reply, Table III-B-2, p. III-B-13. 

a. Main Lines 

TPI 
Opening11 

(2) 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

6,161.93 
704.01 

6,865.94 

CSXT 
Reply21 

(3) 

32.85 
1.20 

11.29 
0.29 
0.30 

6, 161.93 
704.01 

6,911 .87 

Difference 
Cols (3)-(2) 

(4) 

32.85 
1.20 

11.29 
0.29 
0.30 
0.00 
0.00 

45.93 

CSXT proposes adding 0.3 miles of mainline track in East St. Louis, IL between Rose 

Lake Yard and the connection with the track of the Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis 

("TRRA") "[i]n order to permit the TPIRR to operate in the same manner as CSXT does today."2 

TPI accepts the addition of this 0.3 miles in Rebuttal. CSXT also adds route miles associated 

with partially-owned lines as discussed below. 

i. Partially-Owned Lines 

CSXT claims that TPI must include the road property investment costs for some of the 

TPIRR's trackage rights segments because CSXT has partial or total ownership of these lines. 

These segments include: 

• 65.7 miles ofTPIRR's Chicago to Nashville line between Dolton, IL and 
Woodland Jct., IL- operated by Union Pacific Railroad ("UP") in which CSXT 
has 50 percent ownership or 32.85 miles; 

• 4.8 miles ofTPIRR's BRC Branch in Chicago - CSXT has 25 percent ownership 
or 1.20 miles; 

2 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-183. 
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11.29 miles ofTPIRR' s Bedford Park Branch in Chicago - operated by the 
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad ("IHB") but 100 percent owned by the Baltimore 
and Ohio Chicago Terminal Railroad ("BOCT"), a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
CSXT; and 

2.0 miles on TRRA in East St. Louis, IL - CSXT has 14.29 percent ownership or 
0.29 miles. 

TPI accepts CSXT's "re-classification" of these 45.63 miles from trackage rights to 

constructed miles. However, as discussed in the joint facilities and maintenance of way sections 

of Rebuttal Part III-D, these miles are not included in the TPIRR' s maintenance expenses 

because there are operating and maintenance Goint facility) agreements under which TPIRR pays 

other railroads for the operating and maintenance expenses. 

CSXT's Reply also includes discussions of expenses associated with several other 

segments that CSXT believes should be included in TPIRR' s costs, but which CSXT does not 

include for various reasons, with one exception. Therefore, TPI does not include them either. 

The one exception pertains to the Monongahela Railway ("MGA") which CSXT and 

Norfolk Southern Railway ("NS") acquired as part of the purchase of Conrail. In Opening, TPI 

included costs for the TPIRR operations over the MGA but omitted the investment associated 

with the annual program maintenance for the MGA, as pointed out in CSXT' s Reply.3 TPI 

accepts CSXT' s calculation of the TPIRR' s portion of this annual investment. However, as 

discussed in Part III-G, CSXT included this investment in the DCF Model improperly and TPI 

has corrected this in Rebuttal. 

b. Branch Lines 

CSXT accepts TPI's 704.01 miles of branch lines.4 

3 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-B-6-9. 
4 See, CSXT Reply, Table III-B-2, p. III-B-13 . 
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c. Rebuttal Route Miles 

As discussed above, TPI accepted CSXT's changes to the TPIRR route miles. Rebuttal 

Table III-B-2 below, compares the route miles included in TPI's Opening, CSXT's Reply and 

TPI' s Rebuttal. 5 

Rebuttal Table III-B-2 
Comparison of TPIRR Constructed Route Mileage -

TPI Opening, CSXT Reply and TPI Rebuttal 

Description 
(1) 

1. Main Lines 
a. Partially-Owned Lines 

i. Dolton to Woodland 
II. Belt Railway Chicago 

iii. IHB Railway 
iv. TR.RA 

b. East St. Louis Rose Lake Extn 
c. Other Main Lines 

2. Other Branch Lines 
3. Total Constructed Route Miles 

11 Table III-B-1 above, Column (2). 
21 Table III-B-1 above, Column (3). 

TPI 
Opening11 

(2) 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

6,161.93 
704.01 

6,865.94 

CSXT 
Reply21 

(3) 

32.85 
1.20 

11.29 
0.29 
0.30 

6,161.93 
704.01 

6,911.87 

TPI 
RebuttaI3' 

(4) 

32.85 
1.20 

11 .29 
0.29 
0.30 

6,161.93 
704.01 

6,911.87 

Difference 
Cols (3)-(4) 

(5) 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

31 See TPI Rebuttal work a er "TPIRR Route Miles Rebuttal Gradin .xlsx," tab "TPIRR Miles." 

As shown in Rebuttal Table III-B-2 above, there are no remaining differences between 

TPI and CSXT regarding the constructed route miles of the TPIRR. 

2. Yard and Interchange Track 

In Opening, TPI's operating plan specified the location of twelve (12) "major" and sixty-

eight (68) "other" yards where activities such as train staging, car inspection, yard switching (for 

originating and terminating traffic plus intermediate blocking of cars), crew changes, local train 

operations and locomotive repairs, servicing and fueling would take place.6 At many of these 

5 Although CSXT lists all of the partially-owned lines and the Rose Lake extension under "Main Lines," only the 
Dolton to Woodland segment is included as a TPIRR main line; the remaining partially-owned lines and the 
Rose Lake extension are included as TPIRR branch lines. However, in order to maintain consistency with 
CSXT's Reply, Rebuttal Table III-B-2 follows the format included in CSXT's Reply. 

6 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
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locations, traffic also would be interchanged with CSXT and other railroads. The number and 

length of "running tracks" in each yard (the tracks necessary to handle the peak period trains 

moving through the yards of TPIRR) were based on the results of the RTC Model. These 

include receiving and departure tracks, inspection tracks and interchange tracks.7 

Nineteen (19) intermodal terminals, twenty (20) automotive terminals and twenty-three 

(23) bulk transfer terminals were also added manually to the TPIRR yard list.8 

Interchange locations were identified by a review of TPIRR carload data and interchange 

track was added at eighty-seven (87) interchange locations where the TPIRR did not already 

have a yard.9 

The number and length of classification tracks were estimated based on the range of car 

counts at each yard. 10 The number and length of tracks needed for locomotive repair and 

servicing facilities, fueling and car repair (RIP tracks) were estimated by general yard size and 

included where necessary. 11 

All of the above were incorporated into the yard requirements of the TPIRR resulting in 

1,467.19 miles of yard track contained in 229 yards. 

In Reply, CSXT accepted the vast majority of TPI' s yards and yard track calculations.12 

CSXT accepted TPI's twelve (12) major yards, sixty-eight (68) "other" yards, nineteen (19) 

intermodal terminals, twenty (20) automotive facilities, twenty-three (23) bulk transfer facilities, 

and eighty-seven (87) additional interchange locations. CSXT added five (5) "other yards," 

7 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tabs "TPIRR Yards" and "Yard 
Track Length." 

8 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
9 Id. 
10 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "Class Track Length." 
11 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "Additional Track." 
12 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx." CSXT's changes to TPI Opening are 

marked in red. 
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three (3) intermodal terminals, two (2) partially-owned yards, one (1) coal terminal, and 

seventeen (17) additional interchange locations. 

The specific differences in . yard and interchange track between TPI and CSXT are 

addressed below. 

a. Yards 

As noted above, TPI included a total of 229 yards. CSXT accepted all ofTPI's yards and 

added twenty-eight (28) more yards. Each category of yard track is discussed below. 

i. Major Yards 

TPI included twelve (12) major yards and CSXT accepted those yards. TPI determined 

the number of "running" tracks and track miles13 based on the track required by the RTC Model 

to handle trains in the TPIRR's yards. 14 CSXT claims that the number of tracks included by TPI 

is significantly understated because TPI understated the dwell times used in the RTC Model for 

various activities. 15 Stated differently, CSXT claims that the dwell times should have been 

greater which would then lead to an increase in the number of tracks in each yard. In fact, a 

review of the number of tracks included by CSXT in the major yards reveals that CSXT actually 

decreased the number of tracks in Willard Yard and Radnor Yard. 16 

Rebuttal Part III-C contains a discussion, supported by Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1, 

comparing the number of yard tracks CSXT constructed to the number of yard tracks required by 

CSXT's RTC Model. This analysis demonstrates that CSXT included investment costs for more 

yard tracks than required to handle the TPIRR's peak period traffic. Rebuttal Part III-C also 

13 This track reflects receiving, departure, inspection and interchange track, i.e., the track necessary to hold trains in 
yards while various tasks are being performed. It excludes track where non-line haul-related tasks are 
performed, such as classification track, fueling track, RIP tracks and locomotive repair and servicing track. 

14 See, TPI Opening, p. III-B-9 and workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xis," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
15 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-21. See, also, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-98-125 and 187-195. 
16 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
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critiques CSXT's development of the number of tracks in each yard, showing that CSXT's 

methodology is unrealistic and gold-plated. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use the RTC Model to determine the number of "running" 

tracks required in TPIRR's major yards as the RTC Model is a better indicator of the tracks 

required than CSXT's formulas. As discussed in Rebuttal Part III-C, TPI made some 

modifications to its RTC Model in response to CSXT's valid Reply criticisms. As a result of 

those modifications, there were some changes to the number and length of "running" tracks 

required in nine (9) of the TPIRR's major yards. 17 

ii. Other Yards 

TPI included sixty-eight (68) "other" yards and CSXT accepted those yards. For all but 

ten (10) of those yards, CSXT accepted the "running" track proposed by TPI. 18 As with the 

major yards, CSXT claims that the number of tracks included by TPI is understated. However, a 

review of CSXT's yard matrix reveals that CSXT increased the number of tracks in five (5) 

yards and decreased the number of tracks in five (5) yards. 19 As with the major yards, CSXT's 

adjustment to the number of tracks in these yards is incorrect because CSXT's formulas used to 

calculate the number of yard tracks are unrealistic and gold-plated. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use the RTC Model to determine the number of "running" 

tracks required in the other yards. As discussed in Rebuttal Part III-C, TPI made some 

modifications to its RTC Model in response to CSXT's valid Reply criticisms. As a result of 

17 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tabs "TPIRR Yards" and "Yard 
Track Length." 

18 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
19 Ibid. 
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those modifications, there were some changes to the number and length of "running" tracks 

required in twenty-one (21) ofTPIRR's sixty-eight (68) other yards.20 

CSXT also added yards at five (5) locations. TPI added these yards in Rebuttal and 

accepted the number of tracks and track miles proposed by CSXT. TPI also added the Curtis 

Bay Coal Terminal to the listing of other yards and accepted CSXT's 10.203 miles of track for 

this facility. 2 1 

iii. Intermodal Facilities 

In Opening, TPI included nineteen (19) intermodal terminals with a total of 113.60 track 

miles. In Reply, CSXT accepted these terminals and the track miles proposed by TPI.22 CSXT 

added three (3) additional intermodal terminals (and 31.72 miles of track) based on the traffic 

included by TPI.23 TPI added these three (3) facilities and the track miles in Rebuttal. 

iv. Automotive Facilities 

In Opening, TPI included twenty (20) automotive yards with a total of 33.55 miles of 

track. On Reply, CSXT accepts the locations and track miles ofTPI's automotive facilities. 24 

v. Bulk Transfer Facilities 

In Opening, TPI included twenty-three (23) Bulk Transfer facilities with a total of 18.47 

miles of track. On Reply, CSXT accepts the locations and track miles of TPI's Bulk Transfer 

facilities. 25 

20 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tabs "TPIRR Yards" and "Yard 
Track Length." 

21 Id. 
22 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
23 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-19. 
24 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
2s Id. 
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vi. Curtis Bay Coal Terminal 

On Reply, CSXT added the tracks and investment for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal.26 

CSXT developed the total investment separately from the rest of the TPIRR's investment.27 As 

part of the investment, CSXT included 53,874 feet, or 10.20 miles, of yard track.28 On Rebuttal, 

TPI included the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal but TPI included the various components in their 

proper location to correctly develop the investment costs. Therefore, TPI included the 10.20 

miles of yard track with the other yard track miles of the TPIRR.29 The remaining components 

of the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal are discussed in Rebuttal Part III-F-7, where CSXT included the 

investment. 

vii. Partially-Owned Yards 

On Reply, CSXT added the TPIRR's portion of the track miles associated with two (2) 

partially-owned yards. Specifically, CSXT included 62.5 miles (25 percent) of BRC's Clearing 

Yard in Chicago, IL and 5.15 miles (14.29 percent) ofTRRA's Madison Yard in East St. Louis, 

IL.30 TPI included these track miles on Rebuttal.31 

viii. Classification Tracks 

In Opening, TPI included a total of 346.64 miles of classification tracks at the twelve ( 12) 

major yards and forty (40) other yards. 32 On Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's amount of 

classification tracks at thirty (30) of the other yards.33 However, CSXT increased the amount of 

26 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-19. 
27 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Curtis Bay Coal Pier.xis." 
28 Ibid. 
29 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
30 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
31 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
32 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "Class Track Lenglh." 
33 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Class Track Length." 
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classification track at all of the TPIRR's twelve (12) major yards and ten (10) of the other yards. 

CSXT also included classification tracks at one (1) of the five (5) other yards that it added.34 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepted CSXT's Reply modifications and included 451.27 miles of 

classification tracks.35 

ix. Yard Lead Tracks 

On Reply, CSXT claims that TPI did not build the lead tracks to ten (10) facilities - two 

(2) intermodal, five (5) automotive and three (3) bulk transfer. CSXT adds 8.77 miles for lead 

tracks to these facilities. 36 As support, CSXT simply includes Google Earth photographs or 

engineering drawings with distances measured. CSXT provides no support for its assumption 

that these lead tracks are not included in the miles which TPI included in Opening for these 

facilities, i.e., the track miles provided by CSXT in discovery. TPI does not accept CSXT's 

additional 8. 77 miles of yard lead track for these ten ( 10) facilities. 

In response to CSXT's specific example of the Tampa intermodal facility, which is 

currently located on a CSXT line parallel to the rail line of the TPIRR, TPI contends that, as TPI 

included the construction costs for this facility, it would be located next to the rail line 

constructed by the TPIRR, therefore making CSXT' s lead track unnecessary. 

x. Additional Tracks 

In Opening, TPI included additional tracks in various yards for fixed fueling platforms, 

locomotive shops, direct-to-locomotive ("DTL") fueling I locomotive servicing, car shops and 

RIP tracks for a total of 3 5 .09 track miles. 37 

34 Ibid. 
35 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Class Track Length." 
36 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-B-17-18. 
37 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "Additional Track." 
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On Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's number of tracks and tracks miles for fixed fueling 

platforms, locomotive shops, DTL fueling I locomotive servicing and car shops. CSXT accepted 

the RIP tracks included by TPI but added RIP tracks at an additional five (5) locations. CSXT 

also added track for twelve (12) proposed locomotive service and inspection stations, 38 

additional interchange track at ten (10) existing major and other yards, a run-around track at each 

of the eighty (80) major and other yards and yard lead tracks at each of the eleven (11) hump 

yards, plus the ten (10) yard lead tracks discussed above, for a total of 270.04 track miles.39 

Each of these differences are discussed below. 

CSXT added a total of 9.09 miles of track for twelve (12) proposed locomotive service 

and inspection stations. 40 As discussed in Rebuttal Part III-F-7, the locomotive service and 

inspection stations added by CSXT are not necessary. Therefore, TPI rejects the 9.09 track miles 

added by CSXT. 

CSXT added a total of 1.326 miles of RIP track at five (5) additional locations.41 On 

Opening, TPI included RIP tracks at yards with car inspectors. Although CSXT's narrative 

states that it added car inspectors at five (5) locations, neither CSXT's narrative nor its 

workpapers identify the five (5) locations. TPI assumes that the car inspectors were placed at the 

same locations where CSXT added RIP tracks. On Rebuttal, TPI added car inspectors at the five 

(5) yards where CSXT added RIP tracks. Therefore, TPI accepted the five (5) RIP tracks added 

byCSXT. 

38 CSXT's narrative refers to eight (8) locations but CSXT's workpapers included track at twelve (12) locations. 
Compare CSXT Reply, p. III-B-22 with CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab 
"Additional Track." 

39 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Additional Track." 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid. 
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CSXT added thirty (30) interchange tracks totaling 42.99 track miles at ten (10) of the 

other yards on the TPIRR.42 As discussed previously, TPirelied on the RTC Model to determine 

the number and length of tracks required in the major and other yards to efficiently move trains 

over the TPIRR during the peak period. This includes the track needed for interchange trains. 

Therefore, the tracks included by TPI already incorporate the tracks needed to handle 

interchange traffic. Furthermore, CSXT provided no support for its determination of the 

additional number of tracks at these specific locations. 43 Therefore, TPI rejects CSXT's 

additional interchange tracks at these ten ( 10) other yards. 

On Reply, CSXT added one (1) run-around track at each of the twelve (12) major and 

sixty-eight (68) other yards on the TPIRR for a total of 167.08 track miles.44 CSXT attempts to 

justify the addition of these tracks by claiming that TPI did not include connecting tracks in its 

yards. However, CSXT never identifies exactly what tracks it claims are missing from TPI's 

calculations, instead simply referring to TPI's Opening yard templates.45 Furthermore, rather 

than measuring the claimed missing connecting track, CSXT simply adds another track to each 

yard using the length of the longest yard track included by TPI in Opening.46 This additional 

track is unnecessary as all the required sidings in these yards have been identified using the RTC 

Model as explained previously. As CSXT has not identified the specific track it claims is 

missing and the track miles CSXT did include are unnecessary and have no relation to the track 

that CSXT claims is missing, TPI rejects the run-around tracks included by CSXT. 

42 Ibid. 
43 CSXT performed no analysis to determine the length of these additional tracks. Rather, CSXT simply used the 

average length of the interchange tracks included by TPI at the eighty-seven (87) additional interchange yards 
included in Opening. 

44 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Additional Track." 
45 See, CSXT Reply, III-B-22 and footnote 41. 
46 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Additional Track." 
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On Reply, CSXT added a lead track in each hump yard to represent the track on which 

the hump is located. TPI accepted CSXT' s 5 .69 total miles of track for the eleven (11) hump 

yards on the TPIRR. 

xi. Yard Acreage 

In Reply, CSXT takes issue with some of the yard acreages included by TPI on 

Opening. 47 CSXT adjusts the yard acreage at hump yards and certain flat yards based on 

CSXT's changes to the track miles at these yards. CSXT accepts TPI's acreages for intermodal 

and automotive terminals but does not accept TPI's acreages for the bulk transfer terminals. 

CSXT also claims that TPI failed to include acreage for interchange yards. CSXT's criticisms 

are addressed in Rebuttal Part III-F-1 where land costs are developed. 

b. Interchange Track 

As discussed above, TPI included interchange track on Opening in two ways. First, 

interchange track was included in the yard track identified by the RTC Model for the major and 

other yards as interchange trains were included in the trains moving over the TPIRR during the 

peak period. Second, additional interchange yards were added at locations where there were no 

major or other yards based on a review of the TPIRR' s traffic data. In Opening, TPI identified 

interchange traffic at one-hundred thirty-two (132) locations: nine (9) major yards, thirty-six (36) 

other yards and eighty-seven (87) additional interchange yards.48 

On Reply, CSXT added thirty (30) interchange tracks totaling 42.99 miles at ten (10) of 

TPIRR' s other yards.49 As previously discussed, CSXT did not support these additional tracks 

and TPI has rejected them. 

47 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-B-23-24. 
48 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
49 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Additional Track." 
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CSXT also added one (1) interchange track to both the Weldon Connection, NC and 

Folkston, GA additional interchange yards. TPI could find no support for the addition of these 

tracks and has not accepted them in Rebuttal. 

CSXT added seventeen (17) interchange yards where the TPIRR would interchange 

traffic with CSXT. 50 As discussed below, TPI agrees with nine (9) of CSXT's additional 

interchange yards and rejects eight (8) of them. 

TPI accepted CSXT's additional interchange yards at Starke, FL, Lakeland, FL, Pine Jct., 

IN, Crawfordsville, IN, Contentnea, NC, Richmond, PA, Willow Creek, IN, Indianapolis, IN and 

Henderson, KY. 

TPI rejects CSXT's addition of an interchange with CSXT at Deland, FL because there 

are no CSXT lines that connect to the TPIRR at this location and the TPIRR constructed the 

Deland Branch to the end of CSXT ownership. 

TPI rejects CSXT's addition of an interchange between TPIRR and CSXT at Decoursey, 

KY because the TPIRR and CSXT lines actually connect nearby at KC Jct. , KY where TPI 

included an interchange yard that CSXT accepted. 

TPI rejects CSXT's addition of an interchange between TPIRR and CSXT at 

Madisonville, KY because there are no CSXT lines that connect to the TPIRR at this location. 

Furthermore, TPI included a yard at nearby Atkinson, KY, which CSXT accepted, and traffic 

between TPIRR and CSXT would be interchanged there. 

TPI rejects CSXT' s addition of an interchange between TPIRR and CSXT at Marion, OH 

because TPI has already included a yard at Marion, OH, which CSXT accepted. Interchanges 

between TPIRR and CSXT would be handled at this existing yard. 

50 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-12 and workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Additional Track." 
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TPI rejects CSXT's addition of an interchange between TPIRR and CSXT at Hamilton, 

OH because the TPIRR and CSXT lines actually connect nearby at New River Jct., OH where 

TPI included an interchange yard that CSXT accepted. 

TPI rejects CSXT's addition of an interchange between TPIRR and CSXT at Clinton, SC 

because the TPIRR and CSXT lines actually connect nearby at Dover, SC where TPI included an 

interchange yard that CSXT accepted. 

TPI rejects CSXT's addition of an interchange between TPIRR and CSXT at Richmond I 

Fulton, VA because both TPI and CSXT included ACCA Yard at Richmond, VA. Interchanges 

between TPIRR and CSXT would be handled at this existing yard. 

TPI rejects CSXT's addition of an interchange between TPIRR and CSXT at Crestline, 

OH because TPI already included a yard at Crestline/Galion, OH that CSXT accepted. 

Interchanges between TPIRR and CSXT would be handled at this existing yard. 

c. Rebuttal TPIRR Yard and 
Interchange Track 

As discussed above, and shown in Rebuttal Table III-B-3 below, TPI increased its yard 

and interchange track from 1,417.19 track miles to 1,815.93 track miles. 51 This is still 

substantially lower than CSXT's overstated 2,109.91 track miles.52 

51 This includes 10.203 miles of track for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal. 
52 CSXT's 2,099.705 yard track miles plus 10.203 miles of yard track for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal that CSXT 

included in its separate development of the total costs for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal. 
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Rebuttal Table III-B-3 
Comparison ofTPIRR Yard and Interchange Track Miles -

TPI Ouenin~, CSXT Reull: and TPI Rebuttal 

TPI O~ening CSXTRe~ll'. 
No. of Track No. of Track 

Descri~tion Locations Miles Locations Miles 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I. Yard Track for Trains 
a. Major and Other Yards 80 776.000 85 925.869 
b. Intermodal Facilities 19 113.600 22 145.316 
c. Automotive Facilities 20 33.553 20 33.553 
d. Bulk Transfer Facilities 23 18.466 23 18.466 
e. Subtotal 941.619 1,123.204 

2. Curtis Bay Coal Terminal I 10.203 

3. Partially-owned Yards 2 67.647 

4. Classification Tracks 52 346.640 53 451.268 

5. Other Yard Lead Tracks 10 8.770 

6. Fixed Fueling Tracks 16 12.273 12 12.273 

7. Locomotive Shops 4 4.545 4 4.545 

8. DTL Fueling/Loco Svc 15 4.261 15 4.261 

9. Car Shop Tracks 3 3.665 3 3.665 

I 0. Loco Service & Insp. 12 9.091 

11. Rip Tracks 27 l 0.341 32 11.667 

12. Run-around Tracks 80 167.080 

13. Hump Yard Lead Tracks 11 5.69 1 

14. Addi. Int. Tracks 
Existing Yards 10 42.993 

15. Addi. Interchange Yards 87 143.850 104 187.550 
16. Total 1,467.194 2,109.908 

3. Track Miles and Weight of 
Track 

TPI Rebuttal 
No. of Track 

Locations Miles 
(6) (7) 

85 884.529 
22 145.316 
20 33.553 
23 18.466 

1,081.864 

I 10.203 

2 67.647 

53 451.268 

12 12.273 

4 4.545 

15 4.261 

3 3.665 

32 11.667 

11 5.691 

96 162.850 
1,815.934 

According to CSXT, its "Reply evidence provides the additional main line, secondary 

track, interchange tracks and yard tracks that the TPIRR would need to serve its selected traffic 

group."53 

Rebuttal Table III-B-4 below compares TPI's Opening and CSXT's Reply TPIRR track 

miles. 

53 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-14. 
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Rebuttal Table III-B-4 
Comparison of TPIRR Track Miles - TPI Opening and CSXT Reply 

Descri~tion 
(I) 

1. Main Line Track 
a. Single Main Line (incl. branch lines) 
b. Other Main (incl. sidings) 

2. Other 
a. Helper Pocket and Setout Track 
b. Customer Lead Track 

3. Yard and Interchange Track 
4. Total Track Miles 

11 TPI Opening, p. III-B-5, Table III-B-2. 
2/ CSXT Reply, p. III-B-15, Table III-B-3. 

TPI 
O~ening 11 

(2) 

6,865.94 
3,353.29 

136.10 
0.00 

1,467.19 
11 ,822.52 

CSXT Difference 
Re~l~21 Cols {3M2} 

(3) (4) 

6,911.87 45.93 
3,371.57 18.28 

136.10 0.00 
63.71 63.71 

2,109.91 3/ 642.72 
12,593.16 770.64 

31 CSXT total of2,099.705 miles lus 10.203 miles for the Curtis Ba Coal Terminal. 

a. Main Line Track 

CSXT accepts TPI's track specifications for main lines. 

i. Single Main 

CSXT adds 45.63 single main line track miles for partially-owned lines and 0.3 miles for 

the Rose Lake Yard extension. As discussed above, TPI accepted these 45.93 additional miles. 

ii. Other Main and Sidings 

TPI's other main and siding miles in Opening were determined from its RTC Model. On 

Reply, CSXT adds 18.28 miles of other main track and sidings that it claims are required to serve 

the TPIRR's selected traffic group, consisting of 6.99 miles of third main leading into Radnor 

Yard in Nashville, TN and 11.29 miles of second main between Blue Island Yard, IL and 

Bedford Park IM, IL. However, CSXT's Reply RTC Model shows that the 6.99 miles of third 

main leading into Radnor Yard is not utilized and, therefore, is unnecessary.54 On Rebuttal, TPI 

included the 11.29 miles of second main between Blue Island Yard, IL and Bedford Park IM, IL. 

54 TPI's Rebuttal RTC Model did not require this 6.99 miles of third main either. 
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On Rebuttal, as e~plained in Rebuttal Part III-C, TPI made a few modifications to its 

RTC Model simulation in response to CSXT's valid criticisms in Reply. The results of those 

modifications (both additions and deletions) result in a total of 3,353.38 miles of other main 

track and siding on Rebuttal. 

b. Branch Line Track 

CSXT accepts TPI's track specifications and track miles for the TPIRR's branch lines.ss 

c. Other 

i. Helper Pocket and Setout 
Track 

CSXT accepts TPI's locations and specifications of setout and helper pocket tracks. 

ii. Customer Lead Track 

On Reply, CSXT added 24 lead tracks totaling 63.71 miles to access 52 customers on the 

TPIRR.s6 TPI included these track miles on Rebuttal.s7 

d. Yard Track 

Yard track was discussed previously. 

e. Rebuttal TPIRR Track Miles 

As discussed above, and below, TPI added track miles where appropriate. Rebuttal Table 

III-B-5 below, summarizes the TPIRR track miles presented by TPI in Opening and compares 

CSXT's Reply track miles to those included by TPI on Rebuttal. 

55 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-16. 
56 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Customer Lead Tracks.xlsx." 
57 As CSXT included the customer tracks as yard tracks, TPI has added them to its Rebuttal Yard Matrix. See, TPI 

Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
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Rebuttal Table III-B-5 
Comparison of TPIRR Tracks Miles -

TPI Ouenini:;~ CSXT Reull: and TPI Rebuttal 

TPI CSXT TPI Difference 
DescriJ:!tion OJ:!ening11 ReJ:!l~21 Rebuttai31 Cols {3}-{4} 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. Main Line Track 
a. Single Main Line (incl. branch) 6,865.94 6,911.87 6,911.87 0.00 
b. Other Main (incl. sidings) 3,353.29 3,371.57 3,353.38 18.19 

2. Other 
a. Helper Pocket and Setout Track 136.10 136.10 136.10 0.00 
b. Customer Access Sidings 0.00 63.71 63.71 0.00 

3. Yard and Interchange Track 1,467.19 2,109.91 1,815.93 293.98 
4. Total Track Miles 11 ,822.52 12,593.16 12,280.99 312.17 

1/ TPI Opening, p. III-B-5, Table III-B-2. 
2/ CSXT Reply, p. III-B-15, Table III-B-3 plus 10.203 miles of yard track for the Curtis Bay Coal 

Terminal. 
3/ TPI Rebuttal workpapers "TPIRR Route Miles Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Sticks" and "TPIRR Yard 

Matrix Rebuttal Gradin .xlsx, tab "TPIRR Yards." 

4. Joint Facilities 

On Opening, TPI included 490.07 miles of joint facilities and privately-owned track. On 

Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's miles of joint facilities and privately-owned track but added two 

(2) additional joint facilities segments. First, CSXT added 2.0 miles of track over the TRRA in 

East St. Louis to connect the TPIRR to TRRA's Madison Yard. Second, CSXT added 12.60 

miles over the IlIB from Bedford Park IM, IL to Bensenville, IL in order for the TPIRR to 

interchange with the UP at Proviso, IL and the CN at Bensenville, IL in the same manner as 

CSXT does today. 

On Rebuttal, TPI accepted these additional two (2) joint facility segments. Total joint 

facility and privately-owned track for the TPIRR equals 505.57 miles.58 

58 In the Part III-B-1-a discussion of route miles, 45.63 miles of joint facility segments were re-classified as 
partially-owned segments based on CSXT's percentage ownership. These segments are also still joint facility 
segments as they are covered by maintenance and operating agreements. 
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TPI equipped the TPIRR with a Positive Train Control system ("PTC") from the outset of 

operations in July 2010. CSXT accepts PTC from the outset but claims that, because TPI would 

be a "trailblazer," additional costs would be incurred "to make that system interoperable with 

other railroads by 2015. "59 

CSXT claims that TPl's PTC will require additional interoperability costs and modifies 

the costs for material and installation of communications and microwave systems to account for 

multi-directional locations and space limitations. 

CSXT also takes issue with TPl's spacing and construction of microwave towers. 

Signals and communications system costs are addressed in Rebuttal Part III-F-6. 

6. Turnouts, FEDs and AEI 
Scanners 

CSXT accepts TPl's turnout specifications, number and placement of Failed Equipment 

Detectors ("FEDs"), and number and placement of AEI scanners.60 

59 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-24. 
60 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-25. 
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III. STAND-ALONE COST 

C. STAND-ALONE RAILROAD 
OPERATING PLAN 

" ! •. ·. 

This section of TPl's Rebuttal Evidence responds to CSXT's Reply evidence on the 

TPIRR's operating plan. This section also responds to CSXT's Reply Evidence related to the 

RTC Model simulation of the TPIRR's operations conducted by TPI, as well as the "MultiRail" 

model used by CSXT to create its car classification and blocking plan for the TPIRR. 

On Opening, TPI presented an operating plan sponsored by Richard McDonald, who has 

42 years of railroading experience in varied and increasingly responsible operating positions with 

the New York Central, Penn-Central, and Chicago and Northwestern Railroads. CSXT's Reply 

is highly critical of that operating plan, which it ~.es as "a series of 'automated' analyses,"1 

and proffers ·a completely new plan concocted from scratch based upon output from the 

MultiRail software program. On Rebuttal, TPI asked several additional operating experts to 

~eview TPI's Opening operating plan, CSXT's critique of that plan, and CSXT's alternative 

MultiRail-based plan. 

John Orrison has worked in the rail industry since he was a Norfolk Southern college 

intern in 1976. Upon graduating, he went to work for NS as a Project Engineer for three years 

and continued as an intern while attending Harvard Business School. He then worked for CSXT 

from 1985-2002, in over ten different capacities, beginning as an Assistant Terminal Trainmaster 

at CSXT's Hamlet, NC hump yard, and subsequently serving in such operating positions as 

Division Superintendent-Detroit Division, Vice President- Service Design, and culminating as 

Vice President-Network Planning. His many responsibilities included supervising and 

managing the development of CSXT's train profiles, freight car blocks and freight car 

1 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-4. 
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disposition rules, and implementing new operating plans to integrate Comail and CSXT lines and 

operations. Most notably, Mr. Orrison was an operating witness for CSXT in the STB's Comail 

acquisition proceeding2 and he continued consulting for CSXT in the Comail proceeding after he 

left CSXT's employ. After spending two years as Executive Vice President-Strategic Planning 

for Pacer Stacktrain, Mr. Orrison served as Assistant Vice President-Service Design & 

Performance for BNSF from 2005-12, where he led and directed the BNSF Merchandise Service 

Design & Performance team. 

Mr. Orrison has confirmed that TPI's process for developing its operating plan based 

upon historical train movements and blocking plans is feasible and is used by real world 

railroads. Moreover, he has identified serious flaws in CSXT's process for developing its 

alternative operating plan. Finally, in his various operating roles, Mr. Orrison has extensive 

experience working with MultiRail and has determined that CSXT's application of MultiRail in 

this case is inefficient and has not provided complete trip plans for all of the TPIRR's traffic. 

TPI also engaged the consulting firm of R.L Banks & Associates, Inc. ("RLBA") to 

review CSXT' s development of dwell times for yard receiving and departure tracks. The RLBA 

team was led by Stephen M. Sullivan, who has 25 years' experience working with Class I 

railroads and 13 years with the American Short Line and Regional Railroad Association. His 

experience includes several operating positions with Comail, starting as a conductor and 

brakeman in New York, then a terminal trainmaster where he supervised operations at the 

Stanley hump yard in Toledo, OH, and finally as District Superintendent of Operations 

overseeing Comail's northwest Ohio and southwest Michigan operations. The other team 

members from RLBA are John McLaughlin, who has over 18 years of experience with Comail, 

2 CSX Corp. and CSX Transp., Inc., Norfolk Southern Corp. and Norfolk Southern Ry. Co. - Control and 
Operating Leases/Agreements-Conrail Inc. and Consolidated Rail Corp., SIB Finance Docket No. 33388. 
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and Walter H. Schuchmann, who previously worked for NS as an operating and safety officer 

and supervised commuter, intermodal, and merchandise freight operations in Chicago. 

The RLBA team has evaluated CSXT's yard infrastructure and operations evidence and 

has identified flaws in CSXT's methodology and the addition of gold-plated infrastructure. They 

discuss ways that efficient railroads operate yards in the real world to address surges in traffic 

without all of the extra infrastructure that CSXT adds to the TPIRR to handle such traffic. 

CSXT's critique of TPI's operating plan is loaded with hyperbole and a multitude of 

distortions and inaccuracies. Furthermore, despite the multitude of criticisms in CSXT's 

. narrative, its work papers frequently employ the very same methodologies and adopt the very 

same evidence as TPI's Opening. In many areas, CSXT's evidence is disjointed and 

inconsistent. Most significantly, despite its claims to the contrary, CSXT has not attempted "to 

correct the deficiencies in [TPl's] operating plan rather than proffering an entirely separate 

plan .. .. "3 Instead, CSXT devises a different operating plan based upon MultiRail, and then 

attempts to dress it up as a "correction" to TPl's operating plan. CSXT, in fact, has created one 

operating plan predicated upon MultiRail, but then modeled a completely different operating 

plan in the RTC simulation that is based upon TPl's Opening operating plan. Consequently, 

CSXT has created a complete mismatch between its MultiRail and RTC analyses that cannot be 

used to develop any meaningful operating statistics for the TPIRR or to demonstrate the 

feasibility of CSXT's operating pian. See Part 111.C.l.a. 

The height of CSXT's hyperbole is its charge that TPI omitted 44,694 local trains from 

its opening train list, which included 42,208 local trains. See Part III.C.2. If that were true, 

3 See, CSXT Reply, pp. Ill-C-7-8. 
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CSXT's "corrected" local train list for the TPIRR should contain 86,902 local trains,4 when in 

fact CSXT's "corrected" list contains just 48,148 local trains. The local trains added by CSXT 

constitute just one of the three groups of allegedly missing trains identified by CSXT. 

Specifically, CSXT added 5,940 "On/Off-SARR" local trains but did not add any of the 28,860 

industrial yard trains or any of the 9,894 "Other" local trains that it spends over 25 pages of 

narrative to criticize TPI for omitting. Furthermore, although CSXT modeled a peak period train 

list derived from its corrected TPI local train list of 48,148 Base Year trains in its Reply RTC 

simulation, CSXT created an entirely different local train list for its development of operating 

expenses in Reply based on its MultiRail analysis. 

It is important to understand that while the train list CSXT used to develop train 

operating statistics and expenses in Reply (i.e., CSXT's "Reply train list") was developed as part 

of its MultiRail analysis, the Reply train list is not the same as- and in fact is merely a subset 

of- CSXT's MultiRail train list. CSXT's inclusion of both its Reply train list and its MultiRail 

train list is confusing by design. In fact, CSXT's failure to disclose in its Reply narrative that its 

Reply train list is merely a subset of its MultiRail train list serves to imply that the two are the 

same. Review of CSXT' s workpapers reveals that they are not. In the MultiRail train list, CSXT 

included 28,860 industrial yard trains. CSXT included these trains in its MultiRail train list in an 

apparent attempt to justify its claim that TPI should have included them in its Opening train list. 

As discussed in greater detail below, TPI could not possibly have included these trains because 

CSXT conjured them from thin air in developing its Reply evidence. Furthermore, CSXT failed 

to assign any cars to roughly half of these trains in its MultiRail analysis. Nonetheless, CSXT 

did not include any of the 28,860 industrial yard trains from its MultiRail analysis in its own 

4 42,208 local trains in TPI Opening plus 44,694 allegedly missing trains. 
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Reply train list that it used to develop operating statistics and expenses. Rather, CSXT's Reply 

train list includes only 60, 788 local trains. 

Although CSXT's Reply train list contains 60,788 local trains, that is still 30 percent less 

than 86,902 local trains. Moreover, there is no connection between CSXT's Reply and RTC 

train lists, i.e., the smaller RTC list is not a subset of the larger Reply list. See Part III.C.1.a. 

CSXT does not offer any explanation for its failure to add all of the allegedly "missing" trains. 

However, its failure to do so demonstrates that the trains were properly omitted from TPI's 

opening train list. CSXT offers no justification for its creation of two unrelated train lists, 

because there is no compelling reason for it to have done so. 

TPI explains that it intentionally omitted all of the allegedly "missing" local trains. First, 

TPI treated the 5,940 On/Off-SARR local trains as trains moving cross-over traffic that the 

residual CSXT would handle over the entire local train route from the classification yard to the 

customer rather than creating inefficient en route interchanges of local trains. However, because 

CSXT seems to have no objections to interchanging local trains, TPI has added those local trains 

to its rebuttal operating plan. See Part IIl.C.2.a. 

Second, TPI continues to exclude the 28,860 industrial yard trains from its local train list 

because: (1) yard trains are not local trains, (2) CSXT also has not included yard trains in either 

its MultiRail or "Corrected TPI Opening" local train lists, and (3) both TPI and CSXT have 

accounted for industrial yard trains in a separate analysis, which would result in a double-count if 

the yard trains also were included in the local train list. See Part 111.C.2.b. 

Third, TPI excluded the 9,894 "Other" missing trains in Opening either because they do 

not handle the TPIRR's traffic according to CSXT's own traffic data, they are On/Off-SARR 

locals, they handled only a few empty cars, or they simply moved empty (usually railroad 
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owned) equipment within a yard at a dispatcher's discretion, an operation that will be handled by 

yard trains in both TPI's and CSXT's operating plans. On Rebuttal, TPI has conservatively 

added 5,433 of these "Other" trains based solely upon CSXT's Reply explanations, for which 

CSXT offered no definitive proof that its claims were factual. Specifically, TPI added all of the 

trains repositioning empty cars, all of the On/Off-SARR trains, and a subset of the remainder that 

CSXT describes as local switchers that provide switching at customer facilities even though 

CSXT's traffic data does not indicate that they provide such service to the TPIRR's traffic. TPI 

is being extremely conservative in adding these local switchers because its operating experts-all 

with real world experience-universally note that running locomotives "light," as CSXT 

proposes, 1s an inefficient and infrequent occurrence, and railroad management discourages 

trainmasters and dispatchers from allowing such operations. CSXT has not offered any 

justification for adding the balance of these "Other" local trains. See Part III.C.2.c. 

CSXT's attack on TPI's use of internal (so-called "leapfrog") cross-over traffic is mostly 

a thinly-disguised attack on cross-over traffic in general. See Part III.C.3. Internal cross-over 

traffic is traditional overhead cross-over traffic, except that the residual incumbent is the bridge 

carrier instead of the SARR. If the bridge carrier is overcompensated for its services in handling 

overhead cross-over traffic, as CSXT and other Class I railroads have argued in prior maximum 

rate cases and Board rule making proceedings in scenarios where the SARR is the bridge carrier, 

then it must be true regardless of whether the SARR or the residual incumbent is the bridge 

earner. However, the bridge carrier is neither overcompensated nor undercompensated, because 

the Board's ATC revenue allocation model is cost-based and revenue neutral by design. 

Therefore, if overhead cross-over traffic does not violate SAC principles, neither can internal 

cross-over traffic. TPI has rebutted each of CSXT's objections to internal cross-over traffic and 
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shown that it is consistent with SAC principles and the overall objectives of cross-over traffic in 

general. Furthermore, TPI shows that internal cross-over traffic can and does occur in the real 

world, such as the bridge service that Montana Rail Link provides for BNSF across nearly the 

entire state of Montana, and similar arrangements between NS and various regional carriers in 

the Northeast US. Finally, TPI demonstrates that, without internal cross-over traffic, the SAC 

process will become too impracticable, complex and expensive to be an effective regulatory rate 

constraint for carload traffic. 

CSXT again resorts to hyperbole to criticize TPI for not developing a new car 

classification and blocking plan for the TPIRR. See Part III.C.4. Although CSXT begrudgingly 

acknowledges the Board's recent holding in SunBelt that a complainant can adopt the 

incumbent's classification and blocking plan, as TPI has done, CSXT alleges that TPI's Peak 

Year volumes require adjustments to that blocking plan. But Mr. Orrison explains that real 

world railroads don't change their basic blocking plans simply because volumes change because: 

(I) volumes are constantly changing, and (2) blocking plans are designed to accommodate 

normal changes in traffic levels. In fact, Mr. Orrison observes that much of CSXT's current 

blocking plan is recognizable from when he worked for CSXT 20 years ago. Although railroads 

frequently tweak their blocking plans to address temporary phenomena (e.g., severe storms, track 

maintenance) and seasonal traffic patterns, wholesale changes occur only to address 

infrastructure changes or major shifts in traffic patterns. Because the TPIRR operates the same 

trains with the same consists as CSXT over the same routes and through the same yards in the 

same locations to serve the same customers as the real world CSXT, there is no need to create 

new blocking plans. Furthermore, because TPI sizes its infrastructure for handling its Peak Year 

traffic volume in the same blocks and trains, there is no need to change the blocking plans to 
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accommodate the infrastructure, even though the real world CSXT might need to do so because 

of its sunk infrastructure in order to avoid capital expenditures. 

CSXT challenges TPl's claim that it operates the same trains over the same routes as 

CSXT on the specious ground that TPI rerouted 1.3 million carloads in the Base Year. But those 

internal (i.e., on-SARR) reroutes are merely the consolidation of traffic that moves over parallel 

lines, generally in urban areas. Because those reroutes are not long distances and every train 

originates and terminates in the same yards on the TPIRR as they do on the real world CSXT, 

those reroutes do not require a new blocking plan. See Part III.C.4. 

Furthermore, although CSXT argues that TPI's use of internal cross-over traffic 

precludes the use of CSXT's blocking plans, CSXT doesn't explain why. Internal cross-over 

traffic does not impact blocking plans because the TPIRR interchanges all cross-over traffic, 

including internal cross-over traffic, either (1) by interchanging the entire train, which does not 

require any blocking or classification; or (2) by interchanging traffic between trains at the same 

yards and in the same blocks where that traffic is switched from train to train in the real world . 

. In the second scenario, the only difference between the SAC analysis operations and the real 

world operations is that one of those trains is now operated by the TPIRR and the other by the 

residual CSXT. See Part III.C.4. 

Lastly, CSXT contends that TPI cannot rely upon CSXT's real world blocking plan 

because it has reduced the TPIRR's infrastructure and staffing from real world CSXT levels. In 

some instances, TPI accepts CSXT's criticism and makes appropriate adjustments to its staffing 

and infrastructure. In other instances, although TPI rejects CSXT's criticism, it nevertheless 

adopts CSXT's reply evidence because doing so is largely inconsequential and would reduce the 

number of disputes. For example, although TPI disagrees with CSXT's criticism of how TPI 
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calculated the number and length of classification tracks, TPI has accepted all of CSXT's reply 

evidence on classification tracks for both hump and flat yards on the TPIRR. TPI also has 

accepted CSXT's addition of five yards, customer lead track, and RIP tracks. See Part III.C:5. 

TPI accepts CSXT's criticism that TPI's Opening dwell times on yard receiving and 

departure tracks are understated. See Part 111.C.5.b.iii. But CSXT itself has provided 

inconsistent and disjointed evidence of dwell times. For hump yards, CSXT has estimated 5.0 

hours of dwell time for both arriving and departing trains and CSXT properly has used those 

dwell times in its RTC simulation .. Therefore, although TPI disagrees with CSXT's dwell time 

estimates for hump yards, TPI nevertheless has accepted them and incorporated them into its 

RTC model. For flat yards, CSXT also has estimated 5.0 hours of dwell time for departing 

trains, but in contrast, it has not presented evidence of a dwell time for arriving trains. Nor does 

TPI agree that 5.0 hours is reasonable or realistic for trains departing flat yards. Furthermore, 

CSXT has not consistently modeled the same dwell times in its RTC simulation for arriving and 

departing trains. For most flat yard train events, CSXT has used the same dwell times as TPI did 

in Opening, which leads to the conclusion that CSXT has accepted those dwell times. Therefore, 

because CSXT's Reply RTC model contains the only complete source of flat yard dwell times, 

TPI has accepted those dwell times and incorporated them into its rebuttal RTC simulation: 

Moreover, because a defendant "cannot protest that an input into the RTC model is flawed 

without showing the consequence of changing that input on the output of the model,'' the only 

dwell time evidence that the Board may consider are the dwell times that CSXT actually has 

modeled, which are the dwell times that TPI also has adopted on rebuttal.5 

5 Otter Tail, slip op. at 19. 
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Yet in other instances, TPI stands firmly behind its opening evidence. TPI rejects 

CSXT's evidence on yard receiving and departure tracks because it is based upon an unrealistic 

academic analysis, with gold-plated assumptions, instead of the RTC model. Also, for 

unexplained reasons, CSXT did not even attempt to model its estimated receiving and departure 

tracks in its own Reply RTC simulation to determine their feasibility. In fact, CSXT's own 

Reply RTC simulation exposes the flaws in CSXT's analysis because CSXT's paper-based 

formulaic track counts were insufficient at several yards (requiring CSXT to add tracks to its 

RTC model).6 But overall, CSXT's formulaic receiving and departure track counts for all yards · 

in total far exceed what CSXT's RTC model demonstrates is needed to handle the Peak Year 

traffic. Therefore, consistent with precedent, TPI continues to use its Opening methodology of 

determining receiving and departure tracks based upon the RTC model, except that TPI's rebuttal 

track counts are based upon its rebuttal RTC model, which includes additional trains and revised 

dwell times. See Part 111.C.5.b. 

Because TPI has included fewer yard classification jobs than the real world CSXT, CSXT 

concludes that they are inadequate. But CSXT ignores the fact that the TPIRR will classify 

fewer cars on a daily basis than CSXT, and thus it does not need the same number of yard crews. 

CSXT has cherry-picked two examples of yards where TPI agrees it did not provide sufficient 

classification jobs in Opening, and attempts to extrapolate that conclusion to TPI's entire 

evidence. TPI has reviewed all of the TPIRR yard classification jobs and found a similar 

mismatch between the number of yard crews assigned and the number of cars classified at 12 

other yards. Therefore, TPI has increased the crews assigned to those yards so that they have the 

6 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1. 
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same productivity level (i.e., cars classified per crew) as the real world CSXT. By that measure, 

TPI's rebuttal yard jobs are comparable to those of the real world CSXT.7 See Part III.C.5.e. 

TPI agrees with CSXT that TPI should have included yard support jobs for the TPIRR. 

However, rather than blindly assigning the same number of support jobs that CSXT has in the 

real world, TPI has scaled the number of support jobs to reflect the number of actual cars 

classified in the TPIRR' s yards. This maintains the same level of productivity per support job as 

the real world CSXT. See Part 111.C.5.e.ii. 

CSXT tries to exploit TPI's proposal to operate trains on the TPIRR with distributed 

power as a flaw in TPI's operating plan. Although CSXT asserts that distributed power ("DP") 

is inefficient for operations in the East, this assertion is belied by CSXT's own decision to order 

all future locomotives with DP capability. Despite these claims, CSXT accepts DP for the 

TPIRR, but self-servingly claims that the residual CSXT will not agree to accept trains in DP 

configuration and will require the TPIRR to reconfigure all locomotives on cross-over trains at 

the interchange, thereby adding 45 minutes of dwell time. CSXT then argues that the extra dwell 

time will render the service unacceptable to certain intermodal customers. But if that were to 

occur, then certainly either the residual CSXT or TPIRR would agree to the other's preferred 

configuration in order to retain the business. Since CSXT is insisting that it will not accept DP 

no matter what, on rebuttal, TPI has accepted CSXT's preferred head-end configuration for all 

cross-over trains, thus rendering CSXT's objections to DP moot and avoiding the additional 

dwell time imposed by CSXT. See Part 111.C.11.a. 

7 CSXT also criticizes TPI for not assigning any yard classification jobs to some yards. But neither does CSXT in 
either the real world or its reply evidence. TPI and CSXT both assume that road crews will classify cars at these 
yards. Although CSXT claims that TPI's dwell times are too short for road crews to do this work, TPI has 
adopted CSXT's reply dwell times, thereby providing sufficient time. 
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CSXT claims that TPI has not properly accounted for its reciprocal obligations to 

connecting carriers. First, CSXT repeats its objections to DP, but ultimately it does not propose 

any changes to address its complaints. Second, CSXT objects to certain adjustments that TPI 

made to the cars classified at certain interchange locations. Third, CSXT disparages TPI's 

evidence regarding fueling locomotives used in interline service, but then accepts TPI's 

methodology for calculating fuel costs for these locomotives. TPI has accepted the second 

criticism and removed those adjustments in Rebuttal. Because CSXT has accepted TPI's ; 

I evidence on the first and third issues despite its complaints, TPI retains its Opening positions. 

See Part III.C.11. 

Finally, CSXT criticizes TPI's RTC simulation primarily for the same reasons, discussed 

above, that it criticizes TPI's operating plan (e.g., missing trains, unrealistic dwell times). TPl 

has addressed all of those criticisms in its Rebuttal RTC simulation as described above. TPI also 

has made adjustment~ in response to a few additional CSXT criticisms, such as the maximum 

train speed for crude oil unit trains. See Part III.C.13. 

In contrast, CSXT's RTC simulation fails to even model its MultiRail-based operating 

plan. See Part III.C.1.a. CSXT did not model any of its MultiRail trains. Instead, CSXT 

modeled a peak period train list derived from TPI's opening train list, plus just 5,940 of the local 

trains and 11 industrial yard trains that TPI allegedly missed. The total number of trains 

modeled in the RTC simulation is far smaller than those in the MultiRail analysis and there is no 

connection between them but for some common train symbols. Because CSXT's MultiRail 

analysis assigned traffic to different blocks and trains than those in the RTC simulation that 

actually moved the traffic historically, it created a disconnect between the RTC simulation and 

the MultiRail-generated trains to which CSXT assigned the traffic in its operating plan. In 
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contrast, TPI added another 5,433 local trains to its Rebuttal train list in addition to the 5,940 

CSXT added in Reply (53,581 local trains in Rebuttal), modeled them in RTC,_ and developed 

operating expenses based on -them. 

Furthermore, CSXT did not model all of its yard dwell times for arriving and departing 

trains, or its yard departure and receiving tracks in the RTC simulation. Consequently, CSXT 

has failed to model its operating plan in the RTC simulation to demonstrate its feasibility or to 

I 
develop appropriate operating statistics to determine the TPIRR's operating costs. See Part 

111.C.5.b.iii. 

In summary, CSXT's Reply is wrong or greatly exaggerated on nearly all counts. TPI's 

Opening evidence was sound and complete. To the extent that CSXT's overblown rhetoric 

includes legitimate criticism, TPI has made adjustments in this Rebuttal evidence. TPI addresses 

in greater detail each of the issues raised by CSXT in the remainder of this Rebuttal Part III-C 

under the following topical headings: 

1. CSXT's Operating Plan is Fatally Flawed 
2. CSXT Grossly Exaggerates the Number of Trains "Missing" From TPI's Operating 

Plan 
3. Internal Cross-Over Traffic 
4. Car Classification and Blocking Plan 
5. Yard Service Plan 
6. Customer Lead Tracks 
7. Peak Year Train Development 
8. Train Size and Equipment Issues 
9. Crew Districts and Crew Requirements 

10. Repair, Inspection, Fueling and Communication Functions 
11. Reciprocal Obligations 
12. Crude Oil Practices 
13. Rail Traffic Control Model ("RTC") 
14. Transit Times 

I 
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1. CSXT's Operating Plan is Fatally 
Flawed 

In the recent DuPont and SunBelt decisions, the Board reaffirmed its long-standing 

requirement that "the defendant in a SAC case ... make any necessary corrections to the 

complainant's opening evidence rather than submitting something entirely new on reply, to avoid 

having operating plans so different as to impede comparison."8 CSXT claims that, "mindful of 

the Board's preference that a defendant railroad attempt, wherever possible, to correct the 

deficiencies in the complainant's operating plan rather than proffering an entirely separate plan, 

CSXT presents this Reply Evidence in the form of a series of corrections and adjustments to 

TPI's fatally flawed operating plan."9 Elsewhere, CSXT claims that it "has endeavored to 

correct and supplement deficient TPI evidence rather than starting anew" and has "accepted 

TPI's manifestly deficient plan as the starting point to build a plan that would appropriately serve 

the needs of TPIRR' s traffic."10 But that is not what CSXT has done. Instead, CSXT has 

cobbled together a mixture of evidence based upon two (2) unrelated and irreconcilable 

operating plans-TPI's Opening plan based on analysis of historical traffic data and CSXT's 

MultiRail plan-that it pretends are part of the same plan, in the apparent belief that either no 

one will notice, or that the Board will simply take CSXT at its word without evaluating CSXT's 

evidence. Essentially, CSXT has proposed one (1) operating plan based upon MultiRail and 

assorted academic analyses of dwell times and track capacities, but then has modeled a much 

different operating plan in its RTC simulation that is based upon TPI's Opening RTC model. 

8 See, DuPont, slip · op. at 41, citing Gen Procedures for Presenting Evidence in Stand-Alone Cost Rate Cases, 5 
S.T.B. 441 , 446 (2001). See also, SunBelt, slip op. at 13. 

9 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-7-8 and note 22, citing SunBelt at 13 and DuPont at 41 . 
10 See, CSXT Reply, p. 1-14. 
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Although this is but the pnmary example, CSXT has presented a disjointed and 

incoherent operating plan for the TPIRR in many other ways. While CSXT "talks the talk," it 

does not "walk the walk." In several instances, CSXT criticizes elements of TPl's operating 

plan, but then retains those same elements in its own operating plan without even acknowledging 

that it is doing so. In other instances, CSXT makes- only partial changes, again without 

acknowledging what changes it has not made. In still more instances, CSXT purports to make 

changes in its narrative but does not model those changes in its RTC simulation. TPI addresses 

the details of each such instance in the relevant portions of Part III-C that defend TPI's own 

operating plan for the TPIRR. 

In the following subsections, TPI demonstrates that CSXT's operating plan must be 

rejected on two independent grounds. First, CSXT has not in fact modeled its operating plan in 

the RTC simulation, thereby failing to prove the feasibility of its plan or to develop meaningful 

data to determine appropriate operating expenses. Second, CSXT's MultiRail analysis contains 

multiple flaws that are evident from TPl's limited ability to review that analysis-which TPI 

cannot modify11-because of the limited functionality of the read-only version of the software 

served upon TPI but not filed with the Board. 

a. CSXT has Not Modeled its Operating 
Plan in its Reply RTC Simulation 

This section focuses upon CSXT's failure to model its operating plan in its RTC 

simulation and the fatal consequences of that failure upon CSXT's Reply operating plan. CSXT 

commits three (3) fatal errors. First, CSXT has not modeled the trains from its MultiRail-based 

operating plan in its Reply RTC simulation. Second and third, it has not modeled its Reply dwell 

11 Because TPI cannot modify CSXT's Reply analysis, TPI is unable to quantify the impact ofCSXT's modeling 
decisions on its Reply SAC analysis. 
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times, or the yani.receiving and departure tracks developed from those dwell times, in its RTC 

simulation. CSXT's failure to model these three (3) major components of its operating plan in 

its RTC simulation means that that it has not demonstrated the feasibility of its operating plan. 

The RTC model plays a critical role in the development of a SARR's operating plan. The 

parties use the RTC model "to determine the feasibility of the [TPIRR's] operating plan and 

develop key operating characteristics of the SARR."12 Specifically, the RTC model permits the 

proponent of each operating plan "to .both test the adequacy of the configuration (to make sure 

the [SARR] would have sufficient capacity to handle the peak forecast demand) and then to 

derive the segment-by-segment cycle times (which it then use[ d] to develop the operating costs 

of the (SARR] in the Base Year)."13 Therefore, a defendant "cannot protest that an input into the 

RTC model is flawed without showing the consequence of changing that input on the output of 

the model."14 CSXT has not adhered to this maxim because it has not input into its RTC model: 

(I) the trains that it contends the TPIRR must operate; (2) the flat yard dwell times that it 

contends are necessary to operate those trains; 15 or (3) the yard receiving and departure tracks 

that it contends are needed to hold those trains. Consequently, because CSXT did not model its 

operating plan in its RTC simulation, it has not demonstrated the feasibility of its operating plan 

or developed appropriate operating statistics upon which to base the TPIRR's operating and road 

property investment expenses. 

CSXT attempts to show that it has "corrected" TPI's operating plan, rather than starting 

from whole-cloth, by modeling TPI's Opening train list in its RTC simulation. But despite 

claiming that TPI omitted 44,694 Base Year local trains, CSXT's "corrected" TPI train list adds 

12 AEPCO, slip op. at 28. 
13 WFA I, slip op. at 16. 
14 Otter Tail, slip op. at 19. 
15 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT RTC Dwell Frequency by Yard Type and Stop Type.xlsx". 
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just 5,940 local trains, which is just 13 percent of the allegedly missing local trains. 16 This fact is 

fatal to CSXT's claims that TPI omitted any larger number oflocal trains because CSXT has n-0t 

input those trains into its R TC model train list. The far more significant fact for CSXT' s 

operating plan, however, is that the train list in its RTC simulation is not the train list in its 

MultiRail-based operating plan. 

TPI created its Opening train list from actual historical trains that CSXT's own traffic 

data indicates handled the TPIRR traffic in the Base Year. In contrast, CSXT developed its 

MultiRail train list very differently. CSXT could have adjusted TPl's opening train list by 

simply adding the specific historical trains it alleges TPI improperly excluded. However, rather 

than make this straightforward adjustment to TPl's evidence, CSXT developed and input an 

entirely different train list into MultiRail that is comprised of nearly every train (road and local) 

listed in CSXT's Base Year train profiles that conceivably could have handled TPIRR's traffic, 

regardless of whether they actually did so or are needed to do so, and a handful of trains that do 

not appear in the train profiles data at all. Moreover, CSXT input all of those trains into 

MultiRail based on an unproven presumption that they would all be required to move the TPIRR 

traffic, and then assigned MultiRail-generated TPIRR traffic blocks to some of the trains. 

MultiRail did not assign every car to the same block, or every block to the same train, on which 

it actually moves in the historical trains included in the R TC model. Furthermore, because 

MultiRail assigns cars on an average basis, it spread the TPIRR's traffic evenly across every 

potentially available train over the course of the entire MultiRail simulation period (year), thus 

16 Although CSXT also models 11 yard trains in its peak period RTC simulation, it does not use the RTC model 
outputs to develop operating statistics for those or any other yard trains. CSXT's "Corrected TPI Opening Train 
List" does not contain any yard trains. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Train Lists Corrected.xlsx." 
CSXT claims to have modeled "a sample of' 16 industrial yard trains in the peak week. See, CSXT Reply, p . 
III-C-173-174. However, CSXT's workpapers indicate that it actually included only 11 such trains in its RTC 
model. 
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ensuring that every train would be operated regardless of how few cars were assigned to each 

train. In fact, CSXT's operating plan calls for over 10,000 local trains to be operated with no 

consist whatsoever (i.e., light engine moves), and another roughly 5,000 road and local trains to 

be operated with less than one carload! This destroys any pretense that CSXT has for claiming 

~hat it has "corrected" TPl's Opening evidence, or that CSXT has developed a "least cost, most 

efficient" SARR. 

Because the MultiRail trains are not the same trains that CSXT has modeled in its RTC 

simulation, CSXT has neither demonstrated the feasibility of its MultiRail-based operating plan 

nor developed meaningful operating statistics to determine the TPIRR's operating expenses. 

This disconnect is most obvious with regard to the TPIRR's local trains. As previously noted, 

CSXT claims that TPI omitted 44,694 Base Year local trains, but only added 5,940 of those 

trains to its RTC simulation local train lisf,for a total of 48,148 local trains. In contrast, CSXT's 

MultiRail train list contains 60, 788 local trains.17 Because CSXT did not model those 60, 788 

local trains in its R TC simulation, that simulation is meaningless to determine the feasibility of 

CSXT's operating plan. 

In addition, CSXT cannot claim that its results are conservative because it modeled a 

subset of its total train list. This is because the 48, 148 historical local trains are not a subset of 

the 60,788 trains CSXT conjured as part of its MultiRail analysis. They are mutually exclusive 

train lists containing different trains moving different consists of cars serving a different mix of 

customers over different routes. In fact, the local trains both TPI and CSXT modeled in RTC 

17 See, CSXT Reply workpap~r "BaseYearTrainComparison.xlsx". For some of these MultiRail trains, there is no 
traffic to assign at all, thereby confinning that they are not needed. For another group ofMultiRail trains, the 
annual consist is so small that MultiRail assigns only fractional cars to every train which adds up to just a 
handful of cars over the course of an entire year. In other words, nearly every day of the year, those trains have 
no consist even though CSXT includes them in its operating plan along with operating costs developed from its 
RTC simulation of a vastly different group of trains. 
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average 23 cars per train, while the local trains output from CSXT's MultiRail analysis average 

only 11 cars per train. CSXT's RTC simulation is also meaningless for developing the operating 

statistics that are essential to determining the TPIRR's operating expenses. Despite this fact, 

CSXT has done just that. 

CSXT's RTC simulation is disconnected from its MultiRail operating plan evidence in 

two (2) other ways that further undermine its operating plan. First, as discussed in Part III.C.l.a 

above, CSXT has not consistently modeled the dwell times on yard receiving and departure 

tracks that it developed in its narrative. But a defendant "cannot propose changes to yard times 

without tracing the effect through the entire network."18 Consequently, CSXT's failure to input 

those dwell times into its RTC simulation precludes it from complaining about TPI's dwell 

times-which are the dwell times that CSXT modeled in its RTC simulation when it did not 

model its Reply dwell time estimates-because CSXT "cannot protest that an input into the RTC 

model is flawed without showing the consequence of changing that input on the output of the 

model."19 

Second, as discussed in Part 111.C.5.b below, CSXT has not consistently modeled the yard 

receiving and departure tracks-developed in large part from its revised dwell times- in its R TC 

simulation. CSXT's RTC model includes 43 yards that differ from CSXT's proposed network as 

described in its operating plan and investment calculations. Many of those yards in CSXT's 

R TC model contain less than half of the receiving and departure tracks that CSXT claims will be 

necessary to handle its average daily traf:fic.20 According to CSXT's RTC results, its investment 

numbers are overstated in these instances because CSXT included more track than its RTC 

18 Otter Tail, slip op. at 18. 
19 Id. at 19. 
2° CSXT's Reply Yard Model uses average daily statistics produced from MultiRail rather than peak period 

statistics produced from actual CSXT traffic data. 

III-C-19 



· i .. ·.· ··· ·· ! 

PUBLIC 

model indicates is required. Indeed, some of the yards CSXT included in its R TC model contain 

as much as twice the number of tracks that CSXT has proposed to handle the TPIRR's traffic. 

An even greater indictment of the disconnect between CSXT's operating plan and its RTC 

simulation is the fact that the RTC simulation requires more yard departure and receiving tracks 

to handle the peak week traffic at some yards than CSXT has included in its operating plan, thus 

proving the infeasibility of CSXT's operating plan for those yards. Cumulatively, however, 

CSXT's RTC simulation demonstrates that the TPIRR requires far fewer tracks than CSXT 

includes in its operating plan, resulting in a gold-plated TPIRR. 21 

Consequently, the RTC model cannot validate the feasibility of CSXT's operating plan or 

the operating and road property investment costs required to successfully implement its plan, 

because the track usage at these 43 yards is not in balance with the tracks included in CSXT's 

investment. This indicates that the model CSXT has used to develop its yard receiving and 

departure tracks is inferior to the RTC model for such purposes. While CSXT's yard sizing 

model uses simple averages, average dwell times, and basic train schedules to develop yard 

receiving and departure tracks, the RTC simulation accounts for hundreds of other variables as 

well as upstream and downstream traffic flows and their impact on yard requirements during the 

peak time period. CSXT's RTC simulation either only partially utilized the tracks at a yard 

because the yard was overbuilt or utilized more tracks than CSXT included in its investment 

calculations because the yard was underbuilt.22 This fundamental error impacts the entire 

universe of CSXT's RTC outputs, skewing the results of not only CSXT's RTC model, but also 

all calculations that rely upon the R TC simulation data as inputs. 

21 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-C-1. 
22 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 and TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Insufficient CSX Yard Capacity Screen 

Shots.zip". 
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When CSXT's Reply RTC simulation is adjusted so that the yard receiving and departure 

tracks match those included in CSXT's Reply investment, major backups and congestion occur 

and the model fails at 30 percent completion.23 This illustrates the impact that an improper 

configuration can have on the RTC model. Moreover, it demonstrates that CSXT's proposed 

investment cannot feasibly handle the traffic or operations designed by CSXT, and that CSXT's 

model is inadequate. 

The RTC model only proves the ability of the track configuration (model input 1) to 

accommodate the operating plan (model input 2), both of which are user inputs to the model. 

CSXT' s failure to input the actual train lists, dwell times, and track configurations from its 

operating plan into its RTC model means that the RTC simulation has no probative value. The 

Board should reject CSXT's Reply RTC simulation because it fails to represent both the network 

configuration that CSXT claims would be required to handle its operations, and the operating 

plan CSXT used to develop TPIRR's operating expenses. In fact, CSXT's Reply investment 

costs cannot be connected to its RTC simulation in any meaningful way due to the multitude of 

inconsistencies described above. 24 The foregoing deficiencies in CSXT' s evidence undermine its 

major criticisms ofTPI's operating plan and prove that CSXT's operating plan is fatally flawed. 

b. The Board Should Reject CSXT's 
MultiRail Model, which is Neither 
Optimal Nor Feasible25 

CSXT touts its operating plan as "least cost, most efficient" and feasible,26 because CSXT 

developed it using the MultiRail software program. But MultiRail is not an optimizer, as is 

23 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT Reply YD INV.zip". 
24 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yard Screen Shots.zip" and Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 and TPI Rebuttal workpaper 

"Insufficient CSX Yard Capacity Screen Shots.zip" for further detail. 
25 TPI Rebuttal workpaper "MultiRail Review.docx" contains MultiRail screenshots and information that support 

the examples used in this section. 
26 See, CSXT Reply pp. III-C-57, 73. 
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evident from the vast inefficiencies included in CSXT's MultiRail model operating plan for 

TPIRR. Also, MultiRail does not determine what is actually feasible. It will model traffic flows 

only based on user-defined operational inputs and constraints, which may or may not match the 

real world, and has the capability of modeling impossible scenarios, such as duplicate 

movements of the same cars. Moreover, MultiRail does not model or demonstrate the need for 

switching as CSXT implies. CSXT's use of MultiRail is an attempt to constrain the Board's and 

TPI' s review of the evidence, which is clear from CSXT' s provision of MultiRail in a read-only 

capacity without the ability to export data for further analysis, a function that CSXT heavily 

relied upon when preparing its MultiRail evidence. 

i. MultiRail Requires its User to Optimize 
Blocking and Train Service Plans 

CSXT's assertion that the "MultiRail modeling tool ... generate[s] blocking and train 

service plans that are optimized to serve the specified traffic" is untrue. MultiRail is not an 

optimizer. On its own, it cannot identify necessary blocks, trains, or network infrastructure, 

optimal blocking, or optimal routing. It does not create blocks or trains or assess yard staffing, 

locomotive planning, or car equipment distribution planning. It certainly does not replace a 

human planner or apply its own judgment. 

MultiRail is merely a time-saving accounting and reporting software tool. It automates 

the process of assigning cars to blocks and blocks to trains based on user-input criteria. It also 

automates report generation based on pre-defined report specification criteria. 

Indeed, MultiRail requires user input at nearly every step of the plan-generation process. 

For example, a user must input all traffic, network infrastructure, block definitions, and all train 

profile activities that will be part of the operating plan and the myriad criteria that MultiRail uses 
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to route the traffic. In addition, users may exercise varying levels of control over the layout and 

content of reports that MultiRail generates. 

User inputs dictate MultiRail's outputs. If a user does not input appropriate blocks, cars 

may not flow through to their destination. 27 If a user does not input enough trains or inputs too 

many trains, MultiRail may strand blocks or run trains empty. If a user applies routing penalties 

that do not correspond to real world inefficiencies or constraints, MultiRail may avoid the most 

efficient route in the real world or select efficient, but infeasible routes. 

Thus, MultiRail did not generate CSXT's blocking and train service plans for the 

TPIRR- CSXT did. CSXT's Witnesses dictated how inefficient the plans would be. Their 

choices and judgments directly impact the efficiency and feasibility of the plans. The Witness' 

decision to depart from CSXT's historical operations by redesigning how traffic moves through 

the TPIRR indicates the plans are not optimized for the real world, and it raises-but does not 

answer- the question of whether the posited operations can effectively serve TPIRR's shippers. 

ii. CSXT's Evidence Confirms that it 
Did Not use MultiRail to Generate 
an Efficient Operating Plan 

Inefficiencies that do not exist in CSXT' s real world operations abound in CSXT' s 

MultiRail evidence. Thus, CSXT' s MultiRail blocking and train service plans are not the most 

efficient plans for the TPIRR and should not be used to measure TPI's operating plan. 

In an attempt to demonstrate the efficiency of its MultiRail model, CSXT cites to the 

reduction in peak-year manifest trains (compared to TPI's road-train count) and its use of 

MultiRail reports that identify unnecessarily circuitous routings and excessive car handlings.28 

This tactic is misleading. First, MultiRail did not enable CSXT to reduce the number of manifest 

27 CSXT experienced cars that failed to flow completely through the TPIRR. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-64. 
28 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-64, 68. 
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trains that TPI proposed by 2.5 percent. CSXT simply reduced the number of road trains 

available to move the traffic compared to the real woild train count. IfTPI had used MultiRail in 

Opening and reduced the number of road trains, CSXT surely would have claimed that result was 

not realistic. In fact, in CSXT's critique ofTPI's Peak Year train list, it complained that, "[t]he 

notion that the TPIRR could accommodate a 20% increase in traffic with virtually the same 

number of road trains as it operated in the Base Year is simply not credible."29 CSXT's proposed 

adjustment to this alleged shortcoming was to increase TPIRR's Peak Year merchandise train 

volumes by roughly three (3) percent compared to TPIRR's Base Year merchandise train 

volumes. Here however, CSXT boasts that is was able to accommodate CSXT's historical traffic 

base using thousands fewer road trains than CSXT in the Base Year. 

Second, the MultiRail reports that identify circuitous routing and car handlings require 

the user (CSXT) to determine what is unnecessary or excessive. The circuity report merely 

identifies all blocks that do not travel the shortest route; the handlings report shows the number 

of handlings for all blocks used to move a shipment from origin to destination. 30 A user must 

manually evaluate the results to identify any "unnecessarily circuitous routings and excessive car 

handlings."31 Furthermore, this process is subjective. Ten (10) different users could come up 

with ten (10) different adjustments when evaluating the same set of circuity and handlings 

reports. 

Alarming examples of gold plating that TPI Witness John Orrison discovered in CSXT's 

MultiRail peak-year model contradict CSXT's claims that its model demonstrates the most 

efficient service for TPIRR traffic. Perhaps the most obvious indicator of the vast inefficiency 

29 Id. p. III-C-175 . 
30 TPI Rebuttal workpaper "MultiRail Reports.docx." 
31 See, CSXT Reply p. III-C-64. 
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that CSXT designed into its MultiRail models is its proposed local train network. CSXT 

constructed the model using 60,788 local trains, 26 percent more than it included in its 

"corrected" TPI Opening train list used for RTC purposes.32 This discrepancy arises because 

CSXT input into MultiRail train profile schedules, which include all potential train runs, not 

those that actually are necessary to move the traffic efficiently. Thus, in CSXT's MultiRail 

model, every train runs every day it is scheduled, even if MultiRail has not assigned it a single 

carload of traffic. 

CSXT modeled unnecessary fractional-ear trains. The thousands of CSXT MultiRail 

trains that operate with only a fraction of a carload confirm that CSXT's train service plan 

operates vast numbers of light and, thus, unnecessary trains. For example: 

• Trains A 792 and A 792A, combined, operate 365 days per year on the same route, 
but haul only 21.9 cars each year.33 Thus, at least 343 of these train operations are 
unnecessary (365-22=343).34 

• Train B713 operates 365 days per year, but moves only 25.6 cars per year. Thus, . 
at least 339 of these train operations are unnecessary (365-26=339). 

• Train A741 operates 261 days per year, but moves only 8 cars per year. Thus, at 
least 253 of these train operations are unnecessary (261-8=253).35 

• Train B211 operates 261 days per year, but moves only 10.4 cars per year. Thus, 
at least 250 of these train operations are unnecessary (261-11 =250). 

• Train A 714 operates 261 days per year, but moves only 18.3 cars per year. Thus, 
at least 242 of these train operations are unnecessary (261-19=242). 

32 Compare CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Train Lists Corrected.xlsx" with CSXT Reply workpaper 
"Base YearTrainComparison.xlsx." 

33 TPI derives the cars per year figure from the maximum value of the "Est Cars" field in the MultiRail train 
profile. This field displays the number of cars per operating day that a train will haul for each portion of its route. 
See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "MultiRail Car Counts.pdf', which is an e-mail from Oliver Wyman confirming 
that "Est Cars" is a per train operation. 

34 This traffic could also be assigned to Trains A789, which operates Monday-Friday, and A789A, which operates 
Sunday, Monday, and Saturday, eliminating the need for A792 and A792A altogether. Note that the Monday 
A792A is a duplicate train that would not be used. 

35 This traffic could be assigned A742, which operates the same days and across the same stations as A741. 
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That these trains even exist in CSXT's MultiRail modeling exercise is inconsistent with 

CSXT's narrative. CSXT claims that Witness Rodney Smith adjusted local trains as necessary 

based upon the daily volume of merchandise cars and "the required level of service (i.e. , does the 

customer receive local · service, three, five or seven days per week)."36 If this were true, 

thousands of trains would not run multiple days per week carrying only a fraction of a car each 

day. Surely customers do not require-and would not pay for-train service for only a fraction 

of a rail car. 

CSXT modeled trains that serve no traffic. Examples abound of local trains that 

CSXT modeled in MultiRail without assigning any traffic to them. 

• Trains A777 and A784 operate every day, A779 six (6) days per week, and A776 
and A786 five (5) days per week from Taft, FL, on the same round-trip route, but 
have no assigned blocks or traffic. Eliminating these trains will save 937 
unnecessary train runs per year. 

• Train H794 operates five (5) days a week, but has no assigned blocks or traffic 
and does not stop to do work at any location on its route. Another train, H793, 
provides service to the same locations, dwelling at most of them, and carrying 
traffic. Thus, H794 can be eliminated, saving 260 unnecessary train runs per 
year. 

• Train A745 travels three and one half hours from Fairburn, GA, to Colpark, GA 
and three hours twenty-five minutes back five (5) days per week, but has no 
assigned blocks or traffic and dwells at Colpark for merely five (5) minutes. 
Eliminating this train will save 260 train runs per year. 

CSXT developed operating statistics and operating expenses for all of these local trains 

despite that CSXT's own plan did not require them to move any TPIRR traffic. 

In addition, in an apparent attempt to give credence to its claim that TPI improperly 

excluded thousands of industrial yard trains from its local train list, CSXT included thousands of 

yard trains in its MultiRail modeling exercise without assigning any traffic to them. 

36 See, CSXT Reply p. III-C-66. 
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• Trains Y150, Y250, and Y350 provide yard-job service every day between a yard 
at Oakworth, AL and Decatur, AL, but haul no traffic. Instead, train YlOl hauls 
the traffic between these points every day. Thus, Y150, Y250, and Y350 can be 
eliminated, saving 1095 unnecessary train runs per year. 37 

• Trains Y122 and Y226 operate every day over the same route between Kayne 
Avenue, TN, Vinehill, TN, and Nashville, TN, but have no traffic assigned to 
them. Instead, CSXT has the TPIRR serve the same locations as these trains 
using Y330. Eliminating Yl22 and Y226 would save 730 unnecessary train runs 
each year. 

• Trains Yl 50 and Y650 operate every day between Augusta, GA and Beech 
Island, SC, but are not assigned any work or traffic even though CSXT claims 
they historically serve TPIRR customers in and around Augusta.38 Instead, CSXT 
assigns traffic between these points, and traffic to another Augusta destination, to 
Y221 and F751, which both operate five (5) days per week. Eliminating trains 
Y150 and Y650, and leaving Y221 and F751 to serve the traffic, would save 730 
unnecessary train runs each year. 

Although CSXT included these yard trains in its MultiRail analysis, CSXT did not 

include them in its Reply train list that CSXT used to develop operating statistics and operating 

expenses for the TPIRR. These yard trains are merely window dressing to support CSXT's 

bogus claim that TPI should have included yard trains in its local train list. 

CSXT modeled duplicative trains. CSXT modeled many MultiRail trains to carry the 

same traffic on the same day. Although this is impossible in the real world, it is possible in 

MultiRail, and CSXT took advantage of this modeling flaw to unfairly burden the TPIRR. 

• Local trains B808 and B842 both operate on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and 
Thursdays on the same route carrying the same blocks of the same traffic, 
resulting in 156 unnecessary train operations per year. 

• Local trains M721 and M721A both operate on Mondays, Wednesdays, and 
Fridays on the same route carrying the same blocks of the same traffic, resulting 
in 156 unnecessary train operations per year. 

37 Train Yl03, which moves a .67-car block every day from Oakworth to Decatur could also be eliminated, because 
YlOl could handle this traffic. Eliminating train Y103 will save an additional 365 unnecessary train runs per 
year. 

38 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-31 . CSXT did not model these trains to travel to other Augusta points besides Beech 
Island, despite its claims that they serve other Augusta customers. 
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• Local trains M724 and M724A both operate on Mondays, Wednesdays, and 
Fridays on the same route carrying the same blocks of the same traffic, resulting 
in 156 unnecessary train operations per year. 

• Local trains M725 and M725A both operate on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Fridays 
on the same route carrying the same blocks of the same traffic, resulting in 156 
unnecessary train operations per year. 

• Local trains F707 and F707 A both operate on Tuesdays and Thursdays on the 
same roate carrying the same blocks of the same traffic, resulting in 104 
unnecessary train operations per year. 

• Local trains A701 and A701A both operate on Thursdays on the same route and 
carry the same blocks of the same traffic, resulting in 52 unnecessary train 
operations per year. 

CSXT's duplicative train operations were not limited to local trains. CSXT also modeled 

many line-haul merchandise trains to carry the same traffic on the same day. For example: 

• Q333 and Q333A both operate on Tuesdays and Thursdays on the same route 
carrying the same blocks of the same traffic, resulting in 104 unnecessary train 
operations per year. 

• Q686 and Q686A both operate on Mondays and Wednesdays on the same route at 
the exact same times carrying the same blocks of the same traffic, resulting in 104 
unnecessary train operations per year. 

Multiple trains can be consolidated. Multiple local and line-haul merchandise trains 

that CSXT includes in its peak-year MultiRail model duplicate either all or part of a route and 

can be consolidated. TPI Witness John Orrison identified the following examples of trains that 

could be consolidated without exceeding the maximum train length set in Multi-Rail. 

• Local train 0706 can be consolidated into local train 0705, eliminating 365 train 
operations per year. Both trains operate in loops starting in Bradenton, FL, and 
running by Oneco, FL. 0705 carries only one block of 2 cars, from Bradenton to 
Oneco, and 0706 carries only one block of 2 cars, from Oneco to Bradenton. 
Also, 0706's dwells, which are only at Oneco and Palmetto, FL, for a total of20 
minutes, can be added to 0705's dwells at these locations (oddly, CSXT has not 
assigned any dwell time to 0705 at Oneco, even though it sets out a block there). 

• Local train A741 can be consolidated into local train A742, eliminating 261 train 
operations per year. A741 carries a maximum of0.03 cars Monday through 
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Friday between the same locations served by A 742 on the same days, and the 
trains depart the same origin within 15 minutes of each other. 

• Line-haul merchandise train Q702 Cfu"l be consolidated into line-haul merchandise 
train Q438, eliminating 261 train operations per year. Q702 carries 11.3 cars 
daily, Monday through Friday, from Richmond, VA to Selkirk, NY, while Q438 
carries a maximum of 85.56 cars from Richmond, VA to Selkirk, NY seven (7) 
days per week. 

• Line-haul merchandise train Q273 can be consolidated into line-haul merchandise 
train Q271, eliminating 261 train operations per year. Q273 carries only a block 
of 20.23 cars from Ridgefield Heights, NJ to Selkirk, NY each day Monday 
through Friday. Q271 runs from Ridgefield to Selkirk on the same days carrying 
38.35 cars per day. 

CSXT models trains to run empty on portions of their routes. CSXT's MultiRail 

model inexplicably contains trains that run without any traffic on large portions of their routes. 

The following trains are examples of how CSXT has used MultiRail to burden TPIRR with these 

blatant inefficiencies. 

• Line-haul train L133 begins its route in North Baltimore, OH and runs empty for 
291 miles39 to Louisville, KY, where it is refueled and re-crewed and picks up a 
block of 40 cars that it transports to Jacksonville, FL. There is no reason why this 
train could not start in Louisville, saving both the wasted fuel and two crew starts 
needed to move it from North Baltimore to Louisville. 

• Line-haul merchandise train Q376 starts its runs with 90 cars at Salem, IL, and 
takes them to Avon, IN, where it sets the cars out before proceeding completely 
empty for 270 miles40 to Willard, OH. There is no reason why this train could not 
end in Avon, saving both the wasted fuel and two crew starts needed to move it to 
Willard. 

CSXT applies unnecessarily circuitous routings. Although CSXT claims that it used 

the MultiRail "Traffic Circuity'' report to identify unnecessarily circuitous routings and "ensure 

39 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "SARR19F _EstimatedTrainVolumes.xls" 
40 Id. 

III-C-29 

. i . . . . . 



·I 

PUBLIC 

that there were no data errors or issues in the operating plan,"41 the Traffic Circuity report shows 

that CSXT's MultiRail model still contains extremely circuitous routings. For example: 

• CSXT's model routes a block of traffic from Massachusetts to Greenville, NJ via 
Selkirk, NY, Waycross, GA, and Jacksonville, FL, which exceeds the shortest 
route by 2,070 miles, a 992 percent difference! 

• CSXT's model routes a block of traffic from East St. Louis to Atlanta, GA, by 
taking it to via Terre Haute, IN, to Avon, IN, reversing route from Avon, to Terre 
Haute, and proceeding to Atlanta. This route exceeds the shortest route by 215 
miles, a 33 percent difference. 

• CSXT's model routes a block of auto traffic travelling from New Boston, MI to 
Dixiana, SC via Louisville, which exceeds the shortest route by 261miles,a32 
percent difference. 

CSXT modeled empty cars to travel more miles than they do in the real world. 

CSXT models empty cars to travel more miles than they do in the real world by inputting them 

as fractional cars based on the empty to loaded car-mile ratio for the traffic. That is, for each 

loaded car, CSXT uses the ratio to determine the size of the empty car associated with the loaded 

car (e.g., if the ratio is .8, CSXT models .8 of a car for each loaded car). The result is a fractional 

car that moves the same mileage as the loaded car. 

Average cars per local train in MultiRail is less than CSXT's historical average. 

CSXT inexplicably runs its MultiRail Peak Year local trains with far fewer cars than its 

historical real world trains. Using CSXT's "corrected" TPI Opening local train list, which is 

based on CSXT's historical operations, CSXT has historically operated its local trains with an 

average 23.2 cars per train. But CSXT models its local trains in MultiRail with an average 10.7 

cars per train. CSXT provides no explanation why it assigned so few cars to trains in MultiRail 

when their historical real world counterparts carry more than double the volume. 

41 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-64. 
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iii. CSXT's Use of MultiRail Ignores 
Real world Operational Constraints 

. ·• •i 

CSXT's MultiRail analysis eschews proven, real world operations resulting in blocking 

and train service plans of unproven and questionable feasibility. 

We know that CSXT's historical operations are feasible. But, by introducing its 

MultiRail evidence, CSXT abandoned those operations in favor of a hypothetical model. CSXT 

claims that its MultiRail model is tied to its real world operations because CSXT began modeling 

with the same blocks and same train symbols it uses in the real world. But CSXT does not 

assign cars to the same blocks and the blocks to the same trains as it does in the real world-it 

assigns them based on its MultiRail criteria and adjustments made by the user. This results in a 

blocking and train service plan that moves TPIRR's traffic differently from CSXT's actual 

historical service. 

TPI Witness Orrison notes that changing block composition and movement patterns can 

adversely impact the level of service that the TPIRR provides. According to Witness Orrison, 

the best guideline to developing an operating plan is to use historical traffic patterns, because 

they are proven to work. Thus, small "tweaks" are better than the complete remodeling that 

CSXT performed with MultiRail. Even CSXT does not use MultiRail to completely redesign its 

operating plan in the real world. It merely uses it to model temporary irregular operations or as 

an accounting tool to monitor traffic flows through the network to enable identification of minor 

adjustments to its operating plan.42 In fact, Witness Orrison noticed that CSXT's 2012 Base 

Year operating plan data had not changed significantly since the 1980s after the formation of 

CSXT (and then again after the acquisition of Conrail by NS and CSXT). 

42 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-60. 
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CSXT knows that its MultiRail plans are not always fit or feasible for use in. its real 

world operations. It admits that its operations team (not its planning team43
) must vet and 

approve any MultiRail plans before they are implemented. 

Once the proposed change [to CSXT's operating plan] has been tested 
successfully in MultiRail, CSXT's Service Design Department forwards 
the recommended change to the Field Transportation Department and to 
other company resources (e.g., the departments that manage CSXT' s 
locomotive fleet and crew personnel) for final approval. When the 
propo_sed change is approved, it is input to the operating plan .... 44 

Confirming this, TPI Witness Orrison recalls from his tenure at CSXT having to "sell" 

MultiRail modelling recommendations to CSXT's operations team before they could be 

incorporated in real world operations. In other words, the CSXT Witnesses who developed 

CSXT's MultiRail evidence for this case cannot unilaterally implement their MultiRail 

recommendations at CSXT. But, apparently, what is not good enough for CSXT's own 

operations is good enough for this rate case. CSXT has not supported its MultiRail evidence 

with Witnesses from its operations team. 

The dubious feasibility of CSXT' s blocking and train-service plans becomes evident 

when viewing the MultiRail evidence, which the Board cannot do since it does not have the 

appropriate software. For example, CSXT's plans do not move 99 percent of the traffic from 

their origins to their actual destinations. Instead, CSXT has modeled the movement of a large 

amount of traffic only to and/or from the origin and the destination servicing yards, because it 

aggregated the waybill data for the TPIRR traffic into MultiRail nodes45 which represent a range 

of origin or destination stations. CSXT's failure to model these shipments between servicing 

43 CSXT's planning team includes its Operations Research department. 
44 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-60. 
45 In MultiRail, "nodes" are yards or junction points on the network. "Links" connect nodes, similar to how track 

connects yards or junction points. Planners can assign distance penalties to links and nodes in MultiRail to divert 
traffic from them. 

111-C-32 



. t 
! • , .• ., •• · .• 

. . . i 

PUBLIC 

yards and customer locations is evident from the large number of switching trains that were 

assigned no traffic and perform no blocking activity. According to TPI Witness Orrison, 

CSXT's own operating plan would account for this first-mile/last-mile service. 

Another example of the questionable feasibility of CSXT's MultiRail-based plan is the 

assignment of traffic that moves in the real world on local and/or line-haul merchandise trains to 

industrial yard trains for short line-haul segments (generally under 10 miles). According to the 

trip plans provided by CSXT in discovery, only four (4) percent of TPI's issue traffic moves on 

yard trains for short line-haul segments. But CSXT's MultiRail plan calls for 2,259 TPI issue­

traffic carloads ( 69 percent of TPI' s issue traffic) to move in line-haul service on industrial yard 

trains. There is no reason why the TPIRR should handle this traffic any differently than the real 

world CSXT. CSXT's objective for doing so clearly is to bolster its claims that TPI omitted over 

28,000 industrial yard trains from its local train list. Importantly, the movement of industrial 

yard trains included in CSXT' s MultiRail modeling exercise is not used by CSXT in its 

development of TPIRR operating statistics and expenses. Like TPI, CSXT uses a separate 

analysis in Part III-D to develop operating statistics and expenses for all yard trains, including 

industrial yard trains. 

Further, CSXT provides scant evidence that its MultiRail operating parameters accurately 

reflect its own real world operations. It merely exclaims that "witness Archaya applied the same 

MultiRail parameters as those used by CSXT in developing its real world operating plans."46 

CSXT does not provide a MultiRail scenario for its own operations to validate this statement. 

This prevents TPI from comparing the assumptions CSXT used to develop its MultiRail 

evidence to those it uses in the real world. Furthermore, because CSXT did not provide this 

46 See, CSXT Reply, p . III-C-63. 
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information in Discovery, it cannot introduce it in Reply. If TPI had used MultiRail to develop 

its Opening evidence, these parameters would not have been known to TPI. 

iv. CSXT's MultiRail Model is Inconsistent 
with its Criticisms of TPl's Operating Plan 

Although CSXT claims that its MultiRail modeling is feasible, the model is subject to 

many of the same criticisms that CSXT levied against TPI's proposed operating plan. For 

example: 

• CSXT criticizes TPI's operating plan for excluding train Y221, which it claims 
was required to move cars from Augusta, GA, to Beech Island, SC, 47 but Y221 
hauls no traffic from Augusta to Beech Island in CSXT's MultiRail model. 

• CSXT criticizes TPI for excluding train Y102, which it claims is necessary 
provide service to customer facilities,48 but it runs Yl02 empty in CSXT's 
MultiRail model. 

• CSXT criticizes TPI for excluding industrial yard trains Y122 ("Kayne Ave."), 
Y226, Y290 ("Remote Job"), Y308, and Y650,49 but none of these trains haul 
traffic in CSXT's MultiRail model. 

• CSXT criticizes TPI for excluding train F760 (the "Bowater Switcher''), because 
it delivers empty cars to a customer facility at Catawba, SC,50 but CSXT does not 
have train F760 haul any traffic in its MultiRail model. 

• CSXT used one hour fifteen minutes as the standard dwell time (pickup and 
setout time) for local, regional, and system yards even though it argues that TPI 
should have used standard dwell times of two (2) to five (5) hours in its RTC 
analysis. 51 

v. CSXT's MultiRail Analysis Does Not 
Indicate that Any Switching Trains are 
Necessary 

MultiRail does not demonstrate the need for switching at customer facilities, although 

CSXT claims that it does. MultiRail models the movement of cars from origins to destinations 

47 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-29. 
48 Id. p. III-C-30. 
49 See, CSXT Reply Ex. III-C-4. 
50 Id. p. III-C-34. 
51 Id. pp. III-C-191-194. 
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on the TPIRR, but does not model switching at the destination or intermediate yards. In fact, 

CSXT included myriad "local switcher'' trains in its MultiRail train list, but did not assign any 

traffic to them. For example, CSXT modeled train H794, the "Fostoria Rd. Switcher," in 

MultiRail to operate five (5) days per week, but it has no cars or blocks associated with it and 

does not dwell at any location. Even where switcher trains dwell at locations, MultiRail does not 

indicate what these trains do, much less demonstrate that they are required at all. For example, 

CSXT modeled train F778, the "Collier Switcher," to run every day from Collier, VA, to 

Emporia, VA, and back, dwelling in Emporia for one hour. But MultiRail does not have any 

cars or tasks assigned to this train at Emporia. Because MultiRail does not model switching 

tasks, CSXT's MultiRail model does not demonstrate that any train is necessary to support 

switching services. 

vi. CSXT has Not Provided its MultiRail 
Evidence in a Manner that Permits 
Effective Rebuttal 

CSXT has unfairly . constrained TPI's analysis by producing a version of its MultiRail 

model with limited functionality. To view its model, CSXT has provided a read-only version of 

MultiRail that does not permit TPI to verify that CSXT constructed its MultiRail model how it 

said it did. Moreover, CSXT has provided MultiRail in a manner that prohibits TPI from 

analyzing MultiRail reports using Excel, which CSXT all but claims is necessary for effective 

analysis. TPI has had to piece its evidence together through screenshots and pdf reports that 

were not sufficient for CSXT's own use and severely constrained TPI's ability to conduct a more 

detailed review and assessment of CSXT's MultiRail evidence. Furthermore, TPI does not have 

any ability at all to "correct" or "restate" CSXT's MultiRail evidence to demonstrate the impact 

of CSXT's errors and inefficiencies. 
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CSXT could not have developed its MultiRail evidence without MultiRail's ability to 

develop reports. After entering its initial set of blocks into MultiRail, CSXT used the "Traffic 

Routing - Flows with No Block Option Report" to identify cars that failed to flow through the 

TPIRR system so that it could create the additional blocks necessary to handle this traffic.52 

Once CSXT input all the necessary blocks, it used the MultiRail "Traffic Circuity" and 

"Excessive Handling" reports as part of its "quality control" process to identify unnecessarily 

circuitous routings and excessive handlings.53 CSXT applied a similar approach to ensure that 

adequate trains were modeled. After inputting an initial set of trains, CSXT used the '"Block 

Train Validity Check Report' generated by MultiRail to confirm that blocks were not 'stranded' 

... during the block to train process."54 Also, "CSXT validated the feasibility of its train service 

plan by reviewing a 'Train Volume Summary Report' generated by MultiRail to identify trains 

that were 'too long' or 'too short' in comparison to CSXT's real world trains."55 

To evaluate most of the MultiRail reports that it relied upon to generate its MultiRail 

evidence, CSXT used Microsoft Excel. 56 CSXT printed reports to Excel because it otherwise 

would not have been able, among other things, to fix discrepancies in the reports, sort the 

voluminous data how it saw fit, or apply formulas that analyze the report data.57 According to 

CSXT, "it is much easier to export the [report] information to Excel ... if you plan to do any 

analyses on the information."58 For example, CSXT used Excel to fix "issues" with and apply a 

weighting analysis to the "Regions Statistics by Train Category" report that it submitted with its 

52 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-64. 
53 Ibid. 
54 Id. p. III-C-66. 
55 Id. p. III-C-68. 
56 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "MultiRail Freight Edition.docx" 5. 
57 Id. pp. 17, 33, 34. 
58 Id. p. 34. 
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evidence.59 Moreover, CSXT analyzed the critical "Block Train Validity Check" report, which 

confirms that no blocks were stranded, in Excel to apply a filter "to get traffic 100% On 

SARR."60 It used a similar process in Excel to analyze stranded or partially routed blocks.61 

But CSXT did not provide the MultiRail program in a fashion that enabled TPI to print to 

Excel, encumbering TPI's ability to review the MultiRail evidence.62 Specifically, Oliver 

Wyman required that MultiRail be loaded on its laptop to ensure that the required technologies 

that MultiRail relies upon are present and the operating environment is proper. Microsoft Excel 

is not available on the laptop and the option to print to Microsoft Excel is disabled. 

Moreover, because the Board does not have access to MultiRail and the limited-access 

MultiRail does not permit TPI to generate reports of all the train inputs and data, TPI is limited 

to using screenshots to demonstrate the problems in CSXT's MultiRail model. This is a tedious 

task, requiring one or more screenshots to be made to demonstrate things as simple as how a 

train carries traffic or blocking activity along a train's route. Also, because the MultiRail 

interface has multiple tiles, some of which require scrolling to see all of the data, multiple 

screenshots may be necessary just for a single train. Once a screenshot is taken, it needs to be 

copied to a thumbdrive before the next screenshot can be taken. This arduous process greatly 

slows down the MultiRail analysis that TPI must undertake. 

The Board should reject CSXT's attempt to limit TPl's ability to vi·ew CSXT's MultiRail 

evidence in the same manner that CSXT is able to view it and to present its MultiRail evidence 

in a manner that inhibits TPI's ability to respond. This lack of transparency and encumbering of 

59 Id. p. 17. 
60 Id. p. 33. 
61 Id. p. 34. 
62 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "MultiRail Laptop.pdf' 1. Although TPI counsel initially requested that MultiRail 

be provided on a laptop, Oliver Wyman ultimately indicated that it would not provide MultiRail any other way. 
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TPI's ability to present Rebuttal on MultiRail calls into question the validity of CSXT's evidence 

and is fundamentally at odds with due process. 

2. CSXT Grossly Exaggerates the 
Number of Trains "Missing" From 
TPl's Operating Plan 

CSXT's claim that TPI has omitted 44,694 local trains from its Base Year train list is 

wildly exaggerated.63 CSXT identifies three distinct groups of allegedly missing local trains: (a) 

5,940 local trains that serve both on-SARR and off-SARR locations in the real world ("On/Off-

SARR Local Trains"); (b) 28,860 industrial yard trains; and (c) 9,894 other local trains that 

perform first-mile/last-mile switching. Despite its rhetoric, CSXT itself has added only the first 

group of 5,940 and two (2) percent of the second group 64 of the allegedly missing local trains to 

its "corrected" TPI Opening train list, i.e., the basis for the peak period train list CSXT modeled 

in its Reply RTC analysis. This confirms the exaggerated nature of CSXT's claims.65 

Additionally, CSXT fails to demonstrate the need for, much less the feasibility of, an operating 

plan that adds all of the allegedly missing local trains. 

CSXT confuses matters by developing two separate train lists in its reply evidence, 

without acknowledging or explaining this fact in its narrative. In addition to the "corrected" TPI 

Opening train list, which contains a total of 48, 148 Base Year local trains, CSXT developed a 

second train list for its MultiRail analysis that contains 60,788 local trains.66 It is notable that 

neither of CSXT's train lists include as local trains the 28,860 industrial yard trains that CSXT 

claims TPI omitted from its Opening local train list. This is a clear demonstration that the 

63 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-16. 
64 CSXT claims to have modeled "a sample of' 16 industrial yard trains in the peak week. See CSXT Reply, p. III­

C- 173 to 174. However, CSXT's workpapers reveal that it actually included only 11 such trains in its modeling 
exercise. This extrapolates to 572 annual trains (11 x 52 = 572); 572 is less than 2 percent of the allegedly 
"missing" 28,860 industrial yard trains (572 + 28,860 = 0.0198). 

65 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Train Lists Corrected.xlsx". 
66 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Base YearTrainComparison.xlsx". 
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28,860 industrial yard trains are neither required to be included in, nor missing from, TPl's local 

train list. Furthermore, there is no link whatsoever between CSXT's two train lists except for the 

train symbols. The "corrected" TPI Opening train list comprises actual historical trains moving 

actual historical block consists. The MultiRail train list consists entirely of hypothetical trains 

moving hypothetical consists of blocks developed and assigned in MultiRail. This train list was 

pulled from the train profiles planning data that CSXT provided in discovery. 

CSXT's MultiRail train list is grossly over-inflated. The MultiRail list of 60,788 local 

trains is a list of all local trains that CSXT' s train profile routing and scheduling information 

indicate could be used to move the TPIRR's traffic in the Base Year. It is the maximum number 

of potential local trains that could possibly operate on CSXT's system to handle the highest 

possible volume of CSXT's traffic. It is not the number of trains that actually would be, or were, 

required to move the traffic TPI selected for inclusion in the TPIRR traffic group. If a local train 

profile indicated that the train was scheduled to operate five days per week, CSXT assumed the 

train always would operate on the TPIRR five (5) days per week, and included that train in its 

MultiRail train list, even if there is no traffic for that train to handle. 67 

CSXT's overstatement of local trains in its MultiRail train list can be illustrated by the 

different manner in which local trains operate. Local trains routinely operate over different line 

segments to serve different customers on different days of the week. The TPIRR does not 

necessarily replicate every line segment on a local train's route or handle traffic for every 

67 There are a few exceptions to this general statement. For 11 train symbols, CSXT elected to run a given train 
symbol more frequently than the train profiles (e.g., Train A 727, which the CSXT train profiles data indicates 
runs 5 days per week, but CSXT assumed would run six (6) days per week). For ten (10) train symbols, CSXT 
elected to run a given train symbol less frequently than the train profiles (e.g., Train A704, which the CSXT train 
profiles data indicates runs six (6) days per week, but CSXT assumed would run five (5) days per week). In 
total, the CSXT train profiles data for the train symbols included in CSXT's operating plan add up to 60,424 
available trains. But CSXT's plan assumes a total of 60,788 available trains for those symbols, a net of 364 more 
than the profiles indicate would be available to run, even though the TPIRR handles less traffic than the real 
worldCSXT. 
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customer on that route every day that train may be scheduled to operate. Therefore, the TPIRR 

does not need to run every local train every operating day flagged on CSXT's train profile 

schedule. No efficient railroad, including CSXT itself, would blindly run a local train under such 

circumstances. MultiRail, however, is not designed to determine whether or not a train is 

necessary. Rather, MultiRail merely accepts the trains that CSXT inputs into the program and 

cars are assigned to each train on an average daily basis across the entire period modeled, as 

opposed to the ebb and flow of actual traffic patterns. As a result, MultiRail will assign a 

fraction of a car to every day of the year that a given train is scheduled to operate even if that 

train moves just one car over the course of the entire year. 68 Although CSXT assumed that the 

train will run every day on its train profile, that train plainly would need to operate just one day 

to handle that one car in its annual consist. The consequences of CSXT's unreasonable 

assumption are evident in its MultiRail analysis, which assigns fractional cars (i.e., less than one 

full carload) to thousands of local trains included in its plan. As a result, for a given train 

symbol, CSXT's plan calls for hundreds of trains to run in order to deliver dozens of cars over 

the course of a year. 

For example, because the train profiles data indicated that local train A714 was available 

to run 5 days per week, CSXT assumed it would run 260 times per year. However, CSXT 

assigned a total of just 15 annual carloads to train A714 over the course of a year. Because 

MultiRail is based on smoothed out average carload statistics, CSXT assigned 0.07 carloads to 

each of the 260 trains it assumed would operate in the Base Year.69 Therefore, CSXT's plan 

68 For example, if a train profile contains a 5-day per week schedule throughout the year but there are only ten 
carloads of traffic for that train to handle during the year, MultiRail will assign 0.04 cars per day to that train for 
260 days. 

69 MultiRail train volume on A727 shows 0.07 cars/day from Talladega, Al to Lineville, AL and 0.07 cars moving 
back to Talladega, AL but MultiRail Traffic Manager shows 0.05 cars/day each way. Since the A727 local is 
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calls for 260 annual train starts, 260 . annual crew starts, 264 annual locomotives, and 20,153 

annual locomotive unit miles to move 15 annual carloads 78 miles.70 This is direct proof that 

CSXT's MultiRail local train list is grossly over-inflated and is the complete antithesis of a least-

cost, optimally-efficient railroad. 

Another example of CSXT's inflated train statistics is evident from a simple analysis of 

train consist data. The 48,148 local trains included in CSXT's "corrected" TPI Opening local 

train list, based on actual historical operations, average 23 .2 cars per train. In contrast, CSXT 

assigned only 10. 7 cars on average to its MultiRail based list of 60, 788 local trains. 

Finally, CSXT inappropriately conflates its two separate train lists by modeling its 

"corrected" TPI local train list of 48,148 local trains in the RTC simulation to develop operating 

statistics (i.e., train speed and run times), but applied those statistics to the 60,788 local trains in 

its MultiRail train list to develop operating costs. In other words, CSXT developed operating 

statistics based upon the list of actual historical trains moving actual consists and applied those 

statistics to a completely different-and inflated-list of hypothetical trains moving hypothetical 

consists. Of course, nowhere in its reply narrative does CSXT make this clear; but, the faet is 

abundantly evident in its work papers. The development of two different train lists for the same 

SARR is inappropriate, unprecedented, and proves that CSXT has not demonstrated the 

feasibility of its MultiRail-based operating plan because CSXT has not modeled its MultiRail 

train list in the RTC simulation. As explained in Part III.C.1.a above, the disconnect between 

CSXT's two very different train lists invalidates CSXT's operating plan. 

5X/week, MultiRail takes the daily traffic in the Traffic Manager File (0.05 cars/day) then multiples by 7X 
(0.05*7=0.35 cars/week) and then divides by 5X (0.35 cars/week/ 5 days/week= 0.07 cars/day of train 
operation. 

70 MultiRail train schedule shows A 714 begins at Talladega, AL MP 910 operates to Lineville MP 882 to set-out 
and pick-up cars (28 miles). The local then operates to Wadley, AL MP 857 (25 miles) with no work assigned, 
then back to Talladega, AL (53 miles). The round trip for the locomotives operating on this schedule is 78 miles. 
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CSXT has not demonstrated a need to add any of the allegedly m1ssmg trains. 

Furthermore, because CSXT has only added, and modeled operations for, the 5,940 On/Off-

SARR Local Trains, CSXT's reply evidence cannot support the addition of any more than those 

trains.71 Nevertheless, in order to be conservative and to reduce the areas of disagreement 

between the parties, TPI's rebuttal evidence accepts the addition of the 5,940 On/Off-SARR 

Local Trains and a subset of the 9,894 other local trains. TPI continues to reject all of the 

industrial yard trains because both TPI and CSXT have accounted for those trains in other 

portions of their evidence, which would make the addition of those trains to either party's local 

train list a double-count. Not only has CSXT failed to acknowledge that it accounted for 

industrial yard trains in a separate analysis, CSXT's Part III-C narrative falsely implies that the 

industrial yard trains are included in its local train operating plan. Those trains are a red herring, 

listed in the CSXT workpapers for no reason except to give the false impression that they were 

used to develop CSXT's local train operating statistics and expenses. Only after drilling down 

into the CSXT workpapers can one ascertain that the list of 28,860 allegedly "missing" yard 

trains are not considered whatsoever in the development of CSXT' s local train operating 

statistics or expenses. 

In the following subsections, TPI explains both why none of the allegedly missing trains 

need to be added and why TPI nevertheless has added some of those trains strictly to reduce the 

number of contentious issues, even though the additions result in overstated operating statistics 

and expenses. In total, TPI adds 11,3 73 local trains to its rebuttal operating plan. 

The remainder of this portion of TPI's Rebuttal Part III-C is discussed under the 

following headings and summarized in Rebuttal Exhibit Ill-C-3: 

71 Otter Tail, slip op. at 19 ("BNSF cannot protest that an input into the RTC model is flawed without showing the 
consequence of changing that input on the output of the model"). 
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a. Local Trains That Operate Both On/Off-SARR 

b. Industrial Yard Trains 

c. Other Local Trains that Perform First-Mile/Last-Mile Switching 

a. Local Trains that Operate 
Both On/Off-SARR 

In criticizing TPI for excluding the 5,940 On/Off-SARR Local Trains, CSXT purports to 

have made some sort of revelation about TPI's opening evidence.72 But TPI did not overlook 

these trains in its opening evidence; it was up front and open as to its intentional exclusion of 

these trains and explained its reasons for doing so in TPI Opening Exhibit 111-C-1, at pages 29-

31.73 Ironically, out of the entire universe of 44,694 local trains that CSXT contends TPI 

omitted, these 5,940 trains intentionally excluded by TPI are the only supposedly missing trains 

that CSXT actually added to its "corrected" TPI Opening train list.74 

On/Off-SARR Local Trains are real world CSXT local trains that serve non-issue traffic 

on the TPIRR, but that originate or terminate some of that traffic at off-SARR customer locations 

and some at on-SARR locations. In other words, this is cross-over traffic at the local train level. 

This is an issue of first impression for SAC cases because the Board has never been asked to 

determine the appropriate parameters for employing cross-over traffic at the local train level. 

Although the Board's precedent for line-haul cross-over traffic provides some guidance, local 

trains operate in a different manner from line-haul trains, which requires additional guidance 

based upon those differences. For example, local trains operate over short distances, traverse 

72 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-16 to 26. 
73 Ironically, although CSXT attributes TPI's omission of the 5,940 On/Off-SARR Local Trains to TPI's automated 

process, this was one of several instances where TPI's decision was predicated principally upon a detailed 
manual review of the traffic data. See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-17. 

74 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Train Lists Corrected.xlsx". 
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different routes on different days to serve different customers, and typically travel round trip out 

of the same yard within a single day. 

The issue is whether TPI' s operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains employs the 

cross-over traffic device for local traffic in the most feasible and realistic manner without 

introducing bias to the SAC analysis. TPI submits that, for the reasons presented in the 

following subparts, not only is its opening operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains 

feasible, realistic, consistent with SAC principles, and without bias, but also CSXT's reply 

evidence is inefficient and unrealistic. Despite TPI's confidence in its opening position, TPI is 

adding all 5,940 On/Off-SARR Local Trains to its rebuttal train list in order to avoid the risk that 

its entire operating plan might be rejected based on this single issue of first impression. 

i. TPl's Operating Plan for On/Off-SARR 
Local Trains is the Most Efficient Plan 
that Does Not Bias the SAC Analysis 

In order to keep the size of the SARR manageable and to properly focus the SAC 

analysis, TPI designed the TPIRR to serve the issue traffic and other traffic that shares facilities 

with the issue traffic. Even so, the TPIRR, at 7,417 route miles, still is the second largest SARR 

ever developed for a SAC case. Although the size of the TPIRR means that it originates and/or 

terminates a lot of its traffic, it still handles a sizeable volume of cross-over traffic on both local 

and line-haul trains. CSXT has challenged TPI's use of internal cross-over traffic, which is a 

subset ofline-haul cross-over traffic that CSXT dubs "leapfrog'' traffic, which TPI has addressed 

in Part IILC.3 below. In contrast, CSXT has not objected tcr-and in fact insists upon 

including- internal cross-over traffic at the local train level. CSXT, however, objects to TPI's 

operating plan for a subset of traffic moving on local trains that serve locations both on-SARR 

.and off-SARR (i.e., On/Off-SARR Local Trains). 
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CSXT' s operating plan for the TPIRR operates On/Off-SARR Local Trains as cross-over 

trains that the TPIRR interchanges with the residual CSXT en route. Because these local trains 

often travel round trip from a single TPIRR yard, the TPIRR often must interchange each train to 

the residual CSXT, which must interchange the train back to the TPIRR to return to the yard, 

which makes them internal cross-over trains. On some local train routes, these interchanges 

occur multiple times in the course of a single trip. It is highly ironic that CSXT advocates for the 

introduction of internal cross-over local trains in congested industrial and urban areas where such 

operations so clearly would be costly, difficult, and detrimental to customer service, but 

virulently objects to internal cross-over line-haul trains where the operational impact upon long­

haul intercity traffic would be much less significant, if not negligible. CSXT's motivation 

clearly is to impose burdensome costs on the TPIRR, and in doing so, CSXT even is willing to 

impose the same burdensome costs upon the residual CSXT and its customers in this 

hypothetical construct. 

The need for cross-over traffic at the local train level has not been contested by CSXT in 

this case. If TPI is to achieve the same economies of scale, scope and density as the real world 

CSXT over the same TPIRR line segments, it either must employ cross-over traffic or expand the 

TPIRR to include all the lines over which each local train operates. Just as with line-haul cross­

over traffic, this first expansion would cascade into even more expansions in order to permit the 

TPIRR to achieve the same economies of scale, scope and density as the _r~al world CSXT on the 

newly-added lines, until the TPIRR has modeled nearly the entire CSXT system.75 TPI Opening 

Exhibit III-C-5 showed that the full scope of just the first expansion would nearly double the size 

of the 7,357 mile TPIRR by adding 6,200 more miles. This sort of expansion would turn the 

75 See, e.g., PSCo/Xcel I at 602. 
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SAC analysis on its head by shifting from a theoretical railroad designed principally to serve the 

issue traffic and other traffic that shares those facilities to a railroad designed principally to serve 

all of the incumbent' s local train traffic of which the issue traffic happens to share only a small 

portion of the required facilities. 76 Therefore, TPI employed the cross-over traffic device to keep 

the SAC analysis manageable and focused on the issue traffic. 

But as noted herein, attempting to model local cross-over traffic in the same manner as 

line-haul cross-over traffic, by interchanging local trains between the SARR and residual 

incumbent, creates significant operating inefficiencies that are not present with respect to the 

interchange of line-haul cross-over trains. Therefore, TPI's opening operating plan did not 

interchange local trains that carry cross-over traffic to or from off-SARR customer locations.77 

Instead, the TPIRR interchan·ged local cross-over traffic at the classification yards where local 

trains originated and terminated, which ensured single line local train service and avoided the 

problems associated with interchanging local trains. Specifically, TPI's opening operating plan 

contained the following three different types oflocal train operations, depending on the customer 

locations serviced by a local train on any particular day: 

1. If a local train is scheduled to service only customers located on the TPIRR, the 
TPIRR would operate that train; 

2. If a local train is scheduled to service only customers located on the residual CSXT, 
the residual CSXT would operate that train; and 

76 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-C-1 , pp. 30-31. 
77 TPI created an exception for 122 local trains that transported a combination ofTPI's issue traffic and off-SARR 

local traffic. TPI Opening Exhibit III-C-1, p. 29 and n. 86; see also, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-22. TPI did this 
because the purpose of the SAC analysis is to determine the least cost at which an efficient competitor could 
serve the issue traffic. Coal Rate Guidelines, l l.C.C.2d at 542. In order to make that showing, the TPIRR must 
provide all of the services that the real world CSXT provides for the issue traffic in exchange for payment of the 
challenged rates. As the cross-over device illustrates, there is no comparable requirement for non-issue traffic 
because the ATC division compensates the SARR and residual incumbent for the portion of the service that each 
performs. In the case of On/Off-SARR Local Trains, the residual CSXT receives a larger share ofrevenue for 
the on-SARR local traffic that it handles. 
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3. If a local train with no issues traffic is scheduled to service both on-SARR and off­
SARR locations, the residual CSXTwould operate that train (i.e. , On/Off-SARR 
Local Trains). 

This operating plan ensured that a single carrier, either the TPIRR or the residual CSXT, 

operated a local train over its entire route instead of imposing at least one, and often more, 

inefficient local train interchanges between the TPIRR and residual CSXT. 

TPI anticipated CSXT's claim that TPI's operating plan for local trains attempts to shift 

the burden of providing higher cost origination/termination services from the TPIRR to the 

residual CSXT and claims revenue for services the TPIRR did not provide. Specifically, TPI 

conservatively assumed that the TPIRR would perform all the yard activities and provide all of 

the infrastructure associated with switching, classifying and blocking the cars for all three types 

of local trains that originate/terminate at yards on the TPIRR network. TPI also assigned the 

residual CSXT a full ATC terminal revenue credit for both the on-SARR and off-SARR traffic 

(i.e., all carloads) carried on the local trains operated by the residual CSXT. As a result, the 

TPIRR performed some of the most costly operations (i.e., classification, forwarding) and built 

some of the most costly infrastructure (i.e., yards) associated with originating and terminating 

cars for both on-SARR and off-SARR locations even though it did not operate many of the local 

trains that served those customers and thus did not receive an A TC terminal revenue credit for 

this first-mile/last~mile service. If anything, the TPIRR was undercompensated for the services 

that it provided, while the residual CSXT was overcompensated. CSXT, therefore, cannot 

credibly claim that TPI's opening operating plan for cross-over local trains injected bias into the 

SAC analysis that was prejudicial to CSXT. 

CSXT has not objected to TPI's operating plan for the first two local train types 

described above, but adamantly objects to the third, i.e., the on/off-SARR locals, because this 

operating plan means that on-SARR customer locations will be served by the residual CSXT, 
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rather than the TPIRR, on days when the local train also services off-SARR locations. There are 

5,940 such trains in the Base Year that TPI excluded from its opening train list and that CSXT 

·has added in its reply train list. · CSXT insists that the TPIRR interchange these local trains with 

the residual CSXT, rather than allow the residual CSXT to operate them in more efficient single 

line local service, and to receive a full ATC revenue share (including a terminal credit) for doing 

so. CSXT's plan allocates less revenue to the residual CSXT for operating the 5,940 trains than 

CSXT would receive under TPI' s operating plan for operating the same number of trains with 

the same number of crews. 

TPI considered and rejected such operations in its opening evidence because 

interchanging local trains could not guarantee efficient service to the customers of either the 

TPIRR or residual CSXT. Due to CSXT's network structure and train routes that vary daily 

depending upon which customer facilities are being served, On/Off-SARR Local Trains would 

need to interchange between the TPIRR and residual CSXT on each route over the course of a 

relatively short run. The operations required to coordinate the multiple hand-offs of these local 

trains, the inconsistent and unpredictable scheduling and yard dispatching operations, and the 

unproductive down-time for the crews and equipment of one carrier during local operations 

performed by the other carrier render the concept of CSXT's internal cross-over operating plan 

for On/Off-SARR Local Trains inefficient, and impractical.78 

The inefficiencies of CSXT's operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains are 

illustrated by the very same examples that CSXT provides in its reply evidence to criticize TPl's 

operating plan for these trains. CSXT provides the example of local Train A 700, which operates 

78 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-C-1 , p. 30. 
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in tum-around service from the Cartersville, GA yard, which is part of the TPIRR.79 CSXT 

shows the lines over which Train A 700 operates, 80 including which portions are on-SARR and 

which portions are off-SARR. Because Train A 700 serves a mix of customers on several 

different lines that flow out of the Cartersville yard, its route can vary from day to day and so can 

its operations as proposed by TPI. On days when Train A 700 would operate entirely on-SARR 

to serve only on-SARR customers, the TPIRR operates the train over the entire route and 

receives a full ATC terminal revenue share. On days when Train A700 only services off-SARR 

customer locations, the residual CSXT operates the train over the entire route and receives a full 

ATC terminal revenue share. Finally, on days when Train A 700 would operate both on and off-

SARR to service both on and off-SARR customers, CSXT operates the train over the entire route 

and receives a full ATC terminal revenue share. CSXT's example of Train A700 reflects this 

third scenario, which is the only scenario to which CSXT has objected. Ironically, although 

CSXT does not object to operating Train A 700 the full distance from Cartersville to off-SARR 

locations to serve off-SARR customers, it does object to serving on-SARR customers along that 

route even though it would receive a full A TC terminal revenue credit for doing so without 

having to perform any of the yard services associated with Train A 700 at the Cartersville yard. 81 

CSXT's example describes the route of Train A700 on April 1, 2013. In that example, 

CSXT' s operating plan would require the TPIRR to originate Train A 700 on-SARR at 

Cartersville, service an on-SARR customer at Stilesboro, GA (placing and pulling 21 cars), and 

then interchange Train A700 with the residual CSXT. While the residual CSXT services off-

79 See, CSXT Reply, p. ill-C-18. 
80 See, CSXT Reply Exhibit III-C-3, p. 1. 
81 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-24 (n. 41). CSXT acknowledges that there are approximately 28,000 additional 

on/off-SARR trains that it does not challenge. Those include local trains that originate at the same classification 
yards as the objectionable trains, but only make stops to serve off-SARR customers. 
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SARR customers at Rockmart and Cedartown, GA (placing and pulling nine (9) cars), the 

TPIRR locomotive and crew sit idle at Stilesboro until the residual CSXT returns to interchange 

Train A700 back to the TPIRR, which would run the train back to Cartersville.82 Under CSXT's 

operating plan, both the TPIRR and residual CSXT must dedicate a locomotive and crew for this 

service, but the TPIRR receives a terminal revenue credit for the 21 cars placed/pulled at 

Stilesboro while the residual CSXT receives a terminal revenue credit for only the nine (9) cars 

placed/pulled at Rockmart and Cedartown. Also, the timing of the interchanges in both 

directions is unpredictable because these trains do not operate on a schedule due to uncertainty 

over how much time will be needed to switch the various customer locations, which causes idle 

down-time for both crews and equipment and/or delays service to both on-SARR and off-SARR 

customers. 83 

In contrast, TPI' s opening operating plan had the residual CSXT operate Train A 700 in 

CSXT's example over the entire round-trip route between Cartersville and Cedartown and 

provided CSXT with a full ATC terminal revenue share for all 30 cars placed/pulled by the train, 

without having to duplicate crews and equipment or requiring both carriers to wait for the 

interchanges. Notably, the TPIRR still provided all of the yard services for these trains even 

though it received no A TC terminal revenue credit. The residual CSXT only needed to pick up 

the train, serve the en route facilities, and drop the train off at Cartersville, without incurring any 

82 There would be little purpose in returning the TPIRR locomotive and crew to the Cartersville Yard because they 
would need to turn around and return to Stilesboro to receive Train A700 in interchange almost as soon as they 
arrived back at Cartersville. This is another critical distinction between internal cross-over traffic in line-haul 
service versus local train service. In line-haul service, the crew and equipment can be re-assigned to productive 
service on other trains after the interchange. In contrast, in local train service, the equipment and crew are 
completely unproductive while waiting for the return hand-off of the local train. Furthermore, during this idle 
wait time, the locomotive continues to occupy the mainline, which creates inefficient conflicts with other TPIRR 
trains. 

83 This is particularly troubling in light of CSXT's own reply testimony that many local trains have difficulty 
completing their routes today. See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-175-176. Adding more interchanges to those routes 
would make such service difficult if not impossible. 
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of the classification and blocking responsibilities that would precede and follow a local train 

movement. Although this clearly was a more efficient operation for the residual incumbent, 

CSXT was willing to impose this burden on the residual CSXT in order to also impose 

inefficiencies on the TPIRR.84 

Similarly, CSXT provides the example of Train 0762, which operates in turnaround 

service from CSXT's yard in Lordstown, OH, which is on the TPIRR.85 Reply Exhibit 111-C-3, 

page 2, shows the lines over which Train 0762 operates, including which portions are on-SARR 

and which portions are off-~ARR. CSXT's example describes the route of Train 0762 on 

December 11, 2012. In that example, CSXT's operating plan would require the TPIRR to 

originate Train 0762 on-SARR at Lordstown and move directly to Newton Falls, OH, for the 

first interchange with the residual CSXT. While the residual CSXT services an off-SARR 

customer at Niles, OH (placing and pulling five (5) cars), the TPIRR locomotive and crew 

remain idle on the TPIRR mainline. CSXT then would tum Train 0762 at Niles and return to 

Newton Falls to interchange the train back to the TPIRR, which then would service an on-SARR 

customer at Ohio Junction (pulling eight (8) cars) before returning to Lordstown where it pulls 

three (3) cars and cuts ten (10) cars.) As with the preceding example of Train A700, both 

railroads must dedicate a crew and equipment, but the TPIRR receives a terminal revenue credit 

84 Elsewhere in its reply evidence, CSXT implicitly acknowledges the inefficiencies associated with interchanging 
trains after only a very short distance movement. For example, TPI determined that, for road trains that would 
travel less than 10 miles over the TPIRR from a classification yard to the physical intersection of the TPIRR with 
the residual CSXT, it would be more efficient to interchange the traffic and divide the revenue at the internal 
TPIRR yard than to create a new interchange less than 10 miles away. CSXT has applied this logic to its own 
operating plan for line-haul trains, but inexplicably rejects that same logic when applied to local trains. CSXT 
Reply, p. III-C-177. In addition, CSXT has not objected to interchanging local trains that only serve off-SARR 
locations at TPIRR's internal yards rather than at the physical end-points of the TPIRR and residual CSXT. This 
unexplained inconsistency strongly indicates that CSXT's positions are opportunistic rather than genuine 
objections based upon real world operating concerns or SAC distortions. 

85 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-19-20. 
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on the 11 cars pulled from Ohio Jct. and Lordstown, while the residual CSXT receives terminal 

credit only for the five (5) cars placed/pulled at Niles, and service to both customers is degraded. 

In contrast, TPI's operating plan had the residual CSXT operate Train D762 over the 

entire route from Lordstown to Niles to Ohio Junction and back to Lordstown, and provided 

CSXT with a full ATC terminal revenue share for all of the cars placed/pulled by the train, 

without having to duplicate crews and equipment or imposing unproductive idle time on either 

carrier while waiting at interchanges for the other carrier to complete its local service. Again, 

despite this being a more efficient operation for both the residual CSXT and TPIRR, not to 

mention their customers, CSXT was willing to punish the residual incumbent in order to impose 

more costs and inefficiencies upon the TPIRR. 

If TPI's opening evidence had proposed the internal cross-over local train operations 

advocated in CSXT's Reply, CSXT undoubtedly would have pummeled TPI with all the same 

concerns discussed above that caused TPI to reject that option initially. This is merely a case of 

CSXT taking the opposite position from whatever TPI advocates. Indeed, the only options TPI 

could have adopted to avoid CSXT criticism would have been either to drop the off-SARR local 

traffic from the SARR traffic group altogether, thereby depriving the TPIRR of the same 

economies of scale scope and density as the real world CSXT, or nearly double the TPIRR by 

adding 6,200 miles in order to serve the off-SARR traffic directly, thereby creating an unwieldy 

SAC analysis that is not focused upon the facilities needed to serve the issue traffic. This is a 

plain "heads I win, tails you lose" scenario. 

TPI's Opening evidence applied the cross-over traffic device to local trains by remaining 

true to the objectives of cross-over traffic to simplify the SAC presentation by keeping the focus 

on the issue traffic without introducing bias. That resulted in TPI's opening evidence decision to 

III-C-52 

1 

I 



• . . . • . • . . . ! • 

PUBLIC 

omit the On/Off-SARR Local Trains from its train list-and forego the terminal revenues 

associated with those shipments despite providing all of the yard services associated with these 

local trains- in order to produce the most efficient operations for both the TPIRR and residual 

CSXT consistent with SAC principles. Only because CSXT itself has proposed an inefficient 

and unrealistic operating plan that requires the interchange of local trains, which TPI initially 

believed CSXT would attack, is TPI willing to accept all 5,940 On/Off-SARR Local Trains on 

rebuttal. 

ii. TPI's Treatment of On/Off-SARR Local 
Trains does not Violate SAC Principles 

CSXT claims that TPl's opening operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains is 

unprecedented and violates SAC principles.86 But it is unprecedented only because the Board 

has never been called upon to consider service and operational issues associated with local cross-

over traffic in prior SAC cases. Furthermore, many of CSXT's arguments are filled with 

distortions and inaccuracies. When all of the foregoing factors are considered, it is clear that 

TPl's opening operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains did not violate any SAC principles. 

First, CSXT complains that TPl's operations for On/Off-SARR Local Trains violates 

SAC principles by not providing complete service to all customers physically located on-

SARR.87 CSXT's only support is a generic quote from prior cases that the SARR "must be 

capable of providing the service required by the SARR's customers."88 But the SARR's 

customers include cross-over traffic that the SARR neither originates nor terminates, which 

means that the SARR is not providing complete service to all of its customers and is not required 

86 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-16-26. 
87 See, CSXT Reply, pp. Ill-C-21-22. 
88 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-21 , quoting Duke/NS at 99. 
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by SAC principles to do so.89 CSXT does not cite to any precedent that applies a different 

standard for those customers physically located on-SARR from those physically located off-

SARR. 

In addition, the text quoted by CSXT is from a general discussion of the SAC test in unit 

train coal cases. It was not in the context of any issue contested by the parties and certainly did 

not consider the concerns identified by TPI that are unique to local cross-over traffic. Those 

concerns show that interchanging On/Off-SARR Local Trains, as CSXT proposes, is an 

inefficient operation that would preclude the SARR from providing the service required by 

customers for both the on-SARR and off-SARR traffic that moves on the same local train. In 

other words, CSXT's operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains, by failing to provide the 

service required by both the TPIRR's on-SARR and off-SARR customers served by those trains, 

would violate the very SAC principles that CSXT inaccurately claims TPI has violated. TPI, on 

the other hand, has proposed an operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains that preserves 

single line local train service ensuring that both on-SARR and off-SARR customers receive the 

service that they require consistent with SAC principles. 

Furthermore, in developing its On/Off-SARR Local Train opening operating plan, TPI 

made conservative assumptions to ensure that its use of local cross-over traffic to make the SAC 

· analysis more manageable did not bias the analysis against CSXT. By awarding a full ATC 

terminal revenue credit to the residual CSXT for operating On/Off-SARR Local Trains that 

provide terminal service to on-SARR customers even though the TPIRR provides all of the yard 

services, such as classifying, blocking and building departing locals and breaking apart arriving 

89 In contrast, SAC principles do require the SARR to provide complete service to the issue traffic, which is why 
TPI has interchanged those On/Off-SARR Local Trains that handle a combination of the issue traffic and off­
SARR cross-over traffic. 
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locals, TPI' s revenue allocation to the residual CSXT was fair if not conservative. Moreover, the 

TPIRR also provided those yard services for other local trains that served only off-SARR 

customers but that originated/terminated in TPIRR yards, a local train operation to which CSXT 

has not objected. CSXT's acceptance of this similar operating arrangement should alleviate any 

concern that TPI's solution for On/Off-SARR Local Trains distorts the SAC analysis in favor of 

TPI. 

CSXT's position on this issue creates a no-win situation for carload shippers that would 

render the SAC analysis useless. Carload shippers essentially have just the following four 

options for On/Off-SARR Local Trains which handle traffic destined to both on-SARR and off-

SARR locations: 

1. Exclude the local cross-over traffic on those trains from the SAC analysis; 

2. Expand the SARR to include the line segments required to serve the local cross-over 
traffic on those trains; 

3. Interchange those local trains between the SARR and residual incumbent, as CSXT 
has proposed; or 

4. Allow the residual CSXT to operate those local trains over their entire route by 
interchanging both the on-SARR and off-SARR traffic with the residual incumbent at 
the yards where those local trains originate and terminate, as TPI has proposed, so 
that the residual incumbent can provide single line local train service to both the on­
SARR and off-SARR customers along the local train route. 

The first option would preclude the SARR from achieving the same economies of scale, 

scope and density that are available to the incumbent.90 The second option would require a 

cascading series of SARR expansions that would make the SAC process unmanageable and shift 

the focus away from the facilities that are necessary to serve the issue traffic.91 The third option, 

for all the reasons presented in this Rebuttal Part III.C.2.a, is inefficient, impractical and 

90 See, Nevada Power II at 265 (n. 12). 
91 See, PSCo!Xcel I at 601-603; WFA!Basin I, slip op. at 11. 
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unrealistic, and would prevent both the SARR and the residual incumbent from providing the 

service required by both on-SARR and off-SARR customers in violation of SAC principles. 

That leaves only the fourth option which, if the Board were to conclude that it too violates SAC 

principles, would leave the carload shipper without a viable means of implementing the SAC 

test. "[S]uch futility would violate the shipper's statutory right to challenge rates .... "92 

Although TPI will accept CSXT's proposal (option three (3) from the list above) in this 

-case to minimize differences between the parties, TPI nonetheless requests that the Board 

consider all options and opine as to which it believes is the soundest and most reasonable 

. position for future cases. Should the Board opt not to weigh in on the issue, all future shippers 

will be caught in a regulatory purgatory as they develop Opening evidence in future cases, and 

the railroads will again be in a position to simply object to whatever plan the shipper posits. This 

will in turn place the Board back in the position of deciding an unsettled issue. The only reason 

why TPI is not faced with the futility described above in this proceeding is because CSXT itself 

has proposed the inefficient third option which procedurally TPI is permitted to adopt on 

rebuttal. But even this option imposes inefficiencies on the SARR that bias the SAC analysis in 

the defendant's favor. 

Second, CSXT claims that the On/Off-SARR Local Trains violate SAC principles 

because on-SARR customers would receive a worse level of service than they currently receive 

from the real world CSXT.93 That claim is absolutely false and is inconsistent with the very 

92 Consol. Rail Corp. v. US., 812 F.2d 1444, 1457-58 (3d Cir. 1987) (Becker, J. concurring in part and dissenting 
in part) (affirming Coal Rate Guidelines); see also, WFA/Basin I, slip op. at 11 ("we must guard against the SAC 
process becoming so complex and expensive as to deny captive shippers meaningful access to the rate review 
provided for under Guidelines"). 

93 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-C-22-23. 
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reasons why TPI determined that the residual CSXT should operate these local trains in the first 

place. CSXT makes two highly misleading claims to support its argument. 

CSXT claims that, by excluding these 5,940 On/Off-SARR Local Trains, "TPI 

impermissibly reduced the frequency of TPIRR service available to 365 shippers."94 Even 

though the TPIRR would not provide the first-mile/last-mile service to these shippers in all 

instances, those shippers still would receive the same frequency of service overall that they 

receive today. The only difference is that the TPIRR would provide that service on days that the 

local train serves only on-SARR locations, and the residual CSXT would provide that service on 

days that the local train serves both on-SARR and off-SARR locations. 

Next, CSXT falsely claims that TPI has interposed an otherwise unnecessary interchange 

between the TPIRR and residual CSXT that degrades the service those shippers receive from 

CSXT today.95 In order to understand the misleading nature of this claim, it is necessary to 

differentiate between the two groups of customers served by On/Off-SARR Local Trains. The 

off-SARR traffic is local cross-over traffic that CSXT's own operating plan requires the TPIRR 

to interchange with the residual CSXT. The on-SARR traffic is traffic that becomes local cross-

over traffic under TPI's operating plan only when it moves in On/Off-SARR Local Trains 

operated by the residual CSXT, but would not be local cross-over traffic when moved in trains 

operated by the TPIRR. Although TPI's operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains requires 

an interchange of this traffic with the residual CSXT, that interchange does not require any 

additional handling beyond what occurs in CSXT's real world service today. 

Specifically, in TPI's opening operating plan, the TPIRR builds all of the local trains in 

its classification yards regardless of whether a train is a local train that will be operated by the 

94 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-23 [emphasis added] . 
95 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-23. 
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TPIRR or an on/off-SARR local train that will be operated by the residual CSXT. The only 

variable is whether the locomotive and crew belong to the TPIRR or the residual CSXT. That 

train is never interchanged between these two carriers (although all carloads on that train are 

interchanged between the two carriers at the yard) because either TPIRR or the residual CSXT 

will operate the train over its entire round-trip route, depending upon whether the consist 

contains cars that originate or terminate at off-SARR locations. Because this interchange occurs 

at the precise same locations where this traffic switches from a road train to a local train in the 

real world CSXT operations, the interchange does not require any additional activity that could 

degrade service to either the on-SARR or off-SARR customers. For example, in the case of 

Train A700 on April 1, 2013, discussed in the preceding section, the real world CSXT local train 

originates at Cartersville with cars that arrived in Cartersville on other trains for delivery to local 

· customers, runs in tum service placing and pulling cars at three locations, and returns to 

Cartersville with a consist that is placed on other trains for forwarding. The TPI opening model 

simply replicated these real world movements, including actual yard and industry switching, 

imposing no delay or inefficiencies on the traffic. In contrast, CSXT's reply operating plan calls 

for the introduction of two interchanges that do not occur in the real world (both at Stilesboro ). 

CSXT's operating plan requires the TPIRR to originate all of these local trains at 

TPIRR's classification yards, operate them to the point of physical connection with the residual 

CSXT, and interchange them with the residual CSXT (even though some cars may be 

placed/pulled at on-SARR locations before this interchange occurs); and requires the residual 

CSXT to then serve off-SARR customers, return to the point of physical connection with the 

TPIRR, and interchange the train again back to the TPIRR. In other words, it is CSXT's 

operating plan, not TPl's, that imposes unnecessary interchanges on every on/off-SARR local 
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train that degrades service to the customers served by those trains. Those multiple interchanges 

are the major inefficiency in CSXT's operating plan that TPI's opening plan was designed to 

avoid, even at the expense of allocating terminal revenue credit to CSXT for performing last-

mile switching. 

The relative efficiencies of TPI's opening operating plan, and the inefficiencies of 

CSXT's plan are illustrated in the A700 example discussed above, and are depicted in CSXT's 

Reply Exhibit III-C-3, page 1 of 3. In addition, CSXT's train D762 example discussed in the 

immediately preceding section (and depicted in CSXT's Reply Exhibit III-C-3, page 2 of 3) also 

illustrates those same inefficiencies. 

Third, CSXT argues that TPI may not assume that the residual CSXT will agree to 

provide local service to on-SARR customers "for the account of the TPIRR."96 But, TPI has not 

made any such assumption. Rather, the On/Off-SARR Local Trains carry cross-over traffic, for 

which SAC principles do not require an agreement between the SARR and residual incumbent. 

Indeed, no such agreement could exist in the real world for any type of cross-over traffic because 

the SARR itself does not exist in the real world. SAC principles provide that the residual 

incumbent will interchange cross-over traffic with the SARR and receive an A TC revenue share 

for the service that it provides. Such service is not provided "for the account of the TPIRR" 

pursuant to any sort of "hypothesized" agreement that does not exist in the real world, as CSXT 

presumes.97 

96 See, CSXT Reply, p . III-C-23. 
97 Even if such an agreement were required, CSXT disingenuously claims that the residual CSXT would refuse to 

provide service to on-SARR customer locations. But CSXT already has accepted TPl's operating plan for local 
trains operated entirely by the residual CSXT to serve off-SARR customer locations. Those trains originate at 
the same yards as the objectionable On/Off-SARR Local Trains, traverse the same routes as those trains to reach 
the off-SARR locations, and·pass directly by the on-SARR customer locations. It would be irrational for the 
residual CSXT to refuse to serve those locations in exchange for an additional ATC revenue share, which would 
increase its economies of scale, scope and density. 

III-C-59 



PUBLIC 

Furthermore, CSXT's claim that TPl's opening operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local 

Trains is inconsistent with the realities of real world railroading is false. Indeed, CSXT's 

proposal to interchange local trains has no connection to real world railroading. TPl's opening 

operating plan, in contrast, resembles real world scenarios in which a short line railroad (which 

often is a spin-off of the Class I line-haul carrier) provides the first-mile/last-mile of service to 

local customers. The ultimate question for the Board to resolve is which party's operating plan 

most efficiently handles the unique issues posed by local cross-over traffic, consistent with SAC 

principles, while keeping the SAC analysis manageable and focused upon the issue traffic. For 

all of the reasons discussed in this Part 111.C.2.a, TPI submits that its opening operating plan best 

accomplishes these objectives. 

Fourth, CSXT describes TPI's opening operating plan for On/Off-SARR Local Trains as 

an impermissible expansion of the cross-over traffic device because the cross-over movements 

contemplated by TPI would not extend the SARR's geographic scope.98 This is a peculiar 

argument for CSXT to make because its operating plan also handles the On/Off-SARR Local 

Trains as cross-over traffic. As discussed in Part III.C.2.a.i above, the purpose of both TPI and 

CSXT in handling these trains as cross-over traffic is to avoid a substantial expansion of the 

TPIRR's geographic scope. 

The disagreement between CSXT and TPI is not over whether cross-over traffic 1s 

needed to avoid a substantial expansion of the TPIRR's geographic scope. Rather, the dispute is 

over the operations of the local trains that must handle that traffic. The critical difference 

between TPl's handling of this cross-over traffic on opening and CSXT's handling is that TPI 

interchanged this traffic with the residual CSXT at the classification yard to facilitate more 

98 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-24. 
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efficient single line local train operations, whereas CSXT interchanges the local trains mid-route, 

which creates inefficiencies for both the SARR and residual incumbent that CSXT refuses to 

acknowledge or address. Although CSXT accuses TPI of "transparently" attempting to relieve 

the TPIRR of the obligation to operate thousands of local trains and to avoid the cost of 

providing local service, TPI explained above that the TPIRR would incur the operating and 

infrastructure costs associated with the classification and blocking of all local trains in its 

classification yards regardless of whether the TPIRR or residual CSXT operates those trains. 

Moreover, despite the fact that the TPIRR would provide this high cost first-mile/last~mile 

service, TPI assigned the entire ATC terminal revenue share for all cars moving on those local 

trains to the residual CSXT. Thus, CSXT's claim that TPl's opening operating plan unfairly 

shifted costs to the residual CSXT is false rhetoric. 

b. Industrial Yard Trains 

CSXT disingenuously accuses TPI of omitting 28,860 industrial yard trains that CSXT 

claims also pick up and set off cars at customer facilities.99 TPI and CSXT both accounted for 

yard trains through a different analysis that was separate from their development of local train 

lists. In fact, CSXT used a modified version of TPl's opening workpaper to develop operating 

statistics and operating expenses for all yard trains, including so-called "industrial yard trains."100 

Thus, to the extent yard trains serve customer facilities, they are accounted for elsewhere in both 

the TPI and CSXT evidence. Consequently, any addition of industrial yard trains to either 

party's local train list would by definition double-count an industrial yard train already included 

in their separate analyses. CSXT clearly knows this because, just as TPI did not include yard 

99 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-26-31. 
100 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations.xlsx" and CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard 

Operations_ Reply.xlsx". 
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trains in its opening local train list, CSXT has not included any of the 28.860 allegedly missing 

yard trains in its reply local train list used to develop local train operating statistics and expenses. 

In fact, CSXT created two local train lists in its reply evidence: one is a "corrected" TPI 

Opening train list and the other is a Reply local train list developed by CSXT as part of its 

MultiRail analysis. 101 Neither CSXT local train list includes any industrial yard trains. 102 

Therefore, TPI has not added any of .the allegedly missing industrial yard trains to its rebuttal 

local train list, although TPI has made adjustments to its separate analysis of yard trains in 

response to CSXT's reply to that analysis. 

Although the foregoing paragraph provides all the justification that TPI needs for its 

decision not to add any industrial yard trains to its local train list, 103 TPI cannot allow CSXT's 

multiple arguments to go unrebutted, because those arguments demonstrate the lengths to which 

CSXT has gone to sling baseless criticisms at TPI, in order to create the perception that TPI has 

no clue what it is doing, but then adopting TPI's methodology and ignoring its own criticisms 

without acknowledging those facts to the Board. 

First, CSXT creates the erroneous impression that TPI "missed" these yard trains because 

its computerized search criteria of CSXT's car event data did not search for trains with the "Y" 

symbol, which represents yard trains. 104 CSXT's arguments give the false impression that a 

101 As discussed in Part IIl.C. l .a CSXT used both train lists, even though they are completely unrelated, to develop 
its operating plan. CSXT modeled the TPI "corrected" train list in the RTC simulation, but it used the MultiRail 
train list for all other SAC purposes. 

102 However, in an effort to make it appear as though CSXT's Reply local train list included these industrial yard 
trains, CSXT included them in its MultiRail analysis and referenced them in a separate list at the bottom of its 
local train workpaper. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Base YearTrainComparison.xlsx," which separately 
identifies local trains and industrial yard trains. However, CSXT calculates no operating statistics or operating 
expenses for these industrial yard trains. It is clearly meant to give the false impression that CSXT did 
something it simply did not do. See CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Statistics_ Reply.xlsx," which 
sources back to "TPIRR Reply Train Lists.xlsx," which refers to 60,788 local trains. 

103 Otter Tail, slip op. at 19 ("BNSF cannot protest that an input into the RTC model is flawed without showing the 
consequence of changing that input on the output of the model"). 

104 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-26-27, 29-30. 
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simple adjustment to TPl's computer code would have revealed the necessity of adding these 

trains. The reality is very different. TPI did not carelessly overlook "Y" trains in the car event 

data. Rather, after laborious evaluation of the "Y" train data, TPI determined that a different 

analytical construct from that used to identify unit trains, merchandise trains, and local trains, 

was needed to account for yard trains. That is why TPI, and presumably CSXT too, employed a 

different analysis to account for yard trains. 

Specifically, unlike other train symbols in CSXT's car event data, "Y" train symbols are 

not unique. CSXT uses the same "Y" train symbols for multiple yard trains and yard jobs in 

several different locations across its network every day. For example, CSXT claims that proper 

coding would have enabled TPI to identify Train Yl 10 as a yard train that handled issue traffic 

on December 13, 2012.ws Although this particular Train YllO operated, as CSXT describes, 

from Winston, FL along a route that included Lakeland, Griffin, and Galloway, FL, there also 

were six (6) other YllO trains that operated around Brunswick, GA; Memphis Jct., KY; New 

Orleans, LA; Newark, NJ; Pavonia, NJ; and Walbridge, OH on that day. There are two (2) other 

sets of records that, after extensive manual review, also appear to be on a YI 10 train that 

operates around Baltimore, MD that is not contained in CSXT's profiles data, and another set of 

records that appear on a YI 10 train in Woodbury, NJ that is not in CSXT's profiles data. 106 

Consequently, searching for Train YllO in CSXT's car event data produces jumbled and 

illogical results that are impossible to decipher when aggregated using the same procedures that 

TPI used to compi~e local trains, merchandise road trains, and unit trains. 

Further evidence that "Y" train symbols are not unique can be found in CSXT' s own 

reply evidence. For example, CSXT includes six (6) different YlOI Trains in its list of 

105 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-27-28. 
106 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yl 10 from SARRAllShTrnYard.xlsx". 
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"missing" industrial yard trains, but there are 19 other YlOl trains in CSXT's traffic data that I 
operate around Coosa Pines, AL; Bainbridge, GA; Russell, KY; West Springfield, MA; NY Oak 

Point, NY; Rochester, NY; Columbus, OH; Lima, OH; Philadelphia, PA (two (2) unique YlOl 

trains near Philadelphia); Stony Creek, PA; Columbia, SC; Greenwood, SC; Erwin, TN; 

Knoxville, TN; Nashville, TN; Newport News, VA; Grafton, WV and Huntington, WV. 107 In 

addition, there are 9,733 shipments on YlOl trains that run in 96 unique cities in the following 

20 states: Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Massachusetts, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Ontario, 

Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia, that do not correspond to 

the 25 YlOl trains mentioned above.108 In order to differentiate the six (6) YlOl trains included 

in CSXT' s list of "missing" industrial yard trains, CSXT has given them suffixes that do not 

exist in the actual traffic data. Specifically, CSXT identifies six (6) separate YlOl trains as 

follows: YlOl(l), Y101(2), Yl01(3), Y101(4), Y101(5), Y101(6). 109 CSXT uses similar suffixes 

to differentiate many other yard trains with identical symbols as well. But none of these trains 

are differentiated in this manner in CSXT' s actual traffic data, nor can they be differentiated 

without intensive manual manipulation of the multiple records of car event data associated with 

the roughly 3 .6 million cars handled by yard trains annually. 

In fact, just evaluating train YlOl involves manually reviewing 137,747 records of car 

event data. Of these 137,747 records, 9,970, or 7.2 percent, of those records indicate that the 

carload was originated at a location not included in the Train Profiles data, while 9,905, or 7.2 

107 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "YlOl from SARRAllShTmYard.xlsx". 
108 Id. 
109 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "RegionStats-byCategory-byTrain.xlsx" Excel rows 650 through 655. 
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percent, were terminated at locations not included in the Train Profiles data. 11° For this 7 .2 

percent, there is no way to associate the record with a specific yard train included in the Train 

Profiles data. 

Therefore, TPI used CSXT's car event data only to identify unit trains, merchandise road 

trains, and local trains. TPI excluded "Y" trains from its car event search criteria because it 

simply was not feasible to identify all of the yard trains that participated in the TPIRR traffic due 

to the manner in which CSXT identifies such trains in its data. Nevertheless, TPI did account for 

yard trains through a separate analysis, just as CSXT did. Consequently, it would be incorrect 

and illogical for TPI to include "Y" trains in its list of local trains, as confirmed by the fact that 

CSXT itself has not done so in Reply. 111 

Second, by purporting to have identified some specific yard trains that handled TPIRR 

traffic in three examples, CSXT gives the false impression that it actually performed the 

foregoing analysis of its entire car event data in order to create its list of 28,860 supposedly 

missing industrial yard trains. 112 But that is not true! Other than those three examples, CSXT 

was unable to develop or present a list of actual yard trains that participated in TPIRR traffic. 

Instead, CSXT developed its list of 28,860 yard trains from its train profiles and then remarkably 

claims that TPI "missed" them in the traffic data. Although many of the listed trains have train 

symbols that correspond to actual historical trains that appear in the traffic data, none of the 

trains listed are actual historical trains. Rather, they are a roster of trains that hypothetically 

could be called uponto-move-traffk-based on-eSXT' s·traitr scheduling and· platiiiing data~ ·Tp1 ·· 

110 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "YlOl from SARRAllShTrnYard.xlsx" 
111 Furthermore, contrary to CSXT's inferences, yard trains are not local trains and thus should not be included in a 

list of local trains; instead, they are a category unto themselves, which both TPI and CSXT have recognized by 
calculating yard train statistics apart from local trains. 

112 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-C-29-30. 
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could not possibly have missed them precisely because they are hypothetical trains, not a list of 

actual trains that were used to move TPIRR's traffic in the real world, as CSXT boldly and 

falsely represents them to be. 

CSXT's quantification of the number of "Y" trains TPI allegedly left out of its train list is 

not, and could not be, based upon an evaluation of CSXT' s provided traffic data. Although 

CSXT cobbled together three examples of actual industrial yard train movements for display in 

its Figure III-C-3 and on pages 111-C-28 to 29, the process required for CSXT to do so involved 

manually piecing together select information from multiple disparate data sources and required 

several judgment calls. CSXT did not- indeed, it could not-conduct this analysis for the entire 

TPIRR traffic base, because it would have to perform this laborious manual task for millions of 

carloads included in its traffic data. This is precisely why neither TPI nor CSXT developed yard 

train statistics from CSXT's traffic data. 

The fact that there is no link between CSXT' s list of 28,860 allegedly missing yard trains 

and any real world trains easily is demonstrated by dissecting one of CSXT's more egregious 

misrepresentations. Based upon the three industrial yard train examples in its narrative, CSXT 

. states that "864 of the industrial yard trains excluded by TPI originated or terminated 1,286 

carloads of TPI's own traffic- fully 39 percent of the 'issue' traffic in this proceeding."113 Based 

on this portrayal, the list of 864 industrial yard trains required to move the issue traffic must by 

definition be a subset of the 28,860 yard trains required to move all TPIRR traffic. They are 

· ·· ···not! ·The·hstof·864·yard-trains serving issue traffic includes36 unique yard train symbo1S~ 114 Of · 

the 36 yard train symbols that actually served TPI's issue traffic, only 20 (56 percent) appear in 

CSXT's list of 28,860 allegedly "missing" industrial yard trains. Thus, CSXT's list of 28,860 

11 3 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-30, citing CSXT Reply workpaper "IssueTrafficYardTrains.xlsx". 
11 4 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Y ardJobs _ OnSARR _ Serving_IssueTraffic v2.xlsx". 
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yard trains, which CSXT falsely claims "participated in the movement of TPIRR's traffic" and 

were "intentionally disregarded" by TPI, is just a grossly inflated estimate of the number of 

available yard trains that possibly could move the TPIRR traffic under the operating scenario 

CSXT created using MultiRail; it does not reflect trains that actually did move TPIRR's traffic-

or CSXT's traffic for that matter-in the Base Year. 

Furthermore, CSXT describes the 28,860 allegedly "missing" industrial yard trains as 

follows: 

Whlle industrial yard trains are assigned a 'Y' (yard) train symbol in 
CSXT's event data, they operate in essentially the same manner as local 
trains in 'turnaround' service, traveling to industries located beyond the 
yard, setting off inbound cars and picking-up outbound cars, and 
returning to the yard with the outbound shipments.115 

Notwithstanding the fact that this description of so-called industrial yard train operations 

was not provided to TPI until it read CSXT's Reply evidence, the vast majority of the 864 yard 

trains that handled issue traffic according to the traffic data did not provide the type of "industrial 

yard train service" CSXT described in its Reply narrative. Based on the CSXT traffic data, the 

864 yard trains identified by CSXT handled 1,286 issue carloads. However, for 1,040 (81 % ) of 

these carloads handled by yard trains, the yard train movement covered 0.0 miles. 116 Therefore, 

the operations of these yard trains simply do not meet the "industrial yard train" (quasi-local 

train) operational criteria defined by CSXT. TPI fully accounted for all of the yard trains 

handling issue traffic (and other TPIRR traffic) in its separate yard train analysis in Opening (as 

··· modified in Rebuttal]-: This--is--confmned--by-the -fact- that CS*:T fully accounted for all-·ofthe-

yard trains handling issue traffic (and other TPIRR traffic) in its revised version of TPI' s 

separate yard train analysis in Reply. 

115 See, CSXT Reply, p. p. III-C-26. 
116 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Y ardJobs _ OnSARR _Serving_ IssueTra:ffic v2.xlsx". 
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In addition, the issue traffic trip plans provided by CSXT in discovery show that CSXT's 

real world operating plan calls for only four (4) percent ofTPI's issue traffic to move more than 

0.0 miles on yard trains. In an apparent attempt to support its misleading claim that industrial 

yard trains regularly provide local service for issue traffic, CSXT forced 2,259 issue traffic 

carloads (69 percent!) onto industrial yard trains in its MultiRail analysis. 

CSXT included a handful of cherry-picked examples of issue traffic moves on industrial 

. yard trains in its Reply narrative. In the final example from Reply Figure III-C-3, CSXT 

shows: 

Train Yl20 departed Evansville Yard on July 25, 2012. The crew first 
worked at the { { } } facility at Evansville, where it set off 
two loaded cars of 'issue' traffic. Train Yl20 then traveled to Wansford, 
IN (located 15. 4 miles from Evansville Yard), where it set off 4 loaded 
cars and 8 em ty cars. U on returning to Evansville, it made a final stop 
at the { { } } facility, where it set off 4 
loaded cars and one empty car. 117 

The TPI lane associated with this traffic is Lane B02, which originates in Memphis, TN and 

terminates in Evansville, IN. In the operations described by CSXT, although the yard train did 

move some traffic over the CSXT system, the issue traffic was handled only in the Evansville 

yard, and it could have been handled by any Evansville yard train, which is an operation for 

which both TPI and CSXT have accounted in their separate yard train analyses. In addition, The 

Trip Plan for this lane that CSXT provided in discovery indicates that no yard trains are required 

to serve this traffic, as shown in Rebuttal Figure III-C-1 below. 

117 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-29. 
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Rebuttal Figure III-C-1 
Discovery Trip Plan - Lane B02 
Meml!his, TN to Evansville, IN 

Tri I! Plan CSX-TPl-C-028785 

Event City State MM DD HHMM Train Block IYSC LOR DWELL ACCTR Miles MPH 

INT MEMPHIS TN 9 20 800 BNSF 

DEP MEMPHIS TN 9 21 1030 QS3221 NAS NAS 2630 2630 

ARR NASHVILLE TN 9 22 330 QS3221 NAS 1700 4330 225 13.2 

DEP NASHVILLE TN 9 23 lOCO Q59223 EVL EVL 3030 7400 

ARR EVANSVILL IN 9 23 1830 QS9223 EVL 830 8230 159 18.7 

As shown above, not only is train Y120 not part of the Trip Plan for this issue 

shipment, there are no "Y" trains in this Trip Plan at all, because CSXT planned to handle 

the shipments in their entirety on two line-haul merchandise trains. 118 In fact, only one train 

Y120 is found in any of the issue traffic Trip Plans provided by CSXT in discovery, and it is a 

different Y120 train altogether, operating in the Cumberland, MD yard and serving Lane B20 

from Chicago, IL to Cumberland, MD.119 

Remarkably, CSXT's made-for-litigation MultiRail trip plan120 for this Memphis-

Evansville lane, contradicts both the routes and trains shown in the traffic data and the 

routes and trains included in the Trip Plans provided by CSXT in discovery. Specifically, 

in the trip plan provided in Discovery (shown in Figure III-C-1 above), which was 

presumably developed by CSXT in the normal course of business, two trains, Q532 and 

Q592 handle the traffic over a 384 mile route with a change of train in Nashville. In the 

made-for-litigation MultiRail trip plan, as shown in Rebuttal Figure IIl-C-2 below, the 

traffic is handled by two trains, again with switching in Nashville, TN. The traffic in the 

118 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Trip Plans (CSX-TPI-C-28781 to 28891).pdf' at CSX-TPI-C-028785. 
119 Id. at CSX-TPI-C-028803. 
120 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "SARR19B _ TripPlan _Issue Traffic_ Loads.pdf," described in the CSXT Reply 

workpaper index as ''Trip Plan Report detailing Trip Plans for issue traffic designed through multirail operating 
plan." 
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MultiRail plan, however, travels on Train Q536 from Memphis, TN to Nashville, TN 

instead of Q532 and the entire trip covers 399.2 miles, reflecting a route that is 15.2 miles 

longer than the Discovery trip plan. 

Rebuttal Figure III-C-2 
MultiRail Trip Plan - Lane B02 
Memphis, TN to Evansville, IN 

Event City State MM DD HHMM 

Pick-up J_MEMTENYARTN_LMPBNS_BNSF {LMPB TN 6 18 18:57 

Set-out T_NASHVILLETN (T_000190) TN 6 19 12:45 

Pick-up T_NASHVILLETN (T_000190) TN 6 20 12:00 

Set-out T_EVANSVILL IN (T_OOH323) TN 6 20 20:00 

Source: SARR19B_TripPlan_lssueTraffic_Loads.pdf page 99 

Train Miles 

Q536v.1 0.0 

Q536v.1 244.2 

Q592 v.1 244.2 

Q592v.1 399.2 

CSXT's use of "Y" trains in its reply models clearly contradicts its use of "Y" trains 

in both its real world operations and its real world planning activities, and only serves to 

intentionally blur the already imprecise "Y" train accounting reflected in CSXT's real 

world operations and data capture practices. 

Third, CSXT implies that TPI's operating plan was completely devoid of yard trains, 

which simply is not true. Specifically, CSXT asserts that "TPI cannot claim that those 28,860 

trains are not necessary to 'provide for full service from each specific origin, through the 

network, and to each specific destination. "'121 This statement is patently false. "Those 28,860 

trains" are not necessary, as demonstrated by the fact that they are not even historical trains that 

moved. in the Base Year. TPI agrees that yard trains generally are necessary, and TPI did 

account for yard trains, but not in its local train list, because yard trains are different from local 

121 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-30, quoting DuPont, at 38. 
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trains.122 More importantly, CSXT adopted the very same model that TPI presented in opening to 

develop its own reply yard train operating plan and statistics.123 Thus, both parties have included 

yard trains in their operating plans, but not as part of their local train lists. 

Although CSXT claims that the required correction to TPI's operating plan is to add 

28,860 industrial yard trains to TPI's local train list that is not the correction that CSXT itself 

made in its reply evidence. For example, CSXT alleges that TPl omitted essential yard trains at 

the TPIRR's Evansville, IN; Augusta, GA; and Winston, FL yards.124 In order to address those 

alleged deficiencies, however, CSXT has not added any industrial yard trains to TPI's local train 

list; rather, CSXT adjusted the number of daily yard jobs, personnel, and locomotives at those 

locations in the TPI's opening yard train model. 125 CSXT adjusted TPI's opening "yard jobs" 

analysis to account for all industrial yard train activity throughout its reply evidence. To the 

extent that TPI agrees or disagree with CSXT's adjustments, TPI addresses them in Part III.C.5.e 

below and accounts for them in its workpapers. 126 

Fourth, CSXT's own MultiRail analysis proves that these 28,860 industrial yard trains are 

unnecessary. CSXT input all 28,860 industrial yard trains into MultiRail in an apparent effort to 

give credence to its false claims. CSXT assigned TPIRR traffic blocks to some of those trains 

for certain movements, including issue traffic movements. However, for nearly forty percent 

(11,180) of the trains, no cars were assigned i~ MultiRail.127 Moreover, even those trains to 

which some cars were assigned in MultiRail, that traffic would require far fewer trains than 

CSXT has posited, because CSXT assigned less than one carload per day to those trains (e.g., 

122 See, TPI Op. workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations.xlsx" 
123 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations_Reply.xlsx". 
124 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-C-30-31. 
125 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations_ Reply.xlsx". 
126 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations_Rebuttal.xlsx". 
127 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Review of CSXT Reply Yard Train Analysis.xlsx". 

III-C-71 



PUBLIC 

260 annual trains to move 35 annual carloads). 128 Conservatively adjusting CSXT's numbers to 

run a yard train for each individual annual carload assigned to it in MultiRail, CSXT is shown to 

have inflated its annual train count by an additional 2,819 trains based on its own user-specified 

blocking assignment in MultiRail. In total, even if CSXT's MultiRail analysis were sound and 

reasonable, CSXT overstated the number of industrial yard trains required by 13,999, nearly half 

of its claimed 28,860. 129 

Regardless, CSXT's MultiRail analysis was merely window dressing-it was not used to 

generate yard train statistics or costs. To the extent that yard trains are needed to provide service 

at customer facilities, both TPI and CSXT have accounted for those services in their separate 

development of yard job statistics, and TPI has made appropriate adjustments in Part III.C.5.e 

below. This renders moot CSXT's entire criticism ofTPI for not counting yard trains in its local 

train list Any dispute over the proper number of yard trains must be resolved by the party's 

development of yard job statistics. 

Fifth, CSXT's own RTC simulation also proves that 28,860 allegedly missing industrial 

yard trains is a hyper-inflated number with no basis in reality. Although CSXT claims that TPI 

128 CSXT generally assumed that every yard train symbol would operate every day of the week indicated in its train 
profiles data every week of the year. Thus, if the train profile indicated that a yard train is available five (5) days 
per week, CSXT assumed that train actually would operate 260 days a year (5 days x 52 weeks) even though 
CSXT' s MultiRail analysis demonstrated that just a handful of cars would move on that train over the course of 
the entire year. For example, because the train profiles data indicated that yard train Yl01(2)-Jackson Yard Job 
was available to run five (5) days per week, CSXT assumed it would run 260 times per year. However, CSXT 
assigned a total of 35 annual carloads to the train Yl 01 (2) route over the course of a year. Because MultiRail is 
based on smoothed out average carload statistics, CSXT assigned 0.13 carloads to each of the 260 trains it 
assumed would be operated in the Base Year. Therefore, CSXT's MultiRail analysis calls for 260 annual trains 
and crews to move 35 annual carloads. In fact, CSXT often assumed the yard trains would run at a greater 
frequen9y than specified in the train profiles data. Specifically, CSXT assumed 56 industrial yard train symbols 
would run at profiles-specified frequency, 28 would run at greater than profiles-specified frequency, and 3 would 
run at less than profiles-specified frequency (5 of CSXT's industrial yard train symbols do not appear in the 
profiles data.) See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Review ofCSXT Reply Yard Train Analysis.xlsx". 

129 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Review of CSXT Reply Yard Train Analysis.xlsx". 

III-C-72 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

···, ··:·:· 

PUBLIC 

disregarded 92 separate industrial yard train symbols representing 555 weekly train starts,130 

CSXT only included 11 industrial yard trains in its peak week RTC simulation.131 This is less 

than two (2) percent of the 555 weekly train starts that CSXT claims TPI omitted. Furthermore, 

extrapolating this peak week number across a whole year results in only 572 annual industrial 

yard trains, which is a far cry from 28,860 trains. If CSXT could only justify including 11 

industrial yard trains in modeling the busiest week of the Peak Year, its claim that TPI should 

have added 555 such trains per week to its Base Year train list is patently absurd. 132 

Finally, to put an exclamation point on the foregoing misrepresentations, CSXT states 

that it "corrects this massive deficiency in the TPIRR's local train service plan by adding to the 

TPIRR's train list those industrial yard trains that handled selected traffic between a TPIRR yard 

and one or more customer facilities." 133 This is patently false! CSXT Reply Workpaper 

"TPIRR Open Train Lists Corrected.xlsx" does not add a single one of these 28,860 allegedly 

missing trains to TPI's opening train list. Like TPI, CSXT developed yard train operating 

statistics apart from its train list in a separate model. TPI's opening evidence local train list 

included 42,208 actual historical trains that moved actual historical consists. CSXT's "corrected 

train list" workpaper adds only the 5,940 On/Off-SARR Local Trains discussed in Part III.C.2.a 

to TPl's opening train lists for a total of 48,148 local trains. There is not a single industrial yard 

train on that list. Nor for that matter has CSXT added any of the remaining allegedly missing 

130 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-29. 
m See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-173-174. Although CSXT claims to have included 16 trains, it actually only 

included 11 in its RTC modeling exercise. 
132 Importantly, although CSXT modeled these 11 trains in RTC, it did not use the RTC output to develop yard train 

statistics. CSXT appears to have included these 11 yard trains simply as a means to interfere with the other 
trains it modeled and upon which its operating statistics for unit, merchandise, and local trains are based. 
Although TPI does not believe these 11 trains are necessary in the RTC modeling exercise, TPI has nonetheless 
included them in order to minimize the number of disputes between the parties. 

133 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-31. 
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trains discussed in the next section. A subset of these 48, 148 trains are the only local trains that 

CSXT models in its R TC simulation, along with the 11 industrial yard trains mentioned above. 

c. Other Local Trains that Perform 
First-Mile/Last-Mile Switching 

The balance of the allegedly missing local trains are 9,894 local trains that CSXT 

discusses under the generic heading "Other Local Trains That Perform First-Mile/Last-Mile 

Switching at Customer Facilities."134 Despite this generic heading, CSXT actually breaks these 

trains into four subgroups: (1) No car event locals; (2) Empty car trains; (3) Manually removed 

trains; and (4) Trains removed for unknown reasons. As with its treatment of industrial yard 

trains, despite all of its rhetoric, CSXT does not add a single one of these allegedly missing local 

trains to its "corrected" version ofTPI's local train list.135 That is reason enough for TPI to reject 

all 9,894 of these local trains. 136 To be conservative, however, TPI added a portion of the first 

and last subgroups and all of the second and third subgroups to its Rebuttal train list. 

i. No Car Event Locals 

CSXT identified 5,302 local trains in the sub-group of "no car event locals." This sub-

group is so-named because, as CSXT itself acknowledges, those trains do not participate in the 

movement of TPIRR traffic according to CSXT's own car event data. 137 Nevertheless, CSXT 

claims that these trains appear in other data sources provided to TPI in discovery. CSXT's 

overcharged rhetoric, however, is not supported by any hard evidence, just CSXT's assertion that 

the Board should- trust what CSXT claims rather than what its own data demonstrates. 

Furthermore, as with the industrial yard trains, CSXT' s rhetoric is undermilled by its actions, or 

134 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-31 to 35. 
135 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Train Lists Corrected.xlsx". . 
136 Otter Tail, slip op. at 19 ("BNSF cannot protest that an input into the RTC model is flawed without showing the 

consequence of changing that input on the output of the model"). 
137 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-32. 
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in this case, its omission of these very same trains from its "corrected" TPI Opening train list and 

its failure to model these trains in its RTC simulation. Although this fact alone is sufficient to 

warrant rejection of CSXT's criticism, TPI will include 2,069 of these trains in its rebuttal train 

list-and unlike CSXT, TPI will include them in its RTC model-for the reasons set forth 

below. 

CSXT claims that these trains do not show up in the car event data as handling TPIRR 

traffic because "many of the trains discarded on that basis are local trains that perform 'switcher' 

service" that "improve the efficiency of road train service" and enable other types of local trains 

to serve a greater number of stations during a single shift. 138 In Reply, CSXT implies that its car 

event data do not consistently capture all traffic handled by these local switchers. CSXT 

provides just two examples of such service, the "Bowater Switcher" and the ''Nissan Shuttle."139 

Although these are the only two concrete examples that CSXT provides, TPI accepts the premise 

that such trains do operate on the CSXT system and that they enhance the efficiency of the 

network. 140 TPI, however, does not accept CSXT's implication that all 5,302 trains omitted from 

TPI' s opening train list are in fact local switchers. 141 

138 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-32. 
139 Id. at III-C-32 to 33. 
140 TPI did not exclude all local switchers from its opening train list. In fact, TPI included 6,075 of these trains for 

which the car event data demonstrated that TPIRR traffic moved on those trains. 
141 CSXT makes much of the fact that, for non-local trains (i.e., unit and line-haul merchandise trains), TPI used 

different rules for determining whether to include trains in its opening train list. Specifically, CSXT notes at III­
C-33 that TPI inclooed all unit and line-haul merchandise trains that appeared in the train event data even if they 
did not appear in the car event data, but that it applied different rules for local trains. But CSXT itself provided 
information in its October I I , 2013 letter (TPI Op. Ex. III-C-1) that clearly indicated different rules should be 
applied for local trains. Furthermore, TPI's opening evidence demonstrated very different levels of data 
comparability between the CSXT data sets depending on the train type. Specifically, TPI Opening workpaper 
"Train Matching Between Car Events And Train Sheets V03 11272013.xlsx" shows that: (1) 99.5 percent of all 
line-haul merchandise trains identified in the car event data also can be found in the train sheets data, (2) 99.3 
percent of all unit trains identified in the car event data can be found in the train sheets data, and (3) only 94.4 
percent of all division locals and switchers identified in the car event data can be found in the train sheets data. 
From this analysis TPI determined that the car and train data were equally reliable for determining whether train 
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CSXT developed its Reply local train list from train profiles data, and then assigned 

blocks of cars to some of the local trains included therein using MultiRail. Specifically, CSXT's 
.·- .~ r-·,.._. . -

Reply local train list includes two separate and distinct groups of local trains: (a) 50,440 trains 

(encompassing 188 unique train symbols) to which it assigned blocks of cars in MultiRail, and 

(b) a distinctly separate group of 10,348 trains (encompassing 38 different unique train symbols) 

to which it assigned no blocks of cars in MultiRail. The group of 38 local train symbols 

(representing 10,348 trains) to which CSXT assigned no blocks of cars in MultiRail includes the 

two train symbols identified as examples of the critical local switcher service for which TPI 

failed to account (i.e., the Bowater switcher and the Nissan Shuttle). CSXT offered no other 

explanation as to why it included and developed operating statistics and operating expenses for a 

group of 10,348 trains to which it assigned zero car blocks in its MultiRail analysis. TPI, 

therefore, has inferred that the 38 train symbols to which CSXT assigned zero car blocks in 

MultiRail perform switching at designated locations rather than move cars along the TPIRR 

network. In other words, these are the local "switchers" that CSXT has not proven are required 

to serve the traffic, but instead merely has asserted that they are necessary. 

Based on this inference that the 38 train symbols to which CSXT assigned zero car 

blocks operate as local switchers, TPI has determined that just 2,069 of the 5,302 "no car event 

locals" moved under any of the 38 local switcher train symbols. TPI therefore has included these 

2,069 "no car event locals" in its rebuttal train list. The other 3,233 "no car event locals" moved 

under one of the 188 other unique local train symbols (i.e., non-switchers) included in CSXT's 

Reply train list. CSXT has not offered any reason why these other locals that do not appear in 

the car event data should have been included. Because the onlv explanation CSXT has offered 

activity actually occurred for unit and line-haul trains, but that the train sheet data for local trains was 
significantly less reliable than it was for line-haul and unit trains. 
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for why "no car event locals" should be included is that "many [as opposed to all] of them" 

perform "local switcher service," the local switchers are the only trains in this subgroup that TPI 

has added to its Opening train list. 

ii. Empty Car Trains 

CSXT alleges that TPI omitted 2,558 local trains because they handled only empty 

cars. 142 But again, CSXT has not added these trains to its "corrected" TPI opening train list or 

modeled them in the RTC simulation. Nevertheless, on rebuttal TPI will accept all 2,558 local 

trains that only transported empty cars, and unlike CSXT, TPI includes them in its Rebuttal RTC 

model. 

CSXT has not proven that these trains are necessary to handle the TPIRR's traffic, but as 

with the "no car event locals" CSXT merely asserts that they are required. Many of these trains 

handled as few as just one empty car. A least-cost, optimally efficient railroad (or any real world 

railroad for that matter) would assign the empty car to the next loaded train rather than run a train 

to move a single non-revenue car. Nevertheless, TPI conservatively adds all of those trains to its 

Rebuttal train list, and models them in its R TC simulation, in order to avoid the possibility that 

this single omission might cause the Board to reject TPI's entire operating plan. 

iii. Manually Removed Trains 

CSXT criticizes TPI for removing 332 local trains from its opening train list as a result of 

a manual review, but CSXT cannot discern TPI's reason for their omission. 143 TPI manually 

excluded those trains from its Opening train list because they are On/Off-SARR Local Trains. 

However, unlike CSXT's treatment of the 5,940 On/Off-SARR Local Trains discussed in Part 

142 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-33. 
143 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-34-35. The foregoing statement belies CSXT's accusations elsewhere that TPI 

relied primarily upon "a series of 'automated' analyses of CSXT's historical train and car event data." Id. at III­
C-4. 
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III.C.2.a above, CSXT has not added these 332 trains to its "corrected" TPI train list or modeled 

those trains in its RTC simulation. Nevertheless, because TPI has decided to add the On/Off-

SARR Local Trains to its Rebuttal train list, consistency requires TPI to also add these 332 

trains. Therefore, TPI has added all 332 manually removed trains to its Rebuttal train list and 

modeled them in its R TC simulation. 

iv. Trains Removed for Unknown Reasons 

Finally, CSXT has identified 1,702 local trains for which it could not discern any reason 

for why they were omitted by TPL 144 Despite this criticism, CSXT again does not add those 

trains to its "corrected" TPI train list or model them in the RTC simulation, which is reason 

enough for TPI to reject CSXT's criticisms. Nor does CSXT attempt to explain why those trains 

should be included. Rather, CSXT merely asserts that these trains participated in handling the 

TPIRR' s Base Year traffic without offering any support for that assertion. 

Despite CSXT's unspecific and unsubstantiated claims, these trains were properly 

excluded from TPl's Opening train list. CSXT repeats its familiar complaint that TPI "fail[ed] to 

capture" these trains as a result of "both the 'automated' train selection process that TPI 

employed and a number of decisions made by TPI in compiling and reviewing its train list,"145 

and further that, "TPI's reliance upon 'complicated coding solutions,' 'novel and complex 

programming solutions,' and 'logic loops,' rather than operating knowledge, to design the 

TPIRR's train service plan (predictably) resulted in an operating plan with massive deficiencies 

in local train service."146 CSXT is categorically wrong in its assertion that TPI simply used 

144 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-35. 
145 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-32. Throughout its reply evidence, CSXT attempts to tar TPI for using an 

"automated" train selection process. This is a bizarre claim because both parties used automation to create a 
train list for the TPIRR. Indeed, to suggest that either party could develop a list of roughly 200,000 trains from 
millions of car and train event records in this case using anything other than an automated process is ridiculous. 

146 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-34. 
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automated processes and failed to critically review the results of those processes. If CSXT had 

engaged in more than a cursory review of the data related to the 1,702 trains in question, it would 

have determined that those trains were properly and logically excluded from TPI's Opening train 

list. TPI conducted this review in developing its Opening evidence and determined that the 

trains identified by CSXT have various issues that render them unnecessary for providing service 

to the TPIRR traffic group. 

In contrast, the process used by CSXT to identify these 1,702 "trains" was itself a simple 

coding exercise that was totally devoid of any review of the data. CSXT simply identified all 

trains (defined as a combination of train ID plus train suffix (date)) that appear in either the car 

event data or the train sheets data, regardless of what the car event, train sheets, and train event 

data say about what the train actually did, if anything. CSXT made no attempt to determine what 

the train operations were, or why they were critical to providing service to TPIRR customers. If 

CSXT had bothered to review the data-as TPI did-the reasons for the trains having been 

"excluded" would have been obvious. CSXT offers no reason why TPI should have included 

these trains because none exists. Rather, CSXT is attempting to mislead the Board based on 

false claims about the traffic data and how TPI used it to develop its operating plan. 

The following three examples demonstrate that TPI logically and properly excluded these 

trains from the TPIRR train list. 

Example 1-Train A700 20121031 

There are a total of three (3) carloads associated with this train in the car event data. For 
two of the cars (CSXT 2259 and CSXT 6471), the car event data show that they were handled by 
14 different trains over the course of seven (7) days in the same location (Cartersville, GA); there 
are no link events that show movement of those cars over the CSXT system beyond Cartersville. 
Twelve (12) of the recorded events are associated with twelve different yard trains; just one (1) 
of the recorded events is associated with the A 700 local train; and one (1) of the recorded events 
is not associated with any train (TrainID ="UNKNOWN"). The car event data does not indicate 
that the cars were classified, switched, originated, terminated, interchanged, placed, or pulled. 
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Therefore, TPI logically concluded that all of the recorded handling shown in the car event data 
for these two (2) cars showed repositioning of railroad owned cars between shipments, that such 
repositioning was not necessary to serve the traffic group, and even if it was necessary, that such 
repositioning could efficiently be handled by the yard jobs TPI included in its operating plan. 

For the one (1) other car (GATX 2785) on this train, the car event data shows that this 
empty car was handled by train A 700 from Cartersville to Cedartown, GA, which is not even on 
the TPIRR. There are nine (9) car events for this car associated with train A 700. The first seven 
(7) car events are associated wi.th train A700 20121024, and show the movement of the empty 
car from Cartersville to Cedartown on October 24. The last two (2) car events are associated 
with train A700 20121031 and show that the empty car was handled again at Cedartown a week 
later. Because no other carloads are associated with this train in the car event data, there is no 
need for it to serve the TPIRR traffic group. 

Example 2 - Train F702 20120807 

There are a total of three (3) carloads associated with this train in the car event data. For 
two (2) of the cars (CSXT 6123 and CSXT 6052), the car event data show that the cars were 
handled by three (3) different trains at Wadesboro, NC over the course of seven (7) days. All 
recorded events occurred in the same location and there are no link events that show movement 
of those cars over the system beyond Wadesboro. Two (2) of the recorded events are associated 
with F702 trains showing two (2) different Train Suffixes, and one (1) of the recorded events is 
not associated with any train (Train ID = "UNKNOWN"). The car event data does not indicate 
that the cars were classified, switched, originated, terminated, interchanged, placed, or pulled. 
Therefore, TPI logically concluded that all of the recorded handling shown in the car event data 
for these two (2) cars represented a railroad owned car being repositioned in a yard between 
shipments, and that such repositioning was not critical to serving the TPIRR customers, and any 
such handling would be made by yard trains at any rate. 

For the one (1) other car (UTLX 202921) on this train, the car event data shows that this 
empty car shipment was handled by train F702 from Rockingham to Wadesboro, NC. There are 
eleven (11) car events for this car associated with train F702. The first four (4) car events are 
associated with train F702 20120726, and show the movement of the empty car from 
Rockingham to Wadesboro on July 26. The next three (3) car events are associated with train 
F702 20120807 and show that the empty car moved to Gravelton, NC nearly two (2) weeks later. 
The last four (4) car events are associated with train F702 20120809 and show that the empty car 
was moved back to Wadesboro (where it had been placed by F702 20120726 two (2) weeks 
earlier). TPI handled this shipment in its entirety on train F702 20120726. 

There are two (2) reasons why this treatment is logical and correct. First, as documented 
in CSXT's discovery materials, the train suffix (or date) for a particular (non-unit) train changes 
while the train is en route. 147 In other words, a train operating over the course of two calendar 

147 TPI Op. Ex. III-C-1 , pp. 12-13. CSXT's provided Database Field Decoder for the Car Event Database States: 
"Train Suffix: the calendar date of the train operation in 'YYYYMMDD' format, but not necessarily the date on 
which the train first moved." 
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days will have its train suffix change when the day turns over, but it will still be the same train 
moving over the system. TPI's opening train list development procedures clearly stated that TPI 
accounted for this data issue by associating all movements on a given Train ID with the first train 

·· suffix (date) that appears in the car event data for that Train ID, and CSXT accepted this data 
accommodation. 148 Second, it is illogical to develop an operating plan to move a single empty 
car on three separate trains of the same symbol two weeks apart with no loaded shipment in the 
meantime. This is demonstrated by the fact that CSXT, in its MultiRail analysis, assumes that a 
single local train will move all cars assigned to it from interchange/origin to 
interchange/destination in one run. Requiring three trains to do the job of one would clearly be 
counter to the notion that the SARR is a least-cost, most-efficient railroad. 

Because no other carloads are associated withTrain F702 20120807 in the car event data, 
there is no need for it to serve the TPIRR traffic group. The train data for this train comprises a 
single train sheet data record showing that it operated out of Wadesboro, and ten (10) related 
train event records that show the train moving through West Side Jct., NC (near Wadesboro) and 
Lilesville, NC (near Gravelton.) As noted above, there is no need for this train in the operating 
plan, because the plan logically assumes that this car is handled on train F702 20120726, which 
TPI has included in its train list. No rational railroad would plan to run a train simply to move a 
single empty car out of and back into the same yard between revenue jobs. 

Example 3 - Train M703 20120904 

There is just one ( 1) carload associated with this train in the car event data. For this one 
(1) car (CSXT 1183), the car event data shows that this empty car shipment was handled by train 
M703 from Mobile to Bay Minette, AL, and then back to Mobile empty. The car event data does 
not indicate that the car was classified, switched, originated, terminated, interchanged, placed, or 
pulled. There are seven (7) car events for this car associated with train M703. The first three (3) 
car events are associated with train M703 20120831, and show the movement of the empty car 
from Mobile to Bay Minette on August 31. The next two (2) car events are associated with train 
M703 20120903 and show the empty car again at Bay Minette three (3) days later. The next one 

148 See Exhibit III-C-1 at pp. 12-13 ("Through extensive data testing and evaluation, TPI discovered that for certain 
train types - most notably line-haul merchandise and certain local trains - the TRAIN_ SUFFIX changes en 
route, despite the fact that the actual train on which the cars are moving does not change. For example, Train 
ID Q539 is a daily manifest train running between Cincinnati and Atlanta with regular scheduled stops. A car 
that is first placed on the train in Cincinnati and runs the entire route to Atlanta often will have the 
TRAIN_SUFFIX change en route when the calendar date turns over. When this happens, the Car Event data will 
indicate that the car left Cincinnati on Q539 20130101, and arrive in Atlanta on Q539 20130102,for example. 
In this case, the car will actually have been on the same train from Cincinnati to Atlanta, but the car event data 
would appear to indicate that it moved on two separate trains. To accommodate this data nuance, TPI 
associated all car event data records fora given SHlPMENT_KEY&TRAIN_ID combination with the first 
TRAIN_SUFFIX date included in the car event data for that shipment. In the above example, this would mean 
that the car would have been considered to be on train Q539 20130101 for the entire movement from Cincinnati 
to Atlanta.") and Exhibit III-C-3 at p. 2, footnote 9/ ("Note: TRAIN_ SUFFIX sometimes changes for a given 
train (particularly line-haul merchandise trains, including intermodal, auto, and intercity manifest trains) along 
a route to reflect the movement date, not the date the train originates (e.g., A car may be reported in the CE data 
as first moving on TRAIN_ID Q539 with TRAIN_SUFFIX 20130115 and later moving on TRAIN_ID Q539 with 
TRAIN_ SUFFIX 20130116, but the actual train on which it moved will not have changed.)''). 
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(1) car event is associated with train M703 20120904 and shows the empty car at Mobile the 
following day. The last one (1) car event is associated with train M703 20120905 and shows the 
empty car again at Mobile the next day. 

TPI handled this shipment in its entirety on train M703 20120831. There are two (2) 
"'f easons why this treatment is logical and correct. First, as addressed in the previous example, the 

train suffix (or date) for a particular (non-unit) train changes while the train is en route. TPI 
procedures clearly stated that TPI accounted for this data issue by associating all movements on 
a given Train ID with the first train suffix (date) that appears in the car event data for that Train 
ID, and CSXT accepted thi-s data accommodation. Second, it is illogical to develop an operating 
plan to move a single empty car on four ( 4) separate trains of the same symbol over the span of a 
week with no loaded shipment in the meantime. This is demonstrated by the fact that CSXT, in 
its MultiRail analysis, assumes that a single local train will move all cars assigned to it from 
interchange/origin to interchange/destination in one run. Requiring four (4) trains to do the job 
of one (1) train would clearly be counter to the notion that the SARR is a least-cost, most­
efficient railroad. 

Because no other carloads are associated with this train in the car event data, there is no 
need for it to serve the TPIRR traffic group. The train data for this train comprises a single train 
sheet data record showing that it operated out of Mobile, and zero (0) related train event records. 
In other words, there is no record of this train ever having moved over the CSXT system at all in 
the train event data. Regardless, there is no need for this train in the operating plan, because the 
plan logically accounts for the car on train M703 20120831 . No rational railroad would plan to 
run four (4) trains to do the job of a single train. 

* * * 

Despite the fact that manual review of the data associated with the trains in question 

indicates that none are required to serve the TPIRR traffic group for the foregoing reasons, TPI 

has added 474 of these trains to its Rebuttal train list because the real world trains move under 

the 38 zero-car local switcher. train symbols included in CSXT's Reply train list developed as 

part of its MultiRail analysis. Therefore, TPI assumes that these trains are local switchers and 

i11cludes them in its Rebuttal train list-and unlike CSXT, TPI includes the trains in its RTC 

model-for the reasons discussed in Rebuttal Part IILC.2.c.i. 

3. Internal Cross-Over Traffic 

This may be the first SAC case in which the defendant has not challenged, or at least 

complained about, the complainant's use of cross-over traffic in general. Although CSXT 
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represents that nearly 70 percent of the TPIRR's traffic volume is cross-over traffic, it 

acknowledges that this case largely does not involve the "hook-and-haul" overhead cross-over 

traffic that was the focus of railroad objections in prior cases and in the recent EP7 l 5 rulemaking 

proceeding. 149 Nevertheless, CSXT objects to "internal cross-over" traffic, which CSXT has 

dubbed "leapfrog" traffic and mischaracterized as "a radical expansion" of cross-over traffic. 150 

But this is just another attack by CSXT on the concept of cross-over traffic itself, which CSXT 

attempts to disguise as something new. The Board should reject CSXT's attempt to carve out an 

internal cross-over exception to cross-over traffic because internal cross-over movements are the 

mirror image of long-accepted overhead crossover traffic, they are consistent with SAC 

principles and Board precedent, they are a part of real world railroading, and they are absolutely 

essential to a manageable and cost-effective SAC analysis for carload traffic. 

a. CSXT's Objections are Inconsistent 

Internal cross-over traffic is the mirror image of what CSXT would consider the 

traditional form of overhead cross-over traffic movements. In the traditional form, the residual 

incumbent originates and terminates the traffic, and the SARR handles the traffic over a segment 

in the middle of the incumbent's real world route. Internal cross-over traffic looks exactly the 

same as traditional overhead cross-over traffic, except that the roles are reversed. The SARR 

either originates the traffic or receives it in interchange from a third-party carrier and either 

terminates the traffic or forwards it in interchange to a third-party carrier, while the residual 

incumbent provides overhead (and sometimes hook-and-haul overhead) service in the middle. 

Therein lies the irony of CSXT' s objections to internal cross-over traffic. 

149 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-29. 
150 Id. at 30. 
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CSXT's objection to this traffic is particularly ironic in light of the positions that it, and 

every other Class I railroad, took in EP715. Specifically, CSXT argued that, "[w]hen a SARR 

inserts itself in the middle of a movement, and handles carload traffic in an overhead fashion, it 

performs little-to-none of that costly, essential [origination/termination] work."151 According to 

CSXT, "this results in an over-allocation of cross-over revenues to the SARR."152 However, 

CSXT argues here that, when the roles are reversed and the residual incumbent is the beneficiary 

of this alleged over-allocation of cross-over revenue and the SARR performs the costly 

origination/termination work, suddenly the bias is reversed.153 This is a transparent "heads I win, 

tails you lose" proposition. 

The hypocrisy of CSXT's attack on internal cross-over traffic is also evident when 

contrasted with other portions of CSXT's proposed operating plan for the TPIRR, which TPI 

addresses in greater detail in Part IIl.C.2.a.i above. Although CSXT asserts that internal cross-

over traffic is inconsistent with real world railroading and creates inefficiencies, CSXT 

nevertheless insisted upon creating internal cross-over trains for local traffic in its own operating 

plan for the TPIRR. 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI identified an issue that is unique to a carload SARR 

involving the operation oflocal trains. In order to originate or terminate all of the SARR's line-

haul carload traffic in keeping with CSXT's historical operations, either TPI would have to 

expand the TPIRR far beyond the lines needed to serve the issue traffic, or local trains would 

have to operate as cross-over trains, often with more than one interchange between the TPIRR 

151 See, "Rebuttal Comments of CSX Transportation, Inc. and Norfolk Southern Railway Company," p. I 0 (filed 
Jan. 7, 2013) in Docket No. EP 715, Rate Regulation Reforms. 

152 Id. at 11 [emphasis added]. 
153 TPI disagrees that cross-over traffic of any type creates a bias. What the rail industry bas termed a "bias" is 

merely imprecision that neither advantages nor disadvantages either party on a consistent or predictable basis. 
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and the residual CSXT. 154 Neither option made any sense when designing and operating a least-

cost, most efficient carrier. The former would render the SAC analysis untenable and the latter 

would be highly inefficient for both the SARR and the residual incumbent, and would result in 

diminished service levels for the traffic group. Therefore, for local train op~ations that would 

require origination and/or termination of TPIRR carloads at locations both on the SARR and on 

the residual incumbent, TPI assumed that the residual CSXT would provide the local service as it 

does in the real world, but the TPIRR (to be conservative) would perform the costly switching 

and building of the local trains at the local train home yard (i.e., "On/Off-SARR local trains"). 

The TPIRR would operate all local trains that originate and/or terminate traffic only at on-SARR 

locations. The residual CSXT also would receive a revenue division for originating/terminating 

all carloads moving in the local trains it operated, regardless of whether the 

originations/terminations were physically located on the TPIRR or the residual CSXT. 

CSXT has rejected TPl's rationale and insisted that the TPIRR and the residual CSXT 

must operate these trains as interline, and often internal cross-over moves. 155 For sure, CSXT 

does not call it cross-over traffic, much less "leapfrog" traffic, but that undeniably is what CSXT 

has created, because the TPIRR originates and/or terminates each local train and interchanges it 

with CSXT en route, often more than once. 156 Amazingly, CSXT argues that, for long-haul 

intercity shipments, internal cross-over interchanges would introduce inefficiencies that would 

be unacceptable to its shippers. Yet, when it comes to short-haul local train operations in 

154 See, TPI Opening Exhibit lll-C-1, pp. 29-31 and Exhibit lll-C-5. 
155 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-24 to 25. 
156 CSXT disguises this issue in its RTC Model, which assumes these local trains simply dwell on the TPIRR 

mainline rather than interchanging them with the residual CSXT to serve customers. See, CSXT Reply 
workpaper "CSXT Reply RTC TPI.zip". 
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congested urban areas, CSXT assumes away any inefficiencies that multiple en route 

interchanges would impose on the local trains. 

Finally, CSXT's objection to internal cross-over traffic on grounds that it adds 

interchanges to what is single-line service in the real world is a red-herring.157 All cross-over 

traffic, by definition, adds interchanges where none currently exist. Internal cross-over traffic 

does not impose any more interchanges with the residual incumbent than traditional overhead 

cross-over traffic. As noted above, the only difference between them is whether the SARR is the 

bridge carrier and the residual incumbent is the originating/terminating carrier, or vice versa. 

Furthermore, the interchanges between the SARR and the residual incumbent on line-haul 

intercity traffic are either (a) highly-efficient hook-and-haul interchanges of entire trains that can 

be performed using run-through service that requires only a change of crew, or (b) they occur at 

the same classification yards where those trains already begin, end, or change consist today, and 

thus would not incur any more switching activity or delay than they incur on the real world 

CSXT. 

For example, an internal cross-over movement from Point A to Point D could encompass 

any one of the following four scenarios: 

1. A-B On-SARR - Classification at B - B-C Off-SARR - Classification at C - C­
D On-SARR. 

2. A-B On-SARR - Hook-and-Haul Interchange at B - B-C Off-SARR - Hook-and­
Haul Interchange at C - C-D On-SARR. 

3. A-B On-SARR- Classification at B - B-C Off-SARR - Hook-and-Haul 
Interchange at C - C-D On-SARR. 

4. A-B On-SARR - Hook-and-Haul Interchange at B - B-C Off-SARR -
Classification at C - C-D On-SARR. 

157 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-41. 
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In each scenario, there are only two types of interchanges. The first type of interchange 

occurs at the same classification yard where the real world CSXT trains that handle the internal 

cross-over traffic begin, end, or change consist. This means that the internal cross-over traffic is 

switched between trains at the same location where it already switches trains along its real world 

route. The only difference would be that, instead of the real world CSXT operating both trains, 

TPIRR operates one and the residual CSXT operates the other. In fact, because the interchange 

occurs at a classification yard located on the TPIRR, the TPIRR performs all of the classification 

switching associated with the interchange of internal cross-over traffic to the residual CSXT. 

Thus, the interchange of internal cross-over traffic at a classification yard on the TPIRR does not 

require the extra handling that CSXT proclaims. 

The second type of internal cross-over interchange between the TPIRR and the residual 

CSXT occurs at a mid-point along the route of the same real world CSXT trains. In this 

scenario, the entire train would be interchanged intact. In other words, the interchange would be 

a highly efficient hook-and-haul operation just like traditional cross-over traffic. The additional 

time required to swap crews and, in some instances, locomotives would be negligible upon total 

performance. 158 

It is also important to realize that eliminating internal cross-over traffic would prevent the 

SARR from realizing the same scale economies CSXT enjoys in the real world. Returning to 

Scenario 1 above, assume two groups of 40 cars each. The first group is internal cross-over 

158 CSXT has attempted to make this interchange inefficient by arbitrarily asserting that the residual CSXT would 
refuse to accept TPIRR trains with locomotives in a distributed power configuration. CSXT Reply, p. ill-C-161 
to 162. In light ofCSXT's assertion, the TPIRR will operate all trains interchanged with the residual CSXT 
without distributed power in order to ensure that it is able to provide comparable service for this traffic. See Part 
III.C.11.a. 
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traffic ancr· the · second group is traditional cross-over traffic. The internal cross-over traffic 

moves in the following manner: 

• A-B On-SARR- Classification at B - B-C Off-SARR - Classification at C -
C-D On-SARR. 

This internal cross-over traffic moves from origin to destination in the following three road 

trains: 

1. SARR Train A-B; 
2. Off-SARR Train B-C; and 
3. SARR Train C-D. 

CSXT's proposed internal cross-over restriction would eliminate this entire group of 40 cars 

from the SARR traffic group. 

The second group of 40 cars is traditional cross-over traffic that moves in the following 

manner. 

• A-B On-SARR - Classification at B - B-C Off-SARR. 

Furthermore, this second group of 40 cars moves in the same first two trains as the first 

group of internal cross-over traffic. CSXT' s proposed internal cross-over restriction would not 

affect this group of 40 cars, which would be eligible for inclusion in the SARR traffic group. 

In the real world, there would be 40 cars from each group on trains A-B and B-C for a 

total of 80 cars on those trains. However, CSXT's proposed internal cross-over restriction would 

allow the SARR to include only the second group of 40 cars on this route. This would prevent 

the TPIRR from achieving the same scale economies that allow CSXT to run an 80-car A-B train 

in the real world. The SARR can never attain least-cost, most-efficient status under this 

restrictive arrangement. 
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b. Internal Cross-Over Movements are 
Consistent with SAC Principles 

. . . . . . . ~- ·. . . . · ···"\ .. ·. 

Internal cross-over traffic is justified by the very same considerations as traditional cross-

over traffic. Although CSXT suggests that TPI was trying to conceal its use of internal cross-

over traffic in its opening evidence, 159 the fact is that TPI does not, nor should it, view internal 

cross-over traffic any differently from other cross-over traffic. Thus, when TPI declared in its 

Opening Evidence that it "has included cross-over traffic in the SARR traffic group consistent 

with the underlying objectives for which cross-over traffic has become an 'indispensable' part of 

the SAC test," TPI was referring to all cross-over traffic. 160 TPI rejects CSXT's contention that 

internal cross-over traffic should be treated differently from cross-over traffic in general, and 

urges the Board to reject CSXT' s arguments as well. 

CSXT's claim that internal cross-over traffic is inconsistent both with the purpose of 

cross-over traffic and fundamental SAC principles is simply wrong. 161 Internal cross-over traffic 

serves the same objectives as cross-over traffic in general by keeping the SAC analysis focused 

on the portion of the CSXT system that is needed to transport the issue traffic, while permitting 

the TPIRR to achieve the same economies of scale, scope and density as the real world CSXT 

without expanding the SARR to an ever larger and more complex system. 162 CSXT identified 

five (5) reasons why it believes internal cross-over traffic must be disallowed. TPI addresses 

each of these in tum below. 

159 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-30 (n. 40), and ITI-C-38. 
160 TPI Opening at ITI-A-17, quoting WFA!Basin I, slip op. at 11. TPI did, in fact, include internal cross-over 

segments in its explanation of why its use of cross-over traffic generally was consistent with Board precedent. 
Id. at III-A-22. CSXT's objection is that TPI did not apply the label "leapfrog" .to describe this traffic. 

161 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-48. 
162 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-A-17-21 , e.g., Nevada Power II at 265-66; PSCo/Xcell at 601-03; WFA!Basin I, slip 

op. at 11. 
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i. Internal Cross-Over Traffic Serves the 
Same Objectives as Cross-Over Traffic 
in General 

·.I 

CSXT wrongly claims that internal cross-over traffic is inconsistent with SAC principles 

because it allows the SARR to achieve greater economies of scale, scope and density than the 

incumbent enjoys. 163 As a threshold matter, the Board has never held that the SARR may not 

achieve greater economies than the incumbent. In fact, that is a legitimate objective of the SAC 

analysis. "The purpose of a SAC analysis is to determine the least cost at which an efficient 

competitor could provide the service, because by so doing we are simulating the competitive 

price for the market."164 To accomplish this, the SAC constraint allows the complainant to 

design a stand-alone system "in which the plant size and traffic base are designed to maximize 

the efficiencies and production econornies"165 and it grants the complainant "broad flexibility to 

develop the least costly, most efficient plant ... designed to minimize construction ... and operating 

costs and/or maximize the carriage of profitable traffic."166 Indeed, the SAC concept does not 

even require the complainant to hypothesize another railroad; but instead the complainant may 

hypothesize any modal alternative. 167 Moreover, "a stand-alone railroad would attempt to fully 

utilize plant capacity, adding other profitable traffic in order to reduce the average cost of 

operation."168 All of the foregoing principles, which come directly from Coal Rate Guidelines, 

necessarily contemplate-indeed, encourage-development of a stand-alone system with greater 

economies than the incumbent. The Board clearly accepts this approach as shown by its 

163 See, CSXT Reply, Pp. III-C-48-49. 
164 See, Guidelines at 542 [emphasis in original]. 
165 Ibid. 
166 Id. at 543 
167 Ibid. 
168 Ibid. 
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continued acceptance of internally rerouted traffic, which provides for greater traffic density on 

certain segments than the incumbent generates. 

CSXT' s reliance upon TMP A to support its argument is misplaced. 169 The Board did not 

state that the objective of cross-over traffic was to enable the SARR to achieve the same 

economies of scale, scope and density that the incumbent enjoys, and no more. In fact, the 

language that CSXT attributes to TMPA is itself a quote from Nevada Power II. 170 In both 

decisions, the Board was responding to the defendants ' attempts to deny traffic to the SARR that 

the defendant handled in the real world over the very lines replicated by the SARR, which would 

have denied the SARR at least the same economies as the defendant. In other words, the quoted 

language established a floor, not a ceiling, for the efficiencies that the SARR may obtain relative 

to the defendant in a SAC analysis. 

Furthermore, CSXT quotes the TMPA decision out of context. Immediately following 

the quoted phrase, the Board concluded, "[t]herefore, for purposes of a SAC analysis, we assume 

that the SARR would replace the defendant carrier for the particular segment of the rail system 

that it would replicate."171 In other words, the Board' s objective was to enable the SARR to 

achieve the same economies as the incumbent over the lines replicated by the SARR. Internal 

cross-over traffic does not provide the TPIRR with greater economies than CSXT possesses over 

the replicated lines. Neither does it reduce density on the off-SARR segments of the residual 

CSXT. Rather, internal cross-over traffic permits the TPIRR to achieve the same economies as 

the real world CSXT enjoys over the replicated line segments. 

169 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-48, quoting 1MPA at 590. 
170 See, Nevada Power II at 265 (n. 12). 
171 TMPA at 590. 
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CSXT' s corollary claim that internal cross-over traffic would permit the SARR to "carve 

out" segments within its network is predicated upon a false assumption that such segments are 

necessary parts of the SARR's network in the first instance.172 TPI has designed the TPIRR to 

serve the issue traffic, just as all prior SAC complainants have done. The TPIRR handles the 

issue traffic from origin to destination as the SAC analysis requires. In replicating the CSXT 

lines needed for 88 issue movements, however, the resulting SARR inevitably will leave gaps in 

the real world CSXT system that are not covered by the SARR, which CSXT incorrectly calls 

"leapfrog" segments. TPI has not "carved out" those line segments; those segments simply are 

not needed to serve the issue traffic that is the focus of the SAC analysis. 

CSXT's real objection is to the fact that TPI has not expanded the TPIRR to lines that are 

not needed to handle the issue traffic. But this is precisely why cross-over traffic has become 

such an essential and well-established part of the SAC analysis. All cross-over traffic, including 

internal cross-over traffic, "keeps the SAC analysis properly focused on the core inquiry-

whether the defendant railroad is earning adequate revenues on the portion of its rail system that 

serves the complaining shipper."173 Instead of focusing upon the portion of CSXT's rail system 

that handles the issue traffic, the TPIRR would have to grow significantly in size and scope to 

accommodate internal cross-over traffic without employing internal cross-over movements. 174 In 

fact, according to CSXT itself, the internal cross-over segments on the TPIRR add up to 4,500 

miles, which would increase the size of the already more than 7,300 mile TPIRR by over 60 

percent. 175 

172 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-48. 
173 PSCo!Xcel I at 601 [emphasis added]. 
174 See, e.g., Id. at 601 (the 400 mile SARR would need to be lO times larger); Nevada Power II at 263 (the 1,400 

mile SARR would double to 2,800 miles). 
175 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-38. 
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CSXT gives TPI only two choices: either build those 4,500 miles or exclude the internal 

cross-over traffic from the SAC analysis. But the Board adopted the cross-over traffic device 

precisely to avoid imposing such choices upon SAC complainants: 

[T]his device has become an indispensable part of administering a 
workable test. Without cross-over traffic, the SARR would need to 
replicate the entire service provided by the defendant railroad for all of 
the traffic included in the SAC analysis .... Such an expanded SAC 
analysis, however, could be impracticable and would not allow us to 
meet our regulatory objectives, and we must guard against the SAC 
process becoming so complex and expensive as to deny captive shippers 
meaningful access to the rate review provided for under Guidelines. 176 

These principles do not differentiate between internal cross-over traffic and cross-over traffic in 

general, and there is no basis for the Board to create such a distinction now. 

ii. Internal Cross-Over Movements 
Significantly Reduce the Geographic 
Scope of the TPIRR 

CSXT claims that internal cross-over traffic does not reduce the geographic reach of the 

TPIRR. 177 This is a bizarre claim because, as discussed above, CSXT itself admits that the 

internal cross-over segments on the TPIRR add up to 4,500 miles. 178 That is 4,500 miles of 

geography to which the TPIRR would have to extend its reach, according to CSXT, in order to 

eliminate internal cross-over segments. 

By CSXT's logic, if the SARR were a circle with a radius of 1,000 miles, every point 

within that circle would be within the SARR's geographic reach. CSXT Reply Exhibit III-C-5 

illustrates this very scenario on the TPIRR. Over half of the internal cross-over segments are 

bounded by a large circle created by the TPIRR around most of Ohio, West Virginia, Virginia 

176 WF A/Basin I , slip op. at 11 [emphasis added] [footnote omitted]; see also, PSCo/Xcel I at 603 ("Without cross­
over traffic, captive shippers might be deprived of a practicable means by which to present their rate complaints 
to the agency ... [which] would be contrary to the policy directives set by Congress . ... "). 

177 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-49. 
178 Id. at III-C-38. 

III-C-93 



PUBLIC 

and North Carolina, and portions of Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Tennessee, Georgia, and South 

Carolina. Although the TPIRR does not need to operate anywhere inside that circle to serve the 

issue traffic, CSXT insists that the TPIRR must extend its lines hundreds of miles across the 

middle of this circle or forego handling any of the cross-over traffic that also travels over the 

circumference lines that are replicated by the TPIRR, because this entire territory is supposedly 

within the TPIRR's "geographic reach." 

CSXT employs a radically expanded notion of the SARR's "geographic reach." The 

geographic reach of the SARR always has referred to the territory directly served by the SARR, 

not to territory situated between SARR lines that are hundreds of miles apart. The Board has 

never applied such a definition in SAC cases and it should not do so now because that would 

require carload shippers to radically expand their SAC presentations to the point that a SAC 

analysis no longer would be feasible or cost-effective, which is precisely the point of permitting 

cross-over traffic. 179 

iii. Internal Cross-Over Movements Do 
Not Complicate the SAC Analysis 

CSXT asserts an equally bizarre claim that internal cross-over traffic should be treated 

differently from all other cross-over traffic because it complicates, rather than simplifies, the 

SAC presentation.180 The only complication that CSXT identifies, however, is the need to create 

interchanges between the TPIRR and residual CSXT at points that do not exist in the real world. 

But that argument is not unique to internal cross-over traffic; all cross-over traffic requires the 

creation of new interchanges. As demonstrated in Part III.C.3 above, internal cross-over traffic 

is exactly the same as traditional overhead cross-over traffic, except that the roles played by the 

179 E.g., WF A/Basin I, slip op. at 11; PSCo/Xcel I at 603. 
180 See, CSXT Reply, pp. Ill-C-49 to 50. 
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SARR and residual incumbent as bridge carrier and origin/termination carrier are reversed. The 

number of interchanges is the same in both scenarios. Furthermore, the additional track facilities 

needed for these interchanges pales in comparison to the 4,500 mile expansion that CSXT would 

require the TPIRR to undertake in order to eliminate the internal cross-over segments. 

iv. Internal Cross-Over Movements Do Not 
Implicate, Much Less Violate, the Board's 
Rules for Rerouting Non-Issue Traffic 

CSXT claims that internal cross-over movements violate the Board's rules for re-routing 

non-issue traffic. 181 This argument is undermined by the fact that CSXT isn't objecting to TPI 

reroutes of non-issue traffic, but rather, CSXT objects to the fact that TPI did not reroute non-

issue traffic. More precisely, CSXT argues that, if internal cross-over traffic cannot be rerouted 

consistent with SAC principles, neither can the SARR participate in that traffic as a cross-over 

movement. 182 CSXT creates this argument from whole-cloth without demonstrating that any 

SAC principle would be violated. 

The only SAC principle cited by CSXT is the Board's prohibition against off-SARR 

reroutes of non-issue traffic that "inappropriately shift a greater share of the revenues from the 

movement onto the SARR and/or shift costs of serving that traffic off of the SARR onto the 

residual railroad."183 But CSXT has not demonstrated that internal cross-over movements have 

shifted any costs or revenues between the TPIRR and the residual CSXT in violation of this SAC 

principle because none of the internal cross-over traffic is part of an off-SARR reroute. 

In order to contend that there has been cost shifting, CSXT misrepresents the Board's 

discussion of cost shifting in its rerouting precedent. The cost shifting that concerned the Board 

181 See, CSXT Reply, pp. lll-C-50 to 52. 
182 Id. at III-C-51 to 52. 
183 Id. at III-C-52, quoting CP&L at 253. 
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was the imposition of additional costs upon the residual incumbent for handling rerouted cross-

over traffic outside of its normal route, e.g., so-called external (off-SARR) reroutes. The Board 

identified its concerns in the context of off-SARR operating and cost issues and summarized its 

rerouting principles as follows: 

[T]hus, to reroute non-issue traffic, the complainant's SAC analysis 
must either take responsibility for the entire movement from origin to 
destination or fully account for the ramifications of requiring the 
residual carrier to alter its handling of the traffic. 184 

If there is no external (off-SARR) rerouting, there cannot be any of the cost shifting that is 

proscribed by the Board's rerouting principles. 

CSXT's reliance upon CP&L quotes the Board out of context. The full context is: 

In Duke/NS, 7 S.T.B. at 112-13, the Board refined and clarified SAC 
policy regarding rerouting of (non-issue) cross-over traffic in a manner 
that would change the routing of that traffic on the residual carrier. As 
explained there, rerouting can be an appropriate means of removing 
inefficiencies from a system. However, when a rerouting involves 
cross-over traffic and the SARR would not operate over all of the 
rerouted portion of the move, concerns can arise that the rerouting is 
designed not to remove inefficiencies but rather to inappropriately shift a 
greater share of the revenues from the movement onto the SARR and/or 
to shift costs of serving that traffic off of the SARR onto the residual 
railroad. Therefore, the Board must look at a proposed rerouting to 
ensure that it is consistent with SAC principles. 185 

CSXT quotes only the underlined portion of the foregoing text. But the predicate to the 

underlined text is that there is a reroute of cross-over traffic that is external to the SARR (i.e. , 

off-SARR), where the residual incumbent would be forced to change the routing over its portion 

of the movement, thereby incurring additional costs. Since TPI has not rerouted internal cross-

over traffic, much less rerouted it over off-SARR segments, this principle is not implicated. 

184 TMPA at 595; see also, Duke/NS at 115-16 ("Duke would have had the Board simply assume that off-SARR 
revenues would be sufficient to cover whatever additional off-SARR costs there might be.") 

185 CP&L at 253 [underline added] . 
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Nevertheless, CSXT claims that internal cross-over traffic violates this principle by 

shifting the costs associated with constructing and operating the facilities needed to handle that 

traffic to the residual incumbent. 186 CSXT's definition of cost shifting is untenable, however, 

because the nature of internal cross-over traffic does not impose any more costs upon the 

residual incumbent over internal cross-over segments than CSXT already incurs in the real 

world. Moreover, the costs and revenues associated with internal cross-over movements are 

allocated between the SARR and residual incumbent in exactly the same manner as for cross-

over traffic in general. As discussed in Part III.C.3.a above, the only difference between internal 

cross-over traffic and traditional overhead cross-over traffic is that the SARR and residual 

incumbent switch places. Because the total costs and revenues attributed to each route segment 

remain the same, there is no cost shifting. CSXT's cost shifting claim would apply equally to all 

overhead cross-over traffic in general, which confirms that CSXT's objection to leap-frog traffic 

is just a disguised attack on all cross-over traffic. 

Finally, CSXT implies that TPI is acting nefariously because it rerouted some of the issue 

movements from certain internal cross-over segments onto higher density alternative routes, 187 

while leaving non-issue traffic on the real world routes. 188 This argument is a red-herring 

because it implies the existence of only a single route for carload traffic. As the Board 

recognized in the Market Dominance Decision, "TPI's shipments move in carload traffic rather 

than unit trains, and . .. CSXT uses a dynamic network."189 "In a dynamic network, for maximum 

efficiency traffic moving between the same origin and destination pair may be routed differently 

186 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-52. 
187 This particular CSXT objection to internal cross-over traffic appears to apply only to those segments that the 

TPIRR will not construct because issue traffic has been rerouted to other lines. This effects just 2 of the 25 
internal cross-over segments identified by CSXT: Flomaton, AL to Baldwin, FL and Indianapolis, IN to 
Hamilton, OH. See CSXT Reply, p. Ill-C-51. 

188 See CSXT Reply, p. Ill-C-52 (n. 80). 
189 Market Dominance Decision, slip op. at 33-34. 
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at different times."190 Consequently, the Board rejected TPI's "predominant route" approach to 

calculating route miles for variable costs in favor of CSXT's weighted average approach. As 

TPI noted in its opening evidence, CSXT itself has handled several of the "rerouted" issue 

movements over the same routes as the TPIRR. 191 Therefore, the concept of rerouting carload 

traffic is nuanced; it is more accurate to say that TPI reduced the number of route options for, 

instead of rerouted, some of the issue traffic. 

By reducing the routing options, TPI was doing what SAC not only permits, but 

encourages. In Guidelines, at 543-44, the agency declared that "the stand-alone railroad may not 

represent the shortest route for the captive shipper, but the one with the highest traffic densities." 

TPI's limited route reductions for certain issue traffic were to achieve greater qensity consistent 

with that principle. That fact should not foreclose TPI from relying upon internal cross-over 

movements to the extent that traffic continues to share other facilities with the TPIRR, because 

excluding that traffic "would weaken the SAC test" by "depriv[ing] the SARR of the ability to 

take advantage of the same economies of scale, scope and density that the incumbents enjoy over 

the identical route of movement."192 If the SARR may not select from the same traffic that is 

available to the incumbent, including all cross-over traffic, then the SAC analysis cannot truly 

replicate a contestable market because the SARR would suffer a disadvantage relative to the 

incumbent. 193 

190 Id. at 34 (n. 89). 
191 TPI Op. Ex. III-C-1, pp. 36-38 (explaining that TPI reroutes of traffic on Lanes B-12, 18, 84, 109 and llO all 

have historical movements over the alternate route selected for the TPIRR). 
192 Nevada Power II at 265 (n. 12). 
193 See, Nevada Power II at 266, citing Guidelines at 528 ("A contestable market is one into which entry is 

absolutely free and exit absolutely costless where the new entrant suffers no disadvantage relative to the 
incumbent."). 
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v. TPI is Not "Gaming" the 
SAC Analysis 

CSXT claims that internal cross-over traffic would create opportunities to "game" the 

SAC analysis. 194 The examples provided by CSXT, however, are all impossible or improbable 

worst-case scenarios that would be obvious if such abuse actually occurred. Furthermore, CSXT 

has not provided any legitimate examples of "gaming" by TPI. 

Principally, CSXT claims that complainants could game the SAC analysis "to avoid 

building and operating integral portions of a SARR network that have high construction costs 

and/or low traffic densities."195 The potential for this to occur, however, is not nearly so great as 

CSXT suggests and would be patently obvious if attempted. The SARR must include all of the 

lines necessary to serve the issue traffic. It does not matter how much those lines cost or what is 

their density; without those lines, the SAC analysis must fail. Therefore, it would be impossible 

for a complainant to leap over low density line segments or to avoid tunnels, bridges or other 

high cost segments needed to serve the issue traffic by leaving those to the residual incumbent. 

The only potential for such gaming to occur would be on line segments that the SARR chooses 

to construct, but that are not used by the issue traffic. Such abuse would be blatantly obvious, 

however, because there would be few such line segments and any costly infrastructure missing 

from those segments would immediately stand out. Thus, the Board need not ban internal cross-

over traffic in order to prevent its abuse. 

Although CSXT claims that TPI has used internal cross-over traffic to game its SAC 

analysis, the facts do not support its position. For example, CSXT claims that TPI used internal 

cross-over segments to avoid constructing CSXT's Northeast Corridor line between Baltimore, 

194 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-C-52 -54. 
195 Id. at IIl-C-52. 
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MD and Orangeburg, NJ through high cost real estate areas, and CSXT's Mountain Subdivision 

through difficult terrain. 196 But, TPI did not build those lines because they are not required to 

serve the issue traffic, which does not use those lines in the real world. Furthermore, TPI did 

build many other line segments through expensive areas and/or challenging terrain, including 

major urban centers like Chicago, Washington, DC, Baltimore, Atlanta and Indianapolis, and 

mountainous terrain between Pittsburgh and Washington, DC and around Clarksburg, WV. 

Thus, to draw any inference of gaming from the fact that the TPIRR does not include line 

segments that are not needed to serve the issue traffic would be arbitrary and unsupported. 197 

CSXT also claims that internal cross-over traffic could be used to "game" the RTC 

simulation.198 First, CSXrs claim that a complainant could carve out segments of its SARR 

network where modeling failures occur due to unrealistic inputs or inadequate facilities is just a 

variation on the same theme discredited above that the SARR could avoid costly bridges and 

tunnels by converting them to internal cross-over segments. Moreover, CSXT does not allege 

that TPI has gamed the R TC simulation in this manner. 

However, CSXT does claim that TPI has gamed the results of its RTC simulation "by 

masking the impact of internal cross-over traffic on service quality."199 That claim is baseless, as 

discussed in Part III. C.14 below. 

Although CSXT criticizes TPI for not modeling the "through" operations of internal 

cross-over trains, including operations over the residual CSXT, neither does CSXT. The Board 

has never required the parties to model the off-SARR operations of cross-over traffic and CSXT 

196 Id. at III-C-52 to 53. 
197 To the extent that CSXT claims TPI gamed the SAC analysis by rerouting issue traffic from low to high density 

line segments, TPI has addressed that claim in Part III.C.3.b.v in response to CSXT's fourth argument, that 
internal cross-over traffic violates the Board's rules for rerouting traffic. 

198 Id. at III-C-53. 
199 Id. at III-C-53. 

III-C-100 

I 
I 



PUBLIC 

has not provided any reason for requiring such an unwarranted expansion and complication of 

the SAC analysis, which would defeat the simplifying objective of cross-over traffic. 

Furthermore, CSXT's own evidence in this case calls into question the importance of transit time 

as a measure of equivalent service for carload traffic: 

As an initial matter, service quality for general freight traffic is not (as 
TPI appears to assume) simply a function of "cycle times" or "train 
transit times." Indeed, "cycle time" is not a meaningful concept in 
evaluating "carload" rail service.200 

* * * 
Moreover, even if train transit time were an accurate measure of service 
quality for carload traffic-and it is not-the transit time comparison 
proffered by TPI is entitled to no evidentiary weight. .. 201 

Thus, CSXT's concern that internal cross-over traffic could be used to game the RTC simulation 

is not credible. 

c. Internal Cross-Over Movements Exist 
in the Real World 

CSXT's claim that internal cross-over movements are inconsistent with real world 

railroading is unsupported and contrary to fact. 202 CSXT offers a general statement that railroads 

try to minimize the number of interchanges required to move traffic. But even if that is true, it 

does not prove that real world railroads do not provide internal cross-over service. The only 

actual evidence that CSXT offers is a review of its own traffic data, which suggests that less than 

_one hundredth of one percent of CSXT waybill records indicate an internal cross-over 

movement.203 There are multiple holes in CSXT's evidence. 

200 Id. atill-C-197. 
201 Id. at ill-C-198. 
202 See CSXT Reply, p. III-C-41. 
203 See CSXT Reply, p. III-C-42. CSXT then attempts to demonstrate that most of those records are data errors 

rather than actual internal cross-over movements. Id. at 42-45. 
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First, internal cross-over traffic inevitably will be less common in today's highly-

concentrated U.S. rail network. The enormous networks that the past 30 years of rail mergers 

have created in the United States means that there are very few situations where internal cross-

over traffic would be more efficient than a single line movement from origin to destination when 

both are served by the same railroad. Thus, there is less need and opportunity for internal cross-

over movements in today's rail network. 

Second, CSXT is not the only railroad in the United States, and other railroads do provide 

internal cross-over service to cover gaps in their networks. A well-known example is the 

movement of BNSF east-west traffic over the Montana Rail Link network, which serves as an 

internal cross-over bridge for that traffic. Another example is Pan Am Railways' service as an 

internal cross-over carrier for CP shipments of Bakken crude oil originating in the Williston 

Basin.204 In Docket No. 42125, the Complainant, DuPont, provided several examples where the 

Defendant, NS, provides internal cross-over service.205 This included internal cross-over service 

between NS and another Class I railroad, CP, in New York and Pennsylvania.206 

Third, CSXT's assertion that railroads try to minimize the number of interchanges 

required to move traffic is belied by the Class I railroads' common practice of selling off low-

density branch segments to short-line and regional railroads. When this occurs, the Class I's 

retain the downstream portions of the movements, but they hand over the operations and/or 

ownership of the branch lines to another carrier, thereby creating interchanges that did not 

formerly exist. 

204 See Bakken Oil Business Journal, Nov/Dec 2012, Jan 2013, p. 36 (TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Bakken Oil 
Business Journal_NovDec 2012.pdf'. 

205 See, Rebuttal Evidence ofE.I. du Pont de Nemours and Company, at 111-A-5 to 22 (filed April 15, 2013) (Public 
Version). 

206 Jd. atIIl-A-17. 
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Fourth, CSXT's claim that it does not provide any internal cross-over service in the real 

world is unproven. Merely evaluating whether another carrier appears in the provided car and 

train event data will not identify all internal cross-over movements. Yet this is all CSXT did. 

Because internal cross-over traffic commonly is provided through haulage arrangements, 

whereby either the terminal or bridge carrier is not reported in the event data, simply searching 

for carrier reporting in a medium where it is not present will miss haulage arrangements. The 

fact that internal cross-over service cannot be identified from materials provided in discovery 

does not prove that it does not occur. 

d. Banning Internal Cross-Over 
Movements Would Effectively Deny 
Captive Shippers an Effective Remedy 
for Unreasonable Rates 

In Opening, TPI argued that any restrictions upon the use of cross-over traffic in SAC 

cases would deprive carload shippers of a practical means by which to present rate complaints 

because the SAC process will have become so impracticable, complex, and expensive that the 

pursuit of regulatory rate remedies would be futile. 207 That argument applies to all cross-over 

movements, including internal cross-over movements. Indeed, a rejection of internal cross-over 

traffic would slam the door on the ability of carload shippers to pursue rate challenges under the 

SAC constraint. 

CSXT insists that TPI either expand the TPIRR to include all internal cross-over line 

segments or forego reliance upon any traffic that traverses those line segments and also shares 

facilities with the issue traffic on the TPIRR. But, as CSXT itself acknowledges, the internal 

cross-over segments on the TPIRR add up to 4,500 miles.208 The first choice, thus, would expand 

207 See, TPI Opening at III-A-25. 
208 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-38. 
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the TPIRR by over 60 percent to approximately 12,000 route miles, making it by far the largest 

SARR ever contemplated. According to CSXT's own evidence, it maintains 17,248 route miles 

in the real world,209 which means that the TPIRR would have to replicate about 70 percent of 

CSXT's real world network. The Board previously concluded that "[c]urtailing the geographic 

scope of the SARR greatly simplifies the operating plans that must be developed, thus limiting 

the complexity of what is nevertheless still a dauntingly large and detailed task. "210 Thus, forcing 

TPI to expand the TPIRR is a completely unrealistic and untenable choice. 

The second choice would ''weaken the SAC test" by depriving the TPIRR of "the ability 

to take advantage of the same economies of scale, scope and density" that CSXT "enjoys over 

the identical route of movement. "211 Because a contestable market is one ''where the new entrant 

suffers no disadvantage relative to the incumbent,"212 the SAC analysis cannot truly reflect a 

contestable market if the Board prohibits internal cross-over movements. Thus, CSXT's second 

choice is as equally untenable as its first choice. 

The Board does not require complainants to make this choice for traditional cross-over 

traffic because, "[ w ]ithout cross-over traffic, captive shippers might be deprived of a practicable 

means by which to present their rate complaints to the agency."213 Cross-over traffic enables the 

Board to "guard against the SAC process becoming so complex and expensive as to deny captive 

shippers meaningful access to the rate review provided for under Guidelines."214 If that were to 

occur, the SAC constraint may no longer be defensible.215 Internal cross-over movements serve 

209 Id. at ill-D-180. 
210 PSCo/Xcel I at 603. 
211 Nevada Power at 265 (n. 12). 
212 Id. at 266. 
213 PSCo/Xcel I at 603. 
214 WF A/Basin I, slip op. at 11 . 
215 See Consol. Rail Corp. v. US., 812 F.2d 1444, 1457-58 (3d Cir. 1987) (Becker, J. concurring in part and 

dissenting in part). 
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the same objectives as traditional cross-over traffic by keeping the SAC analysis focused on the 

portion of the CSXT system that is needed to transport the issue traffic, while permitting the 

TPIRR to achieve the same economies of the real world CSXT without expanding the SARR to 

an ever larger and more complex system.216 Consequently, any restrictions upon internal cross-

over movements are unwarranted, especially in this case where the alternative is to expand the 

SARR by over 60 percent. 

4. Car Classification and Blocking 
Plan 

CSXT criticizes TPI for not developing a car classification and blocking plan for the 

TPIRR and then proceeds to use this alleged deficiency to justify the creation of its own plan 

using the MultiRail software.217 CSXT's criticism is unfounded. As TPI stated in Opening, 

because its operating plan runs the same trains with the same blocks through the same yards as 

the real world CSXT operated in the Base Year, TPI has adopted CSXT's actual blocking and 

train service plans during that time period.218 According to TPI witness John Orrison, there is no 

need to develop new trip plans or blocking plans because TPI has mirrored CSXT's current train 

operations. Although it clearly is possible to create new and different blocking and train service 

plans, as CSXT has done with MultiRail, it is not necessary to do so. It is irrelevant that 

different plans could be developed; the question is whether CSXT' s historical real world plans 

are feasible for the TP]J.lR, which they clearly are because those plans provide complete service 

to the TPIRR's customer group in the real world.219 

216 See, TPI Opening at III-A-17 to 21, e.g., Nevada Power at 265-66; PSCo/Xcel I at 601-03; WFA/Basin I, slip op. 
at 11. 

217 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-55 to 74. 
218 TPI Op. at III-C-12. 
219 See, Coal Rate Guidelines at 543, "Indicia of the required rail assets are given by the existing facilities. 

Furthermore, potential uses of a stand-alone facility can be identified by referring to the railroad' s existing 
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If the Board accepts the fact that CSXT's Base Year blocking and train service plans 

provided complete service for all of CSXT' s historical traffic that moved over the lines 

replicated by the TPIRR-as it must, absent evidence from CSXT that its real world plan 

failed-then that plan also will provide complete service for the TPIRR's Base Year traffic 

because it is a subset of the same traffic. By handling this traffic in the same blocks and on the 

same trains that move through the same yards as the real world CSXT, the TPIRR by definition 

is providing the same complete transportation service for each rail car that moves over its 

system. There is no need to use MultiRail to demonstrate the TPIRR's ability to provide for full 

service from each origin to each destination, as CSXT claims.220 

CSXT does not seriously contest this fact with respect to the Base Year traffic. Rather, 

CSXT claims that "adjustments to CSXT's actual Base Year train service and car blocking 

plan . .. would be required to handle the TPIRR's Peak Year traffic volumes."221 TPI's alleged 

failure to make such adjustments is CSXT's rationalization for using MultiRail.222 

Although the TPIRR's Peak Year volumes are higher than its Base Year volumes, the 

customer origins and destinations themselves do not change in a SAC analysis.223 Volume 

growth (or decrease) projections are applied to the Base Year traffic to determine the Peak Year 

traffic for the same customer base. As a result, the TPIRR's Peak Year traffic can move in the 

same blocks and on the same trains as the Base Year traffic and receive the same complete 

service. Regardless of whether block sizes and train lengths increase (or decrease), the basic 

customer list, and the feasibility of providing a service which meets the shipper's requirements is proven." 
(emphasis added) 

220 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-73. 
221 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-57 [emphasis added]. 
222 Id. at III-C-57. 
223 CSXT inaccurately claims that the TPIRR's general freight traffic volumes would grow by 20% between the 

Base Year and the Peak Year. CSXT Reply, p. III-C-56 to 57, 59. According to TPI's opening evidence, the 
TPIRR's Base Year and Peak Year volumes for general freight traffic increased by just 16.8% on a carload basis 
and only 13 .1% on a gross ton basis. See, TPI Opening at III-C-6 and 12. 
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flow and pattern of traffic remains the same. Larger blocks can continue to move on the same 

trains until the maximum train length is exceeded. In the few instances where that has occurred, 

TPI has added trains to · accommodate the blocks containing the overflow traffic. Thus, there is 

no foundation for CSXT's claim that TPI must develop different classification, blocking, and 

train service plans for the Peak Year. 

According to TPI witness John Orrison, who has worked for CSXT, NS and BNSF, 

traffic volumes, which are constantly fluctuating, typically do not trigger significant changes to 

basic blocking plans. The base plans of any railroad remain more or less the same over time 

unless there are significant changes to the network (e.g., mergers, trackage rights) or customer 

base (e.g., emerging markets such as crude-by-rail). Although railroads are constantly tweaking 

their plans to address temporary phenomena (e.g. weather, track maintenance, service 

disruptions, and yard congestion) and seasonal traffic patterns, the underlying plan remains 

constant. Indeed, Mr. Orrison recognizes large portions of CSXT's 2012 blocking plan as the 

same plan that he helped to create upon CSXT's partial acquisition of Conrail over a decade ago. 

In fact, CSXT's blocking plan for the Hamlet, NC hump yard, where Mr. Orrison was Assistant 

Terminal Trainmaster from June 1985 to June 1986, is practically the same today-nearly 20 

years later-with the exception of a single new block added after the Conrail acquisition. Thus, 

CSXT's claim that TPI is required to modify CSXT's 2012 blocking plan merely to 

accommodate the TPIRR's Peak Year traffic volume difference is inaccurate and unrealistic. 

Mr. Orrison also testifies that, by moving Peak Year traffic in the same blocks as the 

historical Base Year traffic, there is less risk of an adverse impact to rail service because 

changing the composition of blocks, by definition, changes the movement pattern of shipments 

which has the potential to adversely affect the service provided by the TPIRR. Indeed, the Board 
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has rejected complainants' operating plans in the past precisely because they assumed a changed 

level of service to suit their proposed configuration and operating plan without showing that the 

affected shippers, connecting -carriers, and receivers would not object.224 By keeping the same 

blocking plans as the real world CSXT, TPI has demonstrated that the TPIRR will provide 

service that will be acceptable to shippers, receivers, and connecting carriers. In contrast, CSXT 

is unable to show that its modified blocking plan will be acceptable. 

CSXT merely hypothesizes that, in order to handle larger block sizes efficiently: 

a least cost, most efficient railroad would evaluate a variety of potential 
adjustments to its yard operations, including changing the blocks to 
which cars were assigned, changing the trains to which blocks were 
assigned (to avoid trains of excessive length),225 adding more trains to 
accommodate growth traffic, and perhaps even changing the yards at 
which certain blocks were built . . .. 226 

From that hypothesis, CSXT leaps to the conclusion that a new classification and blocking plan 

is required and then proceeds to offer its MultiRail-based alternative plan. Although 

hypothesizing what steps an optimally efficient railroad might take to adjust its classification and 

blocking plan, CSXT did not-and could not--claim that using the Base Year blocking plan is 

infeasible, because it is CSXT's own real world plan for serving the TPIRR's traffic. A SARR 

operating plan is required to be feasible, not optimal, for the Board to accept it. 

Furthermore, CSXT's hypotheses are a red-herring because they are predicated upon a 

,__ r~i}road with sunk infrastructure that may be incapable of accommodating larger blocks of traffic 

in the future that are the result of both volume growth and changing traffic patterns, thus perhaps 

warranting the types of adjustments hypothesized by CSXT. In the real world, a railroad must 

224 See, Duke/CSXT at426-27. 
225 CSXT did not do this consistently in MultiRail. For example, Train Q386 - Chicago, IL to Selkirk, NY - is 

scheduled to operate in MultiRail with 157.20 cars/day between Chicago, IL and Willard, OH when the 
MultiRail model shows that the maximum number of cars that can be scheduled to Q386 from Chicago, IL to 
Willard, OH (excluding segment 3 - WILOCREEK, IN) is 150 cars. 

226 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-57. 
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adapt its operating plan to its infrastructure as traffic patterns change, whereas the SAC analysis, 

in contrast, allows the SARR to build its infrastructure to fit its operating plan for the Peak Year. 

Thus, the TPIRR is designed with the optimal infrastructure to enable it to apply CSXT's real 

world classification and blocking plan from the Base Year to the TPIRR's Peak Year traffic, 

which has the same customer base and traffic flows as the Base Year. For example, both CSXT 

and TPI have re-designed CSXT's real world classification yards based upon the TPIRR's Peak 

Year traffic volume. 

CSXT also challenges the adequacy of TPl's reliance upon CSXT's real world 

classification and blocking plan on two additional grounds. First, CSXT suggests that 

modifications are required to its historical classification and blocking plans to account for 

"crossover" and "leapfrog" shipments.227 But CSXT offers no explanation whatsoever as to how 

or why such shipments require changes to the TPIRR's classification and blocking plans. That is 

because there is no impact. The TPIRR interchanges cross-over traffic, including internal cross­

over traffic, in one of two ways. Cross-over traffic may be on a train that is interchanged in its 

entirety between the TPIRR and residual CSXT in a hook-and-haul operation that does not 

require any re-blocking or classification at interchange. Alternatively, cross-over traffic is 

interchanged between the TPIRR and residual CSXT at the same classification yards where those 

shipments are switched (and may be classified and re-blocked) between two different real world 

CSXT trains. The only difference in the SAC analysis is that one of those trains is now operated 

by the TPIRR and the other by the residual CSXT. The TPIRR still can employ the same blocks 

to interchange cross-over traffic with the residual CSXT. Thus, neither type of cross-over traffic 

interchange requires a different classification and blocking plan. Importantly, TPI did develop 

227 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-57-58. 
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alternate trip plans for internally rerouted issue traffic (i.e., traffic removed from real world 

cross-over routes)228
• 

Second, CSXT points to TPI's rerouting of some general freight trains in order to 

consolidate traffic from parallel lines in various urban areas, although CSXT again fails to 

explain how or why this impacts the TPIRR's classification and blocking plan. 229 Those reroutes 

do not have an impact because they are short reroutes of trains that still originate and terminate at 

the same classification yards as they do in CSXT' s real world blocking plans. 

Ultimately, the only pertinent argument that CSXT makes is that, "if a complainant 

adopts the incumbent railroad's car classification and blocking plan, and the complainant 

modifies or removes a facility, or reduces staffing from the incumbent's classification and 

blocking plan, it would need to establish that the SARR could still adequately serve the traffic 

group."230 This quote from the SunBelt decision is significant because it accepts the proposition 

that TPI may rely upon CSXT's real world classification and blocking plan, even in the Peak 

Year, so long as the TPIRR maintains sufficient infrastructure and staffing to implement that 

plan. Most of the foregoing CSXT arguments are primarily an attack on this Board precedent by 

suggesting that it is inappropriate for TPI to adopt CSXT's real world classification and blocking 

plan for the TPIRR's Peak Year traffic. 

In the final two paragraphs in this section of its narrative, CSXT states its real contention, 

based upon the foregoing SunBelt quote, that the TPIRR lacks the infrastructure and staffing to 

implement the CSXT' s real world classification and blocking plan (e.g., inadequate classification 

228 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Lane B62 and Bl 13 Train Operation Selection.xlsx". 
229 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-58. See also, CSXT Reply, p. III-A-I and Reply Ex. III-A-4 for CSXT's description 

of this rerouted traffic. 
230 See, CSXT Reply, p. 111-C-56, quoting SunBelt, slip op. at 16. 
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track capacity, receiving and departure tracks, yard crews and yard locomotives).231 With the 

exception of classification track capacity, however, CSXT addresses those alleged deficiencies in 

other sections of its narrative, as does TPI in this Rebuttal. TPI demonstrates that it has provided 

sufficient classification tracks, departure and receiving tracks, yard crews and yard locomotives 

in Part III.C.5 below. 

5. Yard Service Plan 

CSXT claims that TPI's proposed yard facilities are inadequate to enable the TPIRR to 

perform essential yard functions.232 Specifically, CSXT asserts that TPI has provided insufficient 

classification tracks and receiving and departure tracks in the TPIRR's hump and flat yards, has 

omitted some essential yards, and has insufficient RIP and support tracks. TPI responds to each 

of these assertions in the following subsections. 

a. Classification Tracks 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's reply evidence on the number and length of 

classification tracks required at each yard primarily because the impact of doing so is 

insignificant.233 To be clear, however, while TPI accepts some of CSXT's criticisms of TPI's 

opening methodology as leading to an understatement of classification tracks, it does not agree 

with CSXT'"s gold-plated methodology for calculating classification tracks. 

First, TPI disagrees with CSXT's assumption that a classification track would turn over 

only once every 24 hours merely because there is only one "outlet" (departing train) per day for 

231 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-58-59. 
232 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-74-76. 
233 Although CSXT emphasizes the design of the TPIRR's yards, that ultimately has very little impact on the SAC 

analysis. Regardless of whether the TPIRR has 50 blocks (and 50 tracks) of20 cars each or 25 blocks (and 25 
tracks) of 40 cars each, the total length of track, and consequently the amount ofland, ties, steel, etc., remains the 
same. 
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each block.234 According to TPI witness John Orrison, as trains are built and blocks pulled, 

classification tracks will open up throughout the course of the day for use by new blocks. For 

example, if one block departs on a morning train and another on an evening train, it is possible 

for two blocks to use the same classification track in a 24 hour period. An optimally-efficient 

railroad would look for those opportunities to use classification tracks efficiently in this manner. 

The approach employed by CSXT's witness, Jeremiah Dimberger, is purely academic and not a 

real world railroad practice. 

Second, TPI rejects CSXT's claim that "the number and the length of the classification 

tracks in the yard must be tailored to accommodate the specific blocks contemplated by the 

railroad's train service plan."235 As noted in the preceding paragraph, CSXT's assumption of 

only one block per track per 24 hours is unrealistic and academic gold-plating. In addition, real 

world railroads do not- indeed, they cannot-design their classification tracks for block lengths 

in any single time period, which can and do vary. Mr. Orrison would always choose a yard with 

more short tracks over one with fewer long tracks because the former offers much greater 

operating flexibility. He concludes that TPl's opening proposal to have classification tracks of 

equal lengths is preferable to CSXT's reply proposal for different track lengths that are 

determined by the blocks that move in the peak period. In the real world, if a block exceeds the 

track length, the railroad swings the extra cars onto an adjacent track. Although CSXT contends 

that this process is inefficient due to increased switching time and yard congestion, Mr. Orrison 

responds that this is a routine and established practice that does not significantly interfere with 

234 See, CSXT Reply, p. 111-C-90. 
235 See, CSXT Reply, p. III.-C-85. 
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efficient yard operations.236 It is much more important to have flexibility to adjust to shifting 

traffic patterns. 

Third, TPI disagrees with CSXT's application of a 15 percent "swing track" capacity 

factor for hump yard classification tracks. Although CSXT's witness Jeremiah Dirnberger does 

not provide any support for his 15 percent figure, Mr. Orrison agrees that 15-20 percent is an 

industry standard fluidity factor for classification track. However, because the TPIRR's 

classification yards are designed for Peak Year volume, TPI believes that a swing factor already 

is built into its analysis.237 Adding swing capacity for a handful of trains at a few yards in the 

Peale Year is needless gold-plating. Without this "swing factor," CSXT's Reply hump yard 

classification tracks are less than TPI's opening evidence.238 

Furthermore, Mr. Dimberger, in a 2006 report given at the AREMA annual conference in 

Louisville, KY, identified a series of production management techniques that can improve yard 

capacity an estimated 15-30 percent.239 Through a process dubbed "Lean Railroading," Mr. 

Dimberger identifies the following actions that can be employed either individually or in 

combination to increase the throughput capacity in a yard during traffic surges:240 

1. Add another pull-down engine; 

2. Use the hump engine when idle to build trains by pulling blocks from the hump end 
of the yard; 

3. Increase crew performance; 

236 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-87 (n. 136). . 
237 This is no different from determining mainline and siding capacity based upon peak traffic for which the SAC 

analysis has never required a "surge," "fluidity'' or "swing" factor. 
238 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-94, Fig. IIl-C-10 (240.53 Reply yard miles - 15% =204.45 yard miles < TPI's 223.29 

Opening yard miles). 
239 Jeremiah R. Dirnberger and Christopher P.L. Barkan, "Improving Railroad Classification Yard Performance 

Through Bottleneck Management Methods," Proceedings of the AREMA 2006 Annual Conference, Louisville, 
KY (Sept. 2006), p. 3. See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Dirnberger AREMA Presentation.pdf." 

240 Id., pp. 11-14. 
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4. Eliminate the need to rework cars by keeping the track clean; 

5. Better coordination of pull-down engines to reduce interference and conflict potential; 

6. Decrease cycle times by eliminating unnecessary yard movements, throwing fewer 
switches, increasing engine speed, preventing engine breakdown, and using 
experienced crews; and 

7. Decrease coupling time through better retarder control, humping multiple car cuts 
when possible, more accurate track inventory control, and equipment to help crews 
correct out-of-alignment drawbars more quickly. 

These options have been employed by TPI's own Rebuttal Witnesses Orrison and Sullivan at 

hump yards that they managed in order to handle surges in yard activity. Based upon a time 

study of these options at CP ' s Bensenville yard, Mr. Dimberger estimated that a combination of 

options 2 and 4-7 would increase capacity by 28 percent.241 In fact, he concluded that pull-down 

capacity could be increased by up to 36 percent without adding any engine or labor expenses.242 

The resulting reduction in rail car dwell times in the yard allows for greater use of the 

classification track capacity without building a 15 percent "swing factor." 

Fourth, TPI disagrees with CSXT's application of a 1.67 fluidity factor for flat yards.243 

A "fluidity factor" is just another term for "swing factor." A 1.67 fluidity factor equates to a 40 

percent swing factor. Mr. Dimberger, however, offers no explanation as to why he used a 15 

percent swing factor for hump yards and a 40 percent factor for flat yards. In the experience of 

TPI witnesses Orrison, Sullivan and McLaughlin, all of whom have supervised real world 

classification yards, 20 percent more closely resembles real world railroad operations. In fact, 

according to Mr. Orrison, CSXT itself assumed a threshold yard peaking factor of 15-20 percent 

when determining whether to include expansion capital for yards as part of the service plan that 

241 Id. pp. 14-15. 
242 Id. p. 19. 
243 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-95-96. 
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it submitted in the Conrail acquisition proceeding. Railroads do not invest capital in rail yards to 

allow them to be only 60 percent full.244 

Despite misgivings over CSXT's gold-plated Reply evidence, TPI accepts CSXT's 

determination of clas~ification tracks for both hump and flat yards on the TPIRR. 

b. Yard Receiving and Departure 
Tracks 

CSXT posits a lengthy and unnecessary process for determining the number of yard 

departure and receiving tracks required by the TPIRR. In Opening, TPI determined the 

appropriate number of yard departure and receiving tracks for each yard based upon the RTC 

model results. TPI constructed a sufficient number of tracks to hold arriving and departing trains 

in the RTC simulation of the TPIRR's peak week. In contrast, CSXT has engaged in a multi-

step process, completely disconnected from its RTC simulation, that gold-plates the TPIRR with. 

more receiving and departure tracks than it would need even for its peak week traffic. 245 Indeed, 

CSXT's own RTC simulation proves that the TPIRR would not use 55 of the receiving and 

departure tracks that CSXT modeled, for a total of 107 miles of unnecessary track investment.246 

244 CSXT relies upon a State of Washington Rail Capacity Study's reference to Tacoma Rail as support for its 1.67 
fluidity factor. CSXT Reply at III-C-84. According to Mr. Orrison, however, Tacoma Rail requires more 
capacity than either CSXT or the TPIRR would require because it is a port railroad that is switched by an 
independent contractor with trackage rights for both BNSF and UP to enter the port with unit trains. The Port 
has a critical bottleneck called "Bullfrog Junction" where only a single train can enter or exit. Furthermore, port 
traffic is prone to ship transit delays, Pacific storms during which grain trains cannot be unloaded, and bunching 
ofBNSF and UP trains moving over 1,500 miles that may be delayed due to a variety of service disruptions. As 
a consequence of these factors, and because the Port is a public authority that must compete with other ports in 
the Pacific Sound, it has a strong business case for maintaining reserve capacity to manage these many known 
and unknown variables 

245 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-118-124. 
246 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-C-1. 
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Therefore, TPI continues to apply its opening methodology for determining the receiving and 

departure tracks at each TPIRR yard based upon the RTC simulation.247 

TPI, however, does accept one of CSXT's criticisms, which affects the number of yard 

receiving and departure tracks determined by the RTC Model. Specifically, in order for the RTC 

Model to produce a reasonable estimate of departure and receiving tracks, the dwell time input 

into the model for arriving and departing trains must be reasonable. In opening, TPI relied upon 

the same dwell times for arriving and departing trains that have been used by the parties in prior 

SAC cases, without dispute, including the recent DuPont and SunBelt cases involving mostly 

carload traffic. Thus, it did not occur to TPI that this was even an issue until CSXT raised it for 

the first time in any SAC case on Reply. After reviewing CSXT's Reply evidence, TPI agrees 

that its opening dwell times are understated. 

Therefore, in Rebuttal, TPI continues to determine the number of yard departure and 

receiving tracks for the TPIRR based upon its RTC simulation. But TPI has adjusted its Rebuttal 

RTC dwell times for receiving and departure tracks to match the dwell times in CSXT's Reply 

RTC simulation.248 

247 As with its modification ofTPl's classification tracks, CSXT revises the receiving and departure tracks in only 
22 of the 80 TPIRR yards included in TPI's Opening evidence. CSXT accepts TPI's receiving and departure 
tracks in the remaining 58 yards. 

248 CSXT's Reply RTC dwell times are not always consistent with those in its narrative. For hump yards, CSXT has 
consistently used the same dwell times developed by Mr. Dirnberger. For flat yards, however, CSXT's RTC 
dwell times vary considerably. As discussed below, CSXT has not clearly identified the source of all the flat 
yard dwell times in its narrative or even developed flat yard dwell times at all for arriving trains. Therefore, TPI 
accepts CSXT's RTC dwell times because they are the only complete set of dwell times presented in CSXT's 
Reply evidence and that CSXT has modeled to demonstrate the feasibility of its operating plan. Moreover, 
because a defendant "cannot protest that an input into the RTC model is flawed without showing the 
consequence of changing that input on the output<-ef the model," the only dwell time evidence that the Board may 
consider are the dwell times that CSXT actually has modeled, which are the dwell times that TPI also has 
adopted on rebuttal. See Otter Tail, slip op. at 19. 
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i. The RTC Simulation is an Appropriate 
Means to Determine the Yard 
Receiving and Departure Tracks 

CSXT criticizes TPI's reliance upon the RTC model to determine the number and length 

of receiving and departure tracks at the TPIRR's merchandise yards, because the RTC Model is 

not a yard sizing tool.249 Although the RTC Model does not simulate all yard activity, it does 

include yard receiving and departure tracks in the simulation. Those tracks must be available to 

stage departing trains and receive arriving trains as needed in order for the RTC simulation to run 

to completion. Therefore, by inputting to the RTC Model reasonable estimates of the amount of 

time required to perform the activities that occur on the receiving and departure tracks, it is 

possible to account for those activities in the RTC Model and thereby generate a real.istic and 

reasonable determination of the required receiving and departure tracks in each yard. 

An RTC simulation will yield a reasonable picture of receiving and departure track 

utilization and, by extension, the number of tracks required. For departing trains, the RTC 

simulation will "initialize" the departing train on the first available track. If there are an 

insufficient number of departure tracks available, the departing train will not be "built" until a 

departure track is available and will incur a delay. In the case of a train entering a receiving 

yard, the user models the train in the RTC model with the following activities: 

• When building the train's profile in RTC, the user enters the scheduled train stops 
at yards along the route where the train will dwell and the yard in which the train 
will terminate (ifterm~nating in a yard). 

• The train's profile contains a Dwell Time field that indicates the time the train 
will dwell on a track within the yard before departing for its next location or 
terminating in the yard. In the event a train encounters a conflict while departing 
for its next scheduled stop, the dwell will be extended until the delay is cleared. 

249 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-98-100. 
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• When entering an intermediate or terminating yard, the R TC software will route 
the train into a receiving yard track based upon which tracks are clear at the time 
the train arrives, assuming that the user has correctly modeled the yard in the RTC 
network to allow dwell on alternate tracks within that yard. 

• Trains which encounter a conflict due to traffic congestion, broken rail, or other 
factors may also be directed by the RTC model to occupy a receiving or departure 
yard track until the conflict is clear even when the train was not scheduled to stop 
in that yard. This is another yard capacity factor which CSXT's yard sizing 
model does not anticipate and is another reason why the RTC simulation is a 
superior model for determining receiving and departure tracks necessary to handle 
the proposed operations of a SARR. 

_ The above is standard procedure for dwelling a train anywhere on an RTC network, and the same 

process can be applied by RTC to originate a train on a departure track in a yard. Thus, the RTC 

software will demonstrate that the network has a sufficient number of receiving and departure 

tracks of sufficient length in each yard in order to accommodate the simulated traffic based upon 

the required dwell time estimates for each train. 

CSXT has identified a total of six reasons why the R TC simulation should not be used to 

determine the required receiving and departure tracks. Those reasons are that the Model does not 

account for: 

1. The time those tracks are occupied by yard switching activities such as the transfer of 
blocks from receiving tracks to the hump track; 

2. The required time to build outbound trains on the departure tracks; 

3. The time those tracks are occupied by road engines moving "light" from arriving 
trains to the locomotive servicing area; 

4. Delays caused by conflicting train movements; 

5. Delays caused by "bunching" of trains or yard congestion; and 

6. Other operating conditions such as weather.250 

250 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-99-100. 
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The first two reasons are accounted for by a proper dwell time estimate. In fact, CSXT's Reply 

testimony claims that its own RTC simulation can "account for the time that a departure track 

would be occupied by the process of building and inspecting an outbound train" which "includes 

the time required to switch multiple blocks of cars from the classification bowl to the departure 

track, to couple air hoses and perform an FRA-mandated inspection, to attach locomotives to the 

outbound cars, and to complete paperwork and prepare the train for departure. "251 Therefore, 

reasons number one and two are contradicted by CSXT's own testimony. · The third reason 

would not cause a noteworthy delay and light engines could "shadow" departing trains as they 

leave the yard.252 The fourth reason is accounted for in the RTC simulation to the extent conflicts 

are created by road trains; to the extent the conflict is created by yard trains, that is a variant of 

the third reason. With regard to the fifth reason, the RTC model specifically accounts for yard 

congestion caused by bunching of arrival and departing trains and is simulating the peak week of 

the Peak Year in the 10 year DCF period, which means that the TPIRR's yards are designed at 

the outset for Easter Sunday. Except for the peak week, the TPIRR will seldom use most of the 

capacity that CSXT would add to the TPIRR's yards. Furthermore, reasons four and five are 

examples of why the RTC model is superior to CSXT's yard sizing model which does not 

account for these factors. The sixth and final reason is predicated upon speculative and 

infrequent occurrences that probably would not even occur during the peak week, in order to 

justify a gold-plated yard. 

Furthermore, TPI Witnesses Orrison, Sullivan, and McLaughlin all have experience 

either managing or analyzing operations at classification yards, including several on the real 

251 See, CSXT Reply, pp III-C-192-193. 
252 According to TPI Witness Orrison, a light engine moving at 10 mph through a 7 ,000 foot track requires less than 

eight (8) minutes to clear the track. 
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world CSXT network. According to those Witnesses, there are a multitude of ways for 

yardmasters to address temporary peaks and surges when they do occur, without all the surplus 

infrastructure that CSXT would impose upon the TPIRR. Such options include: 

• Add additional crews at the pull out end of the yard to clear classification tracks 
more quickly. 

• Call additional road trains and extra trains to handle additional train departures. 

• Pull and set departure tracks from the hump end of the yard to assist the pull out 
crews. 

• Change classification track designations/blocking to handle additional capacity 
and to avoid misclassified or re-humped cars. 

• Add car inspectors in the receiving and departure yards. 

• Add engine servicing employees. 

• Build outbound trains in the classification yard. 

• Add yard masters and supervision to coordinate increased activities. 

Although it would be nice to have the excess tracks proposed by CSXT, those would be 

unnecessary luxuries that a least-cost, optimally efficient railroad would shun. Therefore, TPI 

continues to rely upon the RTC Model (with revised dwell times accepted from CSXT's Reply 

RTC Model) to determine the receiving and departure tracks required by the TPIRR to efficiently 

handle its traffic. 

ii. CSXT's Methodology for Determining 
Yard Receiving and Departure Tracks 
is Gold-Plated 

As discussed in the preceding section, TPI's reliance upon the RTC model to determine 

the required receiving and departure tracks in the TPIRR's yards is reasonable and realistic. 

CSXT, in contrast, has applied a methodology that is designed to burden the TPIRR with 

unnecessary infrastructure. Indeed, CSXT's own RTC simulation of the peak week does not use 
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55 of the receiving and departure tracks that CSXT has added to the TPIRR, for a total of 107 

miles of unnecessary added investment. 253 This fact is even more remarkable in light of CSXT' s 

claim that it conservatively has understated track capacity requirements because its analysis is 

based upon an average week rather than the peak week.254 CSXT's separate process for 

calculating receiving and departure tracks suffers from several flaws. 

First, CSXT's addition of a 1.67 "fluidity factor" is inappropriate and unsupported for 

receiving and departure tracks.255 CSXT introduced this fluidity factor in the context of 

classification tracks.256 CSXT's rationale was that, without a fluidity factor, there is no track for 

yard crews and locomotives to operate within the classification bowl or to move cars around as 

required during the blocking process, or in other words, the yard would become a parking lot.257 

But unlike classification yards, where cars may need to be shuffled around in order to pull cars 

stuck behind other cars, such shuffling is not a routine activity for receiving and departure tracks 

where trains are built and broken down sequentially, arrive intact, depart intact, and are inspected 

intact. CSXT's only explanation for adding a fluidity factor is to account for congestion and 

''bunching."258 But TPI has designed the TPIRR's yards to accommodate the longest trains that 

originate or terminate at those yards in the peak week, which means there will be excess capacity 

nearly all of the time to absorb the occasional disruption. Moreover, the RTC simulation of the 

peak week includes random outages of the type that could create congestion or bunching. The 

congestion or bunching posited by CSXT is gold-plating for speculative and infrequent events. 

Even if a fluidity factor were appropriate for receiving and departure tracks, it is inconceivable 

253 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1, columns (9) and (10), Line "Total''. 
254 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-119 (n. 185). 
255 Id. p. III-C-120. 
256 Id. pp. 82-85. 
257 Id. p. 83. 
258 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-120. 
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that 40% more capacity above the peak period would be necessary. While CSXT claims that 

"[t]his fluidity factor is also consistent with the methodologies utilized by CSXT in conducting 

real world yard capacity analyses,"259 it offers no evidence whatsoever to document this claim. 

All three of TPI's witnesses with Class I railroad experience reject the need to apply a fluidity 

factor to receiving/departure tracks.260 

Second, CSXT adds an extra receiving and departure track for light engine movements, 

yard switchers, and switch engines.261 This is the ultimate in gold-plating. TPI Witness Sullivan 

who has supervised a major classification yard on a Class I railroad, testifies that these various 

engine movements typically occur on unoccupied receiving and departure tracks or, if necessary, 

over the hump. This extra track is not consistent with real world railroading practice. 

Third, the dwell times used by Mr. Dimberger in his calculation of receiving and 

departure tracks are unreliable. The largest block of time for both arriving and departing trains 

in Mr. Dimberger's analysis is the time required to inspect each train. But that clearly depends 

upon the length of the train and the size of the inspection crews, which are two factors that Mr. 

Dimberger virtually ignores. At one point, Mr. Dirnberger acknowledges that the "required 

number of hand brakes depends upon the length and weight of the train," but he never extends 

that observation to include the time required for train inspections.262 Nor does he consider the 

size of the TPIRR's inspection crews, which determines how fast a train can be inspected. Those 

inspection crews vary across the TPIRR from two (2) to four (4) people at hump yards, which 

259 Id. 
260 Moreover, even for classification tracks, as discussed above, TPI's witnesses maintain that real world railroads 

use only a 15-20% swing capacity. 
261 See, CSXT Reply, p. ID-C-121. 
262 See, CSXT Reply, p. ID-C-109. 
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means that the largest crews can inspect cars at a rate two times faster than the smallest crews. 263 

In essence, Mr. Dirnberger's analysis assumes trains of a set length and inspection crews of a set 

size but he never reveals his assumed train length and crew size so that they can be compared 

against the TPIRR. 

Mr. Dimberger's estimate of 2.0 hours to inspect both inbound and outbound trains also 

does not bear up to scrutiny.264 An MIT case study of CSXT's Radnor Yard, in 1992, observed 

that inbound and outbound trains were inspected at an average rate of 0.40 and 0.41 cars per 

inspector per minute, respectively.265 At that rate, a single inspector could inspect 48 cars in the 

two (2) hour window estimated by Mr. Dimberger.266 Because TPI has staffed the TPIRR with 

anywhere from 2-4 person crews, their average inspection rate within a two (2) hour period 

would range from 96 to 192 cars. In other words, Mr. Dirnberger's estimate of two (2) hours 

may be reasonable for two (2) person crews inspecting 100 car trains, but it significantly 

overstates the time required for shorter trains and/or larger crews. Furthermore, the inspection 

rates observed in the MIT study are low in the opinion of TPI's Rebuttal Witness Schuchmann, 

who estimates that 0.5 cars per inspector per minute is typical.267 

The ultimate proof of CSXT's gold-plating lies in the results of CSXT's own reply RTC 

simulation. There is an unexplained disconnect at 43 of the TPIRR' s yards, including 10 of its 

11 hump yards, between (a) the receiving and departure tracks that CSXT developed based upon 

263 See, Opening workpaper ''Trains to be Inspected.xlsx". 
264 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-109 and 115. 
265 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "MIT Study.pd£" Michael A Duffy, "Statistical Process Control Applied to Rail 

Freight Terminal Performance: A Case Study of CSX's Radnor Yard," Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
pp. 36, 58 (1992). 

266 120 minutes x 0. 4 cars per inspector per minute = 48 cars per inspector in two (2) hours. 
267 The FRA' s "Railroad Classification Yard Technology Manual" that CSXT submitted as part of its Reply 

evidence estimates inspection rates of0.5 minutes per car for both arriving and departing trains, but does not 
indicate the size of the inspection crew upon which that estimate is based. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Wong, 
Railroad Classification Yard Tech Manual.pdf' at49, 52, 54. This equates to two (2) cars per minute, which 
would equal 0.5 cars per inspector per minute if based upon a four (4) person crew. 
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the foregoing methodology (which is what CSXT uses to determine SAC investment), (b) the 

receiving and departure tracks that CSXT modeled in the RTC simulation, and (c) the tracks 

actually used by the trains in the RTC simulation. TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 shows all three 

(3) of these CSXT track counts for each of these 43 yards. For only 10 yards did CSXT actually 

model the same number of receiving and departure tracks in its RTC simulation that it has 

included in the TPIRR' s investment base. For 14 yards, CSXT modeled fewer tracks. For 19 

yards, CSXT modeled more tracks. There is no rhyme or reason for the number of yard 

receiving and departure tracks that CSXT chose to include in its RTC simulation. Nor is there 

any explanation as to why CSXT did not model the same number of receiving and departure 

tracks that its formula-driven methodology determined are required to serve the TPIRR's traffic 

base. 

At a minimum, the number ofreceiving and departure tracks in CSXT's RTC simulation 

should have matched the number of tracks that CSXT has included in the TPIRR's investment to 

demonstrate that those tracks are capable of handling the TPIRR's traffic base. In fact, Column 

9 of TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 shows that CSXT's formula-driven method understated the 

number of receiving and departure tracks required by nine (9) out of the 43 yards because 

CSXT's own RTC simulation required more tracks than CSXT's investment. In other words, 

CSXT's own RTC simulation proves the inadequacy of CSXT's infrastructure investment for 

over 20% of these 43 yards. 

On net, however, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 shows that CSXT's formula-driven 

methodology overstates the total number of receiving and departure tracks required by the 

TPIRR as a whole. The receiving and departure tracks that CSXT includes in the TPIRR's 
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investment base match the tracks actually utilized in the RTC simulation at only a single yard.268 

In 33 of the 43 yards, the RTC simulation used anywhere from one to eight fewer tracks than 

CSXT included in the TPIRR's investment base.269 In total, after netting out the overstated track 

counts against the understated track counts, CSXT's RTC simulation used 55 fewer receiving 

and departure tracks than CSXT has included in the TPIRR's investment base. This is all based 

upon csxrs own reply evidence! 

iii. CSXT's Development of Dwell Times 
and Receiving/Departure Tracks Is 
Inconsistent with Its RTC Simulation 

CSXT's reply evidence on dwell times for trains occupying the TPIRR's receiving and 

departure tracks is confusing, inconsistent, and in several instances, unsupported. Much of the 

confusion and inconsistency arises because CSXT has employed different dwell times in 

different parts of its Reply evidence. First, dwell times are the major component in the formula 

that CSXT Witness Dimberger uses to determine the number of receiving and departure tracks 

for the TPIRR's yards.270 Second, both dwell times and the number of receiving and departure 

tracks in each yard are important inputs to CSXT's RTC Model. But CSXT's RTC simulation 

does not consistently model either the dwell times estimated by Mr. Dimberger or the receiving 

and departure tracks determined by Mr. Dimberger based in large part upon his dwell time 

estimates. In other words, there is no relationship whatsoever between Mr. Dimberger's 

testimony and CSXT's RTC simulation. Nor does CSXT acknowledge or attempt to explain this 

complete disconnect. This fact alone is fatal to CSXT's operating plan.271 

268 The Folkston Interchange, at Folkston, GA, in TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1. 
269 TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 , Column (9). 
270 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-100-117, 120, and 123. 
271 See, Otter Tail, slip op. at 18-19. 
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As a threshold matter, CSXT has been less than clear as to the support for its dwell time 

calculations. For hump yards, CSXT states that it has assumed a 5.0 hour dwell time for arriving 

trains "[b]ased upon witness Dirnberger's experience, and the real world dwell time data set 

forth in Figure III-C-16."272 CSXT makes an identical claim for trains departing hump yards.273 

Although CSXT claims that Mr. Dimberger's estimates are supported by CSXT's Hump Yard 

Simulation System ("HYSS"),274 CSXT refused TPI's request to provide the HYSS to TPI on 

grounds that "neither the HYSS model nor the results of any HYSS simulation were relied upon 

as support for the 5-hour dwell times used in CSXT's Reply RTC model."275 But in subsequent 

correspondence, CSXT acknowledged that Figure III-C-16 "sets forth outputs from CSXT's 

Hump Yard Simulation System ... ,"276 which CSXT's Reply claims is the basis for its dwell time 

estimates, along with Mr. Dirnberger's experience. Based upon these conflicting statements by 

CSXT and its refusal to provide the HYSS model and the data underlying Figure III-C-16, the 

Board must disregard Figure III-C-16 as support for CSXT's dwell times. 

Furthermore, because CSXT appears to rely solely upon its hump yard dwell time 

estimates for its flat yard dwell time estimates without any additional support, CSXT also may 

not rely upon Reply Figure III-C-16 to support those dwell time estimates. This is appropriate in 

light of the aforementioned post evidentiary representations by CSXT to TPI that it has not relied 

upon the HYSS model which is the source for Reply Figure III-C-16. 

272 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-112 [underline added]. 
273 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-117. 
274 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-111. 
275 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "MJWarren Aug 26 Letter.pelf." my . . 
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(1) Hump Yard Dwell Times 

CSXT's often confusing and inconsistent dwell time evidence is more consistent for 

hump yards than for flat yards. Mr. Dirnberger has estimated hump yard dwell times of 5.0 

hours for both departing and arriving trains277 and CSXT has used 5.0 hours in its RTC 

simulation at hump yards. 278 Mr. Dimberger did not attempt to develop dwell times for 

intermediate trains passing through hump yards. CSXT, instead, has accepted TPI's Opening 

dwell times for these intermediate trains and modeled them in its RTC simulation. 

Although CSXT has used Mr. Dimberger's hump yard dwell time estimates in the RTC 

simulation, it inexplicably has not modeled the receiving and departure tracks that Mr. 

Dimberger determined to be necessary based upon those dwell times as discussed above. 

CSXT's own RTC simulation has exposed an inherent weakness in Mr. Dirnberger's formula for 

determining receiving and departure tracks at the TPIRR's yards. Even modeling his own dwell 

time estimates in the RTC simulation, Mr. Dimberger's receiving/departure track counts for the 

Willard and Radnor hump yards were deficient by five (5) tracks apiece. At eight (8) other 

hump yards, the RTC simulation demonstrates a cumulative overstatement of 37 tracks. The 

Board should disregard Mr. Dimberger' s subjective, formula-driven receiving/departure track 

counts at hump yards in favor of those objectively determined by TPI's rebuttal RTC Model 

using CSXT's Reply RTC dwell times for hump yards. 

(2) Flat Yard Dwell Times 

CSXT's evidence is most convoluted when it comes to receiving and departure tracks at 

the TPIRR's flat yards. Mr. Dimberger has not performed the same analysis of flat yard dwell 

times that he has for hump yards. In fact, he has only presented testimony as to departure dwell 

277 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-120. 
278 Id. p. III-C-112, 117. 
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times for trains originating at flat yards. He has not presented any testimony of dwell times for 

trains arriving at flat yards. Nor has CSXT consistently modeled any of Mr. Dimberger's flat 

yard dwell times, or the receiving/departure tracks based upon those dwell times, in the RTC 

simulation. Ultimately, the only flat yard dwell times with any modicum of support in CSXT's 

reply evidence, and modeled in its RTC simulation, are the dwell times for intermediate trains 

both with and without a consist change, although those times are excessive according to TPI's 

witnesses.279 

For departing trains, Mr. Dimberger assumes the same 5.0 hours that he has developed 

for hump yards because the process supposedly is the same whether the train originates at a flat 

or hump yard.280 TPl's Rebuttal operating Witnesses Orrison, Sullivan and McLaughlin contest 

that assertion. According to these Witnesses, most trains that originate at flat yards are 

assembled on and depart directly from the classification tracks. As such, they never occupy the 

yard receiving/departure tracks at all, and thus no dwell time is needed or appropriate. 

For arriving trains, CSXT has not presented any narrative evidence of a dwell time. 

However, CSXT Reply workpaper "CSX Response--Regional Flat Yard Sizing 

Calculations.xlsx" uses 5.0 hours of dwell time for arriving trains to calculate the number of 

receiving and departure tracks at 11 of 74 flat yards on the TPIRR. This dwell time is 

unsupported by any discussion in CSXT's narrative. Nor has CSXT used that dwell time to 

develop receiving/departure tracks beyond just those 11 flat yards. Rather, CSXT has passively 

accepted TPI' s opening evidence. 

279 See, CSXT Reply, p. 123 and Reply Exhibit IlI-C-7. 
280 See, CSXT Reply, p. 123 (n. 188). 
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For intermediate trains with and without consist changes, Mr. Dimberger assumes dwell 

times of 2.0 and 0.5 hours, respectively.281 CSXT's RTC Model, however, uses 2.0 hours for 

intermediate trains with consist changes only at flat yards where CSXT's real world dwell time 

averages 2.0 hours or greater.282 CSXT does not indicate what dwell time it uses at yards that 

average less than 2.0 hours. Although CSXT claims that 2.0 hours is a realistic dwell time, TPI 

witness John Orrison contends that it is absurdly long. According to him, BNSF's RIC 

simulations employed a standard 30-45 minute dwell times for trains making either a set-out or 

pick-up and 45-1 :45 minutes if doing both.283 Mr. Orrison also used those dwell times when he 

was CSXI's Vice Prc::sident of Service Design. 

CSXI has not consistently applied the foregoing flat yard dwell time estimates for all 

trains in the RTC model. In fact, CSXI changed IPI's Opening RIC dwell times for arriving 

and departing trains at flat yards to 5.0 hours for just 141 flat yard train events, which is just 8% 

of such train events in the RTC simulation.284 CSXI modeled the same dwell time as IPI for all 

other flat yard train originations and terminations in the RTC Model. In fact, CSXT's RTC 

Model is the only source of dwell times in its Reply evidence for trains arriving at flat yards. 

As with hump yards, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-1 shows that CSXI did not model in the 

RIC simulation the number of receiving/departure tracks developed by Mr. Dirnberger based 

upon his flat yard dwell time estimates and that CSXI has included in the IPIRR's investment. 

Sometimes CSXI modeled more tracks and sometimes it modeled less, never with any rhyme or 

reason. At seven (7) flat yards, the RTC model demonstrated a need for ~ tracks than CSXT 

281 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-123. 
282 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-75 (n. 106). 
283 Mr. Orrison also has observed that CSXT used different dwell times in its MultiRail analysis from its RTC 

Model. CSXT's MultiRail has "standard" times for processing events at yards of: 30 minutes for set-out; 45 
minutes for pick-up; and 30 minutes for crew change. 

284 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT RTC Dwell Frequency by Yard Type and Stop Type.xlsx". 
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included in its investment costs, but every other flat yard needed fewer tracks. On net, the RTC 

Model demonstrates that CSXT has overstated the receiving and departure tracks required at the 

TPIRR'sflat yards. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Board should disregard Mr. Dimberger's subjective, 

_formula-driven receiving/departure track counts at flat yards in favor of those objectively 

determined by TPI's rebuttal RTC Model using CSXT's Reply RTC dwell times. 

c. Missing Yards 

CSXT added five (5) yards to the TPIRR system in Reply located at: Curtis Bay, MD; 

Oakworth, AL; Cartersville, GA; Calera, AL; and lvorydale, OH. TPI accepts the addition of 

these yards in Rebuttal and the number of tracks and track miles proposed by CSXT. 

d. RIP Tracks 

CSXT added a total of 1.326 miles ofRlP track at five (5) locations, including: Atkinson, 

KY; Evansville, IN; Buffalo, NY; East St. Louis, IL; and New Orleans, LA. TPI accepts the 

addition of RIP track at these locations and the assignment of inspectors at these locations. 

e. Yard Jobs and Yard Locomotives 

CSXT argues that TPI's yard jobs and yard locomotives are infeasible because the daily 

yard jobs and yard locomotive assignments are consistently below those actually employed by 

CSXT in the real world.285 CSXT claims TPI failed to support its assumptions with any evidence 

and indicates TPI did not provide any yard crews or yard locomotives at several locations where 

CSXT has yard jobs in the real world.286 Each of CSXT's allegations regarding yard jobs and 

yard locomotives are addressed below. 

285 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-128. 
286 Id. p. III-C-130. 
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i. TPI Yard Classification Job 
Assignments are Consistent with 
CSXT's Actual Stafimg Levels 

·· .· · ··. · ·. ·.·. ··.· · ·· : ·1 

CSXT compares TPI's 421 yard classification jobs for the TPIRR to CSXT's actual 

staffing in 2010 of {{.}}classification yard jobs at yards included on the TPIRR.287 From that 

comparison, CSXT concludes that TPI's yard operating plan is infeasible, because TPI's yard 

assignments are "consistently below those actually employed by CSXT in the real world."288 

This argument is designed to mislead the Board because, based on CSXT' s own calculations, the 

·TPIRR classifies far fewer cars on a daily basis than does the actual CSXT, and therefore does 

not require the same number of yard crews actually employed by CSXT. CSXT' s approach 

assumes that the number of yard classification crews has no variability based on the amount of 

cars classified. But that assumption is illogical and contrary to the Board's Uniform Rail Costing 

System for CSXT in 2012, which shows that yard switch crew wages are 84 percent variable 

with changes in traffic levels.289 Furthermore, according to TPI Witness Orrison, when he 

worked for CSXT, they used a metric called cars/yard job switched to determine the level of yard 

job assignments based on changes in volume. 

CSXT's misleading claims are designed to impose far lower productivity on the TPIRR 

than CSXT itself enjoys as measured by the cars classified per yard job per day. The table below 

demonstrates that TPI's assignment of yard jobs produces nearly identical productivity to 

CSXT's actual experience in 2010 and 2013 in hump yards. Further, TPI's assigned yard jobs 

represent significantly lower productivity than CSXT's actual productivity in 2013. Thus, TPI's 

assignment of yard classification jobs is clearly feasible and supported, compared with CSXT's 

287 See, CSXT Reply Figure III-C-20 and Table III-C-30, p. III-C-133. 
288 See, CSXT Reply, p. IlIC-128. 
289 On the STB 's website, electronic file "URCS_2012_ Worktables.zip'', STB Phase II and Support URCS 2012 

Worktables "CSXT 2012.pdf", Regression Number 11 , page 250. 
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actual experience in both 2010 and 2013, when measured against the number of cars classified 

on a daily basis by TPIRR. 

Importantly, Rebuttal Table III-C-1 below demonstrates that CSXT's Reply evidence 

would impose an unrealistically low level of productivity on the TPIRR by insisting that it 

maintain the same number of crew assignments as CSXT in 2010, when according to CSXT's 

Reply evidence the TPIRR classifies less than { {.}} percent of the actual cars CSXT classified 

in hump yards in 2010290 and less than { {.}} percent of the actual cars CSXT classified in 

2013.291 Further, Rebuttal Table III-C-1 shows that, in 2013, CSXT increased its productivity 

over 2010 levels by classifying {{.}} cars per yard job in hump yards, but in Reply CSXT 

nevertheless assumes that the TPIRR would achieve productivity of only { {.}} cars per yard 

job in hump yards.292 

Hump 

Rebuttal Table III-C-1 
Hump Yard Job Productivity- CSXT Actual, CSXT Reply and TPI Opening 

Cars Classified and Yard Classification Jobs per Day 

CSXT Actual 
2010 2013 CSXTRe~I}' TPIO~ening 

Yard Cars Jobs Cars Jobs Cars Jobs Cars Jobs 
(1) (3) (5) 

Willard {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Selkirk {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Indianapolis {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Nashville {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Atlanta {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Cumberland {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Cincinnati {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Louisville {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Birmingham {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Hamlet {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Waycross } } { } 
Total {{ }} }} {{ }} 
Cars Classified Per Hum.ob 

{{ } HllH 

ort Job Com arison.xlsx". 

290 Rebuttal Table III-C-1, Linel2, Column (6) + Line 12, Column (2). 
291 Rebuttal Table III-C-1, Line 12, Column (6) +Line 12, Column (4). 
292 Rebuttal Table III-C-1, Line 13, Column (4) and Colwnn (6). 
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(6) (7) (8) (9) 

1,214 {{ }} 1,069 {{ }} 
1,293 {{ }} 1,558 { }} 
1,321 {{ }} 1,256 { }} 
1,123 {{ }} 1,187 {{ }} 

755 {{ }} 784 { }} 
857 {{ }} 911 {{ }} 

1,035 {{ }} 1,355 {{ }} 
965 {{ }} 1,060 {{ }} 
717 {{ }} 899 {{ }} 
983 {{ }} 1,251 {{ }} 

1,312 { } 1.594 { } 
11,575 {{ }} 12,924 {{ }} 
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As shown in Rebuttal Table III-C-1, in TPI's Opening evidence, the TPIRR classifies 

{ {.}} cars per hump yard job, which is equivalent to the productivity achieved by CSXT in 

2010 and less than the productivity achieved by CSXT in 2013, thus demonstrating that TPI's 

yard classification crew assignments are both realistic and feasible. A similar analysis of flat 

yard productivity is not presented because CSXT's Reply evidence only includes data on cars 

classified for 12 of the 74 flat yards on the TPIRR. 

CSXT cherry-picks two examples of yards where it contends that TPI's Opening yard 

classification job assignments are infeasible, and misleadingly implies that the same issue exists 

in every yard on the TPIRR. Specifically, CSXT argues that TPI assigns only one yard job to 

classify 75 cars per day and 90 cars per day in Hawthorne (Indianapolis) and Demmler, PA 

yards, respectively.293 By comparison, CSXT, in 2010, actually assigned { {.}} crews per day 

to classify { {.}} cars per day294 in the Hawthorne flat yard and { {.}} crews per day to 

classify { {.}} cars per day in the Demrnler flat yard.295 In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's yard 

jobs in Hawthorne and Demmler, adjusted to reflect the same productivity (i.e. , cars classified 

per crew) as CSXT actually achieved in 2013, increasing the crews assigned per day in these two 

flat yards to { {.}} crews per day in Hawthorne and { {.}} crews per day in Demmler.296 TPI 

also makes similar adjustments to other TPIRR yards where there was a similar discrepancy 

between CSXT actual yard job assignments and TPI' s Opening yard job assignments. 297 

Finally, CSXT claims that TPI's yard classification job assignments are infeasible 

because TPI has not assigned any yard jobs or yard locomotives to some TPIRR yards, including 

293 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-130. 
294 See, CSXT discovery spreadsheet "Yard Matrix.xis". 
29s Id. 
296 ForHawthomeYard {{ }} ForDemmlerYard { • •••••• --·}} 297 TPI identified 16 additional yards where a similar mismatch exists. See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yard & 

Support Job Comparison.xlsx". 
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Grafton, WV, Danville, IL and Plant City, FL.298 Again, CSXT's argument is designed to 

mislead. CSXT's Reply workpapers show that, in both 2010 and 2013, CSXT itself had 

numerous yard locations where it did not assign any yard crews.299 For example, information that 

CSXT produced in discovery shows that, in 2010, CSXT classified cars on a daily basis in 

{ {.}} yards located on the TPIRR to which CSXT did not assign any yard crews or 

locomotives. According to CSXT's historical data, it classifies an average of { {.}} cars per 

day in these yards, and { {.}} cars per day in the busiest yard, without assigned yard jobs.309 

Moreover, in its Reply, CSXT itself has added five (5) yards to the TPIRR network but assigned 

yard crews and yard locomotives to only three (3) of these five (5) yards.301 

As with TPI's operating plan, CSXT's operating plan must assume that cars in these 

yards are classified by local train crews rather than yard crews. This approach is common in the 

industry and is recognized by CSXT's own statement that, "[t]o the extent that TPI takes the 

position that any required switching would be performed by road train locomotives and crews, its 

operating plan does not account for the additional time required for road crews to do so ... "302 

There are 24 yards where the TPIRR classifies cars but has not assigned any yard crews. In 

Reply, CSXT has accepted TPI's dwell times for local trains at all of these yards but added yard 

crew assignments at only eight of them. TPI accepts CSXT's yard crew assignments at these 

eight yards and continues to use local train crews to classify cars at the remaining yards just as 

CSXT has done. In Rebuttal, TPI scales the TPIRR yard classification jobs to reflect the same 

298 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-130-131. 
299 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Yard Matrix Update.xis" and discovery spreadsheet "Yard Matrix.xis." 
300 See, CSXT Discovery spreadsheet "Yard Matrix.xis". 
301 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Yard Operations Reply.xlsx." 
302 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-130. 
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productivity levels achieved by CSXT in 2013 based on the information provided by CSXT in 

Reply.303 

ii. Yard Support Jobs 

CSXT is correct that TPI omitted yard support jobs on the TPIRR.304 TPI accepts this 

criticism in Rebuttal by adding yard support jobs in each yard where CSXT has assigned them in 

Reply. However, rather than blindly assigning the same number of support jobs that CSXT 

actually had in 2010, as CSXT did in Reply, TPI has scaled the number of support jobs to reflect 

the actual cars classified in yards on the TPIRR based on CSXT actual crew assignments and 

cars classified in 2013 as shown in CSXT Reply workpapers.305 The results are summarized in 

Rebuttal Table III-C-2 below. 

Rebuttal Table III-C-2 
CSXT Actual, CSXT Reply and TPI Rebuttal 

Hum(! Yard Cars Classified and Yard SU(!(!Ort Jobs (!er Day 

CSXT Actual 
Hump 2010 2013 CSXTRe~I~ TPI Rebuttal 
Yard Jobs Jobs Cars Jobs Cars Jobs 

(1) (3) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

1. Willard }} {{ }} }} { }} 1,214 {{ }} 1,069 
2. Selkirk }} {{ }} }} {{ }} 1,293 {{ }} 1,558 
3. Indianapolis }} {{ }} }} {{ }} 1,321 {{ }} 1,256 
4. Nashville }} { }} }} {{ }} 1,123 { }} 1,187 
5. Atlanta }} {{ }} }} {{ }} 755 {{ }} 784 
6. Cumberland }} {{ }} }} {{ }} 857 {{ }} 911 
7. Cincinnati }} {{ }} }} {{ }} 1,035 {{ }} 1,355 
8. Louisville }} {{ }} }} {{ }} 965 {{ }} 1,060 
9. Birmingham }} {{ }} }} {{ }} 717 { { } } 899 

10. Hamlet }} }} }} { }} 983 { }} 1,251 
11. Waycross } {{ } } {{ } 1.312 {{ } 1,594 
12. Total {{ }} {{ }} } {{ }} 10,820 {{ }} 11 ,668 
13. Cars per Hump Support Job 

{{.}} {{.}} {{.}} 1•n 
ort Job Com arison.xlsx". 

303 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Yard Matrix Update.xlsx" and TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yard & Support Job 
Comparison.xlsx". 

304 Id., pp. 13.1-32. 

(9) 

{ }} 
{ }} 
{{ }} 
{ }} 
{{ }} 
{{ }} 
{{ }} 
{{ }} 
{{ }} 
{ }} 

{ } 
{{ }} 

305 See, CSXT Reply workpaper ''Yard Matrix Update.xis" The CSXT workpapers show yard crew assignments on 
a quarterly basis. To reflect daily yard assignments, the yard crew data is divided by 91 days in the quarter. 
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As shown in l_lebuttal Table III-C-2 above, by assigning the real world CSXT's actual 

2010 support jobs to the TPIRR in Reply, without regard to the fact that the TPIRR handles less 

traffic, CSXT reduces the productivity on the TPIRR from { {.}} cars handled per support 

job306 by CSXT in 2010 to only { {.}} cars handled per support job307 on the TPIRR. This 

level of productivity is far less than the level of { {.}} cars handled per support job achieved 

by CSXT in 2013.308 Thus, CSXT imposes an unrealistic reduction in productivity on TPIRR. 

In Rebuttal, TPI includes 409 yard classification job assignments per day in hump yards 

and flat yards combined and 60 support crew job assignments per day in hump yards and flat 

yards combined, 309 compared with the { {.}} classification job assignments and { {.}} 

support job assignments included in CSXT's Reply evidence.310 

iii. Yard Locomotives 

In Opening, TPI included 181 SWl 500 yard locomotives, including spares, and 22 SD40 

locomotives used to push cars over the humps at eleven hump yards, for a total of 203 yard 

locomotives. In Reply, CSXT rejected TPI's use of SW1500 switch locomotives on the TPIRR 

and instead assumed all switch locomotives would be SD40 locomotives.311 In addition, based 

on the increased number of switch crews, CSXT increased the number of switch locomotives 

from 203 switch locomotives to 245 switch locomotives (including spares).312 In Rebuttal, TPI 

accepts the use of SD40 locomotives for all switch locomotives instead of the SWl 500 

locomotives, but rejects CSXT's locomotive count. 

306 Rebuttal Table III-C-2, Line 13, Column (2). 
307 Rebuttal Table III-C-2, Line 13, Column (6). 
308 Rebuttal Table III-C-2, Line 13, Column (4). 
309 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yard & Support Job Comparison.xlsx.". 
310 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations Reply.xlsx". 
311 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-147. -
312 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations_Reply.xlsx". 
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CSXT criticizes TPI's operating plan for not providing a locomotive at every TPIRR 

yard.313 But as discussed in Part III.C.5.e.i above, neither has CSXT. Moreover, neither does the 

real world CSXT. This is just one example of how CSXT has been disingenuous in the 

presentation of its evidence by making statements implying that TPI has overlooked very basic 

operating requirements that tum out not to be so basic after all, and then adopting the same 

alleged deficiencies in its own reply evidence without acknowledging that fact. 

As evidenced by CSXT's determination of the number of yard locomotives, CSXT 

adopted TPI's method for calculating the required number of yard locomotive units, including 

the number of spare units determined by TPI, with one exception. In Opening, TPI calculated 

the number of locomotives required in each hump yard by calculating the number of units 

needed for crews assigned, then adding a unit for crews pushing cars over the hump. In contrast, 

CSXT calculates the number of units needed for the crews assigned then adds two (2) units for 

crews pushing cars over the hump, thereby overstating the units needed in each hump yard by 

one unit. 

In addition to the above overstatement, CSXT has overstated the number of yard crew 

assignments by failing to recognize that the TPIRR classifies fewer cars and therefore requires 

fewer yard crews and thus fewer locomotives. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to calculate yard locomotive requirements as it did m 

Opening, adjusted to reflect the addition of the flat yard crew assignments discussed above. In 

doing so, TPI accepts CSXT's addition of 17 flat yard switch locomotives plus four (4) 

additional spares, for a total of 224 yard locomotives. 

313 See, CSXT Reply, p III-C-138. 
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6. Customer Lead Tracks 

In Opening, TPI used an estimate of 200 feet of track for all industry leads. On Reply, 

CSXT added 24 lead tracks totaling 63.71 miles to access 52 customers on the TPIRR.314 TPI 

has included these track miles on Rebuttal.315 

7. Peak Year Train Development 

a. Merchandise Trains 

CSXT generally accepts TPl's selection of historical intermodal, automotive, and general 

freight manifest traffic for inclusion in its MultiRail analysis. CSXT also generally accepts 

TPl's identification of the historical local and line-haul merchandise trains carrying that traffic 

for inclusion in its RTC analysis. However, because CSXT's MultiRail analysis assigned the 

TPIRR traffic to different trains than those that actually moved the traffic historically, CSXT 

created a disconnect between the historically based trains it (and TPI) modeled in RTC and the 

MultiRail-generated trains to which CSXT assigned the traffic in developing its operating plan. 

Therefore, CSXT failed to model the trains it identified in its operating plan in its RTC analysis. 

As a result, CSXT failed to demonstrate that its posited operating plan is feasible. 

For the historical trains CSXT (and TPI) modeled in their respective RTC analyses, 

CSXT made a few adjustments to certain intermodal trains, which TPI has accepted in Rebuttal. 

Specifically: 

• CSXT added a third locomotive to trains moving expedited traffic;316 

• CSXT adjusted train routing through Chicago,317 and; 

314 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Customer Lead Tracks.xlsx." 
31 5 As CSXT included the customer tracks as yard tracks, TPI has added them to its Rebuttal Yard Matrix. See TPI 

Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
316 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-136. 
317 Id. p. III-C-137. 
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• CSXT added three additional intermodal facilities, at Marion, OH, North 
Baltimore, OH and Louisville, KY.318 

b. Local Trains 

As discussed in Part III.C.2 above, CSXT alleges that TPI failed to account for over 

44,000 local trains it claims are required to serve the TPIRR traffic group. CSXT's allegations 

consist of a series of exaggerations and false statements designed to mislead the Board into 

believing something that is simply not true. CSXT claims to have "corrected this major 

deficiency in TPI's Opening RTC model" by adding just 5,940 (about one seventh) of the 

allegedly missing trains to its Peak Year train count for RTC modeling purposes.319 CSXT's 

modest "correction" speaks volumes about the credibility of its exaggerated claim of more than 

44,000 "missing" local trains. 

CSXT's analysis is disjointed and deficient. Specifically, CSXT's RTC model peak 

period train list is based on adding 5,940 "On/Off-SARR" local trains and 11 weekly industrial 

yard trains to TPI's Opening train list. 320 Thus, the total local and yard trains that CSXT has 

modeled add up to just 48,720 trains per year,321 which is just slightly more than the 42,208 local 

trains that TPI modeled in its opening evidence and a far cry from the 86,902 local trains that 

CSXT claims TPI should have included in its Opening local train list.322 In addition, CSXT's 

MultiRail-derived local train list included 60,788 local trains and zero (0) industrial yard trains. 

Therefore, CSXT modeled only 80%323 of the total number of local trains it included in its 

operating plan in its RTC model, which means CSXT failed to demonstrate that its operating 

318 Id. 
3 19 See, CSXT Reply, pp. lli-C-173-174. 
320 Although CSXT claims to have added 16 weekly industrial yard trains to its RTC model train list at Reply page 

III-C-174, its workpapers show that it only added 11 such trains to the RTC train list. 
321 42,208 local trains in TPI Opening, plus 5,940 "On/Off' local trains, plus 572 (11 x 52) industrial yard trains. 
322 42,208 local trains in TPI Opening plus 5,940 "On/Off' local trains, plus 28,860 (555 x 52) industrial yard trains, 

plus 9,894 other local trains. 
323 48,720 ..;- 60,788 = 80%. 
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plan was feasible. Furthermore, CSXT used its RTC model outputs based on operating roughly 

49,000 annual local trains to develop operating statistics for over 60,000 different local trains 

moving different consists over different routes than CSXT included in its MultiRail operating 

plan. CSXT's utter failure to model the operating plan it costed renders its entire operating plan 

unverified and is grounds for the Board to disregard CSXT's operating plan in its entirety. 

CSXT simply did not demonstrate that its operating plan is feasible. 

c. Unit Train Traffic 

CSXT accepted TPl's identification of traffic movmg m unit trains, and TPl's 

identification of the trains moving that traffic based on historical traffic data. CSXT 

incorporated the historical movement of unit trains in its R TC analysis just as TPI did in 

Opening. TPI continues to use the historical unit train routing in Rebuttal. 

d. Peak Year Train Development 

i. Growth Trains 

CSXT makes a baseless claim that "TPI's RTC model understated the number of 

'growth' trains that would be required to handle TPl's projected increase in the TPIRR's traffic 

in the Peak Year [which] .. . affected all categories of trains."324 But aside from making the 

result-oriented assertion that TPI's growth train assumption is "nonsensical," CSXT does not 

explain w~y it believes TPl's methodology is incorrect or how CSXT proposes to correct TPI's 

alleged understatement. Instead, CSXT boldly asserts, without explanation, that TPI "should 

have added" 17 more unit trains and 94 more merchandise trains in its RTC peak week 

simulation.325 TPI' s review of CSXT' s Reply workpapers indicates that CSXT altered one of the 

324 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-174. 
325 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-174-175. 
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analytical parameters in TPI's peak period train forecasting model without explanation in a 

transparent attempt to inflate the Peak Year train requirement. 

Specifically, in Opening, TPI determined that the peak week of the Base Year was 

December 10-16, 2012. TPI's peak period model assumed the train distribution reflected in the 

Base Year would hold for all years, and that train growth would follow the distribution pattern 

reflected in the Base Year. CSXT accepted this model, and both parties agree that the peak 

period in the Peak Year will be December 10-16, 2019. 

As documented in TPI Opening Exhibit 111-C-1, TPI used the following process to 

determine the trains required in the Peak Year. 

• First, TPI identified the appropriate growth factor applicable to each subgroup of 
trains. 

• Next, TPI applied the projected aggregate volume change from 2012-2019 to 
carloads moving in Base Year trains that moved between July and December 
2012 to generate the July-December 2019 portion of the Peak Year traffic carload 
growth. 

• Next, TPI determined the number of available carload growth slots on historical 
trains that moved between July and December 2019, and subtracted the available 
slots from the Peak Year carload growth requirements to determine whether 
additional trains within each distinct train group would be required to handle the 
Peak Year volume growth. 

• If additional peak trains were required, the excess growth cars were divided by the 
Peak Year average car count per train to determine the number of growth trains 
required to serve the TPIRR traffic group, and this number of trains was ratably 
applied to the July-December 2019 time period based on the distribution observed 
in the Base Year. 326 

CSXT accepted TPI's model in its entirety, except for one change. Specifically, CSXT 

inexplicably reduced the analysis period from July-December to just December. This change 

inflated the number of trains required in the Peak Year for three (3) reasons. 

326 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-C-1 at pp. 40-43. 
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• First, TPI derived the maximum train size to determine the number of slots 
available to accommodate projected growth based on a six-month base period. In 
CSXT' s truncated model, the maximum train size was determined based on 
evaluation of only December trains. Therefore, if the longest historical train 
moved in any month but December, CSXT artificially deflated the maximum train 
size, which artificially reduced the per-train growth slot availability, and forced 
growth trains to be added prematurely. 

• Second, TPI derived the average train size to determine the number of slots 
available to accommodate projected growth based on the same six-month base 
period. In CSXT's truncated model, the average train size was determined based 
on evaluation of only December trains. Therefore, if December trains deviated 
from the six-month average, CSXT artificially adjusted the average train size, 
which artificially adjusted the per-train growth slot availability. 

• Third, CSXT reduced the number of historical trains with available slots from the 
six-month total train count to a one-month train count. 

A simple example illustrates the impact of CSXT's unjustified modification. Assume a 

110 car maximum train size and a 100 car average train size in a given lane based on 20 trains 

over the historical six-month period from July to December 2012. This equates to 20 historical 

trains, 2,000 historical carloads, and 200 growth slots. Further assume 20% projected carload 

growth, or 2,400 Peak Year carloads. In the TPI model, 200 of the 400 growth carloads would 

be moved in available historical train slots and two (2) growth trains would be added to move the 

200-car overflow. 

Now, assume that the maximum train size is reduced to 105 cars and the average train 

size is reduced to 99 cars in a given lane based on just three (3) trains that moved in December 

2012. This equates to three (3) historical trains, 297 historical carloads, and 18 growth slots. 

Retaining the 20% projected carload growth assumption results in 357 Peak Year carloads. In 

the CSXT model, 18 of the 60 growth carloads would move in available historical train slots and 

a growth train would be added to move the 42-car overflow. 
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TPI's model would add two (2) growth trains over six months, while CSXT's model 

would add a growth train every single month for a total of six growth trains, which is more than 

is needed to accommodate the projected growth. 

CSXT' s entire rationale for this undisclosed adjustment is a dismissive statement that the 

results of TPI's model are somehow "not credible."327 CSXT argued that TPI;s addition of 

merchandise growth trains approximating 1 % of the Base Year total merchandise train count is 

"nonsensical."328 But CSXT's own adjustment only adds merchandise growth trains 

approximating just 3% of the Base Year total merchandise train count-hardly a change that 

warrants CSXT's hand-wringing. Because CSXT has not offered any explanation as to why its 

adjustment is necessary or superior to TPI's Opening model, which CSXT otherwise 

incorporated in its entirety, TPI retains its Opening train forecasting model and parameters in 

Rebuttal. 

Furthermore, the volume forecast index used by both parties was developed based on 

expected aggregate growth from the last six months in 2012 to the last six months in 2019. 

Therefore, CSXT created a mismatch by applying this index to only one month of train data in its 

model. CSXT would need to have developed a December-specific forecast index for its 

December-only model framework to ensure congruity. By applying a 2H12-2H19 index to 

December 2012 shipments, CSXT disregarded seasonal variations in traffic volumes and traffic 

rmx. 

ii. Outlawed Trains 

CSXT also inflated its peak period local train count based on an assertion that, because 

certain local trains sometimes "outlaw" in the real world, they could not possibly move a single 

327 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-175. 
32s Id. 
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additional car in the Peak Year.329 This argument suffers from several flaws. First, because 

TPI's forecast model is based on adding carload volume to existing blocks, adding carloads to 

local trains does not change the historical blocks, cuts, stops, or customers served by the TPIRR 

local trains, and thus would not add to their time. Second, CSXT's analysis of trains timing out 

is based on real world performance and completely ignores the R TC results, which show that the 

local trains in question do not time out in the RTC modeling exercise. 

However, as discussed in preceding sections, TPI added some of the local trains CSXT 

alleges were missing from the TPI Opening train list and are required to serve the TPIRR traffic 

group. Unlike CSXT, TPI added these trains to its peak period train list and modeled them in 

RTC. Therefore, TPI's Rebuttal RTC train list contains 129 more local trains than CSXT's 

Reply RTC list.330 

iii. TPI Selection Criteria 

CSXT removed 66 road trains it claimed did not meet TPI's selection criteria that 

required road trains to traverse the SARR for 10 miles to be included in the TPIRR train list.331 

CSXT correctly identified a programming glitch that resulted in TPI inadvertently including a 

few dozen trains it should not have included in the peak week. However, the determination of 

which trains should not have been included is based on references to the SARR network 

definition file that flags locations (stations) and links (segments) as On- and Off-SARR. TPI 

reviewed CSXT's Reply network definition file and made a few minor adjustments. As a result, 

TPI accepts removal of 54 of the 66 trains identified by CSXT, and TPI also has identified an 

additional nine (9) trains for removal based on this train selection criteria. Therefore, TPI 

329 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-C-175-176. 
330 TPI added 151 local trains but removed the 22 unnecessary "growth" locals that CSXT added. See, CSXT 

Reply, p. IIl-C-176. 
331 See, CSXT Reply, p. ill-C-177. 

III-C-144 

1 

I 
I 
I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

PUBLIC 

removed a total of 63 road trains from its Opening RTC train list. In summary: 1) TPI did not 

change its train forecasting model or parameters for either local or road trains in Rebuttal; and 2) 

TPI removed 63 road trains that did not meet TPIRR's selection criteria but that were 

inadvertently included in opening due to a minor coding error. 

8. Train Size and Equipment Issues 

a. Train Sizes 

TPI developed Peak Year train sizes in Opening based on the maximum size of 

comparable Base Year trains for all train groups. As discussed above, although CSXT claims to 

have accepted TPI's maximum train sizes in Reply, CSXT actually reduced the maximum train 

size it allowed for forecasting pill-poses by restricting its train size analysis period to include only 

trains moving in December 2012. However, CSXT did not restrict its maximum train sizes for 

RTC modeling as it did for forecasting, so CSXT created yet another disconnect in its operating 

evidence. TPI continues to use its Opening maximum train sizes for all purposes in Rebuttal. 

b. Locomotives 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's use of ES44AC locomotives for road train service and 

helper service and TPI's use of SD40 locomotives in local train service. CSXT objects to TPI's 

use of SWl 500 locomotives for switch service in yards and replaces these locomotives with 

SD40 locomotives. As discussed in Rebuttal Part III-C-4, supra, TPI accepts the use of SD40 

locomotives in switch service in this Rebuttal evidence. CSXT also claims that TPI understates 

the number of locomotives required by the TPIRR for both road and local trains and the number 

of locomotives used in switch service. Finally, CSXT objects to TPI's use of a 1/1 distributive 

power ("DP") locomotive configuration on road trains. Each of CSXT's objections and 

arguments are addressed below. 
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i. Road Locomotives 

In Reply, CSXT claims that TPI understated the number of road locomotives required by 

the TPIRR due to unrealistic dwell times in its RTC model that have resulted in understated 

transit times.332 As discussed in Part Ill.C.5.b.iii above, TPI accepts the train dwell times from 

CSXT's RTC model. Other modifications to TPI's RTC model in Rebuttal are discussed in Part 

III.C.13 below. 

CSXT claims that TPI understates the locomotive spare margin for both ES44AC 

locomotive and SD40 locomotives by including time .that was not allocated to a specific activity 

and was identified only as "unknown CSX on-line days."333 CSXT makes the unsupported 

assumption that locomotives are not available for service during this time, and therefore, the time 

must be assumed to be included in the "bad order/shop" category for the purpose of spare margin 

calculations. In order to reach this conclusion, however, CSXT disregards the fact that the very 

title of this time category contains the descriptor "on-line." CSXT also assumes that, because it 

does not know where locomotives are during this time category, they must be unavailable for 

service. As CSXT obviously tracks the time that locomotives are unavailable for service and 

logs this time in one of five categories where locomotives are not available for service, if 

''unknown on-line days" were part of unavailable time, it would be logged as such. Thus, TPI 

appropriately excluded this time from its spare margin calculation. 

CSXT also objects to TPI's use of DP locomotive configurations on grounds that TPI's 

assumption is both "unrealistic and highly inefficient."334 CSXT argues that the cost of outfitting 

locomotives for DP operations and the extra time and expense is simply not justified. CSXT 

332 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-139. 
333 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-141. 
334 See, CSXT Reply, p III-C-140. 
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asserts that Eastern railroads do not favor DP because it does not work given the average length 

of haul and operating parameters in the East. Contrary to CSXT's self-serving statements, the 

December 2010 issue of Progressive Railroading reports on statements by a CSXT spokesperson 

that "CSXT will request that builders pre-wire all new locomotives to accommodate PTC, as 

well as include DP capability as a feature on many newly acquired units."335 One can only 

conclude that, as CSXT is ordering new locomotives with DP capability, the use of DP on CSXT 

trains must be realistic and economically justified. In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use DP, except 

on trains interchanged between the TPIRR and the residual CSXT, as discussed in Part III.C.11.a 

below. In Rebuttal, TPI includes 852 ES44AC locomotives in road train service and 209 SD40 

locomotives in local train service. 

ii. Helper Locomotives 

TPI has identified helper service districts on the TPIRR at 12 locations and specifies both 

the number of additional locomotives used in help.er service at each location and the number of 

trains helped per day during the peak period.336 In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's helper service.337 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to include 16 ES44AC locomotives in helper service. 

iii. Switch/Work Train Locomotives 

As fully addressed in Part III.C.5.e.iii above, TPI accepts CSXT's use of SD40 

locomotives in switch service on the TPIRR and CSXT's assignment of switch locomotives at 

flat yards. However, TPI does not accept CSXT's overstatement of yard locomotive assignments 

at hump yards, which results from CSXT's overstatement of the number of yard crews assigned 

335_ See http://www.progressiverailroading.com/mechanicaVarticle/Freight-Locomotive-Market-Update--25245 and 
TPI Rebuttal workpaper ''Progressive Railroading mechanical update.pdf' . 

336 See, TPI Opening Tabl~ III-C3 and Exhibit Ill-C-6. 
337 See, CSXT Reply, p:UI~C-142. 
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at hump yards and by double counting the number of units required for pushing cars over the 

hump. In Rebuttal, TPI includes 224 SD40 locomotives in yard service. 

Rebuttal Table III-C-3, below compares the number of locomotives on the TPIRR as 

proposed in Opening, Reply and Rebuttal. 

Locomotive 
Type 
(1) 

l. ES44AC 
2. SD40-2 
3. SW 1500 
4. Total 

Rebuttal Table III-C-3 
Comparison Of TPIRR to 

CSXT Proposed Locomotives 

TPI CSXT 
Oeening Reel~ 

(2) (3) 

709 882 
167 515 

_ill __ o 
1,057 1,397 

TPI 
Rebuttal 

(4) 

852 
433 

__ o 
1,285 

Sources: "TPIRR Operating Statistics_ Open.xlsx", TPIRR Operating 
Statistics_ Reply.xlsx" and "TPIRR Operating 
Statisitics Rebuttal.xlsx". 

c. Rail Cars 

CSXT states that TPI's ownership percentages are consistent with those developed by 

CSXT and CSXT does not challenge TPl's mix of system cars and shipper-provided 

equipment.338 CSXT, however, does argue that TPI's car requirements are understated as they 

are based on the operating statistics generated by TPI's allegedly faulty RTC simulation. CSXT 

addresses the specifics of its allegations in Part III-D as does TPI. 

9. Crew Districts and Crew 
Requirements 

In Opening, TPl's operating plan assigns road crews to 111 crew-district home terminal 

locaiions, and in Reply, CSXT accepts those locations with minor modifications, which are 

338 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-C-148. 
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addressed in Part III-D.339 Consistent with the Board's decision in every stand-alone proceeding 

as early as FMC, TPI assumes train crews will work 270 shifts per year. In Reply, CSXT argues 

that this assumption is unrealistic and instead assumes 251 shifts per year for road crews. As 

fully addressed in Part III-D, road crews working 270 shifts per year is feasible and consistent 

with STB precedent. TPI continues to rely on 270 shifts per year in Rebuttal. 

a. Road CFews 

CSXT claims that TPI's road crews are understated because TPI: 1) failed to include all 

of the necessary local trains needed to provide complete service to the TPIRR customers; 2) 

didn't adequately account for directional imbalances; 3) assumed a re-crew rate that is lower than 

CSXT's actual re-crew rate; and 4) assumes that TPI's crews run longer crew districts with fewer 

crew changes than do CSXT actual crews. Each of CSXT's road crew related arguments are 

fully addressed in Part III-D-3 of this Rebuttal. 

b. Helper Crews 

In Opening, TPI assigns helper service at twelve locations on the TPIRR and uses 

engineer-only helper crews. These crews are staffed by a total of 65 employees.340 As CSXT 

correctly points out, TPI failed to include these employees in its operating expense calculations 

in Opening. As stated previously, CSXT accepts TPI's helper district assignments and also 

accepts TPI's 65 employees to staff this helper service.341 In Rebuttal, TPI includes the cost 

associated with the 65 helper service employees in its operating expense calculations. 

339 Id. p III-C-149. 
340 See, TPI Opening, p. III-C-11. 
341 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-150-151. 
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10. Repair, Inspection, Fueling and 
Communication Functions 

a. Car Repair Facilities 

CSXT accepts TPI's use of full service car leases for the railcars provided by the TPIRR, 

and thus the underlying concept that the lease payments include maintenance costs. However, 

CSXT states that TPI failed to provide the facilities required to perform the necessary railcar 

maintenance functions, such as running repairs to foreign and private equipment.342 In spite of 

CSXT's arguments, it does not add any car repair shops to its investment for the TPIRR. 

Instead, CSXT adds a total of 1.3 miles of RIP track in five (5) locations, including: Atkinson, 

Buffalo, Evansville, East St. Louis and New Orleans. As stated previously, TPI accepts the 

addition of the RIP track in these locations and includes them in Rebuttal. 

b. Locomotive Inspections and Fueling 

In Opening, TPI included four (4) locomotive repair shops on the TPIRR. In Reply, 

CSXT accepts TPI's four "heavy'' locomotive repair shops and adds eight (8) more locomotive 

servicing and inspection facilities for a total of 12 locomotive shops.343 CSXT justifies the 

additional shops as necessary to service the "tens of thousands missing local trains" from the 

TPIRR system. As discussed in Part III.C.2 above, CSXT has significantly exaggerated the 

trains "missing" from the TPIRR system and therefore, the need for additional locomotive 

servicing and inspection facilities. Thus, there is no need for the additional eight (8) inspection 

and servicing facilities CSXT adds to the TPIRR. 

The excessive nature of the 12 locomotive shops proposed by CSXT is further evidenced 

by the fact that the entire NS system has only eight (8) locomotive shops, with nearly 20,000 

342 Id. pp. 151-52. 
343 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-153. 
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system route miles and more than 4,000 locomotives compared with TPIRR's 6,982 system route 

miles and 1,285 locomotives.344 

In Opening, TPI included fixed fueling platforms at 16 locations on the TPIRR and 

assumed direct to locomotive ("DTL") fueling at 15 additional locations. In Reply, CSXT 

argues that TPI did not provide sufficient track at these facilities to service and inspect all the 

TPIRR locomotives and adds servicing and inspection facilities at 12 TPIRR yards.345 CSXT's 

workpapers, however, show that CSXT did not add these facilities and therefore has accepted the 

31 fueling facilities included in TPI's Opening evidence. 

c. Train Control and Communications 

CSXT accepts TPl's use of a functioning, but not interoperable, PTC system in 2010. 

CSXT assumes this system must be upgraded in 2015 to meet the Rail Safety Improvement Act 

interoperability requirements. The PTC system and CSXT's concerns regarding TPI's PTC 

system are addressed in Part III-F-6. 

11. Reciprocal Obligations 

The TPIRR interchanges traffic with six (6) Class I railroads and 75 Regional and short 

lines which require reciprocal agreements. In Reply, CSXT claims that TPI did not properly 

account for its reciprocal obligations -with its connecting carriers and makes assumptions about 

relationships that do not exist in the real world with regard to three (3) specific issues. These 

issues include: DP configurations of TPIRR's trains, car classification and pre-blocking of cars, 

and locomotive fueling. CSXT' s arguments regarding each of these issues either are not 

344 See http://www.nscorp.com/content/nscorp/en/get-to-know-norfolk-southem/about-ns/corporate-profile.html and 
TPI Rebuttal workpaper "NS locomotive shops.pdf." 

345 See, CSXT Rely, pp. III-C-153-154. 
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significant or are inconsequential and inconsistent with CSXT's own calculations of the TPIRR's 

operating expenses. 

a. Distributive Power 

CSXT argues that the TPIRR's connecting railroads are unlikely to adopt DP locomotive 

configurations and TPI cannot assume they will. CSXT argues that TPl's DP assumption is 

inconsistent with CSXT's existing interline service agreements and that Eastern carriers have not 

embraced DP the way Western carriers have. CSXT adds that it would not accept trains in 

interchange in DP configuration from the TPIRR. In Reply, therefore, CSXT added a 45 minute 

dwell at the interchange to all trains interchange forwarded from the TPIRR to CSXT to account 

for :t:(;!9Pnfi_~ring TPIRR trains from DP to head end only power. CSXT also claims that, as a 

result of TPl's DP assumption, "TPI would be required to bear the massive cost of equipping the 

locomotive fleet of each of its connecting carriers with DP capability."346 

Notwithstanding CSXT's extensive rhetoric related to TPl's use of DP configuration, 

CSXT accepts the DP configuration for the TPIRR, with only one adjustment to accommodate 

DP power in its Reply evidence, i.e., the previously mentioned addition of a 45 minute dwell at 

interchange of TPIRR trains to CSXT. Because CSXT makes this assertion on behalf of the 

residual CSXT for the first time in Reply, TPI accepts the notion that the residual CSXT would 

refuse to accept TPIRR trains in interchange with DP power; however, rather than adding the 

in...efficient 45 minute dwell at interchange to reconfigure power on these trains in Rebuttal, TPI 

uses a head-end power configuration for the entire route of movement on all trains TPIRR 

interchanges to CSXT. 

346 Id. p. lll-C-160. 
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b. Car Classification and Blocking 

CSXT claims that TPI's classification and blocking assumptions are inconsistent with 

CSXT's real world practices.347 In Opening, TPI identified all cars classified by CSXT at each of 

TPIRR's interchange locations. TPI then estimated that only 25 percent of cars received in 

Chicago require classification and 10 percent of cars received in St. Louis, New Orleans and 

Buffato require classification based on the assumption that TPIRR's connecting carriers would 

pre-block cars forwarded to the TPIRR at these locations. Further, TPI assumed that the TPIRR 

would be required to classify all cars received and forwarded at all other locations on the TPIRR. 

In Reply, CSXT states that TPI's assumptions are wrong and do not reflect CSXT's 

actual agreements. CSXT also claims that TPI's approach ignores CSXT's obligations to pre­

block cars for its connecting carriers at specific locations. CSXT states that it must classify 

approximately 60 percent of the traffic it receives at New Orleans and 100 percent of all traffic 

received in Buffalo. Further, CSXT pays the BRC to classify all traffic received and forwarded 

in Chicago. 

In Rebuttal, TPI removes all of its opening evidence adjustments to the number of cars 

CSXT actually classified at these four (4) locations. As stated previously, TPI accepts CSXT's 

assignment of yard jobs at all flat yards on the TPIRR, including the four ( 4) yards where TPI 

had adjusted the number of cars classified by CSXT for pre-blocking by its connecting carriers. 

TPI also has accepted CSXT's determination of the number and length of classification tracks in 

these yards. Therefore, CSXT's arguments regarding the TPIRR's failure to meet its reciprocal 

classification and blocking obligations are rendered moot. 

347 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-162-164. 
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c. Locomotive Fueling 

In Opening, TPI stated that the TPIRR will inspect and fuel locomotives used in interline 

service to fulfill the reciprocity arrangements with its connecting carriers. CSXT objects to 

TPI's assumptions and claims that they are not in accord with common practice. CSXT states 

that "[i]fTPI assumes that locomotives tendered to other carriers are not full of fuel, it also must 

assume that locomotives received from those carriers would likewise be less than fully fueled."348 

CSXT uses this as a springboard to claim that, somehow, TPI's operating plan does not meet it 

reciprocal obligations regarding fuel equalization with its connecting carriers. 

CSXT's argument is a red herring used only to muddy the record in this proceeding as is 

evidenced by the fact that CSXT calculates the locomotive fuel requirements of the TPIRR in 

exactly the same manner as does TPI. In fact, CSXT accepts TPI's fuel consumption rate and 

initial fuel price.349 Stated differently, CSXT disparages TPI's evidence regarding fueling 

locomotives used in interline service, while accepting TPl's methodology for calculating fuel 

costs for these locomotives. 

12. Crude Oil Practices 

CSXT claims in its Reply testimony that crude oil trains should run at maximum speeds 

of 50 mph, not 60 mph and that they also require enhanced safety including route selection 

similar to TIH traffic. "Key Trains" carry 20 or more carloads of crude oil and use a maximum 

speed of 50 mph. According to the DOT, "on February 21 , 2014, the Secretary of Transportation 

sent a letter to the President and Chief Executive Officer at the AAR requesting that he and his 

members subscribe to voluntary actions to improve the safe transportation of crude oil by rail. 

These include: speed restrictions, braking signal propagation systems, routing analyses, 

348 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-165. 
349 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-26-28. 
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additional track and rail integrity inspections, more frequent mechanical inspections, 

development of an emergency response inventory, funding for emergency responder training, 

and continued communication with communities about the hazards of crude oil being transported 

by rail."350 By the time the Secretary of Transportation had sent this letter, TPI already had filed 

its opening evidence. Consequently, the crude oil trains in TPI's opening evidence were not 

limited to these restrictions. For its Rebuttal evidence, however, TPI is aware of this "voluntary" 

set of restrictions, and has elected to restrict its crude oil trains accordingly. In the peak period, 

11 TPIRR trains are affected. 

a. Dedicated Personnel 

In Rebuttal, TPI has accepted CSXT's one (1) manager and seven (7) compliance officers 

that have responsibility for haz-mat transportation planning. 

13. Rail Traffic Control Model 
("RTC") 

TPI's Rebuttal RTC simulation represents a conservative effort to minimize differences 

between TPI's Opening RTC model and the workable parts of CSXT's Reply RTC model. As 

explained below, some of the component parts of CSXT's Reply RTC model and its critique of 

TPI's Opening RTC model are in error and were rejected by TPI accordingly. Specifically 

CSXT alleged that TPI in its Opening evidence: 

1. Used an outdated version of the RTC model; 
2. Failed to include all trains required to serve the selected traffic; 
3. Failed to model road and local trains completely and accurately; 
4. Incorporated unrealistic dwell times; 
5. Operated crude oil trains and loaded grain trains too fast; 
6. Understated random outages; and 
7. Contained significant input errors (e.g., negative number of cars). 

350 See, United States Department of Transportation Docket No. DOT-OST-2014-0067. 
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Each of CSXT's claims are discussed below along with any adjustments TPI incorporated 

in Rebuttal based on valid criticisms. 

a. Outdated Version of the RTC 
Model 

CSXT states that RTC version 69E used by TPI "contained a number of flaws that 

adversely affected the Model's ability to generate accurate results," and that the newer version 

69P provides more precise results. 351 TPI agrees that the previous version of the R TC model 

contained various . prob!~ .. ·In fact, TPI attempted to run (unedited) CSXT's Reply RTC 

simulation in version 69E, and the model failed at 44 percent completion. At the time TPI was 

developing its opening evidence, version 69E was the latest version of RTC and was actually a 

"beta" release. TPI discussed a number of bugs it encountered during the modeling of its 

opening evidence with the developers at Berkeley Simulation Software (the creators of the RTC 

model). The developers recommended updating to version 69E even though it was in beta stage. 

While CSXT was developing its Reply evidence, Berkeley Simulation Software worked through 

eleven (11) version updates during CSXT's Reply time schedule. This would include versions 

69F, 69G, 69H, 691, 69J, 69K, 69L, 69M, 69N, and 690 before settling with version 69P. The 

failure of version 69E to run CSXT's Reply RTC simulation, along with the number of version 

updates, indicates that there is a significant difference between RTC version 69E and 69P. This 

is typical of software; newer versions improve upon older versions once the publisher gets bug 

reports from end users. TPI uses version 69P for this Rebuttal RTC simulation as it is still the 

newest version of the R TC available. 

351 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-C-171-172, fu. 254. 
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b. All Trains Required to Serve the 
Selected Traffic 

... ·······-··· ........ _ .. ! .. 

In TPI's Rebuttal Simulation, TPI accepted CSXT's addition of certain local and yard 

trains to the R TC train list, and added another 151 local trains to the R TC model that CSXT 

identified as missing from TPl's opening RTC train list but that were not added to the train list 

CSXT modeled in RTC. Where TPI has added local trains, TPI experts applied CSXT's 

methodology to determine which of the new trains would dwell on the mainline at industry and 

has modeled them accordingly. 

c. Model Road and Local Trains 

CSXT claimed that TPI failed to model road trains completely and accurately at multiple 

locations along the TPIRR system.352 TPI discusses CSXT's claims below. 

i. Mobile, AL 

CSXT claims that TPI failed to move trains through Mobile to the McDuffie Island Coal 

terminal. TPI accepts CSXT's revision of this route, although TPI corrected an error where the 

turnout was placed on the incorrect side of the track, thus allowing trains to properly reach the 

terminal docks. 

ii. Chicago, IL 

CSXT claims that TPI assumed UP and CN interchange at BARR Yard. CSXT actually 

delivers UP trains to Proviso Yard, and delivers CP trains at Bensenville Yard over IHB tracks. 

CSXT also claims expedited intermodal trains do not originate/terminate at BARR Yard, but 

instead originate and terminate at Bedford Park after moving over the IHB. 

TPI accepts CSXT's revision of these routes. 

352 See CSXT Reply, pp. 179-84. 
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iii. East St. Louis 

The TPIRR network ends at West Rose Lake Yard. CSXT claims that CSXT operates 

2.3 miles further to the TRRA's Madison Yard. CSXT chose to extend the TPIRR to achieve 

this interchange. TPI accepts CSXT's revision ofthis route. 

iv. Tampa, FL 

CSXT claims that TPI must add two (2) hours of dwell for each train to travel to the end 

of a line that was not modeled. TPI accepts CSXT's revision of this dwell time to reflect the 

additional travel time to service the industry. 

v. Augusta, GA 

TPI did not include the TPIRR Beech Island, SC interchange with residual CSXT in its 

Opening TPI RTC model. CSXT added Beech Island track in its Reply RTC model to allow for 

this interchange. TPI accepts CSXT's revision of the RTC network. 

vi. Local Train Mainline Dwell 

TPI did not stop local trains on the mainline in order to serve the industry at certain 

locations. CSXT revised TPI's Opening RTC model so that local trains would occupy the 

mainline where applicable. TPIRR is under no obligation to occupy the mainline while serving 

these locations because it would build (or require the industry to build) sufficient facilities so that 

the mainline could remain unobstructed. However, because this adjustment has minimal impact, 

and because TPI is making a conservative effort to minimize differences, TPI accepts CSXT's 

revised local trains dwelling on the mainline, except for the two runaround trains Ll 190GLOGL 

and L142FAIFAI. 

vii. "Growth" Local Trains 

CSXT added 22 new "growth" local trains it claims were necessary to accommodate the 

Peak Year traffic volumes. However, the process CSXT used to calculate these 22 growth trains 

III-C-158 
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was completely disconnected from the traffic volumes and operations of the TPIRR. CSXT used 

its own "real world" 2013 traffic data to identify "22 different local train symbols in TPl's train 

list that currently average 11 + hours"353 in transit time. This data, and the performance of 

CSXT's actual 2013 trains, has no bearing on the local trains contained in TPl's RTC simulation. 

In fact, if CSXT had utilized its own Reply RTC simulation to calculate the number of local 

trains that incurred 3+ hours of overtime it would have determined that only two (2) trains met 

this arbitrary threshold.354 Furthermore, based on TPl's Opening and Rebuttal RTC simulations, 

only one (1) local train went over three (3) hours of overtime by 0.06 and 0.03 hours, 

respectively.355 Regardless of this meaningless calculation, adding an entirely new local train to 

the TPIRR is not necessary to serve a crew expiring by a few minutes. TPl's (and CSXT's) RTC 

simulation takes into account expiring crews, which is built into the logic of the RTC model. 

Any train that requires a relief crew is also taken into account in TPI's operating expenses. By 

no means do expiring crews on local trains justify the addition of 22 local trains to serve the 

TPIRR Peak Year traffic volumes. Clearly, CSXT's calculation of the 22 "growth" local trains it 

added in Reply is another attempt to artificially inflate operating expenses and mislead the Board 

in regard to "missing trains." These 22 overtime local trains have not been included in TPl's 

Rebuttal R TC simulation. 

viii. Unrealistic Dwell Times 

CSXT's Reply dwell times are vastly overstated. CSXT uses a five (5) hour dwell time 

for all trains classified in TPIRR hump yards. TPI analyzed the supporting data relied upon by 

CSXT and found that this time includes trains with only one (1) car, and hundreds of trains with 

353 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-176. 
354 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI _Locals_ with_ Overtime_ in_ RTC _Model_ Rebuttal.xlsx". 
355 Ibid. 
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fewer- than ten (10) cars. However, because TPI acknowledges that it is proper to include 

additional time at hump yards, TPI accepts CSXT's inflated hump yard RTC dwell times in an 

effort to minimize differences. 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts and incorporates all of the dwell times CSXT input into in its 

Reply RTC simulation for hump yard dwell times, flat yard dwell times, coal train dwell times, 

a,pd local train mainline dwell times. See Part 111.C.5.b.iii above 

However, rather than dwelling trains bound for interchange with the residual CSXT on 

the TPIRR in order to remove distributed power ("DP"), TPI removed distributed power from 

those trains for the entirety of their movement, thus eliminating the need to stop and remove the 

DP configuration. 

ix. Crude Oil and Loaded Grain Trains 

CSXT indicated that crude oil and loaded grain trains should be limited to 50 mph per 

TPI's operating plan. The re~uction to the speed of loaded crude oil trains is a very recent 

development, so it was not included in TPI's Opening RTC simulation as it was not required 

prior to the submission of TPI' s Opening evidence. TPI reviewed CSXT' s claim and found that 

it inadvertently input the speed for loaded grain trains as 60 mph. TPI accepts these two (2) 

corrections to the maximum train speeds in its Rebuttal RTC simulation. 

x. Random Outages 

TPI accepts and incorporates CSXT's revised random outages except where CSXT has 

included outages that took place outside of the TPIRR network. There were 42 outages included 

by CSXT for which the location is flagged as "adjacent" to the SARR.356 This error is illustrated 

356 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "11 - OnSARR & Applicable Delays -TPI Rebuttal.xlsx". 
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clearly in Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-2. TPI corrected this error by excluding these 42 outages and 

including the remainder in this Rebuttal RTC simulation. 

xi. Other Input Errors 

CSXT claims that TPI input a train with a negative number of cars in its consist.357 While 

it is true that TPI Opening train L321CLACLA showed -1 loaded cars at a location where it was 

meant to have zero loaded cars, this was an "impossible" input that is not permissible in the latest 

RTC version. This error has been corrected in TPI's Rebuttal RTC simulation along with other 

errors that TPI discovered in CSXT's Reply RTC simulation. 

Specifically, TPI identified a number of trains that were improperly routed, causing them 

to travel hundreds of miles unnecessarily. Also, while rerouting local trains in order to force 

them to dwell on the mainline, CSXT caused train LI l 90GLOGL to travel more than 860 miles 

beyond its designated route. CSXT committed a similar error with train LI 42F AIF AI, causing it 

to unnecessarily circumnavigate the city of Atlanta. This type of error wreaks havoc on the R TC 

simulation. Trains that are incorrectly routed in this way cause congestion and delays along the 

entire span of the misroute, driving up cycle times and operating expenses for any other trains it 

encounters. 

Moreover, TPI discovered hundreds of input errors in CSXT' s Reply model where CSXT 

input new track. For example, CSXT modeled a new section of mainline track where it had 

input the distance as 177 .65 miles in length, which was only supposed to be 0. 7 miles in length. 

These track input errors and train input errors are all detailed in TPI's Rebuttal electronic 

workpapers.358 All of these errors have been corrected in TPI's Rebuttal RTC simulation. 

357 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-171. 
358 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Track and Train changes to CSXT Reply RTC.xlsx". 
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TPI's Rebuttal RTC simulation properly includes and models all trains required to move 

the TPIRR traffic group, including additional local trains that CSXT failed to model in its own 

RTC simulation. 

In summary, TPI's Rebuttal RTC Simulation utilizes the following inputs: 

1. Dwell times as modeled in CSXT's Reply RTC simulation (with the exception of 
interchange forwarded DP-removal dwell); 

2. Routing adjustments used in CSXT's Reply RTC simulation; 

3. Network revisions as modeled in CSXT's Reply RTC simulation; 

4. Local train mainline dwell adjustments used in CSXT' s Reply RTC simulation; 

5. Corrected speed limits for crude oil and loaded grain trains; 

6. Random outages as modeled in CSXT's Reply RTC simulation (minus the 42 outages 
located outside the SARR) 

7. All of the trains from TPI' s Opening R TC simulation plus; 
a. 95 local trains added by CSXT; 
b. 11 industrial yard trains added by CSXT; 
c. 151 additional local trains identified by TPI; and 
d. 63 fewer unit and line haul merchandise road trains removed for failure to meet 

TPI's stated requirement (which CSXT accepted) that road trains travel a 
minimum of 10 miles on TPIRR track to be included. This group corresponds to, 
but is in lieu of, the 66 road trains removed by CSXT in Reply for the same 
reason. 

8. Corrected hundreds of various input errors identified in CSXT's Reply RTC 
Simulation. 

The net result of the above RTC input adjustments yields a simulation that conservatively 

accepts most of CSXT' s Reply modeling assumptions, while correcting for various errors. TPI' s 

Rebuttal RTC simulation also connects directly to its Rebuttal investment and operating plan 

(unlike CSXT's Reply RTC simulation) and represents the only accurate simulation of either 

party's operating plan for the TPIRR in this record. TPI's Rebuttal RTC simulation should be 

accepted by the Board as the best evidence of record. 
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14. Transit Times 

In Opening, TPI presented a transit time comparison to detail the differences between 

CSXT actual transit times for the 2012 peak week movements and the 2019 peak week train 

transit times from its opening RTC outputs. In Reply, CSXT claims that this analysis is 

"meaningless"359 for four ( 4) reasons. Below, TPI addresses each of CSXT's claims regarding the 

transit time comparison, and describes the adjustments TPI made to its transit time comparison 

analysis in Rebuttal. 

CSXT's first critique of TPI's transit time comparison is that "the TPIRR train transit 

times proffered by TPI are the product of an operating plan and RTC simulation that are fatally 

deficient." As TPI has explained in great detail above, CSXT's claims that TPI's operating plan 

is fatally deficient are erroneous and the transit times proffered by TPI in rebuttal are valid transit 

times for the TPIRR peak week trains. 

CSXT also reiterates its position that "TPI failed to account for more than half of the 

local trains that the TPIRR would need to operate" and that this alleged failure demonstrates that 

TPI's transit time comparison is deficient. As discussed in detail in Part III.C.2 above, this 

statement by CSXT is grossly misleading and predicated on misstatements of fact. TPI did, in 

fact, account for all of the local trains needed to serve the TPIRR. 

Furthermore, CSXT' s lament that "TPI did not include any local trains in its transit time 

analysis," is belied by its own failure to demonstrate that local train transit times met or exceed 

real world local train transit times in CSXT's Reply. In fact, CSXT did not provide any evidence 

whatsoever, in Reply, that demonstrated the local train operations posited in its plan could "meet 

359 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-198. 
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the transportation needs of the traffic the SARR proposes to serve."360 The only "evidence" that 

CSXT offers is rhetoric that its MultiRail analysis "constitutes the only record of evidence that 

documents the complete movement of the TPIRR's selected traffic."361 However, as discussed in 

Part III.C. l.a above, CSXT failed to model the trains from its MultiRail analysis in its RTC 

simulation. In fact, CSXT modeled TPl's trains in its RTC simulation. Therefore, CSXT did not 

demonstrate that its operating plan is even feasible, and could not possibly have demonstrated 

that its operating plan would provide equivalent transit times.362 This disconnect is a critical flaw 

and by itself provides sufficient grounds for the Board to discard CSXT's entire operating plan 

as unsubstantiated. CSXT's simple statement that its operating plan and the trains serving the 

TPIRR provide adequate service to its customers is empty grandstanding. 

Despite its rhetoric, CSXT implicitly accepts the local train operations included in TPl's 

opening RTC model because CSXT applied the RTC average speeds for TPl's local trains to the 

MultiRail local trains CSXT used to calculate operating expenses in Reply. For reasons 

discussed in Part III.C. l .a above, this created a disconnect that renders CSXT's operating 

expense calculation meritless. 

CSXT' s second critique of the transit time comparison is that "the TPIRR transit times 

generated by TPI's RTC model include only the nonsensically short 30 minutes of dwell time 

that TPI input to the Model to account for trains stopping to pick up and set off cars at 

intermediate yards."363 As stated in Part III.C.5.b.iii above, TPI accepted CSXT's Reply dwell 

360 See WF A/Basin I at 15 "the operating plan must be able to meet the transportation needs of the traffic the SARR 
proposes to serve." 

361 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-197, fn. 291. 
362 Indeed, CSXT could not do so because, as TPI demonstrates in Part III.C.2.a.i, CSXT's insistence upon 

interchanging cross-over local trains mid-route is a far less efficient operation than TPI posited on Opening. TPI 
has accepted this less efficient operation on Rebuttal only to remove this as a point of dispute. 

363 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-198. 
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times and has accounted for them in its Rebuttal RTC simulation and resulting train speed and 

transit time calculations. Therefore CSXT' s second point is moot. 

CSXT's third critique of the transit time comparison is that "TPI simply removed those 

[internal cross-over] trains [that were modeled as two separate trains in RTC] from its analysis 

on the grounds that they were "outliers."364 CSXT mischaracterized TPI's reason for excluding 

these trains from TPI's transit time analysis. The trains were excluded because it was often not 

possible to link the RTC train Ori-SARR and/or Off-SARR location and time with corresponding 

CSXT traffic data event records containing time stamp data. Therefore, TPI excluded all internal 

cross-over trains in order to avoid selection bias in the analysis results. 

CSXT's fourth critique of the transit time comparison is that, "in many instances, TPI 

compared complete CSXT train movements with small segments of those same movements on 

the TPIRR."365 CSXT identified three (3) specific examples in support of its statement, which 

represents only 0.12 percent of the 2,403 trains included in TPI's Opening transit time 

comparison for which CSXT alleges TPI compared non-corresponding segments. Nowhere in its 

workpapers or the remaining Reply narrative did CSXT provide any additional examples of these 

"non-comparable" trains. 

In TPI's Opening transit time comparison, TPI attempted to remove any trains where it 

was not comparing apples-to-apples in the analysis to avoid skewed results. Specifically, TPI 

removed: (1) trains that traversed different segments on the TPIRR when compared to CSXT 

actual traffic data ("non-matching segments"); and (2) trains that had an abnormally high 

364 Id. p. III-C-199. 
365 Ibid. -
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difference (greater than 36 hours) in transit time when compared to CSXT actual traffic data 

("36-hour difference"). 366 

Trains that were excluded under the heading "non-matching segments" were excluded 

when the RTC On-SARR or Off-SARR location did not match with the event location in 

CSXT's train data. In Opening, TPI excluded 29 merchandise trains under this flag so as not to 

compare apples to oranges. Two (2) of CSXT's three (3) examples pointed out in its Reply 

evidence (trains M3192COORBIR and U922CORLAT) should have been flagged under the 

"non-matching segments" flag, but were missed by TPI in Opening. These have been corrected 

in TPI's Rebuttal transit time comparison.367 

Trains that were excluded under the heading "36-hour difference" were excluded when 

the CSXT transit time was greater than the RTC transit time by 36 hours or more, as it was 

assumed this was the result of data anomalies in the CSXT event data. In Opening, TPI excluded 

31 unit trains and 11 merchandise trains from its transit time comparison so as to not overstate 

the difference. CSXT's third example pointed out in Reply (train M33390CLIHAM) was 

actually excluded by TPI under the "36-hour difference" flag. Therefore TPI did not rely upon 

this train in its transit time comparison and CSXT's critique of TPI's transit time comparison 

analysis has no merit. 

In TPI's Rebuttal transit time analysis, an additional 141 merchandise trains and 27 unit 

trains were excluded from the analysis due to "non-matching segments" or greater than "36-hour 

difference" in transit times.368 Similar to TPI's Opening evidence, when accounting for these 

exclusions from the transit time comparison overall, the TPIRR 2019 peak-week Rebuttal train 

366 TPI opening workpaper "TPIRR Peak Week Transit Time Comparions.xls" shows "Non-matching segments" 
and "36-hour difference" in columns (6) and (7). 

367 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Peak Week Transit Time Comparions _Rebuttal.xis". 
368 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Peak Week Transit Time Comparions_Rebuttal.xls". 
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transit times are equivalent to or faster than the real world CSXT transit times for the comparable 

trains moved during the 2012 peak week.369 Furthermore, CSXT claims that "TPI systematically 

distorts the analysis in TPIRR's favor."370 As TPl's Rebuttal transit time comparison analysis 

shows, this claim is false and there is an even distribution in transit time differences both greater 

than and less than CSXT actual transit times. 371 

Ultimately, despite the effort that CSXT makes to discredit TPl's transit time analysis, 

CSXT itself questions the relevance of transit time as a measure of service for carload traffic: 

As an initial matter, service quality for general freight traffic is not (as 
TPI appears to assume) simply a function of"cycle times" or "train 
transit times." Indeed, "cycle time" is not a meaningful concept in 
evaluating "carload" rail service. 372 

* * * 
Moreover, even iftrain transit time were an accurate measure of service 
quality for carload traffic-and it is not-the transit time comparison 
proffered by TPI is entitled to no evidentiary weight. .. 373 

If CSXT is correct, the Board should not be examining transit times at all and all of CSXT's 

criticisms are moot. 

369 Id. 
370 See, CSXT Reply lll-C-199. . 
371 See TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Peak Week Transit Time Comparions_Rebuttal.xls'', tab "Summary Page 

2". 
372 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-C-197. 
373 Id., p. III-C-198. 
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III. STAND-ALONE COST 

D. OPERATING EXPENSES 

CSXT begins its discussion of the TPIRR's annual operating expenses by repeating 

several of its attacks on TPI's operating plan. In Part llI-C of this Rebuttal, TPI responded to 

CSXT's unwarranted criticisms of its operating plan and made corrections, where necessary, to 

address a few valid criticisms. In Part Ill-C, TPI also demonstrated that CSXT's operating plan 

for the TPIRR, which is based on MultiRail and made-for-litigation assumptions, bears no 

relationship to reality. CSXT's operating plan assumes that the cars on the TPIRR's 

merchandise trains are completely divorced from the CSXT trains that actually carried the 

TPIRR's traffic over the replicated lines during the base year, and move in hypothetical blocks in 

new, hypothetical trains, which are demonstrated to be less efficient and more costly than 

CSXT's actual operations. 

A comparison of the parties' calculations of the TPIRR's annual operating expenses for 

its first year of operations is shown in Rebuttal Table Ill-D-1 below. 
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Rebuttal Table 111-D-1 
TPI Opening, CSXT Reply and 

TPI Rebuttal TPIRR 2010 Oneratin1:; Exnenses 
($ Millions) 

TPI CSXT TPI 
Item O~ening Re~l:y Rebuttal 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Locomotive Lease 82.8 113.0 100.8 
2. Locomotive Maintenance 113.2 181.9 140.5 
3. Locomotive Operations 860.6 800.8 878.7 
4. Railcar Lease 217.4 364.1 229.1 
5. Materials & Supply Operating 4.8 6.7 5.1 
6. Train and Engine Personnel 394.9 457.2 401.8 

I 7. Operating Managers 96.0 145.0 97.7 
8. General & Administrative 91.6 166.6 99.6 
9. Loss & Damage 8.8 8.2 8.6 

I 10. Ad Valorem Tax 41.3 62.4 41.6 
11. Maintenance-of-Way 209.8 404.3 213.0 
12. Trackage Rights 23.6 28.2 27.7 

I 
13. Intermodal Lift and Ramp 67.2 104.1 65.2 
14. Insurance 31.5 40.8 32.9 
15. Startup and Training 78.0 105.3 81.9 
16. Motor Vehicles 22.8 22.6 22.3 
17. BULK Transfer 18.8 18.8 
18. Total 2,344.4 3,030.1 2,465.1 

Source: "TPIRR Operating Expense_Open.xlsx," TPIRR Operating Expense Reply.xlsx" and 
TPIRR 0 eratin Ex ense Rebuttal.xlsx." 

Of the $565.0 million total remaining differences in the parties' calculations of annual 

operating expense, the bulk ($393.3 million) is accounted for by three (3) categories, including: 

maintenance of way, general & administrative and railcar lease expenses. Most of the difference 

in these items results from CSXT's more complex operating plan for the TPIRR, which involves 

more locomotives, more crews, and excessive G&A personnel than TPI provided in its operating 

plan. As discussed in Part 111-C-1 above, CSXT's operating plan must be rejected by the Board 

because it does not meet customer service requirements and because it does not provide an 

appropriate basis for determining the TPIRR's annual operating expenses. 
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TPI responds below to CSXT' s Reply evidence for each category of expense shown in 

Rebuttal Table III-D-1. 

1. Locomotives 

In Opening, TPI provided the TPIRR with three (3) types of locomotives, including; 

ES44AC locomotives used in road and helper service, SD40 locomotives used in local train and 

yard hump service, and SW1500 switch locomotives used in yard switching service. In Opening 

TPI provided a total of 1,057 locomotives. 

In Reply, CSXT accepted the use of ES44 locomotives in road and helper service and the 

use of SD40 locomotives in local train and yard hump service. CSXT rejected the use of 

SWl 500 switch locomotives in yard switching service and instead used SD40 locomotives for 

this purpose. As stated in Part llI-C.5.e.iii., TPI accepts the use of SD40 locomotives in yard 

service in Rebuttal. CSXT provided the TPIRR with 1,397 locomotives in Reply, or 340 more 

locomotives than provided by TPI in Opening. 

CSXT overstates the number of locomotives required by the TPIRR, the cost of acquiring 

of ES44 locomotives and the cost to maintain the TPIRR' s locomotives. Each of these items is 

addressed below. 

a. TPIRR Locomotive Requirements 

In Opening, TPI supplied the TPIRR with 709 ES44 road units, 145 SD40 local and 

switch units and 203 SW1500 switch locomotives. In Reply, CSXT supplied the TPIRR with 

1,397 ES44 units, 270 SD40s in local train service and 245 SD40 units in switch service. 

CSXT argues that TPI has understated the number of units required by the TPIRR 

because: 

1. TPI failed to include all local trains required to the serve the TPIRR traffic group; 
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2. TPI's RTC simulation is faulty as it does not properly account for train dwell 
times; 

3. TPI's assumption of three (3) hours dwell in yards for servicing locomotives and 
assignment to a subsequent train is unrealistic; 

4. TPI has failed to properly account for imbalances in train flows and the need to 
reposition locomotives; 

5. TPI did not include sufficient locomotive power on high priority intermodal 
trains; and 

6. TPI improperly calculated the spare margin requirements for locomotives. 

Each of these items is discussed below. 

i. Missing Trains 
l 

As fully addressed in Part III-C.2, CSXT argues that TPI failed to include 44,694 local 

trains required to serve the TPIRR traffic group. 1 In Rebuttal Part IIl-C, TPI demonstrates that 

the majority of the alleged missing trains are imagined by CSXT either though its faulty 

MultiRail analysis or by assuming that CSXT' s trains shown it its train profiles for planning 

purposes are trains that actually run on the CSXT system. In Opening, TPI carefully chose only 

those trains CSXT actually operated in serving the TPIRR traffic and omitted trains that CSXT 

actually operated but were not needed to serve the traffic group. In Rebuttal, out of an 

abundance of caution, TPI added 11 ,3 73 local trains to the TPIRR Base Year train list, which 

given the benefit of doubt, might be required to serve the traffic. The locomotives required to 

serve the local trains that TPI has added to the TPIRR system are included in this Rebuttal 

evidence. 

ii. RTC Simulation 

CSXT argues that TPI's RTC simulation suffers from numerous errors and cannot be 

relied upon. These alleged errors are the result of unrealistic train dwell times in yards and the 

1 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-7. 
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trains which CSXT argues have been omitted from TPI's analysis. As noted above and fully 

discussed in Part III-C of this Rebuttal evidence, TPI includes an additional 11 ,373 local trains in 

its Base Year train list in Rebuttal. TPI also accepts CSXT' s origin, departure and intermediate 

train dwell times in yards in Rebuttal. All of the revisions made to TPI' s R TC model in response 

to CSXT's Reply evidence are addressed in Rebuttal Part III-C, supra. In Rebuttal, the road 

locomotive requirements for the TPIRR are based on statistics produced by TPI's revised RTC 

model. 

iii. Locomotive Dwell in Yards 

In Opening, TPI allowed three (3) hours from the time locomotives are removed from an 

inbound train in a yard for them to be fueled and serviced and then added to the subsequent train 

for departure from the yard. In Reply, CSXT argued that this dwell time is insufficient and 

increased the locomotive dwell to nine (9) hours per locomotive between each train assignment. 

CSXT offers an analysis of the time between inbound and outbound train flows in hump yards 

from data in the RTC model submitted in TPI's Opening evidence as support for the nine (9) 

hours.2 However, CSXT's analysis has a fatal flaw as it double counts the time required to 

reposition TPIRR locomotives. In addition, data provided by CSXT in discovery, shows that the 

nine (9) hour dwell time significantly exceeds the locomotive dwell time actually experienced by 

CSXT from 2007 through 2013. 

CSXT' s locomotive dwell time includes time for servicing locomotives and time waiting 

for assignment for a train: however, it also includes the time required to reposition locomotives 

2 This locomotive dwell time is not to be confused with the five hour origin or departure train dwell CSXT 
incorporates in its Reply evidence and TPI accepts in Rebuttal. The train dwell times are related to the amount 
of time required to disassemble an arriving train or assemble a departing train. Those activities are performed by 
yard locomotives, especially in hump yards and large flat yards. The locomotive dwell, at issue here, relates to 
the period road locomotives spend between train assignments. During this period, locomotives are removed from 
an arriving train, fueled, serviced, and placed on a departing train. 
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between yards. In doing so, it double counts the time require to reposition locomotives on the 

TPIRR system. CSXT's locomotive yard dwell analysis assumes 360 minutes, or six (6) hours, 

to reposition locomotives from one yard to another yard every time there is a locomotive power 

deficit for a specific train. However, as discussed in the next section, CSXT includes a separate 

expense for exactly this same operation, i.e. , locomotive repositioning or locomotive 

rebalancing. By including the time required for locomotives to be repositioned between yards in 

its locomotive dwell time analysis CSXT has duplicated the time included for locomotive 

rebalancing thereby overstating the TPIRR' s operating cost. 

In addition to this double count of locomotive repositioning time, the unrealistic and 

unsupported nature of CSXT' s nine (9) hour locomotive dwell is revealed by the data CSXT 

provided in discovery. CSXT produced a spreadsheet titled "Loco stats-Update.xlsx," which 

both TPI and CSXT use to calculate locomotive spare margins. This data also includes actual 

CSXT information related to locomotive dwell time in yards. Specifically, this database 

accumulates locomotive dwell time by type of locomotive in the following categories: { {-

} } . The aggregate of these categories equals the actual CSXT locomotive dwell 

time. The discovery spreadsheet includes this locomotive data on a weekly basis for years or 

partial years, 2007 through 2013, by locomotive type. 

Using this data, TPI estimated the average dwell time per locomotive for each year, 2007 

through 2013, on an annualized basis for the aggregate of all CSXT locomotives with 3,500 
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horsepower or greater.3 TPI applied the resulting average dwell per locomotive to the number of 

locomotives in manifest service in CSXT's Reply evidence to determine total locomotive dwell 

time in yards. TPI then compared this amount { { } } to the total locomotive 

yard dwell time CSXT included in its Reply evidence (2,250,384 hours), which is based on 

CSXT's self-serving made-for-litigation analysis rather than from CSXT's actual experience 

available from materials provided in discovery.4 CSXT's made-for-litigation locomotive yard 

dwell is { {.}} times greater than CSXT's actual locomotive dwell time. CSXT's Reply 

locomotive yard dwell time clearly is unrealistic, the assumptions underlying its analysis are 

unsupported, and it double counts the cost of repositioning locomotives on the TPIRR. 

iv. Repositioning Locomotives 

In Reply, CSXT states that "TPI's locomotive fleet evidence did not address the 

imbalance in train (and locomotive) flows that would inevitably occur across the TPIRR's 7,300-

mile ~etwork."5 CSXT's statement completely ignores the fact that, in Opening, TPI performed 

an analysis of the need to reposition locomotives in nine (9) specific regional areas of the 

TPIRR6 and concluded that a net total of 204,483 locomotive unit miles7 were required to 

reposition units on the TPIRR system. Based on the average transit time of 21.9 miles per hour, 

this equals 9,346 locomotive unit hours and is the equivalent of one ES44 unit. 

In Reply, CSXT performed an analysis of TPI's RTC simulation of locomotive flows by 

direction for merchandise, intermodal, and multilevel trains and estimated that those imbalances 

3 As the locomotive dwell time is added only to road trains, locomotives with less than 3,500 horsepower were 
excluded from the study in order to remove all switch locomotives and units that are used in local service. This 
analysis is shown in TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Loco stats Update_ Spare Margin_ Rebuttal.xlsx". 

4 CSXT's reply locomotive yard dwell hours were derived from CSXT's Reply workpaper "TPIRR Reply Train 
List.xlsx" . The calculation ofCSXT's locomotive yard dwell hours is shown in TPI's Rebuttal workpaper 
"TPIRR Reply Train List with dwell calc.xlsx" . 

5 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-11. 
6 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Crew Rebalancing Diagraml.pdf' and "Crew Rebalancing.xlsx". 
7 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Train Imbalance LUM.xlsx". 
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would require a 3.1 percent increase in TPIRR locomotive run-times for those train types to 

account for the need to reposition units. After reviewing CSXT's analysis, TPI accepts CSXT's 

3.1 percent factor for locomotive repositioning. 

v. Intermodal Trains 

In Opening, TPI included certain "expedited" intermodal trains in the TPIRR traffic. 

TPI's operating plan assumes these trains are powered by two (2) locomotives and its RTC 

simulation demonstrates that this power configuration is adequate to move the trains in a timely 

manner over the TPIRR. In Reply, CSXT argues that it powers these time-sensitive trains using 

{{ } } locomotive units to ensure that they meet applicable service requirements 

and transit time and to ensure that the train can meet commitment schedules in the event of a 

locomotive failure. 8 In Rebuttal, TPI accepts the use of a third locomotive on expedited 

intermodal trains. 

vi. Local Trains 

In Opening, TPI provided 145 SD40 locomotives (including both the peaking factor and 

spare margin) to power the TPIRR's local trains. TPI also assigned 42,208 local trains in the 

Base Year to 60 various yards on the TPIRR, and assumed all local trains operate seven (7) days 

per week. In Reply, CSXT objects to TPI's calculations and estimates that 243 SD40 

locomotives are required to power the TPIRR's local trains. The primary differences between 

the parties' calculations are attributable to two (2) factors. First, CSXT states that it operates 

only { {.}} percent of its local trains in seven (7) day per week service and instead nearly all 

local trains operate { {-}} days per week. Second, CSXT states that TPI improperly 

8 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-14. 
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excluded tens of thousands of local trains from the TPIRR that CSXT claims are required to 

service TPIRR customers. 

In Rebuttal, TPI reviewed CSXT' s supporting workpapers and finds that CSXT does 

operate only a small percentage of trains in seven (7) day per week service, which results in more 

trains operating on weekdays than TPI assumed in Opening. This requires more CSXT to own 

more locomotives than it would need if it provided seven day a week service because it requires 

more local trains to be operated on a given day. In Rebuttal, TPI rejects this adjustment to local 

train service and number of locomotive units required to operate local trains. The TPIRR as a 

least cost most efficient railroad chooses to provide seven-day per week local train service, 

thereby resulting in higher utilization of its locomotive fleet. 

As fully addressed in Part III-C.2, CSXT substantially overstates the number of missing 

local trains that TPI allegedly omits from the TPIRR system. In fact, even CSXT does not 

include in its Reply evidence all of the trains it argues that TPI omitted. As also discussed in 

Part III-C.2, TPI does add 11,373 local trains to the TPI system in Rebuttal. As TPI adds 11,373 

local trains, it includes 191 SD40 locomotives to provide power to TPIRR's local trains. 

vii. Yard Switching Assignments 

As fully addressed in Rebuttal Part III-C-5.e.iii, CSXT overstates the number of yard 

locomotives required by the TPIRR in hump yards. This is a result of CSXT's failure to adjust 

the number of yard job assignments and resulting locomotive requirements to reflect the fact 

that, by CSXT's own calculations, the TPIRR classifies significantly fewer cars than does CSXT. 

CSXT's overstatement is also due to its double counting the number of locomotives required to 

push cars being classified over the hump in TPIRR's 11 hump yards. TPI includes two (2) SD40 

locomotives for hump crews in its calculations, and CSXT's calculation effectively increases this 
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to three (3) units at each hump yard. Three (3) SD40's generating a total of 9,000 horsepower 

are not required to push cuts of cars over the ·hump at TPIRR yards. 

viii. Locomotive Spare Margin 

In Opening, TPI developed locomotive spare margm rates of { {.}} percent and 

{ {.}} percent for ES44 locomotives and SD40 locomotives, respectively, from information 

provided by CSXT in discovery. In Reply, CSXT argues that TPI understates the locomotive 

spare margin for both ES44 and SD40 locomotives by including locomotive time identified only 

as "unknown CSX on-line days" as active locomotive time. CSXT makes the unsupported 

assumption that locomotives are not available for service during this time and, therefore, this 

time should be excluded from the spare margin calculations. By excluding this "unknown on­

line" time from the spare margin calculation, CSXT increases the spare margin percent to 

{{.}}percent and {{.}}percent for ES44 and SD40 locomotives, respectively.9 

CSXT's argument ignores the "on-line" description in the title of this time category and 

assumes that, because it does not know where locomotives are during this time category, it 

should be excluded from the calculation of the spare margin percent. CSXT obviously tracks the 

time locomotives are unavailable for service and logs this time in one of five (5) categories of 

time where locomotives are not available for service. If "unknown on-line days" were part of 

unavailable time, it would be logged as such. Therefore, TPI assumes locomotive time in this 

category should be considered an active on-line time even if CSXT is not able to specifically 

account for the locomotive's on-line activity at this time. Contrary to CSXT's unsupported 

assumption, TPI believes it is appropriate to exclude this time from the spare margin calculation. 

9 See, CSXT Reply III-C-141. 
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Rebuttal Table III-D-2 below summarizes the Base Year locomotive requirements for the 

TPIRR. 

Rebuttal Table III-D-2 
Comparison Of TPIRR to CSXT Proposed Locomotives 

TPI CSXT TPI 
Loco Ty~e O~ening Re~ly Rebuttal 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. ES44AC 709 882 852 
2. SD40-2 167 515 433 
3. SW 1500 _lfil __ o ~ 
4. Total 1,057 1,397 1,285 

Sources: "TPIRR Operating Statistics_Opening.xlsx", "TPIRR 
Operating Statistics_Reply.xlsx" and "TPIRR Operating 
Statistics Rebuttal.xlsx". 

b. Locomotive Lease Cost 

i. ES44AC Locomotives 

CSXT did not provide any lease information to TPI in discovery related to its current 

acquisition of high powered road locomotives. As a result, TPI developed 2010 locomotive lease 

costs for ES44AC locomotives from information contained in the STB's decision in AEPC010 

and the public version of the defendants' reply statement in that proceeding. The annual lease 

expense developed from this data equals $97 ,881 per unit. 11 This amount is also supported by 

the public version of UP's Reply evidence in IPA which shows that UP's 2011 annual cost to 

lease ES44AC locomotives equals $95,851. 12 

In Reply, CSXT argues this lease rate should be rejected for two (2) reasons. First, 

CSXT claims it should not be bound by the litigation decisions made by other parties in previous 

10 See, AEPCO at 40-41. 
11 The STB's decision in AEPCO provides total investment in locomotives at page 40, and the number of units by 

type of unit at page 41. Defendants' Reply statement (public version) in AEPCO provides the lease price for 
switch locomotives at page IIl.D-3, thereby providing the information necessary to determine UP's average 
annual lease price for ES44-AC locomotive in 2009. See TPI Opening workpaper "III-D-1 Loco Cost.pdf." 

12 See, TPI Opening workpaper "III-D-1 Loco Cost.pdf." 

III-D-11 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PUBLIC 

cases, because neither CSXT nor TPI has had access to the lease to evaluate its terms and 

applicability in this proceeding. 

Second, after claiming the lease information from AEPCO should not be relied upon, 

CSXT nevertheless accepts this information and increases it by a factor of seven (7) percent 

based on the difference in price between UP's and CSXT's purchase price for the acquisition of 

these locomotives in 2011. 13 CSXT claims the higher price it paid for these units is related to 

equipment and components required for efficient operation in the difficult mountainous terrain in 

the eastern United States as well as the need to maintain tight operating schedules moving a 

variety of different types of freight at different speeds thought densely populated areas. 

CSXT's upward adjustment to the ES44AC purchase price used by TPI in Opening 

should be rejected. CSXT compared the acquisition price for similar units for only 2011 based 

on information provided in each carrier' s R-1 Annual Report for that year. 14 In contrast, 

comparing similar information for the 2011 through 2013 period shows that UP actually paid a 

higher purchase price for comparable locomotives during this period. From 2011 through 2013, 

UP paid an average of $2.46 million per unit for these locomotives compared with CSXT' s 

purchase price of $2.40 million per unit. Thus, CSXT's cherry-picked locomotive pricing from 

2011, in order to justify its upward adjustment of TPI' s Opening evidence, is not accurate when 

considering the 2011 through 2013 three (3) year av_erage period. TPI believes the actual lease 

prices paid by UP for ES44 locomotives in 2010 represents the best information in the record for 

ES44AC lease rates available in the market place in 2010. 

13 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-20-23. 
14 CSXT states that UP purchased 60 C45AC units at an average cost of $2.23 million per unit compared to 

CSXT's purchased of 50 ES44AC units for an average price of$2.39 million per unit in the same time period. 
See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-20 to -21. 

III-D-12 



PUBLIC 

ii. SD40 Locomotives 

In Opening, TPI relied on information provided by CSXT in discovery to determine the 

lease cost per unit of { {-}} for SD40 locomotives. This amount was accepted by CSXT in 

Reply and is used by TPI in Rebuttal. 

iii. SW1500 Locomotives 

In Opening, TPI provided SW1500 locomotives for most switching services. CSXT 

rejected the use of SW1500 locomotives and instead proposes SD40 locomotives for all 

switching service on the TPIRR. As stated previously, TPI accepts the use of SD40 locomotives 

for all switching services in Rebuttal. 

c. Locomotive Maintenance Cost 

In Opening, TPI relied on a { { 

} } provided by CSXT in discovery to determine the locomotive 

maintenance cost for the TPIRR. Based on this agreement, TPI includes a daily rate of { { .. 

-} } for ES44 and SD40 locomotives, respectively. The { { 

} }.
15 CSXT accepts these daily rates in Reply, but adjusts them for 

five (5) factors which CSXT argues are actual additional costs it incurs for maintaining these 

locomotives. Each of the maintenance costs added by CSXT is discussed below. 

The first additive is { { .. }} per day for maintenance for ES44 locomotives equipped 

with DP power. TPI accepts this additional charge. 

The second additive is a { {-}} per day management fee applied to both ES44 and 

SD40 locomotives. According to CSXT's workpapers, this fee is related to adding and removing 

15 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Locomotive Maintenance Agreement.pdf' . 
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locomotives from the { { .. }} and recalculating the associated daily rates and fees as changes 

to the fleet occur. TPI does not include this management fee as it has only two locomotive types 

in its fleet rather than the {{.}} different types included in CSXT's {{ .. }}. Further, 

TPIRR's locomotive fleet is stable and the types of locomotives included in the fleet do not 

change, nor are units added to the agreement on a frequent basis, and no units are removed from 

the agreement. 

Third, CSXT includes an accident repair additive of { { .. }} per day for ES44 

locomotives for repairs resulting from accidents that are performed by the contractor and are 

billed back to CSXT. TPI accepts this additive in Rebuttal. 

Fourth, CSXT includes an additive for Event Recorder Automated Download ("ERAD") 

for the communications management unit on the ES44 locomotives of {{ .. }}per day, which 

TPI accepts in Rebuttal. 

Finally, CSXT includes an additive of { { .. }} per day for upgrading the ES44 

locomotives acquired by the TPIRR in 2010 from Tier 2 to Tier 3 EPA emissions compliance. 

New locomotives acquired in 2010 are required to meet Tier 2 emission standards when 

delivered. TPI rejects CSXT's additive for upgrading from Tier 2 to Tier 3 compliance for two 

reasons. First, CSXT's workpapers reveal that CSXT based its emissions additive on the cost 

CSXT incurred for upgrading locomotives from Tier 0 to Tier 2 compliance, not its cost of 

upgrading from Tier 2 to Tier 3 compliance. CSXT has provided no evidence showing that the 

upgrade cost from Tier 0 to Tier 2 is in any way similar to the cost of upgrading from Tier 2 to 

Tier 3. In fact, when the emission requirements for the these Tiers are compared, it is 

immediately evident that the difference in the standard from Tier 0 to Tier 2 is substantial and 

that there is no difference in the emissions requirements from Tier 2 to Tier 3. Rebuttal Table 
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III-D-3 below, provides the Tier 0, Tier 2, and Tier 3 emission standards. CSXT's actual cost of 

upgrading from Tier 0 to Tier 2 standards is not a substitute for the actual cost of upgrading from 

Tier 2 to Tier 3 standards. Thus, CSXT' s cost to upgrade from Tier 2 to Tier 3 emissions 

standard is not supported. 

Rebuttal Table III-D-3 
Federal Line-Baul Locomotive Emission Standards 

Year of Original Tier of Standards (g/bhp-hr) 

Manufacture Standards NOx PM BC co 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. 1973-1992 Tier 0 8.0 0.22 1.00 5.0 
2. 1993-2004 Tier 1 7.4 0.22 0.55 2.2 
3. 2005-2011 Tier 2 5.5 0.10 0.30 1.5 
4. 2012-2014 Tier 3 5.5 0.10 0.30 1.5 
5. 2015 or later Tier 4 1.3 0.03 0.14 1.5 

Source: 40 C.F.R §1033.101 

In Reply, CSXT used locomotive maintenance costs per day of { { } } for 

ES44 and SD40 locomotives, respectively. In Rebuttal, TPI uses locomotive maintenance cost 

per day of { { } } for ES44 and SD40 locomotives, respectively. 

d. Locomotive Servicing (Fuel, Sanding 
and Lubrication) 

Locomotive servicing comprises three (3) issues: (1) the cost of fuel; (2) fuel 

consumption rates; and (3) the cost of servicing locomotives. Each of these issues are discussed 

below. 

i. Fuel Cost 

In Opening, TPI determined that locomotive fuel costs per gallon equal $2.17 based on 

the amount CSXT paid for fuel in the third quarter 2010 ("3Q10"), which is the quarter when the 

TPIRR commenced operations. CSXT accepted this fuel cost for 3Q10, while commenting that 

this fuel price was exceptionally low and has increased substantially since that time. CSXT then 
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explains that, rather than indexing this fuel price within the discounted cash flow model ("DCF") 

in the manner accepted in previous proceedings, CSXT modified this approach to use CSXT' s 

actual fuel price in each quarter through 4Q 13 and then adjusted the fuel cost values using the 

Board' s hybrid RCAF index for the remaining life of the DCF model. As fully explained in 
/ 

Rebuttal Part llI-G, TPI rejects CSXT's approach. 

ii. Fuel Consumption 

In Opening, TPI based fuel consumption for ES44 locomotives on information provided 

in discovery and for SD40 locomotives on system average fuel consumption developed from 

CSXT's 2010 R-1 Annual report. In Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's fuel consumption rates and 

TPI continues to use these fuel consumption rates in Rebuttal. 

iii. Locomotive Servicing 

In Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's locomotive servicing costs, which TPI developed from 

information reported in CSXT' s 2010 Annual Report Form R-1 , with one exception. CSXT 

notes that TPI's development of locomotive servicing costs omitted the fringe-benefit costs 

associated with the salary component of these costs. ·In Rebuttal, TPI has revised its locomotive 

servicing cost to include fringe benefits. 

CSXT also states that TPI failed to include in its capital costs all of the necessary 

facilities for fueling and servicing locomotives in the TPIRR yards. As fully addressed in Part 

Ill-Band Part llI-C.10.b, TPI has included all the necessary locomotive fueling facilities for the 

TPIRR system. 

2. Railcars 

In Opening, the TPIRR' s acquisition costs are based on a combination of car rental data 

from CSXT's Annual Report Form R-1, publicly available lease cost information, and 

information provided by CSXT in discovery. CSXT generally accepts TPI's approach to 
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determining freight rail car costs; but makes several adjustments to these costs to correct certain 

alleged errors. Each of these items are discussed below. 

a. Lease Rates 

In Opening, TPI assumed all TPIRR-provided cars would be acquired using full service 

leases and based its lease rates for TPIRR general freight rail cars on the use of five (5) car types: 

(1) box cars; (2) covered hoppers; (3) gondolas; (4) open-top hoppers; and (5) flat cars. In 

Reply, CSXT generally accepts TPI's approach to determining rail car costs; but argues that TPI 

understated the lease rates on box cars, covered hoppers, and coal-service open-top hoppers. 

In each instance where CSXT rejected TPI's full service lease rate, CSXT uses a rail car 

lease rate from 2008 rather than 2010, even though 2010 is the start date for the TPIRR and 

CSXT had lower 2010 lease rates available. CSXT claims that TPI selected 2008 as the 

representative time period and merely accepts this time period for car lease rates, stating that TPI 

selected 2008 as it properly reflects the lease rates the TPIRR would pay. This is not correct. 

Although TPI did use a 2008 full service lease rate for box cars from Railway Age 2008 Guide to 

Equipment Leasing, it did so only because neither the CSXT discovery materials nor the 20 I 0 

Railway Age Equipment Leasing Guide had any information available for 20 I 0 box car lease 

rates. CSXT' s use of the 2008 lease rates to represent the 2010 marketplace is not appropriate 

when 2010 lease rates are available, because they do not represent the lease rates available to the 

TPIRR in the 2010 marketplace. 

i. Box Cars 

TPI included a full service lease rate for box cars of $250 per month based on 

information published in Railway Age for 2008 for 50-foot, 100-ton capacity cars. CSXT 

rejected this lease rate and instead used a 2008 net lease rate for box cars found in a January 

2014 report prepared by RailSolutions, Inc. titled "Railroad Equipment Historical Database." 
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CSXT then increased the net lease rate for box .cars reported in the RailSolutions' database to 

reflect a full service lease. The adjusted full service lease rate used by CSXT equals $575 per 

car, per month. As stated above, CSXT used the 2008 lease rate from RailSolutions, even 

though that publication contains a 2010 lease rate for box cars; which when adjusted to reflect a 

full service lease rate is only $462 per month, or $113 per month less than the 2008 rate used by 

CSXT. 

CSXT claims that TPI's box car rate is understated as it relates only to 50-foot, 100-ton 

capacity box cars, when CSXT moves 29 percent of its carloads in 60 foot box cars. CSXT 

points out that the Railway Age publication also includes a 60-foot box car rate that TPI could 

have used which equals $550 per month. 16 Instead of using an average of the 50-foot and 60-

foot box car lease rates in the record, CSXT uses the RailSolutions box car lease rate even 

though RailSolutions does not provide any description related to the length of the car, which 

CSXT deems the appropriate measure of which box car lease rates should be used. 

In Rebuttal, TPI uses an average full service lease rate for 50-foot box cars and 60-foot 

box cars from Railway Age, weighted by the number of shipments by size of car, which equals 

$337 per month. As stated in the previous paragraph, CSXT introduced the 60-foot full service 

lease rate from Railway Age in its Reply evidence. 17 This average full service lease rate covers 

100 percent of the TPIRR box car shipments shown in CSXT's Reply Table III-D-4. 

ii. Covered Hoppers 

TPI included a full service lease rate for covered hopper cars of $299 per car found in the 

2010 Railway Age Guide to Equipment Leasing. CSXT rejects the use of Railway Age's 2010 

lease rate for covered hoppers and instead substitutes a 2008 net lease rate from RailSolutions 

16 See CSXT Reply, p. III-D-34. 
17 Id. 
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Railroad Equipment Historical Database, adjusted to represent a full service lease. CSXT's 

lease rate equals $573 per car. CSXT rejected TPI's 2010 Railway Age lease rate based on the 

questionable claim that Railway Age did not provide a sufficient description of the type of 

covered hopper to which the lease rate applied. Contrary to CSXT's statement, Railway Age 

does identify the size of the covered hopper by both size in cubic feet capacity and commodity 

usage in its 2010 publication. 

Further review of CSXT' s covered hopper lease rates reveals that it includes lease rates 

for "pressure differential covered hoppers" a covered hopper car type not used to transport any 

traffic on the TPIRR. As this covered hopper car type is the most expensive of all covered 

hoppers in CSXT's calculation, its inclusion inappropriately increases the overall covered hopper 

lease rate CSXT charg~s to the TPIRR. 18 In Rebuttal, TPI continues to rely on the 2010 lease rate 

of $299 per month from Railway Age for covered hoppers. 

iii. Coal ServiCe Open-Top Hoppers 

In Opening, TPI relied on a full service lease rate of { { .. }} derived from a lease 

amendment provided by CSXT in discovery for coal service steel open-top hoppers. For general 

service open-top hoppers, TPI used an average full service lease rate for steel and aluminum 

from the 2008 Railway Age Guide to Equipment Leasing of $433 per month. In Reply, CSXT 

explains that the lease rate used by TPI for coal service hoppers is from the third amendment to a 

2004 lease it has with { { } } . CSXT rejects the use of this full service lease 

rate, asserting that TPI "cherry picked" from a short-term amendment that would not be available 

to the TPIRR. Instead, CSXT uses the 2008 general service open-top hopper lease rate from 

Railway Age of $433 per month for open-top hoppers used in coal service on the TPIRR. 

18 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "2008 RailSolutions lease data converted to full service.xlsx". 
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CSXT overlooks a significant issue when accepting the Railway Age general service 

open-top hopper lease rate, i.e., it is an average lease rate for both steel and aluminum open-top 

hoppers. 19 The Official Railway Equipment Register shows that CSXT owns only steel hoppers 

and, therefore, use of an average rate for steel and aluminum hoppers does not match the service 

needs of the TPIRR. 

Further, CSXT's claim that its Third Amendment lease rate of { { .. }} for coal steel 

open-top hoppers is short term in nature and therefore is not available to TPIRR is not valid, 

because the lease rate was available to, and used by, CSXT. Were CSXT really concerned about 

the short term nature of the Third Amendment lease rates, it should have used the average lease 

rate for coal service steel open top hoppers from the { { } } lease, which is 

calculated from the lease rates for the five amendments shown in CSXT Reply Table III-D-5 to 

equal { { .. }} per month, which is { { .. }} per month less than the amount used by CSXT in 

Reply. These amendments were entered into at various dates between { { .. }} . 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to rely on the Third Amendment lease rate of { { .. }} per 

month which reflects the market rate for steel hoppers in 2010, and is clearly supported and 

feasible as it is a lease rate enjoyed by CSXT for cars used in coal service. Were the Board to 

accept CSXT' s claim that this rate is not appropriate, TPI suggests it rely on the average lease 

rate of { { .. } } per month from the various amendments to the { { } } 

agreement. 

19 See, CSXT Reply Table III-D-5. 
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b. Transit Time 

CSXT argues that TPI's railcar requirements are understated because its RTC simulation 

produces understated transit times. As fully addressed in Part III-C.13, most of CSXT's claims 

regarding errors in TPI's RTC simulation are incorrect and those which have merit have been 

corrected in Rebuttal. TPI relies on the transit times produced by its Rebuttal RTC simulation to 

calculate the TPIRR car requirements for this Rebuttal. 

c. Dwell Time in Yards 

CSXT argues that TPI significantly understated yard dwell time for railcars on the TPIRR 

system. CSXT attributes the alleged understatement to two (2) factors. First, CSXT claims that 

TPI inappropriately relied on the railcar dwell in yards for the most efficient carriers reported by 

CSXT's consultant, Oliver Wyman, rather than CSXT's actual yard dwell time which is greater 

than the more efficient carriers. CSXT claims that using the dwell time of these efficient carriers 

is inappropriate because these carriers are smaller than the TPIRR, which handles 88 percent of 

the cars that CSXT carries. Further, CSXT argues that TPIRR cannot be as efficient as the other 

carriers because the TPIRR would use the same blocking and classification as does CSXT. 

As shown previously, using CSXT's own calculations from its MultiRail analysis, the 

TPIRR classifies only 63.5 percent of the actual cars CSXT classified in yards in 2013. Because 

the TPIRR handles significantly fewer cars, it would experience lower dwell times even though 

it moves the cars in the same blocks as does CSXT. 

Second, CSXT' s claim that the more efficient carriers are smaller than the TPIRR is not 

correct. The efficient carriers in Oliver Wyman' s analysis, which produce the lower dwell times, 

are the Kansas City Southern and the U.S. operations of Canadian Pacific ("CP") and Canadian 

National ("CN"). CN provides the predominant dwell time in the efficient carrier analysis and it 

originated an average of 1.7 million carloads annually in 2010, 2011 and 2012. In comparison, 
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the TPIRR originated 908,242 carloads in the Base Year, or less than those of the U.S. operations 

ofCN. 

In addition to arguing that CSXT' s inefficient yard dwell times should be used by the 

TPIRR, CSXT claims that, on average, each "TPIRR load will traverse the network on a 

combination of three different trains (a local train originating the shipment and moving it to a 

TPIRR yard, one road train, and a local train delivering the car at destination), and the same 

would occur in the empty direction."20 Based on this, CSXT assumes each car will experience 

four (4) yard dwell events in its round trip cycle on the TPIRR rather than the single yard dwell 

event included in TPI's Opening evidence. 

CSXT' s assumption is unsupported and incorrect for at least two (2) reasons. First, 

CSXT applies four (4) yard dwells to all traffic, including coal, grain and bulk unit train traffic. 

By definition, unit train traffic does not change trains between origin and destination, and thus it 

is improper to assume that loaded or empty cars moving in unit train service would incur yard 

dwell time for moving between trains. Second, pre-blocked cars received or delivered in 

interchange from connecting carriers would not incur yard dwell time at interchange.21 CSXT's 

unsupported assumption ignores the reality of yard dwell time on these shipment types. 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's assumption of four (4) yard dwell events for local trains 

on the TPIRR system, except that TPI applies two (2) yard dwell events to all interchange 

received and interchange forwarded traffic. TPI does not include yard dwell events on unit train 

traffic which, by definition, does not change trains and does not include yard dwell events on 

overhead traffic. 

20 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-41. . 
21 This is especially true of cars interchanged between the TPIRR and CSXT where entire trains are interchange 

intact in 30 minutes and with no yard dwell 
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d. Dwell Time for Foreign Cars 

In Reply, CSXT argues that TPI failed to account for the ownership expense of foreign 

owned railcars dwelling at customer facilities and in TPIRR yards. CSXT is correct that TPI 

inadvertently omitted this time, which is now included in TPI's Rebuttal evidence. 

e. Calculation of Per Diem Time and 
Mileage Rates 

CSXT claims that TPI miscalculated the per diem time and mileage rates paid when 

foreign owned equipment is on the TPIRR by incorrectly including in the denominator the miles 

and hours for all railroad equipment, i.e., CSXT-owned and foreign-owned equipment, rather 

than just the foreign-owned equipment. In doing so, CSXT claims TPI understates the per diem 

time and mileage rates. TPI relied on the combined data because CSXT reports only the 

aggregate time and mileage data for railroad owned equipment rather than for foreign-owned 

equipment and system owned equipment separately. In Reply, CSXT analyzed the 2010 car 

event data produced to TPI in discovery to separate the operating car miles between those 

incurred by cars owned by CSXT and those generated by foreign cars moving over the CSXT. 

CSXT used the resulting percentage split to revise TPI's calculations. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts 

CSXT's calculation of the split between CSXT-owned and foreign-owned equipment but 

disagrees with CSXT' s calculation of the resulting per diem rates. 

CSXT makes a formulaic error when calculating the per diem time rates in its Reply 

spreadsheet titled "TPIRR Car Cost_ CSXT Reply.xlsx". In this spreadsheet, CSXT's formula 

incorrectly points to and uses the foreign-owned car percentage for 40-foot box cars when 

calculating the per diem time rates for 50-foot box cars. This incorrect formula is then copied 

down to all subsequent lines in the spreadsheet, with each line calculating the per diem time rate 

for a different car type. As a result, per diem rates for each car type are calculated using an 
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incorrect foreign owned car percentage. It should be noted that, in calculating the per diem 

mileage rates, CSXT's formula correctly matched the foreign owned car percent to each car type. 

TPI corrected CSXT's error in calculating the per diem rates in Rebuttal.22 

When correcting TPI' s calculation of per diem rates to include only foreign-owned 

equipment, CSXT also erred by calculating per diem "payable" rates rather than "net" per diem 

rates for foreign-owned equipment. The TPIRR revenues do not include per diem payments 

received from foreign carriers while , its system-owned railcars are on foreign lines and yet 

CSXT' s calculation of per diem rates only account for per diem payments made to foreign 

carriers when their equipment is on the TPIRR. To properly reflect "net" per diem, TPI accepts 

CSXT's use of only foreign equipment in the denominator of the calculation, but uses the net per 

diein in the numerator rather than CSXT's use of per diem payable.23 

f. Railcar Peaking Factor 

In Opening, TPI used a peaking factor of 5.3 percent, which is equal to the average 

number of train starts per day in the peak week of the peak year divided by the average number 
) 

of train starts per day in the peak year.24 The method TPI used to calculate its peaking factor is 

the same as that first prescribed by the Board in PSCO/Xcel II25 and used in every stand-alone 

cost proceeding since that decision. 

In Reply, CSXT abandons the railcar peaking factor used by the Board and claims "[t]he 

TPIRR would have to accommodate the varying demand for each type of freight car, as CSXT 

does in the real world."26 In order to accommodate this varying demand, and "[t]o capture more 

22 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Car Costs_CSXT Reply_Formula Corrections.xlsx". 
23 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Car Costs_Rebuttal.xlsx'"'. 
24 See, TPI Opening at III-D-4. 
25 See, PSCo/Xcel II at 13. 
26 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-45. 
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accurately the ebb and flow of car supply requirements in a carload network, CSXT developed 

peaking factors for each type of TPIRR freight car.'.27 Using the peaking factor for each 

different car type, CSXT claims that "the system fleet for general merchandise traffic needs to be 

increased by 43%, while the hopper and gondola fleet for coal service needs to be increased by 

67%."28 CSXT's approach, while claiming to meet demand, is requiring the TPIRR to carry 

enough railcars by car type to meet a maximum possible demand event for each car type. This 

unrealistic assumption, as well as other flawed aspects of CSXT' s peaking factor calculation, are 

discussed below. 

First, CSXT' s approach defies precedent. The methodology proposed by TPI on Opening 

has been used and accepted by the Board in numerous cases, beginning with PSCo/Xcel II, where 

the Board stated: 

A more reasonable expectation would be for the SARR to have 
sufficient locomotives available to handle the forecasted peak week 
demand. Using BNSF' s evidence, we have calculated total train starts 
using a 7-day rolling average. The average number of train starts per day 
during the peak week would be 23.9. The overall average for train starts 
per day would be 19.9. Dividing 23.9 by 19.9 yields a peaking factor of 
20.1%. BNSF's evidence shows that over the course of a year, only 30 
days would require more than 24 locomotive starts. For these 30 days, it 
is reasonable to assume that the orders would be deferred to later in the 
same week when locomotives would be available. We revise our SAC 
analysis accordingly.29 

The same approach was accepted by the Board in AEPCO, where the Board also found that, for a 

defendant to deviate from Board precedent, it must justify departure from that precedent: 

AEPCO followed our precedent by dividing the number of train starts in 
the peak week of the peak traffic year by the number of train starts in the 
peak traffic year ... Where, as here, a complainant has followed 
established agency precedent, defendants carry the burden to justify a 

27 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-43 . 
28 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-45. 
29 See, PSCo/Xcel JI at 13. 
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departure from that methodology. In this case, defendants have not 
justified a departure from the Board's established approach to 
calculating the peaking factor. The fact that it might be "difficult" to 
assess whether AEPCO properly followed the established approach does 
not, standing alone, provide a reasoned basis to throw out the approach 
entirely. Moreover, defendants do not provide any support for their 
claim that the effort is too difficult to undertake, and their bald 
assertions are insufficient. Nor have defendants offered any explanation 
for why their new approach is superior to the established approach 
followed by AEPCO in this case. Accordingly, we will accept the 
peaking factor submitted by AEPC0.30 

PSCo/Xcel II and AEPCO are just two examples of where the methodology TPI used in 

Opening was accepted by the Board. Looking at the most recent decisions, the Board has 

followed suit and has not departed from its preferred methodology. In DuPont, the Board states: 

In recent SAC cases, the peaking factor was calculated by forecasting 
the average number of train starts during the peak week of the peak year 
for traffic volume. Tpis number is divided by the average number of 
weekly train starts during the forecasted peak year to yield the peaking 
factor .. . DuPont followed this precedent by dividing the average number 
of train starts in the peak week of the peak traffic year by the average 
number of train starts in the peak traffic year ... Because DuPont 
followed Board precedent, and NS did not provide adequate explanation 
for the Board to accept new procedures for this calculation, we will 
accept DuPont' s peaking factor of 5.4% as the best evidence ofrecord.31 

In SunBelt, the parties agreed to a peaking factor which was based on the complainant's Opening 

evidence.32 The methodology used by the complainant is similar to that used in DuPont, and is 

as follows: 

In addition to using the spare margin, SunBelt's experts determined the 
SBRR' s locomotive peaking factor by dividing the average number of 
train starts per day in the peak week of the Peak Year by the average 
number of train starts per day in the Peak Year. This is the same process 
as that approved by the Board ... "33 

30 See, AEPCO at 33. 
31 See, DuPont at 71. 
32 See, SunBelt at 35. 
33 See, SunBelt Opening narrative at III-C-11 . 
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So, while TPI followed Board precedent in calculating the TPIRR peaking factor, CSXT has 

strayed from past decisions and come up with a methodology that no highly efficient, Class I 

Railroad would follow. 

Not only should CSXT's methodology be rejected based on past cases, it also should be 

discredited based on CSXT' s results. As discussed above, CSXT' s attempt to calculate a 

peaking factor for each type of freight car results in a general freight peaking factor of 43 percent 

and a hopper/gondola fleet peaking factor of 67 percent, with the Plain Gondola peaking factor 

reaching as high as 146 percent. A peaking factor of 146 percent means that, for every 100 Plain 

Gondola cars needed in the "average week", TPIRR will also have available an additional 146 

cars for use only in the weeks above the average. This is unreasonably high and results in very 

inefficient operations. 

CSXT's unreasonably high peaking factors are primarily the result of CSXT's flawed 

assumption that the TPIRR must acquire enough cars by car type to meet 2012 historical demand 

peaks by car type. CSXT does not describe why TPI must have available enough cars to meet a 

2012 peak event. Railcar shortages are a fact of life in railroading and no railroad carries enough 

cars to meet a possible maximum demand event. In comments recently made by BNSF to the 

Board regarding grain shipments, BNSF states: 

It is not feasible or economically reasonable to maintain a car fleet 
capable of meeting the highest level of seasonal demand, which would 
leave equipment sitting idle much of the year.34 

BNSF, recognizing the unreasonableness of maintaining excess cars, developed a program 

named Certificate of Transportation ("COT") to address demand seasonality and volatility. The 

COT program allows shippers to bid for guaranteed placement of a railcar in a future time 

34 See, Comments ofBNSF Railway Company, Rail Transportation of Grain, Rate Regulation Review, STB Ex 
Parte No. 665 (Sub-No. 1) at 11 (June 26, 2014). 

III-D-27 



PUBLIC 

I period.35 The presence of such a program reinforces the understanding that sizing fleets to a 

maximum need is an unreasonable and unrealistic requirement. 

Proof of this comes from the fact that many customers of real world Class I railroads see 

delays in shipments due to the railroad's shortage of railcars. Every September the Board 

requests railroads to submit a brief summary of the railroad's ability to meet the expected 

demands for rail service during the end of the year, also known as the "fall peak." Looking at 

the 2013 fall peak correspondence, it can be seen that BNSF's goal for past due cars was 5,022, 

along with an "Avg Days Late" of 14.0. BNSF was far from meeting this goal. Through June 

I 
27, BNSF's actual number of past due cars was 9,599, 91.1 percent higher than BNSF's goal. 

BNSF's "Avg Days Late" was also higher than expected, coming in at 29.7 days, 112.1 percent 

I higher than the goal. 36 

The mere fact that BNSF had a "Past Due Cars" goal shows that BNSF does not maintain 

I 
the equipment necessary to handle all orders at peak periods of operations as CSXT would 

I require TPIRR to do. In order to remain an efficient carrier, railroads must maintain the 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

appropriate number of cars based on routine daily operations, not just for one week of the year. 

To better understand how CSXT's methodology is flawed, and thus should be rejected by 

the Board, TPI examined the percentage of each fleet that will not be needed during the year. 

Based on the CSXT peaking factor and seven day rolling average loadings calculated by CSXT, 

TPI has calculated the percentage of Covered Hopper cars that will not be needed by TPIRR. 37 

Rebuttal Figure III-D-1 below provides an illustration: 

35 Id. at 12. 
36 See TPI Rebuttal workpaper "STB Deck Network Velocity Service 07-02-2014.pdf' 
37 See TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR 2012 Rev Carloads_ SystemEqpt_PeakingFactor _ Rebuttal.xlsx". 
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Rebuttal Figure ID-D-1 
Percent of Covered Hopper Cars Not Needed 

(based on CSXT 7-day rolling average) 

1 21 41 61 81 101 121 141 161 181 201 221 241 261 281 301 321 341 

Days 

Rebuttal Figure III-D-1 above, shows that, for the majority of the year, 30 percent or 

more of the Covered Hopper fleet will not be needed.38 The percent of Covered Hopper cars not 

needed reaches as high as 67.32 percent. This leads to the TPIRR needing extra track and extra 

yard capacity for these cars to simply sit around for much of the year. From both an operations 

standpoint, and a financial standpoint, this is highly inefficient and is not the way Class I 

railroads operate. 

CSXT' s approach to calculating peaking factors deviates from that used by TPI and the 

Board in several ways. First, CSXT relies on 2012 waybill data rather than forecasted peak year 

data. Variations in demand for a year that is not a peak year do not necessarily correspond with 

variations in demand in the peak year. CSXT does not explain how 2012 better reflects 

38 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR 2012 Rev Carloads_SystemEqpt_PeakingFactor_Rebuttal.xlsx". 
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variations in demand than an actual peak year. Secondly, CSXT measures peaking factors off of 

carloads, rather than trains, on a seven (7) day rolling average basis. This approach disregards 

the actual movement of cars, which have cycles on average much longer than seven (7) days. 

Regardless, number of trains are a better measure of demand and for planning capacity needs. 

In summary, CSXT develops peaking factors that defy Board precedent and require 

unrealistic and uneconomical car fleets. CSXT's approach is not proven to correlate to TPIRR' s 

forecasted peak year traffic and focuses on carload counts rather than train counts. As a result, 

TPI continues to rely on the peaking factor used in Opening, which is consistent with the peaking 

factor the Board has accepted in every stand-alone decision since PSCo/Xcel II. 

3. Operating Personnel 

a. T &E Personnel 

i. Road Crews 

CSXT states that TPI's road crews are understated because: 1) TPI assumed TPIRR road 

crews would work 270 shift per year; 2) TPI failed to include all of the local trains needed to 

provide complete service to the TPIRR customers; 3) TPI didn' t adequately account for 

directional imbalances; and 4) TPI's re-crew rate is lower than CSXT's actual re-crew rate 

(1) Crew Shifts per Year 

Consistent with Board precedent, in Opening TPI assumed train crews work 270 shifts 

per year. On Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's assumption that yard crews could average 270 shifts 

per year. However, CSXT claims that road crews working 270 shifts per year is not realistic and 

should not be used. Instead, CSXT claims to use "the number of shifts achieved by the top five 

percent of CSXT's train crews { {.} }."39 While CSXT claims to use { {.}} shifts per year, 

39 See CSXT Reply, p. III-D-58. 
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this in fact is not the number used in CSXT's personnel calculations. Instead, CSXT uses 251 

crew starts per year to calculate road and local crews.40 

CSXT' s restriction of road crews to 251 shift starts per year is inconsistent with the 

conclusion reached by the Board in all previous decisions dating back to FMC.41 The Board has 

consistently rejected the use of 250 shifts per year and has accepted 270 shifts in all of the 

previous cases cited below. Moreover, as stated in the T &E compensation section, TPI 

determined the wages for T &E personnel based on the actual wages paid by CSXT to engineers 

and conductors that worked 270 shifts or more in 2010. This information is based on wage 

information produced by CSXT in discovery.42 Based on the fact that CSXT has T&E personnel 

working 270 shifts per year and more, TPI' s use of 270 shifts per year is feasible. 

TPI has followed Board precedent and will continue to use 270 shifts per year for yard 

crews, as well as road and local crews. The TPIRR's operating plan makes it a highly-efficient 

railroad. TPI's road train crews work six (6) days per week, 45 weeks per year, and therefore 

work up to 270 shifts per year. The TPIRR crew districts have been drawn up precisely so that 

the crews can get back and forth in the allotted time. Further, it is very realistic to assume the 

TPIRR's road crews will actually work six (6) days per week, 45 weeks per year. In most 

instances the crew begins its week on duty at home, travels to the other end of the district in one 

(1) shift, rests a minimum of ten (10) hours, and travels back home on its next shift. Each crew 

member makes three (3) such roundtrips per week, 45 weeks per year, thus leaving seven (7) 

weeks per year for time off, vacations, holidays, personal leave, etc. 

40 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Reply Train Lists.xlsx'', tab "Totals" 
41 See, e.g., FMC 833, TMPA 667, CP&L 291, Duke/CSXT 456, PSCo/Xce/ 1644, WFA/Basin 140, AEPCO 

Rebuttal III-D-26, DuPont Opening III-D-10 and Reply III-D-42, SunBelt Opening III-D-10 and Reply III-D-37. 
42 See TPI Rebuttal workpaper "T &E Salary Roster Update.xlsx". 
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(2) Missing Trains 

As discussed in Part III-C.2, TPI has added 11 ,373 local trains to the TPIRR Base Year 

train list in response to CSXT's allegations that TPI has omitted trains. 

(3) Crew Rebalancing 

In Opening, TPI accounted for crew imbalances that occur as train flows differ by 

direction, which results in crews deadheading from one location to another. Based on its 

analysis of train flows, TPI increased the number of train crews by a factor of 1.5 percent to 

account for crew imbalances.43 Rather than accepting TPI's crew rebalancing percent, CSXT 

relies on its locomotive rebalancing percent of 3.1 percent and applies it to train crews.44 

However, CSXT's locomotive rebalancing percent is inappropriate for crew rebalancing because 

it computes the number of locomotives that must be repositioned, not the number of crews that 

must be repositioned. Because trains have varying numbers of locomotives, depending on the 

weight of the train and the terrain over a particular route, the number of locomotives that must be 

rebalanced is not the same as the number of crews that must be rebalanced. Therefore CSXT's 

crew rebalancing factor of 3.1 percent overstates the crew rebalancing for the TPIRR and is 

unsupported and unrealistic. 

( 4) Re-Crew Rate 

A re-crew rate is the frequency that train crews exceed their hours of service and must be 

replaced by a relief crew. In Opening, TPI determined a re-crew rate of 0. 7 percent based on the 

number of trains that exceed the hours of service limitations in the RTC simulation. In Reply, 

CSXT replaces TPI' s re-crew rate with a { {.}} percent re-crew rate allegedly based on 

43 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-1, p. 2; TPI Opening Workpapers "Crew Rebalancing Diagram.pdf' and "crew 
Rebalancing.xlsx". 

44 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-48. 
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CSXT's actual experience in the past three (3) years.45 In Rebuttal, TPI continues to develop its 

re-crew rate from the number of crews that expire from its RTC simulation. Based on TPI's 

Rebuttal R TC simulation, the re-crew rate equals 1.4 percent. 46 

ii. Helper Crews 

In Opening, TPI assigns helper service at twelve (12) locations on the TPIRR and uses 

engineer-only helper crews. These crews are staffed by a total of 65 employees.47 As CSXT 

correctly points out, TPI failed to include these employees in its operating expense calculations 

in Opening. As stated previously, CSXT accepts TPI's helper district assignments and also 

accepts TPI's 65 employees to staff this helper service.48 In Rebuttal, TPI includes the cost 

associated with the 65 helper service employees in its operating expense calculations. 

iii. Local Train Crews 

As fully discussed in Rebuttal Part III-C.2, TPI has added 11 ,373 local trains to the 

TPIRR Base Year train list in Rebuttal. To operate these trains, TPI includes 84 more T &E 

personnel than it included in Opening. 

iv. Yard Crews 

As fully discussed in Rebuttal Part III-C-5-e, CSXT significantly overstates the yard crew 

jobs in the TPIRR yards by simply assigning the same number of yard jobs as CSXT actually 

had in these yards in 2010 without regard to the fact that, based on its own calculations, the 

TPIRR classifies only 67.6 percent of the cars CSXT classified in 2010 in these yards.49 In 

doing so, CSXT imposes significantly lower productivity standards on the TPIRR than CSXT 

itself enjoys. 

45 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-51. 
46 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Base Year Manifest Train List_ Rebuttal Statistics.xlsx". 
47 See, TPI Opening p, IIl-C-11 . 
48 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-C-150-151. 
49 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yard & Support Job Comparison.xlsx'', tab "YardJob-Daily". 
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In Rebuttal, TPI includes 409 yard classification job assignments per day in hump yards 

and flat yards combined and 60 support crew job assignments per day in hump yards and flat 

yards combined,50 compared with the {{.}}classification job assignments and { {.}} support 

job assignments included in CSXT's Reply evidence. 51 TPI's 469 total yard job assignments in 

Rebuttal are operated by a total of 634 train and enginemen personnel. 52 

b. T &E Personnel Compensation 

i. Salaries 

In Opening, TPI included T &E salaries based on actual wages CSXT paid to engineers 

and conductors working 270 shifts or more in 2010, based on information provided by CSXT in 

discovery.53 The average wage for T&E personnel included by TPI in Opening equals 

{{-}}per year, excluding fringe benefits. In Reply, CSXT calculates T&E wages using 

the same method as TPI; however CSXT included all T&E personnel working 238 shifts or more 

per year in 2010, which equals an average wage of { {-} }. In Rebuttal, because TPI 

continues to assume train crew work 270 shift per year, it continues to rely on the average wage 

calculation from Opening. 

ii. Fringe benefits 

CSXT develops fringe benefits for all TPIRR employees by averaging NS and CSXT 

values realized for 2010 through 2012, resulting in 50.2 percent. TPI relies on a 2010 average of 

fringe benefits across all Class I carriers of 43.5 percent. CSXT claims that TPI's approach is 

flawed for two (2) reasons: (1) TPI uses data from railroads that are not in the same geographic 

50 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yard & Support Job Comparison.xlsx". 
51 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Operations_Reply.xlsx". 
52 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Yard & Support Job Comparison,xlsx". 
53 See, TPI Opening workpaper, "T&E Salary Roster Update_Revised.xlsx". 
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region as the TPIRR; and (2) TPI's use of only 2010 data conflicts with the Board's decision in 

DuPont, which allows for a multi-year average. CSXT's arguments are discussed below. 

Use of Nationwide Average. CSXT claims that TPI's use of a nationwide average is 

improper because TPIRR will not be competing with other railroads nationwide for employees; 

rather, the TPIRR will be competing with CSXT and NS for employees.54 This assumption 

implies: (1) employees are unwilling to move for jobs; and (2) an alternative job with CSXT or 

NS will be in close proximity to an employee's existing job on the TPIRR. These assumptions 

are unreasonable as employees clearly do move for jobs; to assume they don't is unrealistic. 

Further, CSXT's own evidence shows that there is no need for competitive fringe benefits 

among railroads. CSXT' s comparison of NS and CSXT fringe benefits, 55 for 2010 shows that 

NS' s fringe benefits were { {.}} percent while CSXT' s were { {.}} percent, a difference of 

8.5 percent.56 Since NS's fringe benefit costs are clearly lower than CSXT's, then by CSXT's 

logic the NS should not be able to attract employees. This clearly is not the case. A more likely 

assumption is that NS has a more efficient benefits structure than CSXT. In fact, CSXT's use of 

its own higher fringe benefits rate goes against SAC principles. Because the TPIRR is entitled to 

the least feasible cost, that would be the NS fringe benefits only, which are significantly more 

efficient than CSXT's fringe benefits. 

Use of Multi-year Average. CSXT's use of a multiple year average for fringe benefits is 

inconsistent with its use of 2010 wage data. Because 2010 salaries are grossed-up using a fringe 

benefits percentage, then indexed for subsequent years, CSXT is overstating fringe benefits 

expenses. This can be demonstrated by comparing the effective fringe benefit paid on the 

54 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-59. 
55 See, CSXT Reply Table III-D-12. 
56 Ironically, this difference is greater than the difference in the fringe benefits ratios of 6. 7 percent that exists 

between TPI's Opening evidence and CSXT's Reply. 
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average CSXT crew wage calculated using CSXT's three (3) year average fringe benefit ratio for 

each year 2010, 2011 and 2012, with the fringe benefit calculated using the fringe benefit ratio in 

effect each year for the same three (3) year period. This comparison conclusively demonstrates 

that CSXT's method of applying a three (3) year average fringe benefit ratio overstates the fringe 

benefits paid in each year. The three (3) year cumulative overstatement for the three (3) year 

period equals $6,660 per CSXT T &E employee. 57 

iii. Taxi and Hotel Expense 

CSXT accepts TPI's methodology and unit costs for calculating taxi and hotel expenses 

and increases them to include the additional train crew members that CSXT claims the TPIRR 

would require. TPI retains the methodology used for these expenses and adjusts them to reflect 

staff provided in Rebuttal. 

c. Non-Train Operating Personnel 

In Opening, TPI provided a total of 874 non-train operating personnel. CSXT proposes 

to increase this number to 1,274, an increase of 400 employees or 46 percent. A comparison of 

Opening, Reply, and Rebuttal non-train operating personnel headcount is shown below in 

Rebuttal Table III-D-4. 

57 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Fringe Benefit Double Count.xlsx" . 
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Rebuttal Table III-D-4 
Summary of Rebuttal 

Non-train 01!eratin2 Personnel Headcount 

TPI CSXT TPI 
Department Opening Repl:y Rebuttal 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Executive 6 6 6 
2. Customer Service & Support 30 176 39 
3. Transportation 529 624 534 
4. Mechanical 309 468 308 
5. Total 874 1,274 887 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp NTO.xls." 

The main drivers of CSXT's increases in Reply are customer service, intermodal facility 

management, and car inspectors. These functions and others are discussed below. 

i. Operations Executive Office 

In Opening, the head of TPIRR' s operations carries the title of VP-Operations, reports to 

the President-CEO, and is a member of the TPIRR Board of Directors. In Rebuttal, to remain 

consistent with the executive compensation evidence presented by CSXT in Reply, TPIRR's 

head of operations will be an Executive Vice President ("EVP")-Operations and have the role of 

Chief Operating Officer. Consistent with Opening evidence, the COO/EVP-Operations is 

responsible for all operating functions and supervises the VP-Transportation, VP-Engineering, 

and the VP-Mechanical. Also reporting to the EVP-Operations is the Assistant VP ("A VP")-

Stations and Customer Service, a Director-Operations Planning and Joint Facilities, and a 

Director-Budgets. The Operations department is supported by five (5) Administrative Assistants. 

While CSXT agrees with the structure provided by TPI for the Operations Executive 

Department, it substantially increases the Customer Service and Support staff from 30 to 176. 

This and other CSXT changes are described below. 
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(1) Customer Service 

To develop the TPIRR staff, CSXT relies on staffing from the actual CSXT without 

scaling this staff to the TPIRR' s size. Despite CSXT' s claims of being conservative and 

including less staffing than the actual CSXT, CSXT proposed Customer Service staffing of 150 

is almost exactly equal to CSXT's 2013 actual staffing of { {.} }.58 

Many roles within CSXT's own Customer Service staff are either unnecessary for, or 

included in, other areas of the TPIRR. These roles and staffing include: 

• { {.}} Business Systems personnel. 59 These staff are unnecessary on the TPIRR 
because the TPIRR's IT group and contractors handle this staffs Business System 
responsibilities. 

• { {.} } Process Optimization personnel. 60 Process Optimization personnel are 
unnecessary on the TPIRR, because it is a newly staffed, least-cost, most-efficient 
railroad. Thus, business processes are already optimized on the TPIRR. 

• { {.}} Customer Operations personnel. TPI and CSXT already account for these 
employees in TPIRR's Transportation Department. 

Eliminating these staff leaves only 69 CSXT Customer Service employees in positions necessary 

on the TPIRR-46 percent of the Customer Service staff that CSXT proposes for the TPIRR! 

Thus, CSXT's proposed Customer Service staffing for the TPIRR is completely out of line with 

its own staffing. 

Because CSXT does not adequately describe the responsibilities and activities of 

Customer Service personnel in Reply, many of its proposed personnel have no clear role. When 

describing Intermodal and Automotive Customer Service staff, CSXT provides no specific 

58 See TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". CSXT claims in Reply at III-D-61 that 
CSXT has { {.}} customer service employees. An examination of employees in CSXT's discovery workpaper 
"2013 Org Chart.xis" shows only { {.}} customer service employees focused on operations. 

59 Id. 
60 Id. 
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activities for the staff at all.61 CSXT's description of General Freight Customer Service staffing 

reveals that staff is "primarily responsible to ensure that trains are handled according to plan and 

that there is adequate power allocated to maintain schedules".62 These are responsibilities 

already managed by the Transportation Center. 

CSXT' s failure to clearly identify the role of its proposed Customer Service staff 

prevents TPI from determining if this staff handles customer-service type functions already 

handled by other TPIRR staff. For example, both TPI and CSXT include 20 staff in Operations 

Control dedicated to monitoring on-line and off-line shipments for general freight, intermodal 

and coal customers.63 In addition, CSXT describes elsewhere how Marketing staff is "dedicated 

to handling the TPIRR effort to facilitate customer use of EDI [electronic data interface] for all 

functions including billing, car orders, and car and shipment tracing".64 Clearly, Operations 

and Marketing staff and resources are involved in customer service, and it is necessary to ensure 

that CSXT has not duplicated their roles with its proposed Customer Service staff. This is 

impossible, however, with the vague or non-existent position descriptions in CSXT's evidence. 

TPI, in Rebuttal, agrees to establish two (2) Customer Service teams as CSXT does in 

Reply. There will be one (1) team for Intermodal and Automotive and one (1) team for General 

Freight. Given CSXT's excess staffing of Customer Service as compared to the actual CSXT 

and given the Operations and Marketing functions that support Customer Service on the TPIRR, 

TPI reduces the staffing proposed by CSXT. Specifically, both teams will do without an AVP 

and be led instead by one (1) Director, each reporting to the existing A VP-Stations and 

6 1 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-64. 
62 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-65. 
63 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_ Open.xlsx" and CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR 

Operating Expense_ Reply.xlsx". 
64 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-115 [emphasis added]. 
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Customer Service. Each team will have three (3) Managers. TPI' s Customer Service staff in 

Rebuttal totals 31 personnel, an increase of nine (9) over the staff provided in Opening. 
) 

(a) Intermodal & Automotive 
Customer Service 

TPI accepts the establishment of an Intermodal & Automotive Customer Service team, 

but only assigns 12 Customer Service Representatives to it, half the amount proposed by CSXT 

I in Reply. 

I 
I 
I 

(b) Bulk & General Freight 
Customer Service 

TPI accepts the establishment of a Bulk & General Freight Customer Service team, but 

only assigns 10 Customer Service Representatives to it, half the amount proposed by CSXT. 

(c) Customer Service Stations 
Support 

CSXT's team of 84 people in Reply within the Customer Service Stations Support Group 

is clearly excessive because it is larger than the entire Customer Services function for CSXT, 

adjusted, as described above, to enable an apples-to-apples comparison.65 Moreover, the 

functions performed by this staff, which include scheduling customer set outs, placements, and 

setouts; reporting on car and train movements, and interline reporting, are already handled by 

other TPIRR personnel that TPI has proposed. 

TPI rej~cts the inclusion of 66 support staff to monitor handoffs between the TPIRR and 

other railroads. The Intermodal and Automotive and General Freight Customer Service teams 

will already provide these same functions under TPI' s proposed staffing. CSXT has not 

indicated that these teams would be unable to perform these functions-it has failed to describe 

65 CSXT's narrative in Reply at III-D-66-67 identifies 85 staff in Customer Service Stations Support. However, 
CSXT's Reply e-workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xls" shows only 84 people, which is the basis 
for CSXT's expense calculation. 
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the responsibilities for its proposed Intermodal and Automotive and General Freight Customer 

Service teams altogether. 

TPI rejects the inclusion of ten (10) managers and two (2) technical support staff for 

supporting conductors' handheld devices. Technicians in the Communications and Signals 

Department, which are described in Exhibit Ill-D-2, already adequately support conductors' 

handheld devices, and CSXT has not identified this staffing as deficient for this purpose. 

TPI rejects the inclusion of seven (7) Process Improvement staff. This staff performs an 

unnecessary "watchdog" function. All personnel have a core responsibility to identify 

inefficiencies and potential process improvements. 

(2) Operations Planning and Joint 
Facilities 

Joint Facilities. CSXT proposed one (1) Director and three (3) Managers for TPIRR's 

Joint Facilities group. This proposal exceeds TPI's Opening staffing by one Manager. CSXT's 

own testimony says that the existing CSXT uses two (2) Managers and that TPIRR steps into a 

"substantial" amount of CSXT's joint facilities. 66 CSXT's claim that TPIRR steps into a 

substantial amount of CSXT's joint facilities is overstated. In fact, both TPI and CSXT agree 

that TPIRR has 506 miles of trackage rights,67 while the actual CSXT has 6,607 total miles of 

Class 5 track.68 As CSXT's addition to the joint facilities staff is unsupported, TPI retains one 

(1) Director and two (2) Managers. 

Operations Planning. CSXT propose's staffing the Operations (or Service) Planning 

group with two (2) Directors and 16 Managers. TPI relied on a Director (sharing time managing 

Joint Facilities) and two (2) Analysts. CSXT claims that the actual CSXT employs { {.}} 

66 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-67. 
67 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Route Miles CSXT Reply.xlsx". 
68 2010 CSXT Annual Report Form R-1 , Schedule 700. 

Ill-D-41 

I 
I 



I 

I 

PUBLIC 

Service Planning personnel. A close examination of CSXT's cited workpaper, as well as the 

core records CSXT used to rely on this count, shows that CSXT actually only had { {.}} 

personnel in its Service Planning group in 2013.69 CSXT claims a substantial planning staff is 

needed to meet customer expectations and respond to the "customer churn" that is inherent in 

areas like general freight traffic. 7° CSXT infers that planning is a function requiring constant 

minute by minute updates, where only certain people can handle particular types of traffic. This 

assumption is unreasonable and unrealistic. Initially, patterns for all traffic are established by 

Service Planning and updated as necessary in recorded plans, or manuals. The manuals are 

provided to Operations and Marketing personnel involved with car movements over the TPIRR. 

As new customers are added or changes are made to existing traffic, Service Planning is 

responsible for revising the "manual". Service Planning personnel are also responsible for 

monitoring compliance with the established patterns. Given these responsibilities, a staff of 18 

would spend much of its time with nothing to do. Because CSXT does not support the need for 

so many staff, TPI retains its staffing for Service Planning. 

(3) Budgets 

CSXT accepts TPI' s inclusion of one (1) Director and two (2) Analysts to manage the 

Operations group budgeting activities. CSXT includes this staff dedicated to developing budgets 

for the Operations group despite including personnel in its Cost and Economic Analysis group 

within Finance to "assist" TPIRR departments with the development of their budgets. This 

redundancy is discussed in the Finance and Accounting section of Rebuttal Exhibit 111-D-l. 

69 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-68 and CSXT Reply workpaper "CSXT Organization Spreadsheet.xlsx". 
70 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-68. 
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ii. Transportation Department 

In Reply, CSXT includes 624 employees in TPIRR' s Transportation Department. This 

headcount is 95 more than the 529 Transportation Department employees included by TPI in 

Opening. CSXT's changes to TPI's Opening headcount for the Transportation Department 

include the placement of two (2) Environmental Control Directors into G&A, the addition of 23 

staff to the Purchasing group, and the addition of 7 4 staff for a new group to manage intermodal 

and automotive terminals. These changes are discussed below. 

(1) Assistant Vice President­
Transportation Center 

The A VP- Transportation Center is responsible for managmg and coordinating 

Operations Control, Dispatching, Crew Management, Intermodal, and Coal Operations. 

Reporting to the A VP-Transportation Center are the Director-Operations Control, two (2) Chief 

Dispatchers, Director-Crew Management, Director- Coal Operations, and Director-Intermodal 

Operations. 

CSXT m Reply accepts TPI's staffing of the Transportation Center within the 

Transportation Department. 

(2) Assistant Vice President-Safety 
and Materials 

(a) Rules, Safety and Training 

CSXT accepts TPI's staffing of the Rules, Safety and Training function. 

(b) Environmental Controls 

TPI, in Opening, included two (2) Directors-Environmental Controls. CSXT, in Reply, 

accounts for Environmental personnel in G&A and thus removes them from non-train operating 

personnel. TPI, in Rebuttal, also includes Environmental personnel in G&A. 
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(c) Purchasing and Material 
Management 

CSXT increases TPI's staffing of Purchasing and Material Management by adding three 

(3) Directors, removing four (4) Managers-Purchasing and Inventory Control, and adding 24 

Managers-Material Management. CSXT claims that the actual CSXT has { {.}} Purchasing 

staff.71 An examination of 2013 CSXT staffing data shows { {.}} Managers in the Purchasing 

and Materials group. 72 While CSXT in Reply properly adjusts the number of managers for the 

size of the TPIRR, CSXT errs by not further reducing the number of managers to reflect the 

TPIRR' s lack of development and capital investment beyond construction, given that it is newly 

designed and constructed. In addition, CSXT included six (6) Managers that it says will be 

responsible for other support functions such as purchasing systems, process improvement, 

supplier relations, and material logistics.73 These Managers are performing responsibilities that 

should already be in the job descriptions of the other managers, who are the ones doing the work. 

Excluding these six (6) managers from CSXT's manager headcount results in 22 managers 

focused on purchasing and materials management activities. Given that TPIRR will have far less 

purchasing and material management activity than the actual CSXT, considering size differences 

and the lack of development on the TPIRR, TPI in Rebuttal reduces the number of managers 

further to 15, which is seven (7) more than provided in Opening. Including the Director -

Purchasing and Materials Management, which TPI retains from Opening, TPIRR's Rebuttal 

Purchasing and Materials Management group includes a total of 16 people. 

71 
See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-70. 

72 See, TPI Rebuttal e-workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis" . 
73 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-70. 
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(3) General Managers­
Transportation 

The General Managers-Transportation for the Northern and Southern Regions are 

responsible for all transportation field operations and supervise the TPIRR's Directors-Field 

Operations on their respective territories. 

CSXT accepts TPI's staffing of the General Managers' groups, which combined include 

a total of 260 employees. 

( 4) Intermodal and Automotive 
Terminals 

In Reply, CSXT claims that TPI excludes personnel needed to manage intermodal and 

automotive terminals and that the cost of such employees are not included in the intermodal lift 

and ramp costs and the automotive handling costs provided by TPI in Opening. In all, CSXT 

adds 74 employees to manage operations at TPIRR intermodal and automotive terminals. 

In Rebuttal, TPI accounts for the expenses related to intermodal facilities personnel in 

Intermodal Lift and Ramp expenses included in Rebuttal Part III-D-10, infra. 

iii. Mechanical Department 

CSXT accepts TPI's staffing of the Mechanical Department with two (2) exceptions: (1) 

CSXT increases TPI's 281 Car Inspectors to 441 by adding yard-based Car Inspectors; and (2) 

CSXT removes the Manager-Testing and Environmental because CSXT includes environmental 

personnel in G&A. 

CSXT's additional yard-based Car Inspector staffing should be rejected, because it is 

excessive given the inspection workload at the TPIRR yards. Although CSXT' s "top down" 

approach of assigning inspectors is based on a calculation of the annual average number of hours 

worked by CSXT inspectors at yards located on the TPIRR in 2010 through 2013, this approach 

does not reflect that the TPIRR requires significantly fewer inspections than CSXT. For 
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example, CSXT's analysis shows that, in 2013, CSXT had the equivalent of { {.}} inspectors 

in yards which are located on the TPIRR. 74 In Reply, CSXT assigns 417 car inspectors at these 

yards or { {.}} percent of CSXT' s actual inspectors. But, according to CSXT"s own 

calculations, the TPIRR classifies only { {.}} percent of the cars classified by CSXT in 

2013.75 
{ { 

} } Based on the 

smaller number of cars classified by the TPIRR, the number of inspectors included in TPI's 

Opening evidence is realistic. 

A close analysis of how CSXT assigned its additional inspectors confirms that they are 

unnecessary. CSXT assigned its additional yard-based Car ln~pectors to three (3) yard 

categories-yards with 15 or more trains per day; 10 to 14 trains per day; and four ( 4) to five ( 5) 

trains per day-and five (5) locations where TPI did not provide Car Inspectors.76 TPI addresses 

each of these assignments below. 

Yards with 15 or More Trains per Day. For yards with 15 or more trains per day, 

CSXT claims that the TPIRR will need six (6) Car Inspectors per shift, two (2) inspectors more 

per shift than TPI proposed.77 This additional staffing is unnecessary because four (4) Car 

Inspectors working in pairs can inspect on average two trains simultaneously per hour, 

amounting to 48 trains per day in a three-shift configuration. At most, 23 trains per day will 

need to be inspected at the largest yards. 

74 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "CSX Inspection and Repair Update_ CSXT Reply.xlsx" 
75 CSXT's Reply evidence provides the number of cars classified in 23 ofTPIRRs 85 yards to equal a total of 

14,889 cars per day. CSXT Reply information shows that at these same 23 yards that CSXT classified 23,447 
cars per day in 2013, thus the TPIRR classifies only 63.5 percent of the cars CSXT classifies. See CSXT Reply 
workpaper "sarr 19 _Yard_ Volume_ minmax _summary_ 7-7-14.xlsx" and discovery spreadsheet "Yard Matrix 
Update.xis" 

76 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-72. 
77 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-72. 

III-D-46 



PUBLIC 

Moreover, CSXT provides no support for its use of a six-person inspection team. Indeed, 

a team of this size is inconsistent with the size of inspection teams in previous proceedings. For 

example, in AEPCO, the Board accepted the use of four-person inspection teams.78 As shown in 

the preceding paragraph, a single four (4) person inspection team is all that is necessary to 

adequately manage the volume of trains that require inspection on the TPIRR. 

Yards with 10 to 14 Trains per Day. For yards with 10 to 14 trains per day, CSXT 

claims that the TPIRR will need four (4) Car Inspectors per shift, one to two (2) more than 

TPIRR proposed. 79 This additional staffing is unnecessary because three Car Inspectors can 

easily inspect up to six (6) trains per shift, allowing for adequate coverage for up to 14 trains per 

day. Two of the inspectors can inspect one train per hour acting as a team. The remaining 

inspector can inspect up to one train every two (2) hours acting alone. 

Yards with Four (4) to Five (5) Trains per Day. For yards with four (4) to five (5) 

trains per day, CSXT proposes two Car Inspector shifts with a single Car Inspector each, rather 

than one shift as TPI proposes.80 This additional staffing is excessive because one inspector on 

his/her own can inspect up to three (3) trains per shift and can cover any remaining inspection 

needs with the assistance of train crews, who typically inspect trains in smaller yards. In 

addition, because TPI grosses up inspector staff to account for vacations and sick time, yards 

with four (4) to five (5) trains per day are actually assigned two (2) inspectors. 

78 See, AEPCO at 51. 
79 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-72. TPI in Opening included two (2) inspectors per shift for yards with 10 to 12 

trains per day and three (3) inspectors per shift for yards with 13 to 14 trains per day. 
80 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-72. 
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Miscellaneous Locations. CSXT also adds Car Inspectors at five (5) locations81 where 

TPI did not have a Car Inspector. 82 But these are locations where train crews can inspect their 

own train prior to their departure, because there is no more than, and usually less than, one train 

/ 
per eight-hour shift at these locations. Employing a Car Inspector that is capable of inspecting 

two trains per shift at locations that often do not even have a single train per shift is not justified. 

In Rebuttal, TPI retains its use of 281 Car Inspectors because this quantity is sufficient to 

meet the needs of the TPIRR. 

d. Non-Train Personnel Compensation 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's approach using CSXT's Wage Form A and B data to 

calculate salaries for non-executive personnel. This approach is maintained in Rebuttal and is 

used for any new non-executive positions added to Opening headcounts. CSXT does not agree 

with compensation levels for Executives. As discussed in detail in Rebuttal Exhibit llI-D-1 , 

CSXT develops Vice President compensation based on three (3) KCS Executive Vice Presidents 

and applies an amount of $1,537,272 as annual compensation to all VP's on the TPIRR. As 

discussed in Rebuttal Exhibit Ill-D-1, TPI accepts CSXT's approach for executive 

compensation, as corrected, for the EVP/COO, or Executive Vice President-Operations as 

described above. For the reasons described in Rebuttal Exhibit Ill-D-1, TPI continues to use 

Opening compensation for all other Operations VP's. 

e. Materials, Supplies and Expenses 

CSXT generally accepted TPI' s approach to calculating material, supplies and equipment 

expenses and made adjustments to most expenses based on its Reply TPIRR headcount. 

81 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-72. CSXT does not identify the five (5) locations on page 72 or in its Reply 
workpaper "CSX Inspection and Repair Update CSXT Reply.xis". 

82 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-72. -
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4. General and Administrative 

In this sub-part, TPI provides a brief overview of its general and administrative ("G&A") 

Rebuttal evidence. A detailed explanation, including support for TPI' s position and a critique of 

CSXT' s Reply Evidence, is provided in Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1. 

In Opening, TPI included a cost of $91.6 million for the TPIRR's general and 

administrative ("G&A") department, which was comprised of 304 individuals.83 In Reply, 

CSXT included a cost of $166.6 million and staffing of 760 personnel for G&A, including 

outside directors. 84 The staffing level proposed by CSXT is based on a "top down" approach 

that utilizes the existing CSXT as a starting point. Inherent in this approach is the inclusion of 

inefficiencies and characteristics of a very large Class I staff developed through years of 

consolidations and technology shifts to serve varied types of traffic and countless lower density 

rail lines and branch lines. 85 This approach also completely ignores the fact that the TPIRR is a 

new, startup railroad that will not be faced with many of the same costs and burdens as an 

existing railroad that was established over time and has been through many different mergers and 

acquisitions. Moreover, the TPIRR will not replicate most of the real-world CSXT's lower 

density rail lines. In contrast to CSXT's top-down approach, TPI relies on a "bottom up" 

approach to determine the actual needs of a new, least-cost, most-efficient railroad. 

CSXT's excessive staffing of the TPIRR leads to increased total G&A costs of $166.6 

million, or $75 million more than TPI's Opening total G&A costs of $91.6 million. Much of the 

difference in the parties' G&A expenses is due to CSXT's excessive staffing, outsourcing costs, 

83 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_ Opening.xis" . 
84 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-76. 
85 See Part I, Counsel's Argument and Summary of Evidence, for more information. 
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as well as start-up costs. The overall annual G&A expense estimates provided by the parties are 

shown in Rebuttal Table III-D-5 below. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Rebuttal Table III-D-5 
TPI Opening, CSXT Reply and 

TPI Rebuttal 2010 G&A Expense 
($ in millions) 

2010G&A 
Source Expense 

(1) (2) 

TPI Opening $91.6 
CSXTReply $166.6 
TPI Rebuttal $99.6 

Sources: TPI workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp 
G&A.xlsx", "TPIRR Operating Expense_ Open.xlsx", 
"TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xlsx" and "TPIRR 
0 erating Ex ense Rebuttal.xlsx". 

In its Reply, CSXT attempted to compare the G&A expenses proposed by TPI to those of 

other Class I carriers. 86 Specifically, CSXT compared Opening and Reply G&A expenses for the 

TPIRR as a percent of revenues to that of Class I carriers, including the actual CSXT. However, 

as described in Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1, CSXT's composition of G&A expenses includes errors 

as well as expenses not in the TPIRR numbers, such as Casualties & Insurance, Writedown of 

Uncollectible Accounts, Other Taxes Except on Corporate Income or Payrolls, Joint Facility-

Debit, Joint Facility-Credit, and Other. None of these expenses are included in the TPIRR 

numbers presented by CSXT in its comparison, thus overstating the G&A for Class I carriers in 

the comparison. When CSXT's errors are corrected and the expenses mentioned above are 

excluded for Class I carriers, a true comparison to the TPIRR can be made. Rebuttal Figure III-

D-2 below makes such a comparison, including also TPI's Rebuttal G&A expenses as a percent 

of revenues. 

86 See, CSXT Reply, Table III-D-14 at page III-D-78. 
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Rebuttal Figure III-D-2 
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Source: Workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal CSXT Benchmarking- GA (corrected and restated).xls". 

Rebuttal Figure III-D-2 highlights two (2) very important points related to both TPI's and 

CSXT's G&A expenses. First, CSXT's 2010 through 2012 G&A expenses, as a percent of 

revenue, far exceed those of any other carrier. This is evidence that CSXT is not nearly as 

efficient as other Class I carriers in its G&A spend. This is an important fact in this case as 

CSXT relies on its own system for much of its G&A staffing of the TPIRR. The second 

important point made by Rebuttal Figure III-D-2 is that TPI's Rebuttal G&A expenses (as a 

percent of revenue) are not out of line with the more efficient Class I carriers, especially 

considering TPI developed its staffing for the TPIRR with a bottom up approach for a new, least-

cost, most-efficient carrier. 

The G&A expenses for the TPIRR have been developed on the basis of the experience of 

TPI's Witnesses Hunter, McDonald, Kruzich, and Burris. Mr. Hunter, in particular, has 
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I extensive experience, 36 years, in management and has been involved in several railroad 

mergers. Also, Mr. McDonald has held a number of senior management positions at Class I 

railroads and has 3 5 years of experience in railroad operations, engineering, and management. 

TPI's other two (2) G&A witnesses include Mr. Kruzich, who has 38 years of experience 

in railroad accounting, executive administration, and information technology, and Mr. Burris, 

who has more than 30 years of consulting experience related to railroad economics. 

a. Staffing Requirements 

To ensure that TPI develops G&A staffing to meet the needs of the TPIRR, TPI carefully 

examined the Reply evidence provided by CSXT. While this examination uncovered many 

unnecessary, unsupported, redundant, and sometimes excessive aspects of CSXT's Reply 

evidence, TPI did identify reasonable arguments in certain areas for increasing the TPIRR 

staffing that it had proposed in its Opening Evidence. Rebuttal Table III-D-6, below, shows 

staffing on the TPIRR in Opening, Reply and Rebuttal. 

Rebuttal Table III-D-6 
Summan:: of Rebuttal G&A Headcount 

TPI CSXT TPI 
De~artment Opening Re~ly Rebuttal 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Outside Directors 5 6 5 
2. Executive 25 53 28 
3. Sales & Marketing 56 215 60 
4. Finance & Accounting 100 242 109 
5. Law 45 155 73 
6. IT 73 ~ 73 
7. Total 304 760 348 

Source: TPI Rebuttal wor a er "TPIRR Rebuttal Com G&A.xls." 
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i. Executive Department 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI proposed an Executive Department consisting of 25 

individuals headed by the President. 87 This department includes administrative functions, such 

as Corporate Communications, Government Affairs, Quality Improvement/ Assurance, and 

Human Resources. In Reply, CSXT more than doubles this staff to a count of 53.88 Included in 

this Reply headcount . is the addition of a Vice President ("VP") to oversee administrative 

functions. TPI accepts this addition of a VP-Administration as well as some minor additions 

elsewhere in the department, but many of CSXT' s additions are not needed on the TPIRR. 

Overall, TPI increases the Executive Department staffing by three (3) over the Opening count. 

ii. Board of Directors 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI included seven (7) members of the Board of Directors: the 

President, the Vice President-Operations, and five (5) outside directors.89 The outside directors 

include two (2) representatives of the TPIRR' s customer group, two (2) representatives of its 

investors group, and an independent director with no other connection to the TPIRR.9° CSXT 

suggests the Board of Directors include 10 members as established in DuPont, which included 

five (5) SARR executive directors and five (5) outside directors.91 TPI accepts CSXT's 

suggestion and adds three (3) TPIRR executive directors for a total of ten (10) directors. TPI 

rejects CSXT's proposal that the number of outside directors be increased to six (6) because such 

a proposal deviates from the Board' s DuPont decision. 

87 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, Table 1. 
88 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-106. 
89 See TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, Table 1. 
90 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 12-13. 
91 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-106. 
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iii. Sales & Marketing Department 

TPI included a Sales and Marketing staff of 56 in Opening.92 In Reply, CSXT utilizes a 

Sales and Marketing staff of 215,93 a count that is almost four (4) times greater than TPI's 

Opening headcount: As with staffing elsewhere across the TPIRR, CSXT relies on the actual 

CSXT as a benchmark for much of the Sales and Marketing staff. As discussed above and in 

Rebuttal Exhibit Ill-D-1, CSXT is not an efficient benchmark from which to establish G&A 

staffing for the TPIRR. In particular, CSXT relies on a large, outdated Sales staff to serve the 

TPIRR. TPI retains a smaller Sales staff located in the field to assist with the management of 

customer relationships. TPI, in Rebuttal, does address needs in Marketing, E-Business, and 

contract management brought to light by CSXT' s Reply evidence. As a result, TPI adds 4 

personnel to the Opening Sales and Marketing staff, which in Rebuttal totals 60 people. 

iv. Finance & Accounting Department 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI proposed a Finance and Accounting Department consisting 

of 100 employees. 94 CSXT substantially increases the Finance & Accounting Department 

staffing to 242, a level that is more than double that of TPI's Opening staffing.95 The staffing 

proposed by CSXT for the TPIRR is quite excessive when compared to the actual CSXT for 

several of the Finance and Accounting groups. These instances are described in detail within 

Rebuttal Exhibit llI-D-1. TPI makes minor adjustments to Finance and Accounting staffing in 

Rebuttal that result in the addition of nine (9) personnel to the Opening headcount, taking the 

total for the Finance and Accounting department to 109 people. 

92 See, TPI Opening Exhibit. III-D-2, Table 1. 
93 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-120. 
94 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, Table 1. 
95 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-137. 

Ill-D-54 



PUBLIC 

v. Law Department 

In Opening, TPI proposed a Law Department consisting of 45 employees.96 In Reply, 

CSXT proposes a much larger Law Department made up of 155 individuals,97 more than three 

times the staffing proposed by TPI on Opening. This increase is due largely to CSXT' s police 

staff, as well as CSXT's claims and environmental groups. A review of CSXT's Reply evidence 

resulted in TPI making adjustments in the police department and environmental group. Overall, 

TPI increases its Law Department headcount by 28 personnel in Rebuttal for a total of 73 people. 

vi. Information Technology 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI proposed an IT department consisting of 73 individuals.98 

CSXT mostly accepted TPI's method for addressing IT staffing and proposed an IT department 

made up of 89 employees.99 CSXT's increases are made to several functions to address the 

larger TPIRR staffing CSXT provided in Reply. Given the efficient size of the IT staff and less 

than significant TPIRR staffing increases in Rebuttal, TPI retains the Opening staffing levels for 

the IT group. 

b. Compensation 

CSXT accepted TPI's use of CSXT's Wage Forms A and B to calculate non-executive 

employee compensation. 100 However, CSXT did not accept TPI's approach to developing 

executive salaries. CSXT develops salaries based on the President and select Executive Vice 

Presidents ("EVP") from KCS that include non-salary compensation such as stock and stock 

options grants. 101 CSXT incorrectly applies compensation for the select KCS EVPs to all the 

96 
. See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, Table 1. 

97 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xls". 
98 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, Table 1. 
99 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-159. 
100 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-159. 
101 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-159 to -160. 
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VPs on TPIRR. While TPI accepts the inclusion of KCS President and EVP compensation for 

comparable positions on the TPIRR, it rejects the application of KCS EVP salaries to all TPIRR 

VPs. 

c. Material, Supplies, and Equipment 

CSXT generally accepts TPI' s approach to calculating material, supplies and equipment 

expenses and has made adjustments to most expenses based on its revised Reply TPIRR 

headcount. 102 The exception to this adjustment was automobile expenses, where CSXT 

significantly increases the number of automobiles in Reply. 103 In Rebuttal, TPI retains the 

approach used in Opening to calculate expenses for materials, supplies, and equipment, making 

adjustments based on Rebuttal changes in the overall TPIRR headcount. 

d. Other 

i. IT Systems 

TPI's expert Witness Kruzich is responsible for developing the TPIRR's IT systems. A 

significant portion of the TPIRR's technology (82 percent of IT Operating Cost) would be 

through RMI systems and outsourcing. The IT systems proposed by TPI for the TPIRR are very 

similar to those used by real-world Class I railroads and would allow TPIRR employees to work 

efficiently and effectively. 104 

The total Capital and Operating Costs for IT and Communications Systems proposed by 

CSXT in Reply are 12 percent higher than TPI's Opening costs, due largely to CSXT's higher 

headcount for the TPIRR in Reply. 105 In Rebuttal, TPI makes some minor adjustments to the 

102 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-165. 
103 See, e.g., CSXT Reply, p. III-D-170 (n.387). 
104 See, TPI Opening Ex. III-D-2 at 42-52. 
105 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp G&A.xls". 
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costs it proposes for the IT and Communications Systems, but otherwise maintains the 

methodology it used in its Opening Evidence. 

ii. Other Out~Sourced Functions 

In Opening, the TPIRR functions that were outsourced included payroll processmg, 

internal and external auditing, and outside counsel. 106 CSXT agrees with the approach used by 

TPI for calculating payroll and internal/external auditing service costs. However, CSXT 

disagrees with TPI's appro'ach for calculating outside counsel expenses. Specifically, CSXT 

relies on a higher percent of revenue adjuster to calculate total legal fees, which results in higher 

outside counsel expenses. 107 In Rebuttal, TPI maintains the approach used in Opening to 

calculate expenses for outside counsel. 

iii. Start-up and Training Costs 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's calculations of the average cost to train individual 

employees, but makes three adjustments: 1) CSXT adjusts total training costs to incorporate 

additional staff; 2) CSXT uses its incorrect fringe benefit ratio of 50.2 percent; and 3) CSXT 

modifies TPI's attrition rates. 108 TPI's position on each adjustment is discussed in detail in 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1. 

iv. Travel and Entertainment 
Expenses 

In its Reply, CSXT included $3.5 million for travel expenses and $0.2 million for 

entertainment expenses. 109 The travel expenses proposed by CSXT exceed TPI's Opening travel 

expenses by $2.5 million. 110 TPI did not include entertainment expenses in Opening. CSXT 

106 See TPI Opening Ex. III-D-2 at 29-30 and 52-54. 
107 See CSXT Reply III-D-138 to -139. 
108 See CSXT Reply III-D-167 to -168. 
109 See CSXT Reply Table III-D-32. 
no See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 55. 
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claims TPIRR travel and entertainment expenses are understated due to too few employees 

traveling, too low of a cost per traveling employee, and the exclusion of entertainment 

expenses. 111 

TPI, in Rebuttal, makes several changes to TPIRR travel and entertainment expenses. As 

discussed in Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1, TPI increases the number of employees traveling to 

include the groups cited by CSXT in Reply.112 However, TPI retains its development of travel 

costs per employee because CSXT proposed a multi-year average cost that does not include 

proper indexing. TPI also includes entertainment costs based on information consistent with its 

development of average travel costs per employee. CSXT developed entertainment expenses 

based on its own experience. 

When the changes to travel and entertainment expenses described in Rebuttal Exhibit III-

D-1 are incorporated, Rebuttal expenses increase to $2.1 million. 

v. Bad Debt 

In Opening, TPI assumed that zero percent of revenue would go unpaid. 113 This 

percentage was based on CSXT' s actual bad debt experience from 2009 through 2011.114 In 

Reply, CSXT rejects TPI's bad debt calculation and includes a percentage of 0.08, which is 

based on CSXT' s 2010 through 2012 experience. 115 CSXT also claims that its bad debt figure 

for 2009 reflects a one-time adjustment made because of improved collections and a stabilizing 

economic environment. 116 In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's calculation and submits that the bad 

debt percentage should be 0.07 percent, which is based on years 2010 through 2013, as CSXT 

111 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-168. 
112 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-169. 
113 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 55-56. 
114 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Bad Debt.xis." 
115 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-174. 
116 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-173. 
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benefited from improved collection beginning in 2009. There is no reason to ignore data from 

2013-the most recent year-as CSXT did. 

5. Maintenance-of-Way 

CSXT designed a MOW plan for the TPIRR that ignores CSXT' s own real-world staffing 

and fails to account for differences between the TPIRR and real-world CSXT. It assails TPI's 

reasonable reliance on CSXT's own MOW staffing data produced during discovery to determine 

appropriate TPIRR staffing levels, claiming the data contained errors. But it uses this very data 

it claims is too erroneous for TPI's use to justify its own proposed staffing at a high level, 

ignoring the different job-level needs of the TPIRR. CSXT also uses an invalid comparison 

between CSXT and the TPIRR to support its staffing. The comparison artificially inflates 

CSXT's actual MOW staffing in comparison to the TPIRR by assuming CSXT's MOW staff 

appear responsible for less infrastructure than they maintain in the real world and including 

CSXT staff that are unnecessary on the TPIRR or are already accounted for in another aspect of 

the SAC analysis. Also, CSXT does not explain how it accounts for the new infrastructure of the 

TPIRR when determining its proposed staffing. Instead, it appears to have simply assumed that 

the TPIRR will have the same infrastructure issues as the real-world CSXT, even though most of 

CSXT's infrastructure is antiquated, laid many years (some over a century!) before the TPIRR is 

built. The result of CSXT's misguided approach is a gold-plated MOW plan that does not reflect 

the TPIRR's actual needs. 

TPI addresses CSXT's proposed MOW plan in detail in Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2. A 

comparison of the parties' MOW staffing is provided in Rebuttal Table III-n:.7 below. 
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Rebuttal Table III-D-7 
TPI Opening, CSXT Reply and 

TPI Rebuttal MOW Staff 

Source 
(1) 

1. TPI Opening 
2. CSXT Reply 
3. TPI Rebuttal 

MOW 
Staff 
(2) 

1,146 
1,966 
1,144 

Source: "TPIRR Rebuttal Com MOW.xis". 

A comparison of the parties 2010 MOW expenses is provided in Rebuttal Table III-D-8 

Rebuttal Table III-D-8 
TPIRR Opening, CSXT Reply and 

TPIRR Rebuttal 2010 MOW Expense 
($in millions) 

Source 
(1) 

1. TPI Opening 

2010MOW 
Expense 

2. CSXT Reply 

(2) 

$209.8 
$404.3 
$213.0 3. TPI Rebuttal 

Source: "Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 TPIRR 
MOW.xis". 

6. Leased Facilities 

CSXT generally accepts TPI's Opening evidence on leased Goint) facilities, but includes 

certain corrections to TPI' s development of costs and includes additional facilities. The result of 

CSXT's changes are total leased facility costs of $28.2 million in Reply,117 which is $4.6 million 

higher than TPI's expenses in Opening. As a result of the changes described below, TPI 

calculates Rebuttal operating expense for joint facility segments equal to $27.7 million, an 

117 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-4, and 237-239. 
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increase of $4.1 million over Opening expenses. Each of CSXT' s adjustments and inclusions are 

discussed below. 

a. Bedford Park, IL to Bensenville, IL 

CSXT added { {.}} miles over the IHB to interchange with the UP at Proviso, IL and 

to interchange with the CP at Bensenville, IL. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts this additional joint 

facility mileage and expense. 118 

b. Bedford Park IM Terminal and 
Blue Island 

CSXT accepts TPI's approach in Opening but alters a reference in a formula. In 

Rebuttal, TPI accepts this change. 119 

c. BRC Puller Service 

CSXT added a fee for Belt Railway Company of Chicago ("BRC") service to move trains 

to and from CN's Hawthorne Yard in Chicago, IL. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts these charges but 

restates CSXT's calculation to account for the average monthly cost for the full 12-month period 

ending with July 2010 as opposed to the average of just seven (7) months calculated by CSXT in 

Reply.120 

d. IHB Dispatching 

CSXT added a fee for Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad ("IHB") dispatching of the Blue 

Island to McCook, IL segment. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts this expense but restates CSXT's 

118 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Joint facility charges 2010 REBUTTAL.xlsx", Tab "IHB", rows 20 - 23 . 
119 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Joint facility charges 2010 REBUTTAL.xlsx", Tab "IHB'', cell E18. 
120 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Joint facility charges 2010 REBUTTAL.xlsx", Tab "BRC'', cells R220 to U38 

and TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Aug 09 to Jul 10 BRC201 invoices.pdf' . 
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calculation to account for the average monthly cost for the full 12-month period ending with 

May 2010 as opposed to the average of just seven (7) months calculated by CSXT in Reply. 121 

e. Interlocker at Dolton, IL 

CSXT added the CSXT fee for IHB maintaining and operating the Dolton interlocker. In 

Rebuttal, TPI accepts this charge but restates CSXT's calculation to account for the average 

monthly cost for the full 12-month period ending with May 2010 as opposed to the average of 

just seven (7) months calculated by CSXT in Reply. 122 

f. McDuffie Island Terminal 

CSXT added a "Dump Charge" equal to { {-}} per loaded car paid by CSXT to the 

Terminal Railway Alabama State Docks. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts this charge but uses the July 

2010 rate rather than the December 2010 rate used by CSXT, because that is when the TPIRR 

begins operations. 123 

7. Loss and Damage 

In Opening, TPI estimated the TPIRR loss and damage expense based on CSXT' s actual 

2010 loss and damage costs by commodity. CSXT accepts TPI's methodology in Reply, with 

some adjustments to the SARR miles used to allocate revenues between the TPIRR and residual 

CSXT. 124 As discussed in Rebuttal Part III-A, TPI has evaluated these adjustments and revised 

the miles where appropriate. In Rebuttal, TPI recalculates the TPIRR loss and damage expense 

12 1 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Joint facility charges 2010 REBUTTAL.xlsx", Tab "IHB", cells M32 to P49 
and TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Aug 09 to Jul 10 IHB203 invoices.pdf'. 

122 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Joint facility charges 2010 REBUTTAL.xlsx", Tab "IHB", cells 132 to L49 
and TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Aug 09 to Jul 10 IHB201 invoices.pdf'. 

123 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Joint facility charges 2010 REBUTTAL.xlsx'', Tab "TASD", TPI Rebuttal 
workpaper "B0-107-H1003.pdf', and CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Joint facility charges 2010 Reply.xlsx", tab 
"TASD". 

124 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-239. 
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using the same methodology used in Opening and accepted by CSXT in Reply applied to the 

revisions to traffic and miles addressed in Rebuttal Part III-A. 

8. Insurance 

In Opening, TPI used an insurance ratio of 1.35 percent of operating expense based on 

CSXT's actual experience over a three (3) year period. CSXT accepted TPI's insurance percent 

in Reply, 125 and TPI continues to use this insurance percent in Rebuttal. 

9. Ad Valorem Tax 

CSXT's unit-value approach is based on the underlying assumption that the SARR, as a 

highly-efficient new market entrant, is presumptively more profitable than the incumbent carrier, 

and would therefore pay higher taxes than the incumbent when calculated on a unitary basis. 

CSXT defined profit in its Ad Valorem analysis as a Net Revenue from Railway Operations 

("Net Revenue") determined using the STB' s Schedule 210 Net Revenue approach. 126 CSXT 

asserts that dividing the TPIRR's Net Revenue by the incumbent's Net Revenue allows for the 

development of a unit value modifier that can be applied to the incumbent's state-specific Ad 

Valorem tax calculations to develop a profit-adjusted, state-specific SARR Ad Valorem tax per 

mile. The profit-adjusted SARR Ad Valorem tax per mile was then applied against the SARR 

route miles by state to develop the SARR's aggregate Ad Valorem tax. 

There is a fundamental flaw in CSXT's approach that make its development of a unit 

value modifier nonsensical. In addition, CSXT's claim that the TPIRR is a hyper-profitable 

corporation for Ad Valorem tax purposes is completely contradictory to its claim that the TPIRR 

12s Id. 
126 See, Annual Report Form R-1 , Schedule 210, Line 15. Namely, a railroad' s Net Revenue is equal to its railway 

operating revenues less railway operating expenses, including financial depreciation. CSXT's work papers 
incorrectly call this Net Railway Operating Income ("NROI"), which is a different financial metric altogether. 
See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Reply Ad Valorem.xlsx," worksheet "Modifier." 

III-D-63 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PUBLIC 

is a financially deficient operation when it comes to a rate reasonableness standard. These issues 

are discussed further below. 

a. CSXT's Unit Multiplier Values 
Are Based on Two Different 
Accounting Standards 

CSXT developed its unit multiplier by dividing what it claims is the TPIRR's 2011 Net 

Revenues by CSXT's 2011 Net Revenues from its Schedule 210. But the TPIRR Net Revenue . 

calculated by CSXT is not comparable to CSXT's Net Revenue in its Annual Report Form R-1 

due to a fundamental difference in accounting methods used to develop the numbers. 

Specifically, CSXT's Net Revenue figures contained in its Annual Report Form R-1 are 

developed using accrual accounting methods adhering to Generally Accepted Accounting 

Principles ("GAAP"), while CSXT's calculation of the TPIRR Net Revenue appears to be 

calculated using a m!x of accrual and cash accounting methods. This results in CSXT's and 

TPIRR's Net Revenue not being comparable. 

There are fundamental differences in the amount of income and expenses reported for 

financial reporting purposes using GAAP and tax accounting methods. The objective for 

financial reporting under GAAP is to report the economic activities of the entity during a specific 

period. To meet this objective, large companies use the full accrual method of accounting to 

report revenues and expenses. This means that a company records events that change the 

accounting statements in the periods in which the event occurs rather than only in the periods in 

which it receives or pays cash. For example, if the railroad completes and invoices a shipment 

on December 26, 2013, but is not paid until January 10, 2014 of the following year,127 it would 

still show the revenue as being earned in the year 2013 under accrual accounting. Similarly, if 

127 Net 15 day billing in which final payment is due 15 days after the invoice statement date is a common practice in 
the transportation industry. 
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the railroad incurred an operating expense as of December 31 but does not pay for the expense 

until the following January, it would still reflect the expense on its financial statements as if it 

occurred on December 31. 

The objective for tax accounting, on the other hand, is for governments to raise revenues. 

This means companies record revenues and expenses pursuant to Federal and state tax rules and 

regulations in order to determine the amount of taxes to pay. There are many differences 

between GAAP and tax reporting, and because of these differences, the amount of tax expenses 

shown in a company's financial statements may be extremely different from the taxes paid 

shown in a tax statement. 

The fundamental flaw in CSXT's Ad Valorem tax analysis is that it compared CSXT's 

2011 Net Revenue calculation from its Annual Report Form R-1, which CSXT prepared using 

accrual accounting methodologies, to its calculation of the alleged TPIRR Net Revenue using 

some undocumented hybrid of accrual and tax accounting methodologies. The railroad' s Annual 

Reports are developed using accrual accounting methods. 128 In contrast, CSXT did not 

completely follow accrual accounting methods when it developed the TPIRR Net Revenues. 

Instead, CSXT began with TPIRR 2011 revenues and cash operating expenses from its DCF 

model and subtracted what it claims are the TPIRR's annual depreciation expenses calculated on 

a straight-line basis. 129 Simply stated, CSXT did not account for any accrued revenues or 

expenses in developing its TPIRR Net Revenues, which makes its comparison to CSXT's Net 

Revenues calculated under accrual accounting an invalid comparison. 

128 See, Simplified Standards For Rail Rate Cases - Taxes in Revenue Shortfall Allocation Method, STB Ex Parte 
No. 646 (Sub-No. 2) slip op. at 4 (served Nov. 21, 2008) ("EP 646-Sub No. 2") ("In the railroads' financial 
reporting in the R-1 reports, tax liabilities are recognized on an accrual basis, consistent with GAAP, not on a 
cash basis.") 

129 The calculation of the depreciation on a straight-line basis is consistent with a financial accounting approach. In 
contrast, except in a few situations, tax accounting uses accelerated depreciation methods. 
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b. CSXT's Allegation That the 
TPIRR is Hyper-Profitable 
Contradicts Its Evidence 

Intuitively, CSXT' s approach is suspect. Although CSXT argues that a SARR such as 

the TPIRR is a least-cost, most efficient competitor with a high net income and therefore should 

be expected to pay higher ad valorem taxes than CSXT, its evidence concludes that the TPIRR' s 

revenue is insufficient to cover the combination of its operating expenses and required return on 

investment. Stated differently, CSXT claims that this proceeding should be dismissed because 

the TPIRR is not viable, but when ad valorem taxes are calculated, CSXT would have the Board 

believe that the TPIRR is a highly profitable entity that would necessarily pay higher ad valorem 

taxes than does CSXT. Based on this alone, CSXT's arguments should be dismissed as it relates 

to ad valorem taxes. 

TPI continues to prorate the actual ad valorem taxes paid by CSXT in each state to the 

TPIRR as a method of calculating ad valorem taxes on Rebuttal. / Based on the significant flaws 

in CSXT's methodology, it is the best evidence of record in this proceeding. 

10. Other 

a. Intermodal Lift and Ramp Costs 

In Reply, CSXT substantially increases the TPIRR intermodal lift and ramp costs over 

the $67.2 million included by TPI in Opening. Specifically, CSXT includes $104.1 million for 

lift and ramp costs and adds another $9.0 million for management personnel, for a total of $113.2 

million, or nearly double the costs included by TPI in Opening.130 In Opening, TPIRR 

contracted out intermodal terminal services, including lift and ramp costs. To estimate fees that 

would be charged by a container lift provider, TPI used actual CSXT terminal expenses to 

130 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Operating Expense_Reply.xls" . 

III-D-66 



PUBLIC 

develop a cost per container. CSXT basically follows this same approach, but makes several 

errors in the development of its intermodal lift costs. First, CSXT unnecessarily includes 74 

TPIRR personnel to oversee contract terminal services. Second, CSXT unnecessarily includes 

clerical staff in its costs. Third, CSXT incorrectly includes equipment charges in the lift fees. 

Finally, CSXT mistakenly "corrects" the development oflift fees for the Bedford Park and North 

Baltimore facilities. Each of CSXT's errors in the development of lift fees is described below. 

i. Inclusion of Unnecessary TPIRR 
Employees and Contractors 

CSXT includes 74 TPIRR staff at the various third-party intermodal facilities to supervise 

the work of contractors and ensure communications between contractors and TPIRR 

personnel, 131 even though TPI' s proposed staffing accounts for these functions. CSXT proposes 

that these 74 people provide on-site supervision of the contracted terminal and lift operations to 

ensure TPIRR policies and procedures are followed, and serve as liaisons between contract 

terminal operators and the railroad transportation personnel. 132 These "watchdog" positions are 

unnecessary because CSXT fails to identify any responsibilities these personnel have that are not 

already provided by contractor personnel as well as TPIRR Operations and Marketing personnel. 

CSXT is merely attempting to intermingle its own confusing CSX Transportation, CSX 

Intermodal, and CSX Intermodal Terminals relationships in an attempt to add unnecessary costs 

to intermodal lift operations. Because CSXT has not supported the need for these 74 personnel, 

TPI excludes these management positions from the TPIRR in Rebuttal. 

131 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-249. 
132 In workpaper "TPIRR Intermodal Cost and Volume Update lift 2010.xls", which is based on CSXT's discovery 

document "Intermodal Terminal Costs and Volume Update.xis", TPI includes the labor costs necessary to 
operate lift operations, including supervision of terminal managers as these costs are not reflected separately 
within CSXT's file. 
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ii. Inclusion of Unnecessary Clerical Costs 

CSXT improperly charges the TPIRR with all intermodal facility clerical costs at 

facilities on the TPIRR, even for intermodal services that the TPIRR does not use and for those 

where costs are passed on to customers. At intermodal terminals, the TPIRR receives loading 

and unloading services only. It does not receive or incur the expense of the various other 

services performed at these facilities. Moreover, because the TPIRR does not own these 

facilities or share in the revenue from these facilities, it would not incur costs associated with 

services that these facilities perform but the TPIRR does not receive. Thus, the TPIRR should 

not be burdened with overhead costs to run an entire facility. TPI included lift labor costs and 

purchase labor costs, which· should be sufficient for inclusion in lift-only costs. Thus, TPI 

excludes clerical costs from its calculation of lift fees. 

iii. Unsupported Inclusion of Excess 
Utility Costs 

CSXT includes facility utility costs in the development of its intermodal lift costs. As 

with its inclusion of all clerical costs, CSXT is attempting to force all utility costs for intermodal 

facilities on TPIRR, when the TPIRR is only seeking to recover lift costs associated with its 

ramp-to-ramp revenues from intermodal shippers. Since the TPIRR does not receive terminal 

revenues for all terminal activities, it cannot be forced to bear the burden of all facility costs. 

Thus, TPI excludes utility costs from its calculation of lift fees. 

iv. Incorrect Inclusion of Lift 
Equipment Costs · 

CSXT includes $12.8 million in equipment lift costs in its development of the fees 

TPIRR would pay a contractor for intermodal lift and ramp costs. CSXT again attempts to 

burden lift fees with costs that would be borne by a facility owner. TPI included equipment rents 

in its development of lift costs, which should be sufficient given that TPI does not own nor 
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receive revenues from the intermodal facilities. Thus TPI rejects CSXT's inclusion of additional 

equipment costs in the development of lift fees. 

v. CSXT Mistakenly "Corrects" 
Bedford Park and North 
Baltimore Lift Cost 

CSXT claims that TPI erred in the development of lift costs for Bedford Park and North 

Baltimore. Specifically, for the Bedford Park facility, CSXT claims TPIRR must pay the full 

operating expenses. 133 First, this is a departure from the approach used by both parties to 

calculate lift costs. Second, as stated above, because TPIRR does not collect any revenue for 

intermodal facilities, it should not bear the full burden of a facility ' s costs. TPI is merely 

developing an estimate of lift fees per container to enable the inclusion of ramp-to-ramp line-

haul revenues for TPIRR intermodal traffic. TPI rejects the inclusion of all Bedford Park facility 

costs as unreasonable and unsupported and maintains its approach to the development of Bedford 

Parks lift costs using information provided by CSXT in discovery. 

As for the North Baltimore facility, CSXT claims that lifts will substantially increase 

after 2010, the year upon which TPI develops lift costs for the facility. As a result, CSXT 

significantly increases lift costs for North Baltimore beyond 2010. The approach used by TPI, 

and for the most part accepted by CSXT, involves the development of Base Year 2010 costs per 

container which are then applied to TPIRR 2010 container counts. As with other operating 

expenses, these Base Year expenses are inflated over time. CSXT, however, selectively picks 

one facility it expects to have more traffic in subsequent years and adjusts its cost without regard 

for decreases that may occur at other facilities. By contrast, containers decrease at 14 of the 

133 See CSXT Reply, p. III-D-250. 
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facilities between 2010 and 2012.134 For CSXT to depart from the lift cost development for just 

one facility compromises its approach as a whole and ignores decreases at other facilities. TPI 

rejects CSXT's increased costs for the North Baltimore facility. 

TPI in Rebuttal maintains the intermodal lift and ramp unit costs developed in Opening. 

b. Automotive Handling Cost 

CSXT makes slight adjustments to TPI' s Opening automotive handling costs to arrive at 

a Base Year expense of { { } } . 
135 The adjustments reflect different levels of traffic 

and the inclusion of automotive facility utility costs. TPI, for reasons discussed above in the 

discussion of utility costs for intermodal facilities, excludes utilities costs for automotive 

facilities. CSXT does not provide any support for why TPIRR should be burdened with all the 

utilities costs for automotive handling facilities. In Rebuttal, TPI restates automotive handling 

costs to equal $22.3 million. 

c. Bulk Transfer Terminal 

' In Reply, CSXT includes almost { {-}} to cover expenses related to bulk 

transfer facilities on the TPIRR. 136 In Opening, TPI built bulk-handling facilities and captured 

certain revenues that are related to bulk transfers, therefore, TPI includes bulk terminal operating 

expenses in Rebuttal. In addition, TPI agrees with CSXT' s calculation of bulk transfer terminal 

costs and includes the amount calculated by CSXT in Rebuttal operating expenses. 

d. Calculation of Annual Operating 
Expenses 

To develop the TPIRR' s First Year operating expenses in Opening, TPI relied on the 

statistical inputs used to develop the TPIRR' s annual operating expenses (equipment and 

134 See, TPI Opening and CSXT Reply workpapers "Intermodal Terminal Cost and Volume Update.xis" . 
135 See, CSX1 Reply, p. III-D-253 . 
136 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-254. 
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operating-personnel needs, locomotive unit miles, crew starts, etc.) combined with the annual 

salaries, equipment, and operating unit costs. 137 The development of these expenses included 

indexing train data and operating statistics from the July 2012 to June 2013 period to the first 

year in the DCF analysis, i.e., July 2010 to June 2011, based on car miles. TPI then calculated 

operating expenses using 2010 unit costs and First Year operating statistics. 

CSXT generally followed TPI's procedures for the calculation of annual operating 

expenses, using the statistics it developed from MultiRail and its R TC simulation and also 

indexing operating statistics to the First Year in the DCF model. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use the same procedures used in Opening to calculate 

annual operating expenses in the First Year of the DCF model. 

277139.1 

137 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_ Open.xlsx." 
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III. ST AND-ALONE COST 

E. NON-ROAD PROPERTY INVESTMENT 

TPI's Opening evidence describes Non-Road Property Investment as including 

locomotives, railcars and other equipment, including company vehicles, maintenance-of-way 

equipment and computer system needs. As stated in Opening, locomotives and railcars are 

acquired through leases, the cost of which is included in the TPIRR operating expenses. Further 

the cost of other equipment such as highway vehicles, maintenance-of-way equipment and 

computer systems are either purchased or leased. If purchased, the purchase price is annuitized 

and included with operating expenses. If leased, the lease costs are included with operating 

expenses. 

In Reply, CSXT addressed Non-Road Property Investment only by indicating that all of 

these items are addressed elsewhere in its evidence. Review of CSXT's Reply evidence 

demonstrates that it accepts TPI's acquisition of locomotives and railcars though lease 

agreements and lease or annuitization of the purchase price of other equipment and inclusion of 

these costs as operating expenses. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to lease locomotives and railcars and lease or purchase other 

equipment, and to include the associated expenses in operating costs. Differences in the costs 

associated with locomotive, railcar and other equipment leases and acquisitions are addressed in 

Rebuttal Parts III-C and III-D. 

In addition to the above, TPI stated in Opening Part III-B, that ii operates over 490.97 

miles of track owned by others via either trackage rights or joint facility agreements and includes 

the associated joint facility costs in its operating expenses. In Reply, CSXT adjusted these miles 

to equal 505 .57 miles, and also included the trackage rights payments associated with these 
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trackage rights and joint facilities in operating expenses. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's 

adjustment to the miles of trackage rights and joint facilities. Differences in the application of 

the trackage rights expenses are addressed in Rebuttal Part III-D. 

CSXT also alleges that the TPIRR is required to share in the cost of ownership of lines 

that are partially owned by CSXT and used by TPIRR via trackage rights or joint facility 

agreements. This ownership is fully addressed in Rebuttal Part III-F. 
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III. STAND-ALONE COST 

F. ROAD PROPERTY INVESTMENT 

In Opening, TPI presented feasible and well supported road property investment costs for 

the TPIRR. TPI's Opening costs included real world costs for common earthwork and several 

other roadbed preparation items, all of which were lower than comparable Means Handbook unit 

costs. Otherwise, TPI's Opening road property investment costs were generally consistent with 

those presented in other SAC cases. 

Typical of the approach taken by defendant railroads in other SAC cases, CSXT asserts 

that TPI's road property investment costs are greatly understated. As explained below, CSXT's 

Reply investment costs are grossly overstated and, in many instances, are not adequately 

supported. For all of the reasons set forth in this Part, the Board should reject CSXT's road 

property investment costs and accept those presented by TPI in Rebuttal and shown in Rebuttal 

Table III-F-1. 
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Rebuttal Table III-F-1 
TPIRR Road Pro~ertv Investment Costs 

($ in millions) 

TPI CSXT TPI 
Item O~ening Re~l:y Rebuttal 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Land $ 3,956.40 $ 5,412.20 $3,807.37 
2. Roadbed Preparation 3,746.38 6,138.86 3,781.16 
3. Track Construction 8,494.26 10,990.38 9,233.87 
4. Tunnels 1,595 .70 1,629.80 1,629.80 
5. Bridges 3,437.91 5,270.55 3,924.94 
6. Signals & Communications ll 1,554.15 2,853.69 1,878.04 
7. Buildings & Facilities 984.85 1,492.43 921.59 
8. Public Improvements 226.01 463.34 359.18 

10. Subtotal $23,995 .66 $34,251 .25 $25,535.95 

11. Mobilization 541.06 880.71 586.67 
12. Engineering 2,003.93 2,864.67 2,172.86 
13 . Contingencies 2,258.42 3,239.21 2,448.81 
14. Total Road Property Investment Costs $28,799.07 $41 ,235 .84 $30,744.29 

Source: TPI Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-F-1. 
1/ CSXT's Reply amount includes $192.36 million in PTC costs phased in 2011 -2015. 

In Opening, TPI' s land acquisition costs for the TPIRR were developed by Richard R. 

Harps, MAI, CRE, John C. Pinto CRE, Elizabeth W. Vandermause, MAI, Daniel C. 

Vandermause and their project team (collectively "Team"). Mr. Harps has over 35 years of 

experience as an appraiser and consultant. He holds the MAI designation from the Appraisal 

Institute and the CRE designation from the Counselors of Real Estate. In addition, he was 

President of the Washington, D.C. Association of Realtors in 1985. The team he has put together 

for this assignment brings an extensive background in real estate appraisal and experience in 

appraisal of transportation right of way including valuation of rail properties throughout the 

United States and Canada. 
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In Opening, TPI's real estate Team estimated that the TPIRR's right-of-way, excluding 

easements, would cost $3.96 billion to acquire. 1 The Team's valuation considered all segments 

of the railroad, particularly the major urban centers. In addition, the Team inspected significant 

portions of the route, and reviewed other data such as aerial maps.2 They also consulted with 

various local appraisers. In Reply, CSXT raised the land acquisition costs well beyond what 

TPIRR would actually need to spend. In addition, as explained below and in detail in the Team' s 

Report attached as Rebuttal Exhibit llI-F-2, CSXT uses a flawed methodology in its land 

valuation. This flawed methodology produces skewed and unreliable land valuation results. 

The TPI real estate experts conclude that their original land valuation, presented in TPI's 

Opening evidence, is the best representation of the value of the land required for the TPIRR. 

However, based on CSXT's Reply, three (3) adjustments are required for the land valuation. 

First, TPI adds 219.88 acres in five (5) locations to account for the route miles added to the 

TPIRR in Rebuttal. Second, TPI modifies the land required for yards and other supporting 

facilities. 3 Third, one incorrect land-use designation in the Chicago area was corrected, resulting 

in an increase in land value of $4.65 million. 

In addition, as explained in detail in Rebuttal Part Ill-F-7, TPI removed all of the land 

associated with the intermodal terminals served by the TPIRR as these facilities are not owned 

by CSXT and, therefore, do not need to be constructed by TPIRR. 

Taking these four (4) modifications into account, Rebuttal Table III-F-2 below 

summarizes TPI' s valuation of the land required for the TPIRR. 

1 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-3. 
2 Id. pp. III-F-4-6. 

Acres in yards were modified in Rebuttal in order to accommodate increased yard sizes as a result of the addition 
of classification and other tracks. In addition, yard acres were increased to reflect acres for yards added by 
CSXT, auto distribution yards and bulk transfer facilities. 

III-F-3 



I 

PUBLIC 

Rebuttal Table III-F-2 
TPIRR Land Acquisition Acreage and Costs 

Total Cost 
Item Acres {in millions} 
(1) (2) 

1. Land Valuation for TPIRR (Opening) 80,927.4 
2. Additions to TPIRR ( 5 Locations) 219.9 
3. Modifications to Yards/Supporting 

Facilities {429.12 
4. Total Land Valuation for TPIRR 80,718.2 
5. Easements (Opening) Xxx 
6. Total Including Easement Fees 88,831.3 

Source: TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2 and TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR 
Easements 0 en.xlsx". 

a. CSXT's Criticism of TPl's 
Appraisal is Without Merit 

(3) 

$3,956.3 
56.6 

{205 .62 
$3 ,807.3 

$0.1 
$3 ,807.4 

CSXT states that it "generally accepts TPI's valuation approach and results,"4 but CSXT 

disagrees with TPI's appraisal in several ways, thereby leading to the inflated CSXT valuation. 

CSXT contends that TPI erred in its valuations for eight (8)5 urban areas by relying on a 

"desktop appraisal methodology" to determine land use instead of on-the-ground inspections.6 

However, TPI did engage in inspections of sixteen areas, including five (5) of the eight (8) areas 

mentioned by CSXT, and TPl's consultants have intimate familiarity with two (2) other areas 

mentioned by CSXT.7 Moreover, as described further below, TPl's use of aerial imagery and 

other software tools made its appraisal more accurate. The eight (8) urban areas disputed by 

CSXT are Chicago, Atlanta, Baltimore, Chattanooga, Jacksonville, Nashville, Pittsburgh, and 

Washington DC. 

4 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-2. 
5 CSXT initially omits Baltimore from its urban area list. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-4. However, based on the 

repeated later references, it appears that CSXT meant to include Baltimore in its initial list. 
6 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-4. 
7 See, TPI Opening, Exhibit IIl-F-2, pp. 20-22. 
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CSXT's inspection of five (5) of the eight (8) urban disputed areas actually took place in 

2009 in support of another case, by an appraiser who has since passed away. 8 CSXT did not re-

inspect these five (5) urban areas for the TPIRR. This leaves only Atlanta, Baltimore and 

Chicago as areas of the TPIRR that were physically inspected for this case. 

One apparent result of these disparate inspections is that CSXT applied two (2) totally-

different techniques to produce land values - one technique for the five (5) areas inspected in 

2009 for another proceeding, and an entirely different technique for the three (3) areas inspected 

for this case.9 CSXT did not offer an explanation or rationale for employing two (2) totally-

different techniques in the same land appraisal. 

The characterization that TPI performed a "desktop" inspection of the TPIRR is 

misleading and incorrect. TPI performed on-the-ground inspections in 16 urban areas, covering 

452 miles of the hypothetical railroad right-of-way. Over 1,700 geo-coded photographs 

documented the on-the-ground inspections.10 In contrast, CSXT provided no photographic 

evidence of its inspections or resulting land use designations. 

CSXT contends that its "appraisers' more extensive, thorough and detailed physical 

inspections produced more accurate land classifications." 11 However, TPI did not stop with on-

the-ground inspections in its effort to correctly classify the land uses for the SAR. On-the-

ground inspections were enhanced by use of online aerial photography, and through use of 

readily-available online tools such as Federal flood maps, and county online mapping ("GIS") 

systems. The Board recently recognized the value of using both computer tools and on-the-

See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-5 (n. 6). 
9 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2, p. 78. 
10 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-F-2, pp. 19-22. Photos are fond in TPl's Opening workpapers in the III-F-1 sub­

folder titled "TPI photos" 
11 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-4-5 
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ground inspection to create the most accurate designations.12 Interestingly, CSXT zeroed in on 

TPI designations of "restricted" lands that were, according to CSXT "clearly developable."13 

However, of the four (4) cases cited by CSXT in Reply, CSXT was in fact incorrect in three (3) 

of them, due to CSXT's insufficient research using readily-available tools. 

Specific locations where CSXT challenges TPI's land classification are addressed below. 

i. Atlanta 

CSXT claims that TPI erroneously identified a 0.56 mile segment that abuts a house and 

a farm in the Atlanta area as "restricted." CSXT labels this land "industrial" and values it at 

$5.389 million vs. TPI's $1.1 million. 14 

The TPI land classification in this instance is correct. The land classified as "restricted" 

by TPI includes floodplain, which CSXT failed to identify. TPI was able to make this 

determination using readily-available online tools. TPI Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2 provides a 

detailed description and maps that support the TPI classification. 

ii. Nashville 

CSXT claims that TPI erroneously identified a 0.28 mile segment that abuts the 

Cumberland River as "restricted", whereas CSXT claims the land uses to be industrial and 

commercial. 15 

Again, CSXT failed to take advantage of readily-available online resources, which 

identify this land as being located in a flood zone, with development restrictions. The TPI land 

categorization is correct. 16 

12 See, SunBelt at 99. 
13 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-5-6. 
14 Id. p. III-F-6. 
15 See, CSXT Reply Exhibit III-F-2, pp. 10-12. 
16 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2. 
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iii. Anne Arundel 

CSXT claims that the land adjacent to Laurel Racetrack in Anne Arundel County, MD is 

"clearly developable."17 CSXT values this 0.91 mile segment at $5.130 million vs. TPI's $0.830 

million. 

The TPI land classification in this instance is correct. The land classified as "restricted" 

by TPI includes floodplain, which CSXT failed to identify. 18 

iv. Chicago 

CSXT claims that TPI treated land adjacent to a Golf Course as "restricted" land and that 

this land is more appropriately identified as residential and commercial. 19 TPI valued this 1.3 

mile segment at $2.166 million while CSXT valued it at $8.384 million. 

The TPI land classification for this portion of the TPIRR has been changed to residential 

and commercial, and an additional $4.653 million in land value has been added to the TPIRR. 

Although errors, such as the Chicago example above, can be made in any process as 

extensive as defining land uses for almost 7,000 miles of railroad right-of-way ("ROW"), the TPI 

land classification process made the best use of both extensive on-the-ground inspections and 

available online tools and resources. 

As TPI explains further in Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2, CSXT has not demonstrated that its 

land use designations are more accurate than the TPI land use designations. CSXT is incorrect 

as to three (3) of the four ( 4) alleged classification errors made by TPI. Moreover, CSXT itself 

made a significant land classification and land value error in Baltimore. TPI Rebuttal Exhibit 

III-F-2 provides further information on these and other land classification issues. 

17 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-6. 
18 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2. 
19 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-5-6. 
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v. Valuation Units 

CSXT states that "[f]ailure to identify these discreet valuation units contributed to TPI's 

unreliable appraisal."2° For example, CSXT indicates that in Nashville, TPI identified only 11 

valuation units compared with CSXT's 22 units, while in Burnham, IL, TPI identified 9 

valuation units compared with CSXT's 24 units.21 CSXT makes the case that its land use 

categorizations were more accurate by virtue of the fact that, in the 5 percent of the TPIRR 

valued by CSXT, more line segments were created by CSXT than by TPI. CSXT then applies 

significantly-varying land values to these segments, even when the land use does not change, and 

even within a small geographic area. With such focus on creating small valuation segments and 

changing land values rapidly (often among wildly different dollar values) between such segments 

in short stretches of the ROW, one would expect that CSXT must have had extensive land sales 

data available, with many sales in proximity to the TPIRR, in order to be able to discern so many 

changes in land value as CSXT proceeded along the TPIRR. 

This expectation would be incorrect. As documented in detail in TPI Rebuttal Exhibit 

III-F-2, the location and number of sales provided by CSXT were insufficient to enable such 

"micro valuations." No documentation or support was provided by CSXT for these frequently-

changing land valuations. No documentation was provided by CSXT to define the connection 

between the actual sales, and the value conclusions applied to the TPIRR. For example, in 

Chicago, CSXT developed 24 different residential valuations for the TPIRR land, even though 

CSXT found only three (3) residential sales within one-quarter mile of the TPIRR route. In 

I valuing the 34.9-mile ROW in Chicago, CSXT alternated among these 24 values with 182 value 

20 Jd.p.IIl-F-7. 
2 1 Id. pp. III-F-6-7. 
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changes in the 34.9 miles. CSXT did not explain how these 24 different values were created, nor 

did CSXT explain how it decided which of the 24 values to assign to each segment of the ROW. 

CSXT states that it "relied entirely upon the Sales Comparison Approach."22 By 

definition, in an appraisal, the Sales Comparison Approach requires comparison of the sales to 

the property being valued. No such comparative information was provided in evidence by 

CSXT, rendering the results unreliable and unsupported.23 

b. Partially Owned Lines 

CSXT adds $89.5 million for what it claims are partially owned lines including: (1) 100 

percent of the added Baltimore and Ohio Chicago Terminal ("BOCT") lines; and 25 percent of 

the added Belt Railway Company of Chicago ("BRC") lines.24 CSXT valued the land for these 

segments using the same methodology used for segments of land for which the TPIRR must 

acquire ownership. The cost was then apportioned based on the pro rata share of ownership. In 

Rebuttal, TPI accepts that the TPIRR must acquire the land for these partially owned lines and 

the pro rata share allocated to the TPIRR. However, rather than accepting CSXT's valuation of 

these line segments, TPI utilizes land values included in its Opening Evidence to value these line 

segments. 25 

c. Yards and Communications 
Facilities 

According to CSXT, "the yard facilities posited by TPI are inadequate to meet the needs 

of the TPIRR's customers."26 TPI includes 7,328.81 acres of land for yards while CSXT 

proposes 10,855 acres. CSXT modifies the land acres in all of TPIRR's 80 yards, adds five (5) 

additional flat yards, three (3) intermodal yards, seventeen interchange yards, two (2) partially 

22 See, CSXT Reply Exhibit IIl-F-1, pp. 11-12. 
23 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-F-2 for a detailed description and analysis. 
24 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-9-10. 
25 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-F-2, p. 179. 
26 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-10. 
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owned yards and one coal pier facility. CSXT also modifies the land acres at the TPIRR bulk 

transfer facilities. CSXT accepts TPI's land values for microwave communications sites.27 

As fully explained in Rebuttal Part III-B, TPI accepts some of CSXT's modifications to 

the yards and other facilities. Specifically, TPI revised the yard acres in 38 yards; accepted 

CSXT's addition of five (5) additional flat yards and the two (2) partially owned yards; accepted 

CSXT's revisions to the acres at the bulk transfer facilities; and accepted the coal pier facility. 

While TPI accepts some of the additional interchange locations proposed by CSXT, TPI 

does not accept the additional land acres for the new interchange facilities nor does TPI accept 

the acres CSXT added at interchange facilities that were included in TPI' s Opening evidence and 

accepted in CSXT's Reply. In Opening, TPI provided for a 100 foot right-of-way for most of the 

TPIRR and CSXT accepts this right-of-way width. A 100 foot right-of-way width is sufficient to 

accommodate up to five (5) tracks, including main tracks and sidings.28 Of the 96 total 

additional interchange locations included by TPI in Rebuttal, 85 have a single interchange track, 

ten (10) have two (2) interchange tracks and a single location, New River Junction, OH, has 

three (3) interchange tracks.29 At New River Junction there are two (2) mainline tracks, for a 

total of five (5) tracks in the 100 foot right-of-way. Based on this information additional land 

acres are not required for interchange facilities and have not been included in this Rebuttal. 

d. Easements 

CSXT argues that easement prices should be indexed to the value of land,30 which 

historically increases in value with time (at an annualized rate of 2.8 percent to 4.7 percent 

between 1840 and 2008). CSXT's argument is incorrect as no correlation exists between 

27 Id. pp. III-F-10-11. 
28 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Interchange Yard Roadbed Width.xlsx". 
29 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards". 
30 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-8-9. 
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easement fees and the passage of time. To impose the incorrect assumption that easement values 

increase with time on the TPIRR creates a significant barrier to entry for TPIRR. TPI recognizes 

that the Board recently disagreed with a complainant's contention that there is no general trend 

of easements increasing in value.31 However, the evidence offered herein by TPI is different 

than that offered in relevant prior cases. 

To demonstrate that no correlation exists between easement values and time, as asserted 

by CSXT, TPI performed a regression of observed easement fees per acre on time. This analysis 

produces a slope of 0.1332 and an R-Squared value of 0.000006. An R-Squared value is simply 

correlation squared and serves as a measure of how well variations in the x-variable (year) 

explain variations in the y-variable (easement fees) , with a value of 0 indicating virtually no 

correlation between the two (2) variables and a value of 1.0 indicating perfect correlation. That 

the regression' s R-Squared value is 0.000006 shows that essentially no relationship between the 

passage of time and easement fees per acre exists. 

Further, removing the three (3) high outliers from the regression (easement fees per acre 

of $6,039.51 , $32,111.57, and $6,907.22; the fourth-highest value is $458.03) produces a slope 

of -0.2774 and an R-Squared value of 0.0239. This indicates a slightly negative relationship 

between easement fee per acre and time (i.e. easement fees per acre actually decrease with time), 

and the higher R-Squared value in this regression indicates that this serves as a better fit for the 

data. Regardless, the R-Squared value is still extraordinarily low, further suggesting little to no 

relationship between easement values and time. The low R-Squared values in both regressions 

demonstrate that no relationship between easement fees per acre and the passage of time exists. 

Moreover, the contradictory slopes in each regression indicate that even if a relationship did 

exist, it would be unclear what that relationship was, making any arguments that easement fees 

31 See, e.g., SunBelt at 103. 
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per acre increase with time as implied by CSXT's index especially unconvincing. CSXT's 

indexing of the price of easements to 2008 is unrealistic and not supported. 

e. Real Estate Acquisition Costs 

CSXT includes costs for Title work, surveys, appraisals, negotiating and closing costs.32 

CSXT contends that inclusion of these costs is necessary because its appraisal did not include 

costs for brokerage fees, legal and accounting fees, insurance, surveys, appraisals, title searches, 

transfer taxes, etc. 33 These additional real estate acquisition ·costs amount to $104 million, or 

$13,000 per parcel for 8,000 parcels.34 These costs should be excluded from the TPIRR Road 

Property investment costs. 

Moreover, CSXT's predecessors acquired the land which comprises the TPIRR right-of-

way in the mid to late 1800' s. At that time, the transaction costs associated with the acquisition 

of the land would have amounted to a railroad clerk entering into a ledger information regarding 

the transaction such as the date of the transaction, the parcel number, the name(s) of the seller 

and the dollar value of the transaction. A disbursement clerk would then pay the agreed-to 

purchase price to the seller and the transaction would be complete. Inclusion of these transaction 

costs are in effect a barrier to entry. A barrier to entry is defined as "[a] cost of producing which 

must be borne by a firm which seeks to enter an industry but is not borne by firms already in the 

industry."35 As CSXT's predecessors would not have incurred the types of transaction costs to 

acquire land which CSXT imposes on the TPIRR, it would be a barrier to entry and should not 

be included in the investment cost. In DuPont and SunBelt, the Board rejected the concept that 

land transaction costs are a barrier to entry. Based on the definition of barrier to entry shown 

32 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-13, Table III-F-3 . 
33 Id. pp. III-F-11-12, n. 11. 
34 Id. p. III-F-13 , Table III-F-3 . TPI notes that CSXT included $107.24 million for these costs and included them 

as mobilization costs. See, CSXT workpaper "III-F Total CSXT Reply.xlsx." 
35 See, Stiegler, George J., "Barriers to Entry, Economics of Scale and Firm Size," in The Organization of Industry, 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968, 67-70. 
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above and the fact that these costs would not have been borne by CSXT' s predecessors, TPI does 

not add land transaction costs in Rebuttal. 

f. CSXT Valuation is Unreliable and 
Inappropriately Overstates TPIRR 
Land Values 

CSXT' s land valuation for the eight disputed urban areas is based on numerous 

methodological flaws and is otherwise unreliable. As described in Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2, the 

methodological flaws and other significant errors include: 

1. Failure by CSXT to account for significant variations in the size of land parcels, 
both in the TPIRR and in the CSXT sales data, leading to over-representation of 
smaller parcels in the CSXT land valuation, and resulting over-statement of land 
values for the TPIRR; 

2. Use of an averaging technique by CSXT that tends to over-state land values, often 
by a significant amount; 

3. Inconsistent handling of "outlier" sales by CSXT, leading to significant volatility 
in the resulting land valuations; 

4. CSXT applied full land value to water crossings, creating a significant over­
statement of the cost of water crossings for the TPIRR; 

5. CSXT uses a seven-jurisdiction average land value in the Washington area, 
leading to mixing of land values across state lines, and mixing of urban land 
values with suburban and even rural-suburban land values. The seven-jurisdiction 
average was then applied selectively, leading to even more mixing of the resulting 
land valuation for the TPIRR; 

6. The only portion of the TPIRR that CSXT valued in the Pittsburgh, PA area was 
in a rural area, but CSXT created land values using sales in the urban portion of 
Pittsburgh, leading to an overstatement of land values for the TPIRR; 

7. CSXT applied high-value commercial land values to an older industrial area of 
Baltimore, which has shown no signs of land use change along the TPIRR route; 

8. Combining land sales for two (2) distinct urban areas (Nashville, TN and 
Chattanooga, TN). These urban areas are over 100 miles apart. The land values 
produced by this Nashville/Chattanooga mix were then applied to value land in 
both urban areas. Mixing land values from two (2) distinct real estate markets 
results in land value conclusions that are appropriate for neither urban area; and 
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9. Unexplained errors of omission, including missmg a 2.9-mile portion of the 
TPIRR in the center of Chattanooga, TN. Also, CSXT valued a rural portion of 
the TPIRR in the Pittsburgh area, while not developing land values for the urban 
portion of Pittsburgh. 

Error numbers 1 and 2 listed above deserve special mention because of how they 

combine to create a serious methodological flaw in CSXT' s appraisal. CSXT ignored the simple 

fact that, as parcel size decreases, the per-unit price increases.36 In other words, all other things 

being equal, smaller parcels tend to have a higher per-acre price than larger parcels. In 

developing a per acre price for each land classification, CSXT used a straight average for each 

sale in its data, regardless of parcel size. Thus, CSXT gave equal weight to all sales. Of course, 

the TPIRR would buy more property from larger land-owners, on a parcel-by-parcel basis. As 

just a simple example, ifthere is a ROW segment where TPIRR needs to buy property from eight 

(8) property owners, four (4) of which have 30-acre sites and four (4) of which have one-acre 

sites, then the TPIRR will generally need to buy more acres of land from the four (4) owners of 

the 30-acre parcels rather than the four (4) owners of one-acre parcels. Consequently, the land 

values of representative sales must be weighted by parcel size. 

A second example illustrates the flawed nature of CSXT's methodology. CSXT 

calculated a straight-average price for Nashville commercial land of $515,451 per acre, based on 

115 sales. Using CSXT's straight-average, to "purchase" all 115 parcels would result in an 

aggregate purchase price of $463 million, which is almost four ( 4) times the actual property 

value of $117 million. Use of an average price weighted by parcel size (as TPI did) results in a 

correct valuation. More information is provided in TPI Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2. 

36 See, e.g. , The Appraisal of Real Estate at 198, The Appraisal Institute (14th ed. 1998) ("Size differences can 
affect value and are considered in site analysis ... Generally, as size increases, unit prices decrease. Conversely, 
as size decreases, unit prices increase."). 
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CSXT' s treatment of water crossmgs (error number 4 listed above) also deserves 

mention. CSXT proposed that the TPIRR spend $94.5 million to acquire the riverbed of 14 

water crossings. The vast majority of this dollar figure involves the riverbed of the Potomac 

River between Washington, DC and Virginia. As explained in Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-2, the 

TPIRR should not be required to "buy" the Potomac riverbed. The U.S. government holds fee 

title to the riverbed, subject to a public trust for navigation and fisheries.37 It would be highly 

unlikely for the U.S. Government to "sell" the riverbed to a private entity like the TPIRR. 

Moreover, CSXT provided no evidence that it owns the riverbed under its Potomac River Bridge. 

Outside of Washington, DC, the states have title to the riverbed of navigable and tidally-

influenced rivers in order to similarly preserve navigability.38 

The TPI land valuation provided in Opening, as modified in this Rebuttal, is a better-

documented, more reasonable and more reliable estimate of land costs for the TPIRR. 

2. Roadbed Preparation 

Rebuttal Table 111-F-3 below shows the differences in the parties' Opening, Reply, and 

Rebuttal roadbed preparation costs. 

37 See, e.g., United States v. Robertson Terminal Warehouse, Inc., Civ. Action No. 73-01903, slip op. at 8 (D.D.C. 
Sept. 3, 2008) ("The United States holds fee title .. . to the bed of the Potomac River."), affd by United States v. 
Old Dominion Boat Club, 630 F.3d 1039 (D.C. Cir. 2011). 

38 The United States also retains any title it may have had before statehood to land under non-navigable and non­
tidally influenced waters. PPL Montana, LLC v. Montana, 132 S.Ct. 1215, 1228-1230 (2012) ("PPL Montana'') 
132 S.Ct. 
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Rebuttal Table III-F-3 
Comuarison of TPIRR Roadbed Preuaration Investment Costs 

Item 

(1) 

1. Earthwork 
a. Common 
b. Loose Rock 
c. Solid Rock 
d. Borrow 

e. Subtotal 
2. Clearing & Grubbing 
3. Lateral Drainage 

4. Culverts 
5. Retaining Walls 

6. Rip Rap 
7. Road Surfacing for Detours 
8. Relocation of Utilities 
9. Topsoil Placement I Seeding 

10. Land for waste quantities 

11. Environmental Compliance 

12. Subgrade Preparation 
13. Fine Grading 

14. Total 

1/ TPI Opening at III-F-8, Table IIl-F-4. 
2/ CSXT Reply at III-F-16, Table III-F-5 

($ in millions) 

TPI CSXT 
O~ening11 Re~l~21 

(2) (3) 

$679.31 $2,199.80 

405 .26 451.46 

1,053.46 1,126.70 
792.77 891.74 

$2,930.80 $4,669.70 

97.57 154.02 

69.35 69.92 

124.89 136.64 

223.90 311.12 

76.80 77.92 
4.33 4.33 
0.74 0.74 
1.48 1.48 

215 .64 532.28 
0.89 0.89 

0.00 75.16 
0.00 104.66 

$3 ,746.39 $6,138.86 

TPI 
Rebuttal31 

(4) 

$683 .20 
406.79 

1,056.29 
818.72 

$2,965.00 
93 .88 

69.92 

127.33 
223.90 

76.92 

4.33 
0.74 
1.48 

216.76 

0.89 

0.00 

0.00 

$3,781.15 

3/ TPI Rebuttal workpapers "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx" and "TPIRR Culvert Construction 
Rebuttal.xlsx." 

The major areas of difference in the development of these costs include TPI' s use of the 

Trestle Hollow Project unit costs; CSXT's addition of track to accommodate its operating plan; 

and CSXT' s use of increased costs for land for waste quantities. Each of these issues, along with 

CSXT's other modifications to TPI's Opening evidence, are discussed below. 

a. Earthwork Costs 

The main driver behind CSXT's excessive roadbed preparation costs is CSXT's use of 

the R.S. Means ("Means Handbook") costs rather than the real world Trestle Hollow costs. 
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CSXT opens its roadbed preparation section with a discussion of Means Handbook costs, a 

critique of the Trestle Hollow Project costs and a comparison of the Authorities for Expenditures 

("AFE") provided in discovery to both the Means Handbook and Trestle Hollow Project costs.39 

TPI responds to CSXT's Reply below. TPI recognizes that the Board recently declined to use 

Trestle Hollow costs in two (2) SAC cases.40 However, the specific evidence in this case shows 

that Trestle Hollow, as a real world example of recent rail line construction, is preferable to 

Means Handbook costs. 

i. R.S. Means Unit Costs 

CSXT states that the Board has long applied the Means Handbook "cost data as the 

appropriate, authoritative source for earthwork costs." 41 Means Handbook unit costs have been 

used in most prior SAC proceedings because the defendant railroads failed to provide any 

representative earthwork cost data from actual projects. WFA I was the first proceeding where 

meaningful earthwork cost data for actual projects was provided by the defendant railroad in 

discovery. That trend was continued in AEPCO. This trend was broken by Norfolk Southern 

Railway Company ("NS") in DuPont and SunBelt and by CSXT in this proceeding. 

The Means Handbook is one of many ways to project costs for a planned rail project. 

Crouch Engineering, the firm founded by Crouch Engineering President and one of TPI' s expert 

engineering Witnesses, Harvey Crouch, typically uses a combination of its historical tabulated 

prices and those developed by various state Departments of Transportation ("DOT"). For 

example, when Crouch Engineering developed its excavation unit cost estimate for the Trestle 

Hollow Project, it assumed that the cost per cubic yard ("CY") would be $1.75 based, in part, on 

the Tennessee DOT average of $1.50 per CY in 2005. Crouch Engineering added $0.25 per CY 

39 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-16-31. 
40 See, DuPont at 148-149; SunBelt at 107. 
41 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-18. 
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over the Tennessee DOT figure to account for the increased difficulty of the project. In the end, 

two (2) contractors, including the successful bidder, both provided bids where the cost per CY 

for excavation was $1.65. 

The Means Handbook costs are a surrogate for actual costs. Means Handbook unit costs 

cannot be deemed to be representative of the earthwork costs that will be incurred by the TPI as 

they do not recognize the economies of scale of a large railroad project such as the TPIRR 

because the railroads have not constructed new rail lines of any consequence since the original 

construction of the Orin Line in the Powder River Basin ("PRB"), WY in 1979. For this reason, 

costs derived from direct experience (when available) are significantly more useful. In 

particular, the Means Handbook states that " [t]he size, scope of work, and type of construction 

project will have a significant impact on cost. Economies of scale can reduce costs for large 

projects."42 Clearly, the TPIRR's construction would be classified as a large project resulting in 

reduced unit costs (i.e., lower than those shown in the Means Handbook). In fact, TPI already 

significantly overstated the earthwork costs of the TPIRR by using Means Handbook unit costs 

for loose rock excavation, solid rock excavation, and borrow. 

TPI's reliance on unit costs derived from other projects (such as the Trestle Hollow 

Project), vendor quotes or discovery documents is equally as valid as (if not preferable to) 

reliance on Means Handbook unit costs. Mr. Crouch' s direct experience with railroad projects 

supports TPI's contention that actual project unit costs are lower than those found in the Means 

Handbook. In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use unit costs derived from the actual Trestle Hollow 

Project and Means Handbook unit costs where direct project costs are not available. 

42 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Means Handbook project size.pdf." 
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ii. Trestle Hollow Project 

Prior to addressing CSXT' s specific complaints regarding TPI' s use of the Trestle 

Hollow Project costs, listed below are some of the relevant facts pertaining to the Trestle Hollow 

Project: 

1. Mr. Harvey Crouch, one of TPI' s engineering experts, was the Engineer of Record for 
the project; 

2. The project was bid "lump sum,'' but the contractors were informed at the job 
showing that they would be required to submit a schedule of unit prices for each 
quantity listed in order to substantiate progress payments. The winning contractor 
completed the unit cost schedule prior to the first invoice; 

3. The second lowest contractor bid was within $6,000 of the low bid; therefore, the low 
bid price is supported, reasonable, and realistic; 

4. The contractors were informed at the job showing that the grading costs would 
include excavation and embankment; providing water for dust control and 
compaction; drying material; roadbed compaction; and, shaping slopes, ditches and 
the roadbed to the proposed cross-sections (fine grading); 

5. The project was designed in a similar fashion to many other railroad capital 
construction projects and followed AREMA design guidelines; 

6. The terrain was very difficult, and steep, with a rise of nearly 200 feet vertically over 
6,000 track feet; 

7. The clearing and roadbed construction was difficult due to the steep terrain; access 
was difficult as the project was in a rural area without direct connection to a public 
road; 

8. The roadbed was constructed primarily using scrapers and excavators with large 
capacity dump trucks; and 

9. The cross-sections used for the project were very similar to the TPIRR typical 
roadbed sections. 

CSXT claims that the Board's recent decisions in DuPont and SunBelt require the Board 

to reject TPI's use of costs from the Trestle Hollow Project.43 TPI disagrees. The Board has, in 

43 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-17-18. 
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the past, decided items differently in different SAC proceedings depending on the evidence 

presented in each proceeding. 

CSXT claims that WFA I and AEPCO do not support TPI's use of the Trestle Hollow 

Project because, unlike those cases, the Trestle Hollow Project was not conducted by CSXT, is 

not on the CSXT system (or the TPIRR) and was tiny in size and scope.44 But WFA I and 

AEPCO support the concept that actual earthwork costs bid by contractors for actual railroad 

projects are lower than average costs from the Means Handbook. Therefore, current real world 

costs, when available, are preferred over the Means Handbook. 

While CSXT may not have constructed the Trestle Hollow Project, it was overseen by a 

former railroad employee, Mr. Crouch, who was a Track Supervisor and Project Engineer for NS 

and has also designed over 30 capital projects for NS.45 While the Trestle Hollow Project may 

not be on the CSXT system, it is located within 34 miles of the TPIRR and is located on a line 

formerly owned by the L&N railroad which connects to the TPIRR at Colesburg, TN.46 

Furthermore, CSXT certainly employs contractors to do earthwork on many projects and CSXT 

simply oversees the work, just as Crouch Engineering did for the South Central Tennessee 

Railroad. CSXT's position that the Trestle Hollow Project was not on the CSXT system is 

irrelevant to whether those costs are an accurate representation of the costs to construct the 

TPIRR. 

CSXT's claim that the Trestle Hollow Project is "tiny in size and scope in comparison to 

the TPIRR"47 also carries no weight. Any recent railroad construction project, including all of 

the other projects identified by CSXT in Reply, would be "tiny in size and scope" when 

44 Id. pp. III-F-19-20. 
45 See, TPI Opening, pp. IV-5-7. 
46 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Trestle Hollow Location Information.pdf." 
47 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-20. 
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compared to the 6,900-mile TPIRR.48 Furthermore, this argument also undermines CSXT's use 

of the Means Handbook which, as noted above, does not reflect the economies of scope or scale 

of a project the size of the TPIRR. 

CSXT does not accept TPI's use of costs from the Trestle Hollow Project because of the 

obvious reason - the costs are too low to suit CSXT's object of artificially inflating the 

construction costs of the TPIRR. 

To support its much higher Means Handbook unit costs, CSXT attempts to discredit the 

Trestle Hollow Project by suggesting that the project was a "small, and atypical short-line 

construction project."49 CSXT's position is that, because the Trestle Hollow Project is a short-

line project, it is therefore substandard or not relevant to what the TPIRR is building or is 

atypical of the unit costs TPI could expect if it bid out this project. Building a railroad, with 

complications such as those on the Trestle Hollow Project, is still building a railroad. The 

Trestle Hollow Project simply proves, as the Walker to Shawnee (Wyoming) project used in 

WF A I proved, that the SARR can expect to beat Means Handbook unit costs by using real world 

project costs. 

CSXT states that the low unit cost from the Trestle Hollow Project "is a function of high 

concentration of excavation volumes within a small geographic area."5° CSXT claims that the 

Trestle Hollow Project quantities are much higher than the per-mile averages on the TPIRR and 

that the economies realized by the Trestle Hollow Project contractors would not be available to 

the TPIRR contractors.51 

48 This would also hold true for all of the projects used by R. S. Means to develop the unit costs in the Means 
Handbook. 

49 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-20-21. 
50 Id. p. III-F-21. 
51 Id. , pp. III-F-21 -22. 
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While it is true that the concentration of cubic yards was higher on the Trestle Hollow 

Project than the average on the TPIRR, the Trestle Hollow Project was complicated. Moving 

high volumes such as those encountered on the Trestle Hollow Project requires careful 

coordination, particularly the proper staging of culvert and grading work, the-ability to move 

large volumes of material in a short amount of time, and the ability to spoil, or waste, excavated 

material offsite. The Trestle Hollow Project was more difficult than what the TPIRR would 

encounter on many of the lines that it is replicating; yet TPI only applied the Trestle Hollow cost 

to non-adverse common excavation. Therefore, the application of the unit cost to easier territory 

is justified despite the lower volume per mile, especially when considering that the total cubic 

yards of common earthwork for the TPIRR project exceeds 365 million CY (i.e., TPI can and 

will realize economies of scale). 

CSXT' s use of average quantities per mile is misleading. Many locations on the TPIRR 

will not require much grading while some locations will resemble the conditions of Trestle 

Hollow. The ICC Engineering Reports only provide total quantities for each valuation section. 

These quantities were reduced to averages per mile because the TPIRR does not always traverse 

the entirety of a particular valuation section. The earth which needs to be moved still requires 

the same effort regardless of quantities with the only difference being the time it takes to move 

the quantities. CSXT's comment regarding shorter equipment cycles on the Trestle Hollow 

Project than on the TPIRR has no merit. If anything, the hauls on the Trestle Hollow Project 

would probably be longer, especially with regard to waste pits since much of the earthwork from 

the Trestle Hollow project was not needed to be reused for embankment. 

CSXT claims that there is no evidence that the Trestle Hollow project was particularly 

complicated or unusually challenging. CSXT is incorrect. TPI Witness Crouch oversaw the 
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Trestle Hollow Project. The Trestle Hollow Project involved constructing a complicated, new 

alignment for the South Central Tennessee Railroad. The Trestle Hollow Project was 

constructed in difficult conditions, including steep terrain, with slopes in excess of 2: 1, requiring 

deep cuts and high fills . The purpose of the project was to bypass several large timber bridges 

that had been built at the tum of the 20th century. The alignment was designed to improve the 

vertical grade and reduce curvature. The curvature was reduced from nine (9) degrees and six 

(6) degrees to curves with a maximum of four (4) degrees. The original alignment skirted hilly 

terrain running west from Centerville, TN to Hohenwald, TN. The new alignment was designed 

and built on an average 2.4 percent grade over the length of the project, which was an 

improvement over the original maximum slope. The new design was difficult due to the very 

hilly terrain and the number of ridges and valleys encountered along the proposed alignment. In 

addition, much of the land had not been accessed in decades. The resulting design included 

several tall embankments and a number of deep cuts, all on an average 2.4 percent grade. The 

elevation change from one end of the project to the other was well over 100 vertical feet. The 

contractor used scrapers, assisted by bulldozers when necessary, and large excavators with trucks 

to perform the earthwork. 52 Clearing was difficult due to the hilly nature of the land and the size 

of the trees. 

CSXT states that the grading contractors on the Trestle Hollow Project had the significant 

cost-saving advantage of a wide right-of-way ("ROW"). CSXT refers to ROW widths of 300 to 

400 feet. 53 CSXT's claim has no merit. The right-of-way width does not necessarily translate 

into clear space for equipment to maneuver due to the surrounding topography and the sloping 

terrain. Mr. Crouch recalls that there were areas where turning equipment around was difficult 

52 See, the photos included in TPI's Opening workpapers in the "Trestle Hollow Pictures" subdirectory. 
53 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-22. 
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but the project was not hindered by this limitation. None of the equipment used in the Trestle 

Hollow Project, which is the same equipment that would be used by the contractors working on 

the TPIRR, would have difficulty operating within the right-of-way widths of the TPIRR. 

CSXT states that the Trestle Hollow Project required that less than 20 percent of 

excavated material be reused as embankment and that over 80 percent of excavation would be 

wasted. This contrasts with TPI's assumption that 70 percent would be re-used as embankment 

and only 30 percent wasted.54 CSXT seems to be inferring that the costs for material re-used as 

embankment are significantly higher than the costs for material that is wasted. CSXT refers to 

the "added cost of being placed in the right-of-way" 55 but both material re-used as embankment 

and waste material have the same hauling costs.56 Similarly, the costs for shaping the 

embankment are the same for waste material as both are assigned the same cost for spreading 

material. 57 The only difference in cost between material re-used as embankment and waste 

material is the compacting cost, which makes up only 6 to 19 percent of the unit cost depending 

on the type of material. Furthermore, as discussed subsequently in this section, the 70/30 

distribution is an assumption that has its genesis over 20 years ago because there is no 

breakdown of this type in the ICC Engineering Report data. In some locations on the TPIRR, the 

ratio may well be 20/80 or even higher. 

CSXT claims that, according to the soil boring reports for the Trestle Hollow Project, 

little if any watering or drying was needed for compacting. CSXT then refers to its Reply soil 

analysis, stating that several grading segments on the TPIRR are outside the optimum moisture 

54 Ibid. 
55 Ibid. 
56 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Unit Costs," cells 124 and J24. 
57 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Unit Costs," cells 125 and J25. 
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content level. 58 CSXT' s criticisms have no merit. TPI' s engineering Witness Mr. Crouch, who 

oversaw the Trestle Hollow Project, recollects that water for compaction was used on the project 

and, following rain events, the contractor was required to blade up the soil so it would dry. 

Furthermore, as discussed in the subsequent section on Subgrade Preparation, TPI demonstrates 

that CSXT's so-called soil analysis, which only covered five (5) of the seventeen states traversed 

by the TPIRR, is totally unreliable. 

CSXT states that the Trestle Hollow Project is situated entirely within one single 

physiographic section of the Interior Low Plateaus province while the TPI route traverses three 

physiographic divisions, nine (9) physiographic provinces and 29 physiographic sections. 59 

While not explicitly stated, CSXT seems to be inferring that the Trestle Hollow Project cost does 

not take into account all of these different physiographic designations. However, the same can 

be said for the Means Handbook unit costs. The Means Handbook costs used by CSXT are not 

tied to any of these physiographic designations. Furthermore, CSXT has no idea what projects 

were included by Means in developing the unit costs or where these projects occurred. And even 

though the Means Handbook costs are adjusted from a national level to a more localized level 

through the use of location factors, the location factors, as applied to grading, simply take into 

account the differences in material and installation costs (labor and equipment) throughout the 

country, not the different types of earth throughout the country. 

iii. CSXT AFEs 

CSXT claims that the difference between the project costs used in WFA I and AEPCO 

and the costs reflected in the CSXT AFEs provided in discovery is because roadbed construction 

58 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-22-23 . 
59 Id. p. III-F-23 . 
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costs more in the East than the West. 6° CSXT has nothing to support this assertion short of the 

fact that the project costs used in WFA I and AEPCO are lower than the costs shown on the 

CSXT AFEs. Furthermore, this point has no relevance in this proceeding. TPI is not using the 

"western" project costs from WFA I and AEPCO but instead is relying on costs from the 

. "eastern" Trestle Hollow Project. TPI is simply using WF A I and AEPCO to demonstrate that 

actual projects can and do show costs that are lower than the costs from the Means Handbook. 

As discussed below, none of the CSXT AFEs are for new rail line construction such as the 

Trestle Hollow Project and that is one reason they are not applicable to the construction of the 

TPIRR. 

CSXT claims that TPI's rejection of CSXT's actual roadbed construction costs is 

unfounded. CSXT then goes on to describe and list the AFE that were produced by CSXT in 

discovery and that describe actual CSXT construction projects.61 CSXT complains that TPI did 

not explain why it failed to use the AFEs produced by CSXT in discovery, 62 but this is not true. 

TPI plainly explained that the AFEs produced by CSXT: 

included projects involving additions or modifications to existing track and right 
of way, such as new sidings or second main constructed adjacent to active tracks. 
But, performing projects under traffic or adjacent to active tracks increases the 
cost of the project because site access is limited, work has to be conducted in 
limited work windows, and work has to be performed in a manner that is safe with 
respect to the railroad and its contractor and the contractor' s activities ... none of 
these projects were for new line construction such as the TPIRR.63 

The reasoning in CSXT's own Reply confirms that TPI was correct to ignore the AFEs as 

unrepresentative. CSXT stated that concentration of earthwork in a smaller area results in a less 

60 Id. pp. III-F-23-24. 
61 Id. pp. III-F-24-28. 
62 Id. p. III-F-26. 
63 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-14. 
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expensive unit price.64 CSXT also stated that the TPIRR averages 75,000 CY total earthwork 

per mile, of which 44,000 is common earthwork.65 Finally, CSXT also stated that the AFEs it 

produced in discovery are several times less concentrated than the TPIRR; these AFEs average 

20,012 CY total earthwork per mile, of which 13,941 is common earthwork.66 By CSXT's own 

argument, the AFEs are unrepresentative and should not be used to establish unit costs for the 

TPIRR. 

CSXT includes Table 111-F-8 comparing the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost per CY 

(used for only common excavation) to that shown in CSXT's AFEs.67 Even CSXT admits that 

this comparison is inappropriate by stating: 

The CSXT AFE documents do not in all cases provide separate unit costs for 
common, loose rock or solid rock excavation so the cost per cubic yard reflected 
in Table 111-F-7 [sic] are the average cost for all categories of earthwork in each 
f h . . 68 o t e representative projects. 

Next, CSXT includes Table 111-F-9 comparing TPI's Opening average earthwork cost per 

CY (combined Trestle Hollow Project unit cost plus Means Handbook unit costs) to an average 

cost per CY based solely on the Means Handbook unit costs and the costs per CY from CSXT' s 

AFEs. 69 From this comparison, CSXT draws the conclusion that TPI' s average earthwork costs 

are unrealistically low because of the Trestle Hollow Project.70 On the contrary, this table 

demonstrates that the TPIRR is a least-cost most-efficient railroad by showing that the actual 

costs for a large railroad project are lower than both Means Handbook costs and the costs for a 

few small CSXT projects. Just because the TPIRR' s costs are lower does not make them 

64 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-21. 
65 Id.p.III-F-21. 
66 Id. pp. III-F-27-28. The total earthwork in the table on these pages is 1,280,170 CY and the total track distance 

is 63 .97 miles, which equals 20,012 CY per mile. Similarly, the common earthwork is 891 ,845 CY, which is 
13,941 CY per mile. 

67 See, CSXT Reply, pp. 28-29. 
68 Id. p. III-F-29. 
69 Id. pp. III-F-29-31. 
70 Id. p. III-F-30. 
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incorrect. TPI demonstrated the feasibility of its unit costs in Opening and reinforces that 

demonstration in Rebuttal. 

In summary, TPI used the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost because it is a supportable, 

feasible and superior real world substitute for the Means Handbook costs for common earthwork. 

TPl's use of the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost reflects the use of actual earthwork costs from a 

contractor's bid in the same way that actual costs were substituted for Means Handbook costs in 

WFA I and AEPCO. As shown in WFA I, AEPCO and this proceeding, actual bids from 

contractors are lower than Means Handbook costs. This should be expected, as the Means 

Handbook costs do not include any projects comparable in size to a stand-alone railroad such as 

the TPIRR. 

b. Clearing & Grubbing 

i. Quantities of Clearing and Grubbing 

CSXT accepts TPI' s methodology for developing clearing and grubbing quantities based 

on the ICC Engineering Reports.71 Thus, the difference in quantities is attributable to a 

difference in track miles. In Rebuttal, TPI increased its Opening track miles; however, as 

explained below, TPI's total Rebuttal clearing and grubbing quantities have decreased from 

Opening after the correction of two {2) input data errors made in Opening.72 

In preparing Rebuttal evidence, and addressing CSXT' s claim that there were several 

errors in TPI' s extraction of the quantities shown on the ICC Engineering Reports (discussed 

subsequently in Section Ill-F-2-c-i), TPI discovered that there was an input error in the clearing 

and grubbing quantities for valuation section ACL-5-FL which CSXT did not identify and did 

not correct. In Opening, TPI included 15,095 acres of clearing and 5,961 acres of grubbing for 

71 Id. p. III-F-31. 
72 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xis," tab "Other Items." 
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this valuation section which equates to 53.71 acres per track-mile for clearing and 21.21 acres 

per track-mile for grubbing.73 As a 100-foot right-of-way is only 12.12 acres,74 clearly these 

figures were incorrect. When the total costs for these items shown on the ICC Engineering 

Report for this valuation section are divided by the unit costs for these items shown on the ICC 

Engineering Report, it becomes clear that the correct figures are 1,509.5 acres of clearing and 

596.1 acres of grubbing.75 TPI used these corrected figures for valuation section ACL-5-FL in 

Rebuttal. 76 

ii. Clearing and Grubbing Costs 

In Opening, TPI utilized a unit cost of $2,000 per acre, indexed to $2,166.46 (July 1, 

2010 cost levels), to both clear and grub the TPIRR based on the Trestle Hollow Project cost. 

TPI applied $2,166.46 per acre for clearing and grubbing to all of the TPIRR acres of clearing 

despite the fact that nearly 70 percent of the TPIRR's acres would only require clearing, and not 

grubbing, which can be done with a brush rake at less than $275 per acre - a point that CSXT 

admits.77 Nevertheless, CSXT argues against TPI's use of the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost 

by suggesting that TPI has not shown a link between the Trestle Hollow Project clearing and 

grubbing costs and what has to be cleared and grubbed on the TPIRR. 78 CSXT also suggests that 

all 30 acres may have been cleared and not grubbed.79 TPI's engineering Witness, Hfilvey 

Crouch, who oversaw the Trestle Hollow Project, confirms that all 30 acres were cleared and 

grubbed. 

73 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading.xlsx," tab "Eng Rep Input," cells AS36 through A W36. 
74 100 feet x 5,280 feet I 43,560 square feet per acre. 
75 See, page 105 of 446 in TPI Opening workpaper "ICC Engineering Reports.pdf' . 
76 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Eng Rep Input," cells A W36 through BA36. 
77 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-34-35. 
78 CSXT also argues that TPI has not shown whether the 30 acres cleared reflects the total project acreage or just 

the part that had to be cleared. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-33 . IfCSXT is suggesting that there may have been 
other unknown or higher unit costs, TPI's engineers note that no other clearing was needed. 

79 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-33. 
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As noted above, the Trestle Hollow Project is a feasible and valid project to use in 

determining costs for the TPIRR. The Trestle Hollow Project included some tricky clearing and 

grubbing due to the terrain involved. In particular, the trees on the Trestle Hollow Project were 

located in part on the right-of-way, but trees on the hillsides were also removed. As the aerial 

photos included in Opening show, the trees were located ill undisturbed stands.80 Many of these 

trees had never been clear cut (or not cut in many years) due to their location. In other words, 

CSXT's complaint is a red herring: the Trestle Hollow Project clearing and grubbing cost per 

acre is more than adequate for the TPIRR. 

Instead of using the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost, CSXT relied on Means Handbook 

unit costs. While TPI included a calculation of clearing and grubbing costs based on the Means 

Handbook in its Opening workpaper,81 TPI did not rely on these calculations because actual 

project costs, where available and appropriate, are superior to Means Handbook costs. 

CSXT also rejects TPI's use of the Trestle Hollow Project cost because the Board did not 

accept complainant's use of the Trestle Hollow Project cost in DuPont and SunBelt. TPI 

believes that the Board should not have rejected the Trestle Hollow Project cost in DuPont and 

SunBelt and TPI understands that the complainant in SunBelt has sought reconsideration of the 

Trestle Hollow issue. In any event, this case is a different proceeding with its own facts and 

evidence. 

c. Earthwork 

i. Earthwork Quantities from ICC 
Engineering Reports 

CSXT accepts TPI's assignment of ICC Engineering Report valuation sections to the 

TPIRR segments and accepts TPI's methodology for calculating earthwork quantities by 

80 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Aerial Photos #1.pdf'. 
81 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading.xlsx," tab "Other Items". 
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valuation section.82 However, CSXT claims that TPI made a number of input errors when 

identifying the relevant quantities from the Engineering Reports, stating "(t)hese errors generally 

consist of minor omissions, incorrect assignments of earthwork categories and simple 

transposition errors."83 In total, CSXT identified seventy-three (73) items where it disagreed 

with TPI's Opening evidence.84 TPI reviewed each of these items, determined whether or not 

CSXT is correct and provided an explanation of why CSXT is correct or incorrect. In Rebuttal, 

TPI agrees with only thirteen (13) of the items which CSXT changed.85 

According to CSXT, one category of errors resulted in a significant understatement in 

TPI' s earthwork costs. CSXT asserts that TPI improperly included most of the cubic yards of 

slag as a common excavation item, when it should have been considered other borrow. CSXT 

states that most of the slag quantities listed in the ICC Engineering Report were from valuation 

sections near Pittsburgh, PA, but CSXT claims that this should be interpreted as borrow material 

rather than excavation. CSXT further claims that classification as borrow is appropriate because 

it is unlikely that original construction of the rail lines replicated by the TPIRR would have 

encountered slag. 86 

CSXT's position does not withstand scrutiny and should be rejected. Iron ore smelting 

was well-known by the early 19th century, before the construction of the rail lines replicated by 

the TPIRR. Smelting operations would have resulted in adjacent piles of waste slag. There were 

over 200 furnaces across Pennsylvania in 1840. 87 By 1815, Pittsburgh was calling itself the 

"Birmingham of America" in recognition of the role played by Birmingham, England in the iron 

82 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-35 . 
83 Ibid. 
84 CSXT's alleged "error" categories include quantities for excavation, embankment, train overhaul, lateral 

drainage, masonry retaining walls, timber retaining walls, timber tie retaining walls and rip rap. 
85 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "CSXT Modifications" . 
86 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-35-36. 
87 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Pennsylvania.iron.smelting.history.pdf'. 
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industry.88 Simple history shows that slag would have existed in the Pittsburgh area prior to the 

original construction of the lines replicated by the TPIRR, and, thus, would need to be excavated. 

Moreover, a slag adjustment argument similar to that now raised by CSXT was previously 

rejected by the Board in SunBelt.89 

ii. Other Earthwork Quantities and 
Unit Costs 

(1) TPIRR Yards 

CSXT accepts TPI's methodology for calculating earthwork quantities for yards.90 As 

discussed in Rebuttal Part III-B, CSXT increased the TPIRR's yard track-miles in Reply and TPI 

also increased the TPIRR's yard track-miles in Rebuttal (although not to the level of CSXT's 

yard track-miles). TPI's yard earthwork quantities reflect the TPIRR' s Rebuttal yard track-

miles. 

(2) Curtis Bay Coal Facility 

In Reply, CSXT added the tracks associated with the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal in 

Baltimore, MD. As noted in Rebuttal Part III-B, TPI accepts the addition of this facility, added 

the necessary tracks to the TPIRR yard matrix, and included the earthwork associated with these 

tracks.91 

88 Id. 
89 SunBelt at 111. 
90 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-39. 
91 Id. CSXT developed its estimate of the costs for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal, including earthwork, in a 

separate spreadsheet. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Curtis Bay Coal Pier.xis." CSXT included the entire 
investment for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal in the account for Coal Wharves. TPI disagrees with this approach. 
In Rebuttal, TPI includes the various components of this terminal in their proper place so the costs can be 
properly developed and assigned to the correct valuation account. Therefore, TPI includes the tracks for the 
Curtis Bay Coal Terminal in the TPIRR yard matrix and the earthwork costs are included in TPI's rebuttal 
grading spreadsheet. See, TPI Rebuttal workpapers "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR 
Yards" and "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Yards." 
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(3) Classification Yards - Hump Yards 

In Reply, CSXT calculated an estimate of the earthwork required to construct the hump 

in the TPIRR' s hump yards.92 This is a new cost item which has not been presented in any 

pervious stand-alone proceeding.93 TPI disagrees with CSXT's addition of these earthwork 

quantities. The methodology to develop yard earthwork quantities is long-established and has 

been used by both parties in all recent stand-alone proceedings including this one. Any 

earthwork quantities required for a hump yard are already captured in the ICC Engineering 

Report quantities and to include them separately is a double-count. TPI has not included these 

quantities in Rebuttal. 

(4) Segments with Partial CSXT 
Ownership 

In Reply, CSXT added the earthwork quantities associated with the portions of partially-

owned track that the TPIRR would be required to construct.94 As discussed in Rebuttal Part III-

B, TPI accepts the inclusion of these partially-owned lines and therefore accepts CSXT's 

earthwork quantities for these lines. 

(5) Total Earthwork Quantities 

As discussed above, and in Rebuttal Parts III-B and III-C, TPI included additional route 

miles, second main and passing siding miles, and yard miles in Rebuttal. This results in an 

increase over Opening in the earthwork quantities for the TPIRR. Rebuttal Table III-F-4 below 

compares the parties' earthwork quantities. 

92 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-39-40. 
93 Hump yards were included by defendants in DuPont and SunBelt but no additional earthwork was included for 

the humps. 
94 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-40. 
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Rebuttal Table III-F-4 
TPIRR Earthwork Quantities by 

Type of Material Moved 
(Cubic yards in thousands) 

TPI CSXT TPI 
0 . I/ 
~enmg Re~l~21 RebuttaI31 

(2) (3) (4) 

362,495 362,256 365,060 
34,177 34,114 34,105 
68,206 68,210 68,129 
47,132 53 ,016 48,675 

512,010 517,596 515,969 

11 TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading.xlsx," tab "EW Cost." 
21 CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "EW Cost." 
31 TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "EW Cost." 

(6) Earthwork Unit Costs 

(a) Common Excavation 

CSXTReply 
Over/ 

(Under) 
TPI 

Rebutta141 

(5) 

(2,804) 
9 

81 
4,341 
1,627 

As noted previously, TPI used the Trestle Hollow Project earthwork unit cost to develop 

its Opening common earthwork costs, which TPI has shown to be a valid and feasible unit cost to 

apply to the TPIRR' s construction. CSXT used the Means Handbook costs for common 

excavation contained in TPI's Opening workpapers.95 

As discussed above in the response to CSXT's attack on the Trestle Hollow Project costs, 

the Means Handbook costs overstate the common earthwork costs that the TPIRR would be able 

to obtain for several reasons. A SARR is entitled to utilize the lowest feasible costs,96 and the 

Trestle Hollow Project costs are, by definition, feasible because they represent a recent real 

world construction project. TPI continues to use its Opening unit cost based on the Trestle 

Hollow Project. 

95 Id. pp. III-F-16-31 and41. 
96 See, e.g. , AEPCO at 46 ("AEPCO correctly asserts that it may choose the lowest feasible cost for each category 

of expense"). See, also FMC at 800. 
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(b) Adjustment for Adverse Terrain 

CSXT accepts TPI's designation of adverse terrain along the TPIRR's route.97 However, 

CSXT did not accept TPI's unit cost for common excavation in adverse terrain.98 In Opening, 

TPI increased the unit cost of the Trestle Hollow Project for use in adverse terrain based on the 

relationship between a cost for common excavation and a cost for common excavation in adverse 

terrain, both of which were developed using the Means Handbook.99 

CSXT objects to both TPI's use of the Trestle Hollow Project cost and the ratio method 

by which TPI adjusted the Trestle Hollow Project cost for adverse terrain. 10° CSXT complains 

that TPI' s method should be rejected because the Trestle Hollow Project costs are inappropriate 

for the TPIRR (a point which TPI has addressed previously) and because the Trestle Hollow 

Project does not involve any adverse conditions. As TPI noted, there were certain aspects of the 

Trestle Hollow Project that were considered adverse101 but TPI used the Trestle Hollow Project 

unit cost as representative of common earthwork costs in non-adverse conditions. CSXT's 

criticism misses the point. The whole purpose for creating the ratio of the Means Handbook 

costs was to increase the common earthwork unit costs used by TPI (from Trestle Hollow) so 

that it would be representative of costs in adverse terrain. The Means Handbook costs used by 

CSXT for common and adverse territory have few components in common but the relationship 

between the two (2) is valid. Multiplying the ratio developed by TPI times the Means Handbook 

common unit cost would produce the same unit cost as aggregating the unit costs for the various 

Means Handbook components. Stated differently, using a ratio to adjust a cost is valid. 

97 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-35 . 
98 Id. pp. III-F-42-43. 
99 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-16. 
100 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-42-43. 
101 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-15. 
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In fact, ratios of this kind are commonly used. For example, the parties use location 

factors (ratios) to adjust Means Handbook unit costs. Ratios are used to allocate the revised 

earthwork quantities for each valuation section to the different types of earthwork. Ratios are 

used to increase the clearing and grubbing quantities per mile from the ICC Engineering Reports 

to reflect the modem roadbed widths of the TPIRR. Ratios are used by both parties in numerous 

places in the development of the TPIRR' s construction costs. TPI's methodology simply 

recognizes the relationship between adverse and normal conditions established in prior cases. 

CSXT adjusts the hauling and spreading components of the unit cost to account for 

"different pricing in R.S. Means for material haulage."102 This simply is a different 

characterization of the additives for swell and shrinkage that have been consistently rejected by 

the Board in prior stand-alone proceedings.103 TPI similarly disagrees with CSXT's unit cost 

modifications. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continued to rely on the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost as adjusted for 

common excavation in adverse territory. 

(c) Loose Rock Excavation 

CSXT accepts TPI's unit cost for loose rock excavation with one modification. As with 

common excavation, CSXT adjusts the hauling and spreading components of the unit cost to 

account for swell. 104 TPI rejects CSXT's adjustments for swell. 

( d) Adverse Loose Rock Excavation 

CSXT accepts TPI's unit cost for loose rock excavation in adverse territory with two (2) 

modifications. First, CSXT adjusts the hauling and spreading components of the unit cost to 

102 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-43 . 
103 See, e.g., DuPont at 184-185; SunBelt at 116; and AEPCO at 92. 
104 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-43 . 
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account for swell. 105 Second, CSXT corrects an error in the indexing of the bulldozing portion of 

the unit cost. 106 TPI accepts the correction to the indexing, which causes a slight increase in 

TPI's unit cost from Opening, but rejects CSXT's adjustments for swell. 

(e) Solid Rock Excavation 

CSXT accepts TPI' s unit cost for solid rock excavation with one modification. As with 

common excavation, CSXT adjusts the hauling and spreading components of the unit cost to 

account for swell. 107 TPI rejects CSXT's adjustments for swell. 

(f) Adverse Solid Rock Excavation 

CSXT accepts TPI's unit cost for solid rock excavation in adverse territory with one 

modification. As with common excavation, CSXT adjusts the hauling and spreading 

components of the unit cost to account for swell. 108 TPI rejects CSXT' s adjustments for swell. 

Because solid rock excavation costs are an average of the loose rock and solid rock costs, the 

correction to the indexing of the bulldozing portion of the unit cost for loose rock excavation in 

adverse territory causes TPI' s Rebuttal cost to be slightly increased from Opening. 

(g) Embankment I Borrow 

CSXT accepts TPI's unit cost for borrow without modification.109 

(7) Other Earthwork Quantities 
and Unit Costs 

(a) Land for Waste Excavation 

Consistent with the procedures used in other SAC cases, in Opening, TPI assumed a 30 

percent waste ratio for excavation quantities and included the costs to acquire rural land at a cost 

of $18,451 per acre to place the wasted material. llo 

105 Ibid. 
106 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Unit Costs." 
107 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-44. 
108 Ibid. 
109 Ibid. 

III-F-37 

I 



I 

I 

I 

PUBLIC 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's approach with the exception of the cost per acre. 

Specifically, CSXT calculated separate waste quantities for rural and non-rural land and applied 

TPI' s cost per acre to the rural quantities but applied a much higher land cost of { {-}} 

per acre to the non-rural quantities. 111 CSXT's methodology is erroneous and should be rejected. 

As noted in TPIRR' s Opening filing, 

Not all of the excavated material for the TPIRR is re-used as fill. Consistent with 
the procedures used in other SAC cases, TPI's earthwork calculations assume a 
30% waste ratio. The 30% ratio is an average for the entire TPIRR. Some 
sections of the TPIRR may have no waste excavation as all of the excavated 
material is suitable and needed for . reuse as embankment. Some sections may 
have more than 30% waste due to lesser embankment needs or the disposal of 
material unsuitable for reuse as embankment. The actual locations where waste 
dump sites will be needed during the construction of the TPIRR, and their 
corresponding size, cannot be specifically identified because there is no way to 
determine the actual quantities of waste material generated at specific locations 
along the TPIRR construction route. The ICC Engineering Reports contain only 
excavation quantities with no information regarding how much material was 
reused as embankment and how much was wasted. For this reason the average 
30% ratio has been in use and accepted for over two decades. 112 

Because there is no way to determine where the waste quantities will occur, and what the 

amounts would be, TPI followed the same methodology used in previous SAC cases where both 

parties used the rural cost per acre with costs as low as $300 per acre. 113 

Subsequent to TPI's Opening evidence, the Board issued decisions m DuPont and 

SunBelt. In these cases, the defendant railroad introduced the concept of using the overall 

average land value (rural and urban) as the cost per acre for land for waste quantities based on 

110 See, TPI Opening, pp. IIl-F-18-19. 
111 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-45-48 and workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Other Costs." 
112 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-18-19 (footnotes omitted). 
113 See, Complainant' s January 25, 2010 Opening Evidence (Public Version) in AEPCO, p. III-F-38 and 

Defendants ' May 7, 2010 Reply Evidence (Public Version), p. IIl.F-28; Complainant's August 31 , 2009 Opening 
Evidence (Public Version) in Seminole, pp. III-F-37-38 and Defendant's January 19, 2010 Reply Evidence 
(Public Version), p. III-F-45; Complainants' April 19, 2005 Opening Evidence (Public Version) in WFA/Basin, 
p. III-F-44 and Defendant' s July 25, 2005 Reply Evidence (Public Version), p. IIl.F-82; Complainant's March 1, 
2004 Opening Evidence (Public Version) inAEP Texas, pp. III-F-42-43 and Defendant's May 24, 2004 Reply 
Evidence (Public Version), p. 111.F-80; and Complainant's June 13, 2003 Opening Evidence (Public Version) in 
Otter Tail, p. III-F-31 and Defendant's October 8, 2003 Reply Evidence (Public Version) at p. III.F-123. These 
pages are included in TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rural land cost.pdf." 
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evenly spaced waste pits along the SARR right-of-way. The Board rejected the defendant's 

position in both cases and accepted the complainant's position of using rural land costs. 114 

In each case, the Board rejected the defendant's assumption that waste quantities would 

be generated evenly along the SARR right-of-way and agreed with complainants that it was not 

possible to determine where the waste quantities would occur. 115 

CSXT's methodology in this proceeding is a different spin on the same concept rejected 

by the Board in DuPont and SunBelt. CSXT allegedly identified the portions of the TPIRR that 

are rural and non-rural based on TPI's land valuation methodology.116 CSXT then calculated 

waste quantities by multiplying the excavation quantities in each valuation section by the 30 

percent waste ratio. 

As TPI explained, and the Board has effectively agreed, 117 it is not possible to determine 

the location and amount of waste quantities until actual construction. Therefore, it is not 

possible to assume that all the so-called non-urban valuation sections will generate 30 percent 

waste quantities. For this reason, CSXT's methodology suffers from the same deficiencies 

identified by Complainants in DuPont and SunBelt and, like those cases, the Board should reject 

CSXT's excessive value for land used for waste excavation. 

In addition to the fact that earthwork waste quantities cannot be identified for a specific 

location, CSXT' s methodology is also improper because it overstates the cubic yards of waste in 

114 See, DuPont at 170 ("Because we find that DuPont's approach to placing waste excavation in rural land sites is 
feasible, we will recalculate NS's land costs based upon its rural land cost and not its average land costs.") and 
SunBe/t, at 119 ("With waste volume occurring primarily in rural areas, the cost for waste areas would be more 
correctly based on rural land costs than on the urban acreage."). 

115 See, SunBelt, at 119 (" ... waste material would have no specific location where it would be disposed of in 
building the line."). 

116 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-45-47. However, TPI was unable to verify the mileposts used by CSXT to assign 
TPIRR grading segments to the rural or non-rural portions of the TPIRR because CSXT did not provide any 
explanation or workpapers showing how the mileposts were determined. 

117 See, DuPont at 170 ("we find that DuPont's approach to placing waste excavation in rural land sites is feasible") ; 
SunBelt at 119 ("waste material would have no specific location where it would be disposed of in building the 
line. Thus, haul distances to waste areas are flexible ... "). 
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non-rural valuation sections. Both parties calculated the average earthwork quantities per main 

line mile in a way that overstates the main line earthwork quantities in short valuation sections 

with significant amounts of yard track. For example, valuation section LN-11-12-TN in 

Nashville, which CSXT classified as non-rural, has 3.705 route miles, 7.400 main line miles 

(route miles plus other main tracks) and 51.359 track miles classified as yard track (87 percent of 

the total track miles for the valuation section). 11 8 Under the methodology used by both parties to 

calculate the adjusted cubic yards per single track mile for each valuation section, only one foot 

of earthwork excavation is assigned to the 51.359 miles of yard track and the rest of the 

earthwork is assigned to the main line miles. As a result of this methodology, the average 

adjusted cubic yards per single track mile for this valuation section is 244,434 cubic yards, 119 

based on an average cut depth of 27.1 feet and an average fill height of 28.0 feet. 12° Clearly, the 

topography of this small section does not require such deep cuts and high fills. Consequently, 

the average cubic yards per mile is overstated 121 and cannot be used in the manner that it has 

been used by CSXT to calculate waste quantities in non-rural areas. 122 

In addition, TPI noted in Opening that it was being conservative by including the costs to 

purchase the land for waste quantities as grading contractors typically make arrangements with 

adjacent landowners for the placement of waste rather than purchasing land. TPI also noted that 

the waste material could be sold from the waste site as fill dirt or the land re-sold after the 

118 See, TPI workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "ICC ER YD TRK," cells F95, G95 and H95. 
119 See, TPI workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Earthwork by val sec," cell G96. 
120 See, TPI workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Calculations," cells Nl03 and 0103 . 
121 The 1 foot of earthwork excavation for yards has been used by both parties in SAC proceedings for many years. 

This assumption assigns virtually all of the earthwork to the main tracks. While this may underestimate the 
earthwork associated with the original yards, it overstates the earthwork associated with the original main track. 
Some of this imbalance is accounted for in the yards included on the SARR, which are assigned only 1 foot of 
excavation. If the SARR included the same amount of yard track as originally existed, the total quantities would 
be in balance. However, the SARR never includes as much yard track as was in existence and this causes the 
quantities assigned to the main line to be overstated. This overstatement is most significant in short valuation 
sections with large amounts of yard track. 

122 Other valuation sections with similar results are LN-56-AL (Montgomery), BOCT-138.1-IL (Chicago), WRA-2-
AL (Montgomery), SAL-7-GA (Atlanta) and B0-17 .1-MD (Baltimore). 
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TPIRR construction is completed.123 CSXT did not challenge these points in Reply. As a final 

thought, there is no evidence of vacant lots in urban areas with large piles of waste earthwork 

along CSXT's right-of-way, suggesting that CSXT (and/or its predecessors) did not waste large 

quantities of earthwork in urban areas. 

For all of the above reasons, in Rebuttal, TPI continues to use the average rural cost of 

$18,451 per acre to calculate the cost ofland for waste quantities for the TPIRR. 

(b) Fine Grading 

In Opening, TPI explained that the Trestle Hollow Project earthwork unit cost already 

accounted for fine grading at no additional cost. 124 CSXT argues that the Means Handbook 

earthwork unit costs that CSXT relies on do not include fine grading activities, and CSXT added 

these costs. 125 CSXT's additional costs are without merit. 

The Trestle Hollow Project earthwork unit cost included all earthwork costs necessary to 

enable construction to proceed. Therefore, it already accounts for fine grading, and CSXT' s 

additive is unnecessary. CSXT claims that it is not clear that final grading is included in the 

Trestle Hollow Project' s lump sum bid price for grading. 126 Had CSXT read the project 

specifications included in TPI' s Opening workpapers, it would have been clear that final grading 

was included in the lump sum bid price.127 In addition, Mr. Crouch notes that, in his experience, 

a motor grader is often not needed to achieve a finished grade. Mr. Crouch further notes that, in 

his experience, railroad construction projects do not include a separate bid item for fine grading. 

Contractors are instructed to include such costs in their unit prices for earthwork. 

123 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-19. 
124 Id. p. III-F-15 . 
125 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-48-49. 
126 Id. p. III-F-49, n. 92. 
127 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Trestle Hollow Specifications.pdf," page 164, Sections 3.5.15 and 3.5.16. 
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(c) Adjustments to Material Hauling 
Costs for Swell 

CSXT increases the unit cost of several of its earthwork excavation categories128 to 

reflect "that materials expand when excavated from their natural state."129 CSXT claims that this 

adjustment is necessary to recognize the difference in the types of material reflected in the 

Means Handbook unit costs - bank cubic yard ("BCY"), loose cubic yard ("LCY"), and 

embankment cubic yard ("ECY"). CSXT' s adjustment is applied to the hauling and spreading 

components of the selected earthwork excavation category unit costs. 130 

The swell (and shrinkage) adjustment has been consistently rejected by the Board in all of 

the decisions in recent SAC cases where defendants have proposed this additional cost. 131 

However, CSXT attempts to justify its adjustment in this proceeding based on a comment 

included by the Board in SunBelt132 that the ICC Engineering Reports "address earthwork in its 

post-construction state." The Board's comment is not supported by the ICC Engineering 

Reports. The cubic yard quantities shown on the ICC Engineering Reports are not labeled in any 

way other than as cubic yards. They are not labeled by the units used in the Means Handbook 

(BCY, LCY and ECY) and they are not labeled as post-construction or pre-construction. They 

are simply labeled as cubic yards. Without a definitive showing of what the cubic yards on the 

ICC Engineering Reports represent, any adjustment is speculative at best. CSXT's adjustment is 

simply another way to arbitrarily and unnecessarily inflate the earthwork costs of the TPIRR. 

Contractors are paid on bank quantities as this is the state of the earth prior to 

construction and the basis for estimating quantities prior to construction. The contractor bases 

128 Conunon adverse, loose rock, loose rock adverse. Solid rock and solid rock adverse. 
129 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-50. 
130 Id. pp. III-F-50-52. CSXT also referred to swell and shrinkage of materials in other parts of the Reply. See, 

also, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-43 and 47. See, also CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading CSXT 
Reply.xlsx," tabs "Unit Costs" and "Unit Cost Modified." 

131 See, SunBeltat 116;DuPontat 184-185; AEPCO at92. 
132 See, SunBelt at 116. 
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his bid on these bank quantities and any additional hauling based on swell is factored into the 

bid. TPI has already shown that actual project costs for a large scale project such as the TPIRR 

would be lower than the Means Handbook costs. Indeed, the Trestle Hollow Project cost 

supports substantially lower earthwork costs for common excavation than costs based on Means 

Handbook unit costs. To take already inflated Means Handbook costs and increase them to 

account for an estimated difference in bank and loose quantities, simply adds more costs where 

none would be warranted ifthe TPIRR project were actually bid out. 

The Board should similarly reject CSXT's claims regarding swell in this proceeding just 

as it has rejected the addition of costs for swell (and shrinkage) in all prior decisions where this 

additional cost was proposed. 

(8) Subgrade Preparation 

In Opening, TPI did not include separate costs for subgrade preparation, i.e., adding 

water during compaction or drying soil before compaction. TPI took this position for several 

reasons. 133 First, the Board decided in prior Eastern coal rate cases that water for compaction 

was not necessary in the areas traversed by the stand-alone railroads because there is sufficient 

water content in the region to allow for proper compaction. 134 Second, consistent with the 

territory traversed by the stand-alone railroads in the Eastern coal rate cases, the TPIRR rail lines 

traverse sub-humid, moist sub-humid, and humid areas, not arid or semi-arid areas. 135 Third, the 

common earthwork unit cost used by TPI included any incidental items such as water.136 

133 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-25-26. 
134 See, Duke/CSXT at 483, Duke/NS at 179-80, and CP&L at 317. 
135 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Route avg rainfall.pdf." 
136 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Trestle Hollow Specifications.pdf," pages 160 (specifications for water for 

compaction or the drying of soil) and 164 (all grading work is included in the lump sum bid price). 

III-F-43 

I 



' I 
I 

I 

I 

PUBLIC 

In Reply, CSXT adds costs for water for compaction and drying of wet material, based in 

part on the acceptance of these costs in DuPont and SunBelt.137 CSXT also attacks TPI's use of 

"an amateur historical weather website called World Climate." CSXT includes the website's 

disclaimer stating that the information is not to be used for "any professional or important 

purpose, including but not limited to agriculture, energy planning, vacation planning, flying, 

boating, or academic research." CSXT also claims that the information is from time periods 

prior to the TPIRR' s construction. 138 

TPI did not rely on this data for any of the purposes mentioned in the disclaimer. TPI 

relied on this data to show that the area traversed by the TPIRR is moist and humid and not dry, 

indicating that there is significant moisture in the soil. CSXT' s complaint regarding the time 

period is ridiculous. The rainfall data for the locations on the TPIRR covers decades and the data 

does not vary significantly from year to year as shown in the printouts included in TPI's Opening 

workpapers. 139 Based on historical trends, the conditions evidenced at these locations are likely 

to continue long into the future. This data is perfectly fine for the purpose for which it was used 

by TPI. 

In Reply, CSXT submitted a so-called study of moisture conditions in only five (5) of the 

seventeen states (plus the District of Columbia) traversed by the TPIRR. CSXT then used the 

results of this so-called study to develop subgrade preparation costs that were applied to the 

TPIRR in only those five (5) states. Stated differently, CSXT agreed with TPI that no additional 

subgrade preparation costs were necessary in twelve states and the District of Columbia. 140 

137 TPI notes that these decisions were released subsequent to TPI's filing of Opening Evidence. 
138 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-53-54. 
139 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Route avg rainfall.pdf." 
140 The five states selected by CSXT contain only 2,489.45 of the TPIRR's 6,911.87 route miles, or less than 37 

percent. Stated differently, CSXT agrees that nearly two-thirds of the TPIRR route does not require separate 
costs for subgrade preparation. 
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CSXT's only justification for studying the five (5) states it selected was that these states 

have lower annual precipitation than the other states traversed by the TPIRR.141 Despite CSXT 

having spent two (2) pages criticizing TPI' s use of annual rainfall data from "an amateur 

historical weather website," CSXT relied on this data to make its selection of the five (5) states. 

By selecting the five (5) states traversed by the TPIRR with the lowest annual precipitation, one 

would think that the earthwork in these states would require water to be added during 

compaction rather than the material needing to be dried. CSXT' s analysis provides just the 

opposite result. Of the five (5) states studied, three (3) had earthwork quantities of five (5) 

percent or less requiring the addition of water during compaction. CSXT' s analysis also 

concluded that these same three (3) states had earthwork quantities of 82 percent or higher that 

required drying of the material. 142 These results alone cast doubt on the accuracy of CSXT's 

analysis. 

In support of CSXT' s contention that the moisture content of the soil must be adjusted in 

five (5) of the SARR states, CSXT offered a desktop analysis based on third party 

. " . 143 m1ormat10n. TPI thoroughly reviewed CSXT's soil analysis and found many problems, 

discrepancies and errors. TPI' s detailed review is contained in its workpapers. 144 The main 

points from that analysis are listed below: 

1. CSXT's determinations of water needed and Anticipated Natural Moisture condition 
for each state file in its Reply workpapers rely on hard-coded data. TPI was only able 
to replicate less than half of the figures CSXT relied upon; 

2. CSXT's hard-coded figures for soil type for each map unit do not correspond with the 
soil type data found within CSXT's data set which was used for all other average 
calculations from the web soil survey; 

141 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-58 
142 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "EW Cost,'' cells AD3 through 

AG8. 
143 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-57-60. 
144 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT Soil Analysis Critique.pdf' and supporting files . 
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3. CSXT did not include in its workpapers the material it cites as support for its 
assumptions used for maximum dry density and optimum moisf'tife content; 

4. The STATSG02 data, cited and used by CSXT, was not developed in the last few 
years; 

5. The SSURGO data, which was not utilized by CSXT, is available from the same 
website and contains more recent data; 

6. Numerous soil experts and groups that use soil data warn against using the 
ST A TSG02 database information; 

7. CSXT relied on the "mapunit" summary level of data rather than the underlying data 
which created distortions within the soil moisture analysis; and 

8. CSXT's analysis merely provides information about the states as a whole rather than 
the TPIRR route. 

Furthermore, CSXT' s unit cost for adding water for compaction is grossly overstated. 

CSXT applies a cost of $2.12 per cubic yard of excavation for water for compaction and a cost of 

$0.22 per cubic yard for the drying of soil based on the Means Handbook. 145 Apparently, CSXT 

believes that the cost to supply water, drive a truck over the roadbed and spray water is over nine 

(9) times more than the costs for a bulldozer with a Disc Harrow Attachment to spread and 

scarify material to be dried prior to compacting. In addition, the Means Handbook unit cost for 

water is simply a cost per CY. It does not specify the number of gallons per CY nor make any 

adjustment for the type of soil. CSXT's unit cost for water makes no sense. 

In Opening, TPI included a cost per gallon for water of $0.03902. 146 This cost was 

supported by documents from the Ohio DOT147 and a document from the Utah DOT showing 

that the cost for the application of water is the same whether it is for the application of water for 

dust control or the application of water for pre-wetting, mixing or compacting materials. 148 

Using information contained in TPI's Opening workpapers, TPI determined that the cost per CY 

145 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-61-62. 
146 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading.xlsx," tab "Unit Costs," line number 18 (cell H166). 
147 See, TPI Opening workpapers for III-F-2, sub-directory "Water." 
148 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Water for Compaction - Utah DOT.pdf." 
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for the application of water for compaction should be no more than $0.15 per CY. 149 Stated 

differently, CSXT's unit cost is overstated by more than ten-fold. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to exclude additional costs for water for compaction or drying 

of material for several reasons. First, CSXT provided no evidence that such costs are required as 

its so-called soil study is unsupported and based on faulty assumptions. Second, as noted earlier, 

the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost utilized by TPI includes the costs for these two (2) items 

should they be necessary. Third, even though CSXT claims that the Trestle Hollow Project soil 

analysis showed optimum water content,150 TPI's engineering witness Mr. Crouch, who oversaw 

the Trestle Hollow Project, recollects that water for compaction was used on the project and, 

following rain events, the contractor was required to blade up the soil so it would dry. There was 

no additional compensation for these items per the Trestle Hollow Project specifications 

identified previously.151 

d. Drainage 

i. Lateral Drainage 

CSXT accepts TPI' s unit costs and methodology of developing lateral drainage quantities 

based on the ICC Engineering Reports but rejects TPI's quantities because CSXT claims TPI 

excluded certain lateral pipe drainage quantities from the ICC Engineering Reports.152 

Specifically, CSXT makes one modification to the lateral drainage quantities from the ICC 

Engineering Reports for valuation section B0-115-0H. TPI rejects CSXT's modification as 

improper because the quantities CSXT adds are associated with yard and siding joint tracks that 

149 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Cost of Water per CY for TPIRR.xlsx." 
150 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-61. 
15 1 In Mr. Crouch's experience, railroad construction projects do not include a separate bid for providing water for 

compaction or drying roadbed materials. Contractors are instructed to include all costs in their unit prices for 
earthwork. 

152 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-62. 
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neither party included in the total track miles for the valuation section. 153 TPI notes that CSXT 

failed to include the lateral drainage quantities for some of the partially-owned lines. TPI 

included these quantities in Rebuttal. 154 

ii. Yard Drainage 

Yard drainage is discussed in Rebuttal Part 111-F-7, Buildings and Facilities, where both 

parties included the costs. 

e. Culverts 

i. Culvert Unit Costs 

CSXT rejects TPl's unit cost for bedding material because it is based on the Trestle 

Hollow Project. CSXT substitutes bedding material cost from the Means Handbook. 155 CSXT's 

rejection of the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost for bedding material is unsupported. The 

primary objection CSXT with the Trestle Hollow Project is TPl's use of the common excavation 

unit cost. For example, the first sentence of CSXT's Trestle Hollow section begins with the 

phrase " [m]uch of the difference in the parties' earthwork costs is .... " 156 In advocating for 

different costs, CSXT begins its argument with the statement that "[t]he Board has long applied 

R.S. Means national cost data as the appropriate, authoritative source for earthwork costs."157 

CSXT completes its initial Trestle Hollow critique by stating "[a]s summarized above, the 

earthwork excavation experienced on the Trestle Hollow Project is not at all representative of the 

common excavation that would be encountered by the TPIRR." 158 

Based on this objection, CSXT simply infers that all the unit costs from the Trestle 

Hollow Project are inappropriate for the TPIRR. · CSXT provided no evidence that the Trestle 

153 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "CSXT Modifications," line 28. 
154 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Other Items," lines 43, 246 and 247. 
155 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-63 . 
156 Id. p. IIl-F-16. 
157 Id. p. III-F-18. 
158 Id. p, III-F-23 . 
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Hollow Project cost for bedding material is inappropriate but rather only a showing that the 

Means Handbook costs are higher. The Trestle Hollow Project costs are based on a real world 

project and, as such, are superior to the Means Handbook. TPI continues to use the Trestle 

Hollow Project bedding costs in Rebuttal. 

CSXT also rejects TPI's trenching unit cost from the Means Handbook, claiming that it 

only covers only up to four ( 4) feet of width. CSXT used Means Handbook unit costs for four 

(4) feet to six (6) feet widths and six (6) feet to ten (10) feet widths to accommodate larger 

culverts. 159 In Rebuttal, TPI accepted this change. 

ii. Culvert Installation 

CSXT claims that TPI incorrectly calculated the quantities for trench excavation, bedding 

and backfill by failing to account for the space between multiple barrels per TPI' s 

specifications. 160 In Rebuttal, TPI accepted CSXT's corrections. 

iii. Culvert Quantities 

CSXT accepts the majority of TPI's culvert quantities but rejects TPI's substitution of 

culverts for bridges in some instances because installing culverts at these few locations would 

either restrict highway traffic or provide inadequate capacity. CSXT included bridges at these 

locations. 161 In Rebuttal, TPI accepted CSXT's changes. 

iv. Total Culvert Costs 

In Opening, TPI included $124.89 million for culverts. In Reply, CSXT increased the 

costs for culverts to $136.64 million. Based on the changes that TPI accepted, as discussed 

above, TPI included $127.33 million for culverts in Rebuttal. 

159 Id pp. III-F-63-64. 
160 Id. p, III-F-64. 
16 1 Id. p. III-F-65 . 
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f. Other 

i. Side Slopes and Ditches 

CSXT accepts TPI' s side slope ratio of 1.5: 1 and side ditch specification. 162 

n. Retaining Walls 

In Opening, TPI developed retaining wall quantities using the ICC Engineering Reports 

and used gabions for all retaining walls. 163 To be conservative, TPI allocated all of the retaining 

wall quantities (shown on the ICC Engineering Reports as cubic yards) for a given valuation 

section to the mainline miles of the valuation section, creating an average quantity of cubic yards 

of retaining walls per mainline mile for each valuation section. 164 This methodology most likely 

results in an overstatement of the quantities per mile because it is probable that some retaining 

walls were necessary to accommodate side tracks, yard tracks or other facilities that the TPIRR is 

not constructing. TPI then applied this average quantity per mainline mile to the route miles of 

the TPI traversing each valuation section. 

CSXT accepts TPI's timber- and tie-to-gabion quantity conversions and the replacement 

in kind of piling retaining walls. CSXT also accepts TPI' s use of gabions as replacements for 

masonry, timber, and tie retaining walls and the allocation process to calculate the average cubic 

yards per mile. 165 However, CSXT claims TPI understated masonry retaining wall quantities by 

assuming a 1: 1 replacement of masonry with gabions. CSXT claims that TPI failed to account 

for the difference in weight between masonry retaining walls and gabion retaining walls and 

should use a conversion ratio of 1: 1.54. 166 

162 Id. 
163 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-23-24. 
164 Id p. III-F-23 . 
165 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-66. 
166 Id. pp. III-F-65-66. 
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CSXT's weight adjustment is not justified. CSXT provided documentation showing that 

there are different types of retaining walls but no evidence showing that the gabion walls 

installed on the TPIRR are not sufficient. CSXT provided no evidence that the TPIRR's gabion 

walls will collapse. Furthermore, CSXT has not demonstrated that the TPIRR is required to 

construct the retaining walls in the same manner as they were originally constructed in the 

1800's. 

Finally, as explained above, TPI's retaining wall quantities are most likely overstated 

because TPI assigned all retaining walls in each valuation section to the route miles of the 

valuation section and applied the amount per route mile to the main line miles of the TPIRR. 

Stated differently, as the ICC Engineering Reports do not show the location of retaining walls, 

TPI assumed all retaining walls were put in place for the main line track. Many of the valuation 

sections where the masonry retaining walls are most prevalent include many miles of second and 

third main and yard track that the TPIRR is not constructing. Yet, TPI conservatively included 

the total amount of retaining walls for the valuation section in determining the average amount 

per route mile. By assigning all the masonry retaining walls on the ICC Engineering Reports to 

the main line, TPI clearly overstated the TPIRR' s retaining wall quantities. Therefore, 

increasing retaining wall quantities that are already overstated is simply unjustified overkill. 

For the above reasons, TPI has not accepted CSXT's conversion ratio of 1: 1.54. 

TPI also points out that CSXT overstated the masonry retaining walls by multiplying all 

masonry retaining walls by the 1: 1.54 conversion ratio regardless of whether or not they were 

solid walls. As shown on the ICC Engineering Reports included by TPI in Opening, 167 there are 

many types of masonry retaining walls. Of the 169 total valuation sections traversed by the 

167 See, TPI Opening workpaper "ICC Engineering Reports.pdf." 
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TPIRR, 123 contain at least one type of masonry retaining wall. Many types of masonry 

descriptions shown on the ICC Engineering Reports reflect solid walls such as: 

1. Concrete; 
2. Mortar; 
3. Brick; 
4. Brick in mortar; 
5. Small rubble in mortar; 
6. Rubble in mortar; 
7. Rubble, laid in mortar; 
8. Rubble, wet; and 
9. Squared stone in cement mortar. 

Of the 123 valuation sections containing at least one type of masonry retaining wall, 96 show 

descriptions on the ICC Engineering Reports that reflect non-solid retaining walls (comparable to 

gabions) such as: 

1. Dry rubble; 
2. Rubble, dry; 
3. Rubble laid dry; 
4. Small rubble, laid dry; 
5. Field stone, laid dry; 
6. Second class dry; 
7. Dry rubble wall; 
8. Loose stone; and 
9. Stone - dry. 

As shown above, the solid retaining walls including rubble contain descriptions such as 

"in mortar" or "wet" while most of the non-solid retaining walls contain the description "dry." 

"Wet" indicates that mortar or cement was used to construct the retaining wall while "dry" 

indicates that the stone was placed without any kind of mortar or cement, 168 like the stone placed 

in the gabions. CSXT failed to differentiate between the various types of masonry retaining 

walls in its Reply calculations. To show that CSXT's quantities are overstated, TPI reviewed the 

types of masonry retaining walls shown on the ICC Engineering Reports and separated them into 

168 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Dry rubble definition.pdf." 
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solid and non-solid retaining walls. 169 Over 27 percent of the masonry retaining walls on the 

TPIRR are non-solid walls that are comparable to the gabion retaining walls constructed by the 

TPIRR and, therefore, should not be increased by the 1: 1.54 conversion ratio. 

iii. Rip Rap 

CSXT accepts TPI's rip rap unit cost and use of the rip rap quantities from the ICC 

Engineering Reports but rejects TPI's quantities because "TPI incorrectly recorded the rip-rap 

quantities reported in the ICC Engineering Reports." 170 TPI reviewed the two (2) valuation 

sections where CSXT claims the rip rap quantities are incorrect (NYC-201-NY and NYC-86-

NY) and disagrees with CSXT in both instances. The quantities included by CSXT are identified 

on the ICC Engineering Report as quantities for surfacing. Surfacing involves the placing of 

ballast, which is a cost included in track construction.171 Additionally, TPI notes that CSXT 

failed to include the rip rap quantities for some of the partially-owned lines. TPI included these 

. . . R b 1 172 quant1t1es m e utta . 

1v. Relocating and Protecting Utilities 

CSXT accepts TPI' s costs for relocating and protecting utilities. 173 

v. Seeding I Topsoil Placement 

CSXT states that it rejects TPI's embankment protection quantities and use of the Trestle 

Hollow Project costs for seeding. 174 However, a review of CSXT's Reply workpapers reveals 

that CSXT included the exact same quantities and used the exact same unit cost as that presented 

169 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Retaining Wall Distribution." 
170 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-69. 
171 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "CSXT Modifications," lines 53-56 and 61-62. 
172 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "Other Items," lines 43, 246 and 247. 
173 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-69. 
174 Ibid. 
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by TPI in Opening. 175 Therefore, the parties agree on the costs for seeding I topsoil placement 

for the TPIRR. 

vi. Water for Compaction 

Water for compaction was addressed previously in the section on Subgrade Preparation. 

vii. Surfacing for Detour Roads 

CSXT accepts TPI' s costs for surfacing for detour roads. 176 

viii. Environmental Compliance 

CSXT accepts TPI' s costs for environmental compliance.177 

3. Track Construction 

In Opening, TPI developed the unit costs and quantities for TPIRR track construction 

based on quotes from vendors and design standards that met or exceeded those used by other 

Class I and regional railroads. 178 CSXT accepts many of TPI' s unit costs but adds other costs 

and increases track-mile quantities, causing an increase of nearly $2.5 billion in track 

construction costs. 179 As discussed below by component, TPI accepted some of CSXT' s changes 

while rejecting others. 

Rebuttal Table 111-F-5 below compares the track construction costs developed by TPI in 

Opening, CSXT in Reply and TPI in Rebuttal. 

175 Compare CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading CSXT Reply," tab "Other Costs," cells G53 , G55 and 
G57 to the same locations in TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Open Grading.xlsx." 

176 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-70. 
177 Ibid. 
178 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-27-37. 
179 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-70-71. 
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Rebuttal Table III-F-5 
TPIRR Track Construction Costs 

Item 
(1) 

1. Geotextile Fabric 
2. Ballast and Sub-ballast 
3. Ties 
4. Track (rail) 

a. Main Line 
b. Yard & Other Track 
c. Field Welds 
d. Switches (turnouts) 
e. RR Crossing Diamonds 

5. Rail Lubricators 
6. Plates, Spikes and Anchors 
7. Derail and Wheel Stops 
8. Switch Heaters 
9. Track Labor and Equip 

10. Total 

11 TPI Opening at III-F-28, Table III-F-7. 
21 CSXT Reply at IIl-F-71 , Table III-F-13 . 

($ in millions) 

TPI CSXT 
01!ening 11 Ree1;r2

' 

(2) (3) 

$3 .51 $4.08 
1,688.41 2,878.19 
1,280.44 1,755.05 

2,190.55 2,455.22 
305.46 499.92 

31.31 64.78 
710.33 869.22 

24.16 24.16 
13.24 13 .68 

769.66 856.65 
9.29 10.12 

10.33 10.33 
1,457.88 1,549.45 

$8,494.57 $10,990.85 

31 TPI Rebuttal workpaper 'Track Construction Costs Rebuttal.xis." 

a. Geotextile Fabric 

TPI 
Rebuttal31 

(4) 

$3.69 
1,944.29 
1,325 .15 

2,405 .06 
427.55 

37.99 
720.71 

24.16 
13.24 

797.24 
9.59 

10.33 
1,515.34 

$9,234.34 

CSXT accepts TPI's specifications and unit costs for geotextile fabric. 180 The difference 

in total costs is caused by a difference in the number of turnouts. 

b. Ballast 

i. Ballast Quantities 

CSXT accepts TPI' s methodology for calculating ballast quantities but increases total 

quantities to reflect CSXT's higher number of track-miles for the TPIRR.181 As discussed in 

Rebuttal Part 111-B, TPI increased the TPIRR's track-miles from Opening but still has fewer 

track-miles than CSXT's version of the TPIRR. 

180 Id. p. III-F-71. 
181 Ibid. 
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ii. Ballast Pricing 

CSXT disagrees with TPI' s suppliers, unit cost and transportation costs. 182 Each of these 

is discussed below. 

{1) Ballast Suppliers 

In Opening, TPI included all fourteen suppliers provided by CSXT in discovery in the 

development of the ballast unit cost. 183 

In Reply, CSXT takes issue with TPI's methodology. CSXT claims that TPI includes 

suppliers along unbuilt portions of the TPIRR which would not be accessible by rail during 

construction. CSXT plotted ballast supplier locations on the map and found that four (4) quarries 

would not be available to the TPIRR because they are located along TPIRR lines that have yet to 

be constructed and do not have access to another railroad; Tyrone, GA; Lithonia, GA; Notasulga, 

AL; and Skippers, V A. 184 CSXT also eliminated three (3) quarries as being located too far from 

the TPIRR railheads.185 CSXT then developed its unit cost and transportation miles based on the 

remaining seven (7) quarries. 

While TPI agrees that four (4) of the quarries would not be accessible by any railroad 

other than the TPIRR (as a replacement for the CSXT) and that three (3) of the quarries are 

located farther from the TPIRR railheads than other quarries on the list, TPI disagrees that there 

are only seven (7) quarries from which it could secure ballast. 

CSXT attempts to support its ballast supplier evidence by referencing the ballast supplier 

modifications in SunBelt.186 The stand-alone railroad in SunBelt was only 578 miles long and 

located in only three (3) states (Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana). A more relevant 

182 Id. pp. III-F-71-82. 
183 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Ballast Prices by Supplier and Location.xis." 
184 TPI notes that these four quarries had the lowest unit cost. 
185 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-72-75. 
186 Id. p. III-F-74 and footnote 154. 
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comparison to ballast suppliers for the 6,900-mile TPIRR (which travels through seventeen states 

in the eastern U.S. plus the District of Columbia) is the ballast suppliers of the stand-alone 

railroad in DuPont, which consisted of over 7,300 miles and traveled through twenty states, 

sixteen of which are the same as those traversed by the TPIRR. In other words, the TPIRR and 

the DuPont SARR traverse much of the same territory. 

In DuPont, the Complainant developed ballast costs in the same manner as TPI did in 

Opening, i.e., an average based on all the ballast sources provided by the defendant railroad in 

discovery. This methodology was accepted by the Board.187 In other words, there is Board 

precedent for TPI's methodology. In addition, CSXT restricted the number of ballast suppliers 

based on the suppliers it provided in discovery. However, since one of CSXT's main thrusts is 

that the TPIRR would have to obtain ballast from quarries located on other railroads, in reality, 

the number of ballast suppliers would be increased, not decreased, as the TPIRR would be able 

to obtain supplies from quarries located on the NS in the same states the TIPRR traverses. In 

other words, the fourteen quarries that were included in CSXT' s discovery responses are 

representative of the ballast market for 2010 and, consequently, the costs that the TPIRR would 

mcur. CSXT relies upon similar logic for sub-ballast. 188 

While CSXT may be technically right regarding the four (4) ballast quarries located on 

the TPIRR and the three (3) ballast quarries located too far from the TPIRR, TPI does not accept 

CSXT' s restrictions on the number and location of ballast quarries. The impact of this issue on 

ballast costs is discussed below. 

187 See, DuPont at 191. 
188 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-84. 
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(2) Ballast Unit Cost 

In Opening, TPI calculated its ballast unit cost of { {-}} per ton as a simple average 

of the costs for the fourteen suppliers. 189 CSXT criticizes TPI for not weighting the costs on the 

relative quantities provided by each supplier. 190 However, CSXT did not weight its ballast unit 

cost on relative quantities. Instead, CSXT calculated its ballast cost by weighting each ballast 

quarry's unit cost on the number of railheads each quarry serves. In other words, CSXT assigned 

a ballast quarry to each TPIRR railhead, with some quarries assigned to multiple railheads, and 

then developed a simple average. CSXT assigned the Toledo, OH quarry (with the highest unit 

cost) to four (4) railheads, the Junction City, GA quarry to three (3) railheads, four (4) other 

quarries to one railhead each and two (2) quarries to the four ( 4) railheads CSXT substituted for 

the Nashville, TN railhead. 191 Using this distribution, CSXT calculated a simple average cost of 

$12.20 per ton. 192 

The Board should reject CSXT's methodology. CSXT used the quarry with the highest 

unit cost as the most prevalent supplier and eliminated the four ( 4) quarries with the lowest unit 

costs. Furthermore, as noted above, CSXT given no consideration to any quarries located on NS 

near the TPIRR route. This is important because those quarries can provide ballast at a much 

lower price than that used by either TPI or CSXT. As noted above, the complainant in DuPont 

based its ballast unit cost on the average of all ballast sources provided by NS in discovery and 

this was accepted by the Board. Using NS data, the average price per ton in 2010 was $9.06,193 

which is substantially lower than the { {-}} used by TPI and the $12.20 used by CSXT. 

Unfortunately, TPI does not have access to the detail underlying this cost necessary to identify 

189 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Ballast Prices by Supplier and Location.xis." 
190 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-74-75 . 
19 1 See, also CSXT Reply workpaper "Ballast Prices by Supplier and Location CSXT Reply.xis." 
192 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-79, Table IIl-F-15. 
193 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "DuPont ballast cost.pdf." 
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the location and price of each of the quarries but the average cost is telling. When the lower cost 

ballast sources on NS are taken into consideration, TPI' s ballast cost of { {-}} per ton is 

reasonable and supported and TPI continues to use it in Rebuttal. 

In addition, CSXT' s assignment of quarries to railheads and the resulting simple average 

of unit costs and miles to TPIRR railheads contains numerous errors. CSXT assigned Toledo, 

OH as the quarry for Elizabethtown, KY while its supporting workpapers assigned Enka, NC as 

the quarry. Enka, NC is closer than Toledo, OH and has lower costs. CSXT also had incorrect 

miles for the distance from Toledo, OH to Chicago, IL and from Junction City, GA to Atlanta, 

GA. 194 Finally, CSXT assigned the quarry in Verdon, VA to the TPIRR's McKeesport, PA 

railhead despite the fact that the Toledo, OH quarry is nearly 300 miles closer. 195 Although the 

unit cost per ton is higher, the increase is more than made up by the significant decrease in the 

transportation costs. 

(3) Ballast Transportation from Supplier 
to Railhead 

While TPI disagrees with CSXT's restriction on the number and location of ballast 

quarries, TPI does not have any information on the location of quarries utilized by NS in the 

states traversed by the TPIRR. Therefore, TPI is limited to using the ballast quarries utilized by 

CSXT in determining the miles the ballast is transported. 

As discussed above, CSXT developed its average miles from supplier to TPIRR railhead 

weighted on the assignment of ballast quarries to TPIRR railheads and CSXT' s calculations 

194 Compare the material in the CSXT workpaper files contained in the sub-directory "Ballast Shipping" to the 
values in CSXT workpaper "Ballast Prices by Suppliers and Location CSXT Reply.xis" 

195 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Ballast Prices by Supplier and Location CSXT Reply TPI Rebuttal.xlsx" for all 
the corrections to CSXT's calculation of ballast unit cost and transportation distance. 
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include several errors. Correcting these errors reduces the average haul from CSXT's Reply 

value of 265.1 miles to 240.3 miles. 196 TPI uses 240.3 miles in Rebuttal. 

( 4) Ballast Distribution along the TPIRR 

CSXT accepts TPI's 37-mile distance for online transportation. 197 

(5) Material Transportation Unit Cost for 
Ballast 

CSXT claims that TPI's $0.035 per ton-mile is "unrealistically low" for off-line 

transportation. 198 CSXT contacted Vulcan to obtain a ballast transport rate - CSXT calculated a 

weighted average of $0.073 per ton-mile (at 2010 levels) over 265.1 miles. 199 

The parties agree that $0.035 per ton-mile is an appropriate cost to use for transportation 

of ballast on the TPIRR (so-called "on-line transportation").200 As for transportation of ballast 

from quarries to the TPIRR railheads ("off-line transportation"), CSXT objects to the figure used 

by TPI, but CSXT's arguments regarding off-line transportation are largely incoherent and based 

upon a faulty reading of Board authority.201 

First, CSXT objects to TPI's reliance on the AEPCO decision as support for using $0.035 

per ton-mile for off-line transportation costs.202 Although CSXT contends that the Board did not 

accept $0.035 per ton-mile for off-line transportation in AEPCO, this assertion relies on an 

erroneous reading of the AEPCO case. As part of its Opening evidence, the complainant in 

AEPCO clearly used $0.035 per ton-mile for off-line transportation.203 In Reply, the defendants 

196 Ibid. 
197 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-80. 
198 Id. p. III-F-77. 
199 Id. p. III-F-82. 
200 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-81 ("For the portion of the ballast transportation . .. which would be accomplished by 

moving carloads of ballast over the unfinished TPIRR track structure, CSXT's Track Engineering Experts accept 
TPl's $0.035 per ton-mile"). 

201 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-80-82. 
202 Id. p. 111-F-80. 
203 See, AEPCO Opening Evidence at page III-F-53 (filed Jan. 25, 2010) (public version) in STB Docket No. 42113 , 

Arizona Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. v. BNSF Railway Company and Union Pacific Railroad Company 
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accepted the $0.035 per ton-mile off-line transportation cost used by the complainant AEPC0.204 

In the Reply Evidence, the defendants also created a combined weighted average of material and 

transportation costs.205 In Rebuttal, the complainant, AEPCO, objected to the weighted average 

number because it was "hard-coded" with no explanation of how it was derived.206 

In its decision, the Board recognized that defendants BNSF and UP accepted AEPCO's 

use of $0.035 per ton-mile for off-line transportation of ballast.207 As CSXT has notes, the 

Board stated that AEPCO used "a hardcoded unit price for off-line transportation costs" on page 

99 of the AEPCO decision.208 As made clear in the AEPCO Opening Evidence, the off-line 

transportation cost used by AEPCO was $0.035 per ton-mile.209 Hence, a close review of the 

public record shows that $0.035 per ton-mile was used for off-line ballast transportation m 

AEPCO, and CSXT is incorrect in objecting to TPI's reliance onAEPCO. 

Regardless of TPI's reliance on AEPCO, CSXT has not offered a usable alternative off-

line ballast transportation cost as CSXT's ballast transportation cost is unsupported. It is based 

solely on one estimate from a supplier with no support.210 The supplier states { {-

} } This rate is not 

("[ d]elivered costs for ballast are based on shipping distances from the sources to the railheads throughout the 
ANR system, which were then multiplied by 0.035 cents per mile"). 

204 See, BNSF and UP Reply Evidence at page 111.F-54 (filed May 7, 2010) (public version) in STB Docket No. 
42113, AEPCO v. BNSF and UP ("To determine the average off-ANR transportation distance, the defendants' 
engineering experts average the rail line distances from the quarry to the railheads .. . Applying the per ton-mile 
transportation cost of$0.035 accepted in previous rate cases, the average cost of moving one ton of ballast from 
the quarry to the northern two-thirds of ANR is $4.64."). Footnote 150 on page 111.F-54 also makes clear that 
BNSF and UP accepted $0.035 per ton-mile for off-line transportation. 

205 See, BNSF and UP Reply Evidence at page III.F-55 (filed May 7, 2010) (public version) in STB Docket No. 
42113, AEPCO v. BNSF and UP. 

206 See, AEPCO Rebuttal Evidence at page III-F-61 (filed July 1, 2010) (public version) in STB Docket No. 42113, 
AEPCO v. BNSF and UP. 

207 AEPCO at 100 ("Defendants argue that although $0.035 per ton mile is a conservative cost (the cost a railroad 
would charge itself for shipping on its own lines, when the ANR would need to ship ballast over other carriers' 
lines), they use this cost in their calculations.") (citation omitted). 

208 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-80. 
209 AEPCO Opening Evidence at page III-F-53 (filed Jan. 25, 2010) (public version). 
210 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Scanned Vulcan Transportation Information.pdf." 
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supported by any documentation. This rate may include a mark-up added by the supplier. CSXT 

(or its engineering experts) could have easily obtained NS tariffs and determined applicable rates 

but they chose to rely on one unsupported vendor estimate. Furthermore, CSXT overstated its 

ballast transportation unit cost. CSXT' s off-line transportation rate of $0.073 per ton-mile rate 

(adjusted to 3Q10 cost levels) is based on the {{-}}low end of the vendor's estimate. If 

the high-end of { {-}} is used, the estimated per ton-mile rate drops to $0.061 per ton-

mile (at 3Q10 cost levels). 

Furthermore, TPI notes that CSXT accepts $0.035 per ton-mile for the transportation of 

culverts without any objection211 and, as noted above, for the on-line portion of ballast 

. 212 transportation. 

Finally, one of CSXT's criticisms of the $0.035 per ton-mile cost is that it dates back to 

1994.213 However, TPI notes that if this cost were indexed using a cost index such as the Rail 

Cost Adjustment Factor, Adjusted for Productivity ("RCAF A"), the $0.035 cost is reduced to 

$0.032.214 

In short, CSXT's unit cost for off-line transportation of ballast is unsupported and 

overstated. Only TPI has offered comprehensible and supported evidence on this point. The 

Board should use TPI's evidence for the off-line transportation cost of ballast.215 

iii. Sub-Ballast 

CSXT accepts TPI specifications for sub-ballast but rejects TPI's quantities and unit cost. 

CSXT also modified TPI's placement cost.216 

211 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Culvert Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Unit Cost," cells J5 l 
through J59. 

2 12 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-81. 
213 Id. p. III-F-80. 
214 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Index of material transportation cost.xlsx." 
215 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-30. 
216 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-82-85 . 
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In addition to the difference in track miles, CSXT claims that TPI improperly, and with 

no support, excluded sub-ballast quantities beneath grade crossings.217 This adjustment is neither 

improper nor unsupported. The grade crossing specifications included in TPI's Opening 

workpapers clearly specify that the grade crossing cost which TPI used218 includes the task of 

furnishing and placing 12" of compacted sub-ballast.219 

For sub-ballast costs, TPI used a unit cost from the Trestle Hollow Project.22° CSXT 

complains that the Trestle Hollow Project cost is not representative of the cost the TPIRR would 

incur.221 CSXT's overall rationale for rejecting Trestle Hollow costs is based on the critique that 

Trestle Hollow was a "small atypical" project not along the TPIRR route.222 However, the task 

of supplying and placing sub-ballast is not dependent on the size and location of the project. 

CSXT has not shown, nor can it show, that supplying and placing sub-ballast for the Trestle 

Hollow Project was somehow different from what would occur on the TPIRR. CSXT states that 

TPI did not explain how the delivery of sub-ballast to the Trestle Hollow Project would be 

comparable to the delivery of sub-ballast to the entire TPIRR.223 This criticism is entirely 

unwarranted. Sub-ballast was delivered to the Trestle Hollow Project by truck, just as all sub-

ballast would be delivered to the TPIRR locations. Furthermore, TPI's delivered cost was for an 

actual project, where the stakes are far higher than mere quotations like those offered by CSXT. 

The real world nature of the Trestle Hollow costs plainly demonstrates that such unit costs are 

feasible. In addition, TPI thoroughly addressed CSXT's criticisms of the Trestle Hollow Project 

previously in this Rebuttal Part III-F-2. 

2 17 Id. p. III-F-82. 
2 18 See, TPI Opening workpaper "2012 SCTRA Crossing Bid Prices.pdf." · 
2 19 See, TPI Opening workpaper "2012 SCTRA Crossing Specifications.pdf," the first bullet under "Grade Crossing 

Work." 
220 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-30. 
221 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-83. 
222 Id. pp. III-F-16-17. 
223 Id. p. III-F-83 . 
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The sub-ballast unit costs utilized by CSXT are based on a small sampling of sub-ballast 

suppliers rather than actual projects.224 CSXT could have used costs from an actual CSXT 

project, as CSXT done for other construction costs for the TPIRR, but instead obtained material 

price quotes from the suppliers that it selected. Surely CSXT had the occasion to recently 

purchase and place sub-ballast at some location within the TPIRR's territory. 

In addition, TPI notes that in past SAC cases, the unit cost for sub-ballast has generally 

been lower than ballast225 since sub-ballast material requirements are less stringent than those 

used for ballast. Thus, TPI submits that its $13.00 per ton (at 2Q06 cost levels) from the Trestle 

Hollow Project (indexed to $15.11 per ton at 3Q10 cost levels) is conservative in light of 

CSXT's actual ballast costs, which are lower than the sub-ballast cost that TPI is using. TPI 

continues to use the Trestle Hollow Project unit cost for sub-ballast in Rebuttal. 

Finally, CSXT rejects TPl's sub-ballast placement unit cost, claiming that TPI failed to 

include overhead and profit.226 CSXT is correct and TPI accepted CSXT's Reply sub-ballast 

placement unit cost. 

c. Ties 

CSXT accepts TPl's cross tie specifications and spacing but rejects TPl's unit cost and 

transportation cost.227 

In Opening, TPI developed its cross tie unit cost from CSXT's 2010 R-1.228 In Reply, 

CSXT claims that the 2010 R-1 average tie cost of $35.47 reflects mostly smaller and less 

224 Id. pp. III-F-83-84. 
225 See, e.g., PSCo/Xcel I, 7 STB at 683 . 
226 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-84. 
227 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-85-87. 
228 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-31. 
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expensive yard and other switching track ties and few Grade 5 wood ties. CSXT substitutes a tie 

cost of $44.60 based on three (3) supplier quotes included in TPI's Opening workpapers.229 

TPI disagrees with CSXT's conclusion that the TPIRR would not be able to acquire 

Grade 5 main line cross ties for $35.47. In response to CSXT's Reply, TPI reviewed the AFE 

and contractor invoice material provided by CSXT in discovery and identified four (4) separate 

instances where main line cross ties were provided at prices comparable to TPI' s cross tie cost. 

Specifically, the ties ranged in price from $25.75 to $34.98 ($34.12 to $36.71 when indexed to 

3Q10 cost levels) with a weighted average of $35.37 per tie. Quantities ranged as high as 16,302 

cross ties for a single project.230 The TPIRR is entitled to use the lowest feasible cost.231 

Moreover, the TPIRR would be acquiring such a significant number of ties that the other 

suppliers would be willing to match the lowest price in order to obtain a portion of the TPIRR's 

business.232 CSXT's own data produced in discovery conclusively shows that TPI's Opening 

cross tie price is reasonable and feasible. TPI continues to use its Opening cross tie unit cost in 

Rebuttal. 

CSXT accepts TPI's average shipping distance of 256 miles but rejects TPI's 

transportation cost of $0.035 per ton-mile.233 CSXT claims that not only is the $0.035 cost 

improper, it reflects transportation by rail while TPI specified that ties would be shipped via 

truck. In Reply, CSXT states that it has corrected the development of tie transportation costs to 

reflect movement by truck.234 This statement is incorrect. CSXT uses a vendor price quote 

229 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-85-87. 
230 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Tie Discovery AFE Summary.xlsx" and supporting files . 
231 See, e.g., AEPCO at 46 ("AEPCO correctly asserts that it may choose the lowest feasible cost for each category 

of expense"). See, also FMC, 4 STB at 800. 
232 TPI notes that the TPIRR would need to acquire over 36 million cross ties and should certainly be able to obtain 

a volume discount. 
233 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-87. 
234 Id p. III-F-87. 
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which reflects shipment by rail and not truck, which CSXT converts to $0.092 per ton-mile.235 

Therefore, CSXT's criticism of TPI for using a rail transportation cost is irrelevant and should be 

ignored by the Board as both parties actually assumed ties would be transported by rail. 

Furthermore, CSXT's transportation quote is speculative at best. It is an estimate 

provided from a vendor with no support. CSXT wants the reader to believe that the vendor is 

estimating the transportation cost based on available tariffs but there is no way to know if the 

vendor was quoting a tariff or quoting a figure that included a mark-up over a tariff. In fact, 

CSXT's own workpaper states that it is a { { 

} } 
236 In other words, it is not clear by any means 

just what is represented by the { {-}} per car figure in the vendor' s estimate. CSXT could 

have easily identified NS tariff rates pertaining to the transportation of ties but chose not to. 

For the reasons noted above, and the previous discussion regarding the transportation of 

ballast, TPI's use of $0.035 per ton-mile is appropriate for the transportation of cross ties and 

TPI continued to use it in Rebuttal. 

d. Rail 

i. Rail Specifications 

CSXT accepts TPI's rail specifications.23 7 

ii. Rail Pricing 

CSXT accepts TPI's source, pricing for rail and unloading costs but again rejects TPI's 

transportation costs.238 Specifically, CSXT rejects TPI's transportation cost of $0.035 per ton-

235 Id. p. III-F-87. See, also CSXT Reply workpapers ""McCord Tie and Timber Transportation Information.pdf' 
(which clearly shows that the transportation cost is for movement by rail) and "Track Construction CSXT 
Reply.xlsx," tab "TIE TRANSPORTATION COST." 

236 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "McCord Tie and Timber Transportation Information.pdf." 
237 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-88. 
238 Id. pp. III-F-88-89. 
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mile. Using a vendor quote, CSXT calculate_s (!..rail transportation cost of $6.295 per track-foot 

or $138.86 per ton.239 

CSXT increased the average off-line miles (from source to TPIRR railheads) for rail 

transportation slightly due to the replacement of the Nashville railhead with four (4) other 

railheads,240 which TPI accepts. However, CSXT overstated the on-line miles (from TPIRR 

railheads to placement) due to an incorrect link in the 136-pound rail cost calculation in its track 

construction spreadsheet. Instead of using the average of { { .. }} on-line miles,241 which 

reflects CSXT' s correction of the number of track construction packages from { {.}} to 

{ {.}} ,
242 CSXT uses { {.}} ,243 which is the number of track construction packages. CSXT 

also failed to use the { { .. }} miles as the on-line miles for 115-pound rail, instead using a 

hard-coded { { .. }} miles, which is TPI's incorrect on-line miles from opening.244 In 

Rebuttal, TPI used the correct { { .. }} on-line miles for both 136-pound and 115-pound rail. 

CSXT's rail transportation cost is also overstated as it double-counts the rental for the rail 

train during the unloading process. CSXT accepts TPI's unloading cost245 which includes the 

rental costs for the rail train.246 In CSXT's development of rail transportation costs, CSXT also 

included the cost associated with rail train rental for 2.5 weeks (less 3 free days) during 

239 Id p. III-F-89. 
240 Id. p. III-F-94. 
241 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply," tab "Mileage Matrix for Supplier," cell F20. 
242 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply," tab "Mileage Matrix for Supplier," cell F18. 
243 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXR Reply," tab " 136 RE Rail," cell C28. 
244 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXR Reply," tab "115 RE Rail," cell C28 . 
245 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-89. 
246 See, TPI Opening workpapers "Track Construction.xlsx," tab "136 RE Rail," cell C30 and "Rail Train Cost.pdf." 
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unloading.247 Eliminating the double-count caused by including this 2.5 weeks of rail train rental 

reduces CSXT's transportation cost to $5 .302 per track-foot. 248 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's rail transportation unit cost adjusted to remove the 

double-count of rail train rental, as described above, and applied to the correct off-line and on-

line miles. 

iii. Field Welds 

In Opening, TPI included field weld costs based on the rail weld cost including labor and 

materials from a rail project overseen by Crouch Engineering.249 As field welds were already 

included in the costs for grade crossings, TPI included the number of field welds necessary to 

connect the 1,440-foot rail strings and assemble and install the completed turnouts.250 

CSXT rejects TPI's field weld price. CSXT claims that TPI did not provide any support 

for its field weld price. CSXT makes the unsupported assertion that TPI' s unit cost does not 

include the field weld kit and adds the cost for such a kit to TPI's unit cost.251 

The Board should reject CSXT's criticism of TPI's field weld unit cost. The unit cost is 

based upon an actual track rehabilitation project overseen by TPI's expert Witnesses from 

Crouch Engineering.252 CSXT claims that there is no "backup information stating what the bids 

included."253 The TPI opening workpaper clearly shows that the project was "Bay Line Railroad 

Track Rehabilitation", and that the tasks included everything from "install No. 9 turnout" and 

247 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "RAIL SHIPPING COST," cells Cl3 
and C29. 

248 This is accomplished by changing the values in cells C13 and C29 to zero in CSXT Reply workpaper "Track 
Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "RAIL SHIPPING COST." 

249 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-32. 
250 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Track Construction.xlsx". 
25 1 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-89-90. 
252 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-32. 
253 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-90. 
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"unload ballast" to "remove and rebuild grade crossing" and "install crossties".254 There is no 

suggestion that the "field weld rail, 136 RE" category includes anything less than the total 

amount needed for a field weld, especially given the comprehensive nature of the ot~er tasks. 

The Board should reject CSXT's unsupported assertion that the bid summary did not include all 

amounts necessary for a field weld. 255 

CSXT rejects TPI's field weld quantities, claiming that TPI omitted all field welds 

required to install insulated joints and crossing diamonds.256 CSXT is correct that TPI omitted 

the cost of field welds for insulated joints and TPI corrected that in Rebuttal. However, CSXT is 

incorrect about the field welds for crossing diamonds. CSXT accepts TPI' s costs for crossing 

diamonds257 which TPI assumed included the costs for the necessary field welds. Apparently, 

CSXT made the same assumption, despite what CSXT states in the text, as CSXT did not add 

any costs for field welds for crossing diamonds.258 CSXT also states that TPI included four ( 4) 

field welds per grade crossing. 259 This is incorrect as TPI' s grade crossing cost included the 

required field welds. Neither TPI nor CSXT added field welds for grade crossings. 

In Opening, TPI assumed 1,440-foot rail strings in developing the count of field welds 

required to connect the TPIRR's track.26° CSXT also assumed 1,440-foot rail strings in its 

calculation of field weld quantities.261 However, CSXT assumed 1,600 foot rail strings in 

calculating its rail transportation costs.262 Therefore, the number of field welds required to 

254 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Bayline Weld Bid.pdf' . 
255 TPI notes that its engineering Witness, Mr. Crouch, states that he utilized the same field weld unit cost in 

DuPont and SunBelt (adjusted to the relevant time period) and NS accepted the cost without modification in 
those cases. See, DuPont at 135 and SunBelt at 196. 

256 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-89. 
257 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-94. 
258 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Summary," Column Q. 
259 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-89. 
260 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-32. 
261 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-89. 
262 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply," tab "RAIL SHIPPING COST," cell C9. 
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connect the rail strings should be based on 1,600-foot rail strings. TPI made this correction in 

Rebuttal. 

iv. Insulated Joints 

Insulated joints are discussed m Rebuttal Part III-F-6 below, Signals and 

Communications. 

e. Switches 

CSXT accepts TPI's specifications for switches (turnouts). CSXT claims that TPI used 

the wrong supplier location for No. 20 turnouts (Knoxville, TN vs. Decoursey, KY), and did not 

install manual switch machines on yard turnouts. CSXT rejects TPI's transportation costs. 263 

TPI accepts CSXT's revised miles for the shipment of turnouts from Decoursey, KY. 

TPI rejects the cost added by CSXT for manual switch machines (hand throw switches) on yard 

turnouts. TPI' s yard turnout price quote was for a complete turnout which would include the 

hand throw switches.264 For the same reasons discussed above regarding ballast and tie 

transportation, i.e. , CSXT's cost is based on a single vendor estimate with no support, TPI 

continues to use the $0.035 per ton-mile cost used in Opening. 

Part of the difference in total costs for switches is the difference in number of turnouts 

due to the differences in the parties' TPIRR facility plan.265 

f. Other 

i. Rail Lubricators 

In Opening, TPI included costs for rail lubricators, protective mat, shipping and 

installation. 266 

263 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-F-90-91. 
264 See, TPI Opening workpapers "Progress 10 Turnout Quote.pdf' and "Progress Turnout Quote.pdf' 
265 Although not discussed in CSXT's text, CSXT accepts TPl's switch heater costs. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-71 , 

Table III-F-13 . 
266 See, TPI Opening. P. IIl-F-34. 
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CSXT claims that it rejected TPl's rail lubricator quantities and that TPI's costs did not 

include grease, track mat or installation.267 

CSXT is mistaken about a difference in quantity as CSXT accepts TPI's quantity of 

1, 795 rail lubricators.268 

CSXT incorrectly asserts that TPI omitted rail lubricator mats and installation.269 These 

costs were plainly included by TPI. 27° CSXT simply increased the costs for the protective mat, 

installation and shipping without any explanation nor did CSXT provide any reason why TPI' s 

costs were not sufficient. 

For the above reasons, TPI continues to rely on its Opening costs and quantity for rail 

lubricators. 

n. Plates, Spikes and Anchors 

CSXT accepts TPI' s basic specifications and unit costs for plates, spikes and anchors but 

rejects TPl's transportation costs.27 1 The difference in total costs is also impacted by the parties' 

difference in track miles. 

As with other track components, CSXT's transportation costs are based on a single 

vendor' s estimate with no support as opposed to TPI' s transportation costs based on costs 

accepted by the Board in a recent SAC case.272 TPI has continued to rely on the transportation 

cost it used in Opening. 

267 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-92. 
268 Compare CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Summary," cell E56 to TPI 

Opening workpaper "Track Construction.xlsx," tab "Summary," cell E56. 
269 CSXT also claims that TPI failed to include costs for grease. However, CSXT did not include costs for grease 

either. 
270 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Track Construction.xlsx," tab "Rail Lubricator & Mats." 
271 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-93 and workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx." 
272 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-35 . 
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iii. Derails and Wheel Stops 

CSXT accepts TPI's unit price for retractable derails in yard locations and the shipping 

cost used by TPl.273 For main line derails CS~T accepts TPI's unit cost and shipping cost but 

claims that TPI used an incorrect transportation distance for mainline derails.274 TPI accepts the 

correction to the transportation distance for mainline derails. Although not discussed in CXST's 

text, CSXT accepts TPI's counts for both types of derails. 

CSXT accepts TPI's unit costs for wheel stops.275 Although not discussed in CXST's 

text, CSXT accepts TPI' s count for wheel stops. 

1v. Crossing Diamonds 

CSXT accepts TPI's quantities and costs for railroad crossing diamonds.276 

g. Materials Transportation 

Both TPI and CSXT include materials transportation costs with each track construction 

item. However, CSXT rejects TPI's use of Nashville, TN as a TPIRR railhead, stating that all 

the lines in and out of Nashville are being constructed by the TPIRR and, therefore, there will be 

no existing lines available to transport track material to Nashville. CSXT replaces the Nashville 

railhead with four (4) new rail heads at Elizabethtown, KY; Evansville, IN; Milan, TN; and 

Decatur, AL.277 TPI accepts this modification to the TPIRR railheads in Rebuttal. 

273 See, CSXR Reply, p. III-F-93 and "Track Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Sliding Derail." A review of 
CSXT's workpaper also shows that CSXT increased the cost for these derails but CSXT did not explain why the 
increased cost was necessary. Therefore, TPI has continued to use its Opening unit cost which CSXT states it 
accepted. 

274 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-93 and "Track Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Double Switch Point Derail." 
275 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-93. 
276 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-94. 
277 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-94-95 . 
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h. Track Construction Labor 

CSXT accepts TPI' s unit cost for track construction labor. 278 The difference in total costs 

is due to the difference in track miles required for the TPIRR. 

4. Tunnels 

CSXT accepts TPI' s unit costs and methodology for developing the tunnel costs of the 

TPIRR. However, CSXT claims that TPI excluded two (2) tunnels from the tunnel inventory 

provided in discovery that are on the TPIRR route. TPI included these tunnels in Rebuttal. TPI 

and CSXT agree on tunnel investment of$1 ,629.8 million. 

5. Bridges 

Table III-F-6 below compares the bridge and highway overpass construction costs 

developed by TPI in Opening, CSXT in Reply and TPI in Rebuttal. 

Rebuttal Table III-F-6 
TPIRR Bridge Construction Costs 

($ in millions) 

TPI CSXT TPI 
Item Q . I / l!enmg Rei!1~21 Rebutta131 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Type I-IV Bridges (incl. yard) $1 ,286.88 $1 ,535 .26 $1,312.54 
2. Mixed Span Bridges 145.31 232.51 211.80 
3. Tall Bridges 141.28 209.31 207.87 
4. Special Non-Movable Bridges 1,718.27 2,011.81 1,978.02 
5. Oversized Culverts 5.94 83.86 59.08 
6. Movable Bridges 140.23 1,197.8 205 .63 
7. Subtotal $3 ,437.91 $5,270.55 $3 ,924.94 

8. Highway Overpasses 130.14 228.49 223.02 
9. Total $3,568.05 $5,499.04 $4,147.96 

11 TPI Opening workpapers "TPI Bridge Construction Costs.xlsx" and ''TPIRR Highway Overpass 
Construction.xlsx" 

2/ CSXT Reply, p. III-F-98, Table III-F-17. Line 1 includes yard bridges. 
31 TPI Rebuttal workpapers "TPI Bridge Construction Costs Rebuttal.xis" and "TPIRR Highway Overpass 

Construction TPI Rebuttal.xlsx." 

The differences in the above table are discussed in the sections below. 

278 Id. p. III-F-95. 
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a. Bridge Inventory 

In Reply, CSXT added eighteen (18) Type I through Type IV bridges to TPI's Opening 

bridge inventory and reclassified two (2) "special non-movable bridges" as moveable bridges.279 

TPI accepts these adjustments and incorporates them in Rebuttal. CSXT also adjusted the 

number of tracks for certain bridges TPI included in Opening.280 TPI corrects the count of tracks 

for each bridge in Rebuttal. CSXT removed some Type I through Type IV bridges because they 

are not owned by CSXT, and eliminated three (3) special bridges in locations where the TPIRR 

will operate via trackage rights.281 TPI accepts these bridge removals. CSXT also identified 

bridges situated in TPIRR yards that TPI failed to include in its Opening cost calculations.282 

TPI added these yard bridges in Rebuttal. CSXT also criticizes TPI's design of sixty (60) TPIRR 

bridges that include more spans than the corresponding CSXT bridges, but accepts TPI' s design 

nonetheless.283 Each of CSXT's Reply adjustments is discussed in more detail below, along with 

TPI's Rebuttal position on each issue. 

b. Bridge Design and Costs 

CSXT generally accepts TPI's Opening evidence regarding Type I through IV bridges, 

with minor modifications. However, although CSXT accepts most of TPI's bridge inventory and 

bridge component unit costs for Type I through IV bridges, CSXT applied the Means location 

factor to develop bridge investment costs because TPI' s unit costs were based on bids from 

Alabama and Tennessee.284 TPI rejects CSXT's location factor adjustment. 

279 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-98. 
280 Id. p. III-F-99. 
28 1 Id. pp. III-F-99-100. 
282 Id. p. III-F-98, Table III-F-17. 
283 Id. pp. IIl-F-100-102. 
284 Id. pp. IIl-F-103-107 . 
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The TPIRR is entitled to use the lowest feasible cost.285 TPI's costs are certainly 

feasible as they come from actual bridge projects. In addition, CSXT provided no evidence that 

the unit costs used by TPI (many of which were accepted by CSXT) would be different for 

similar projects in other locations of the country. CSXT's location factor adjustment is improper 

and must be rejected. 

i. Type I Bridges 

CSXT accepts TPI's Type I Bridge design and source of unit costs but applies its location 

factors. 286 As discussed above, TPI rejects CSXT's location factors. 

ii. Type II Bridges 

CSXT claims that TPI's Type II Bridge superstructure is not sufficient to meet AREMA 

standards and that TPI used an indirect approach to approximate deflection of the beams. 287 TPI 

rejects CSXT's adjustment for several reasons. First, TPI span length is shown as 45 feet but the 

actual length of the beam is 45.5 feet and the actual length of bearing is 44 feet since TPI is using 

an 18 inch bearing plate. Second, CSXT's calculations improperly used the alternate live load of 

100 kips per axle,288 which is a much heavier load than the E-80 design load, maximum of 80 

kips per specific axle, which is the industry standard that is used for the TPIRR. This results in a 

decreased movement and shear for the beam than what CSXT used.289 Plus, CSXT's and TPI's 

calculations fail to account for the support gained from the rail and bracing used throughout the 

beam, which adds to the capacity of the beams. 

285 See, e.g., AEPCO at 46 ("AEPCO correctly asserts that it may choose the lowest feasible cost for each category 
of expense"). See, also FMC, 4 STB at 800. 

286 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-107. 
287 Id. pp. III-F-108-109. 
288 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Type II Bridge Beam Deflection.pdf," p. 9. 
289 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Type II Bridge Cales 60 ft Span.pdf," p. 3. 
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In addition, CSXT adjusted the way TPI applied its unit costs for elastomeric bearing 

pads and steel base plates.290 TPI accepts this adjustment in Rebuttal. CSXT also adds location 

factors to its Type II bridge construction costs.291 As discussed previously, TPI rejects CSXT's 

location factors : 

iii. Type III Bridges 

CSXT accepts TPI's Type III Bridge design and source of unit costs but applies its 

location factors. 292 As discussed above, TPI rejects CSXT's location factors. 

iv. Type IV Bridges 

CSXT accepts TPI's design for the Type IV Bridge superstructure. CSXT claims that the 

price TPI included for through-plate girders is unsupported and has replaced it with a unit price 

from publicly available contractor bids. Also, CSXT modified the cost calculation for TPI's 

Type IV bridge abutments to include 12 piles as shown in TPI' s design rather than ten (10) piles 

included in TPI' s costs. Finally, CSXT applies its location factor adjustment for Type IV 

bridges.293 TPI accepts all of these adjustments, except the location factors, in Rebuttal. 

v. Mixed Span Bridges 

CSXT adjusted TPI's mixed span bridge cost calculations to reflect changes CSXT made 

to Type II and Type IV . bridges. As discussed above under Type II and Type IV bridges, TPI 

accepts some of CSXT's adjustments but rejects others. TPI incorporates the adjustments it 

accepted into its Rebuttal cost calculations for mixed span bridges. CSXT also adjusted the costs 

to include the fixed cost per span component, which TPI inadvertently omitted in its Opening 

cost calculations. TPI includes fixed costs in Rebuttal. CSXT also applied its location factor 

290 See, CSXT Reply. pp. III-F-109-111. 
291 Id. p. III-F-108. 
292 Id. pp. III-F-111-112. 
293 Id. pp. III-F-112-113 . 
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adjustment for mixed span bridges. As discussed previously, TPI rejects CSXT's location 

factors. 

vi. Tall Bridges 

CSXT argues that TPI cannot use a 55' tower as the template for taller structures because 

the support is insufficient, and redesigned the towers over 75 feet tall using more and stronger 

steel than TPI included in Opening. 294 TPI accepts CSXT' s modifications to the steel towers in 

Rebuttal. 

CSXT adjusted TPI's tall span bridge cost calculations to reflect changes CSXT made to 

Type II and Type IV bridges. As discussed above under Type II and Type IV bridges, TPI 

accepts some of CSXT's adjustments but rejects others. TPI incorporates the adjustments it 

accepted into its Rebuttal cost calculations for tall bridges. CSXT also adjusted the costs to 

include the fixed cost per span component, which TPI inadvertently omitted in its Opening cost 

calculations. TPI includes fixed costs in Rebuttal. CSXT adjusted TPI' s Opening calculation to 

index 2Q06 steel price quotes to 3Ql0. TPI accepts and incorporates this adjustment in Rebuttal. 

CSXT also applied its location factor adjustment for tall bridges which TPI rejects. 

vii. Special Non-Moveable Bridges 

CSXT reclassified two (2) special non-moveable bridges as moveable bridges. CSXT 

also increased the clearance height for two (2) of the bridges TPI included to replicate actual 

clearances.295 TPI accepts both of these adjustments in Rebuttal. 

CSXT adjusts the costs for the steel towers in the same manner as it did for tall bridges; 

adjusts TPI's Opening calculation to index 2Q06 steel price quotes to 3Q10; and adjusts TPI's 

weight per foot factor for steel. TPI incorporates these changes in Rebuttal. 

294 Id. pp. III-F-115-119. 
295 Id. pp. III-F-121 -122. 
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CSXT adjusted TPI's special non-moveable bridge cost calculations to reflect changes 

CSXT made to Type II and Type IV bridges. As discussed above under Type II and Type IV 

bridges, TPI accepts some of CSXT's adjustments but rejects others. TPI incorporates the 

adjustments it accepted into its Rebuttal cost calculations for special non-moveable bridges. 

CSXT also adjusted the costs to include the fixed cost per span component, which TPI 

inadvertently omitted in its Opening cost calculations. TPI includes fixed costs in Rebuttal. 

Finally, CSXT also applied its location factor adjustment for special non-moveable bridges, 

which TPI rejects. 

viii. Truss Span Bridges 

CSXT adjusted the weight-per-foot used to calculate the truss span weight of steel. 

CSXT redesigned the piers and abutments to accommodate the large truss spans required by the 

TPIRR.296 In addition, CSXT applied location factors to the costs. TPI does not accept CSXT's 

location factors, but does accept and incorporate the other modifications to truss span bridges in 

Rebuttal. 

ix. Oversized Culverts 

TPI proposed replacing many existing oversized culverts with Type I bridges, which 

CSXT accepted. However, CSXT claims that TPI's bridge length and height are insufficient. 

CSXT made adjustments to account for the existing culvert width and the depth from the base of 

the culvert to the track elevation. This adjustment requires increasing the bridge length to 

account for abutments and spill slopes at a 2: 1 ratio and increasing the bridge height to account 

for fill between the culvert and track. TPI accepts CSXT's proposed adjustments but uses a 1.5:1 

ratio for spill slopes because it is a very common practice for slopes to be 1.5:1. For example, 

296 Id. pp. III-F-124-127. 
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BNSF's and UP's standards for bridges use 1.5:1 for slopes.297 Using 1.5:1 spill slopes is 

reasonable because TPI also uses 1.5:1 slopes for its roadbed. CSXT also applies its location 

factor adjustment, which TPI rejects, as discussed previously. 

While preparing Rebuttal, TPI discovered that it had double-counted the number of 

abutments for the bridges replacing oversized culverts. TPI corrects this error in Rebuttal. 

x. Moveable Bridges 

CSXT accepts TPI' s use of bascule span and vertical lift bridges but made several 

adjustments to TPI's Opening moveable bridge evidence. Each issue raised by CSXT is 

addressed below. 

(1) Bascule Span Bridges 

In Opening, TPI estimated the cost per foot of a bascule span by assuming the bascule 

span costs were 75 percent of the total costs for a bascule span bridge. CSXT rejected TPI's 

estimate and, based on the analysis of actual costs for a bascule span bridge, CSXT calculated 

that the bascule span costs represented 91 percent of the total costs. CSXT applied this ratio in 

developing its Reply evidence.298 TPI accepts this adjustment in Rebuttal. CSXT also applies its 

location factor adjustment for the non-movable approach portions of the movable spans. As 

discussed previously, TPI rejects CSXT's location factors. 

(2) Vertical Lift Span Costs 

In Opening, TPI estimated the cost per foot for a vertical lift span by dividing the total 

cost for such a span by the span length. CSXT disputed TPI's opening cost estimate because TPI 

did not separate total costs into variable and fixed cost components on a line-item basis before 

determining the average cost per foot, consistent with TPI' s treatment of other bridge types. 

297 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Bridge abutment spill slopes.pdf'. 
298 Id pp. IIl-F-132-134. 
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CSXT performed such a separation and developed a revised cost for vertical lift spans.299 TPI 

accepts CSXT' s costs for the vertical lift spans on the TPIRR in Rebuttal. CSXT also modified 

TPI's opening evidence by limiting bascule span length to 248 feet (the largest such span in 

existence on the portion of the CSXT network replicated by the TPIRR) and using vertical lift 

spans for bridges with moveable portions longer than 248 feet. TPI accepts this modification in 

Rebuttal. 

(3) TPIRR Cost Responsibility 

In Opening, TPI included only 10 percent of moveable bridge costs under the assumption 

that it would receive Truman-Hobbs Act funding for movable bridges on the TPIRR route. 

CSXT rejects TPI's assumption. CSXT argues that TPI has misunderstood the Act's intent and 

that Board precedent precludes reliance on bridge funding via the Act. Specifically, CSXT 

argues that the Truman-Hobbs Act funding can only be invoked upon issuance of an Order to 

- Alter existing bridges that are "unreasonable obstructions to navigation." Because the TPIRR 

bridges would be new- not existing-structures, they would be ineligible for Truman-Hobbs 

Act funding by definition. 300 

CSXT further argues that the DuPont and SunBelt decisions established that the SARR 

must bear the full cost of constructing all bridges absent evidence proving that the incumbent 

railroad did not bear the full cost of constructing the movable bridge when it was first erected. 

CSXT states that because TPI offered no proof demonstrating that a party other than CSXT bore 

the initial construction costs, CSXT must be presumed to have borne those costs in their entirety. 

CSXT's logic is flawed for the reasons discussed below. In Rebuttal, TPI continues to 

incur investment at 10 percent of construction costs for movable bridges. 

299 Id. pp. III-F-134-136. 
300 Id. pp. III-F-139-141. 
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In DuPont, the Board ruled that "DuPont will be responsible for the full cost of moveable 

bridges with no cost sharing arrangement" via the Truman-Hobbs Act.301 As the Board clarified, 

it interprets the Truman-Hobbs Act to "not provide funding assistance for the construction of 

brand new bridges."302 

However, the Board' s decision in DuPont failed to address both parties' explicit 

acknowledgement in that case that a blanket ban on a SARR's use of Truman-Hobbs Act funding 

would impose an impermissible barrier to entry on the SARR. If the incumbent railroad was 

ordered to construct a bridge to achieve a specified level of navigability of an intersecting 

waterway, then the SARR presumably has no choice but to construct the same bridge that the 

incumbent was ordered to construct in order to preserve that level of navigability on the affected 

waterway. However, if the incumbent received Truman-Hobbs Act funding to construct the 

required bridge, and the SARR must construct the same bridge without the benefit of the same 

funding source, then a barrier to entry clearly has been created. 

In discussing the concept of barriers to entry in West Texas Utilities, the Board stated that 

the definition of barrier to entry must comport with the Board's regulatory purpose of 

constraining a railroad from monopoly pricing. 303 The Board decided that the SARR is a 

replacement carrier that steps into the shoes of the incumbent carrier for the segment of rail 

system the SARR would serve.304 The fact that a SARR "steps into the shoes" of the incumbent 

as a replacement for, and not a competitor to, the existing railroad provides the SARR with the 

ability to provide a constraint to the existing railroad from monopoly pricing.305 

301 See, DuPont, p. 223. 
302 Ibid. 
303 See, West Texas Utilities at 670. 
304 Ibid. 
305 The Board' s reasoning for this definition of barriers to entry comes directly from Contestable Market Theory, 

and the work ofBaumol, Panzar and Willig ("Baumol, et al") as noted in West Texas Utilities. In their book 
"Contestable Markets and the Theory oflndustry Structure," Baumol, et al, define an entry barrier as "anything 

III-F-81 



I 

PUBLIC 

CSXT' s ability to construct new moveable bridges at a lower cost than a SARR simply 

because CSXT has a bridge in place, and the SARR does not, clearly creates a cost for the SARR 

that imposes a barrier to entry.306 Barriers to entry are "any costs that a new entrant must incur 

that was not incurred by the incumbent. This would preclude the incumbent from earning 

monopoly rents in the form of a return on investments it never actually made, but would permit 

the incumbent a competitive return on the current replacement cost of all investment that it did 

incur. "307 

The Board must recognize this barrier to entry and permit the SARR one of two (2) 

options: either (1) allow the SARR access to Truman-Hobbs Act funding, or (2) allow the SARR 

to construct a bridge that provides a lesser level of waterway navigability than the existing 

bridge. Each generation of railroad bridges has been required to accommodate more and larger 

marme vessels on an expanding number of waterways308 because of government mandates. 

that requires an expenditure by a new entrant into an industry, but imposes no equivalent cost upon an 
incumbent." [See, Baumol, et al at 282 and West Texas Utilities at 669]. The definition implies that the entrant 
does not have to pay more than what the incumbent would pay for the asset in the current market. In other 
words, the SARR does not have to pay more than the incumbent does to replace its current assets. The fact that 
the incumbent can pay less for essentially the same asset as a new entrant due to the incumbent's replacing an 
existing asset versus an entrant's building the asset for the first time leads to a cost that creates a barrier to entry. 

306 A simple example illustrates this issue. Assume an industry where companies have only one asset. The cost for 
an entrant to acquire the asset is $1 million, but, because of government subsidies, an incumbent that is replacing 
the same asset incurs only $100,000 in costs. It is simple to see that the incumbent has a distinct cost advantage 
over the new entrant and may charge enough to cover its costs, while undercutting the prices of the entrant. The 
entrant cannot operate in such a market in the long-run since it cannot compete with the incumbent. In other 
words, the market is not contestable. The only way for contestable market theory to work is to ensure that the 
entrant into the market does not incur a cost disadvantage relative to the incumbent. The subsidy provided by the 
Federal Government on moveable bridges provides just such a cost advantage to the incumbent, and cannot be 
allowed. 

307 See, West Texas Utilities at 670. 
308 When the bridges were originally built in the 1800's, they were constructed using mostly timber components on 

the approaches, with some longer iron spans (modem steel did not yet exist). Many of the existing flood control 
projects (dams, locks, and levees) were not in place when the railroads were built. Therefore, not all streams and 
rivers were navigable when the railroads were built, and they certainly were not capable of supporting modem 
barge traffic. The bridges have been upgraded over time in order to provide longer clear spans and increased 
vertical clearances. If the TPIRR were allowed to construct bridges similar to the original structures, there would 
be no vertical lift bridges, because they were not present when the railroads were constructed. The first patent 
for a lift bridge was awarded to J. A. L. Waddell in 1893. Waddell's 1893 design is considered the first example 
ofa "modem" vertical lift bridge. (See: e.g., http://www.historicbridges.org/bridges/browser/?bridgebrowser= 
illinois/sblift/). 
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Truman-Hobbs explicitly recognizes that this imposes costs on the railroads that they should not 

have to bear (i.e., unfunded mandates). If the Board denies the SARR access to Truman-Hobbs 

Act funding that exists only to relieve the incumbent railroads of this cost burden in the real 

world, it must also allow the SARR to ignore the mandates that necessitate the costs to be 

incurred. If the SARR cannot access Truman-Hobbs Act funding, it must be allowed to 

construct bridges without regard for the navigation requirements of intersecting waterways, with 

shorter and/or lower, and possibly non-movable spans. 

In Reply, CSXT explicitly recognized the vacuum in the Board's logic. Specifically, 

CSXT evoked the argument NS put forth in DuPont: "[u]nless a party provides evidence 

demonstrating otherwise, a SAC analysis must assume that the incumbent railroad bore the full 

cost of constructing the movable bridge when the structure was originally built, and thus the 

SARR must bear that full cost. "309 

CSXT further argued that, 

[b ]ecause TPI presented no evidence showing that the government or another 
party paid part of the cost of building movable bridges on the TPIRR system, the 
TPIRR--like CSXT and its predecessors--must bear 100% of the cost of the 
original construction of the movable bridges.310 

This argument demonstrates that the Board' s ruling in DuPont was flawed. The Board simply 

ruled that no new bridge projects can be eligible for Truman-Hobbs Act funding . The Board' s 

language fails to even consider whether the incumbent railroad bore the full cost of constructing 

existing movable bridges, which was a significant oversight. CSXT's Reply argument posits that 

the SARR must bear the full cost in the SARR construct only if the incumbent bore the full cost 

in the real world. 

309 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-139, citing NS Reply as referenced by the Board in DuPont. 
310 Id. pp. III-F-1 39-140. 
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Importantly, CSXT does not claim to have paid the full cost for all movable bridges on its 

system. It cannot make that claim because it did not pay in full for all bridges. Rather, CSXT 

claims that it must be assumed that CSXT did pay the full cost of all bridges absent a 

demonstration by the complainant that it paid less than the full amount. This arrangement places 

an unrealistic burden on the complainant because the incumbent railroad-not the complaining 

shipper-is in possession of the information required to make that demonstration. 

However, based on public data, TPI can demonstrate that CSXT Bridge 193, which 

crosses the Mobile River at CSXT Milepost 000653.44 on the CSXT M&M Subdivision near 

Hurricane Alabama311 --a bridge that is replicated by the TPIRR--was funded 94 percent by the 

Truman-Hobbs Act and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).312 The budget 

for this project was $72 million and construction was completed in 2011.313 This is a bridge that 

is replicated on the TPIRR. Imposing the full construction costs of this bridge-as CSXT done 

in Reply-undoubtedly imposes an impermissible barrier to entry on the TPIRR. In fact, TPI' s 

Opening assumption in this case for this bridge was conservative, as CSXT actually received not 

only 90 percent Truman-Hobbs funding but also additional ARRA funding for this bridge. 

The Truman-Hobbs Act was designed explicitly to fund the replacement of bridges from 

another era, and all railroads are eligible for funding through the program. CSXT seeks to 

impose an entry barrier on the TPIRR by limiting its access to a federal program to which CSXT 

access and from which it has drawn federal funds. 

311 The construction cost of this bridge is calculated in CSXT's Reply workpaper "TPI Bridge Construction Costs 
CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPI Special Moveable Bridges," line 13. 

312 CSXT received $67.7 million in federal funds under the Truman-Hobbs Act and the ARRA combined for CSXT 
Bridge 193 Crossing the Mobile River at CSXT Milepost 000 653.44 on the CSXT M&M Subdivision near 
Hurricane, Alabama. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "DRS OIG-12-09.pdf', page 2, Table 1. 

3 13 Davis, P., Davis, C. Walter, R., "The Alteration of CSX Bridge 193 Crossing the Mobile River," presented 
September 17, 2012 at the American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association Proceedings. 
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Moreover, there are many other examples, in addition to Truman-Hobbs funding, of 

railroad bridge construction or repair being funded in part or in total by sources outside of the 

railroad. For example, the Department of Transportation's ("DOT") Transportation Investment 

Generating Economic Recovery ("TIGER") program, which was created by Congress in 2009, 

directs the DOT to invest in a variety of transportation modes, including freight rail. For projects 

receiving a TIGER Discretionary Grant, federal funds (including the TIGER Discretionary Grant 

and any other federal discretionary or formula funds) may be used for up to 80 percent of the 

costs of the project. DOT may increase the federal share above 80 percent for projects located in 

rural areas, in which case DOT may fund up to I 00 percent of the costs of a project. 

Projects that are eligible for TIGER Discretionary Grants ("Eligible Projects") include, 

but are not limited to: (1) highway or bridge projects eligible under title 23 , United States Code; 

(2) public transportation projects eligible under chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code; (3) 

passenger and freight rail transportation projects; and, (4) marine port infrastructure 

investments. 314 

Two (2) of the 2014 Tiger Grants will fund the replacement of movable freight rail 

bridges, including one on the CSXT. Specifically, TIGER funds have been awarded to CSXT 

for the long-term replacement of the Long Bridge over the Potomac River. The Long Bridge, 

which is owned by CSXT, is the only direct rail connection between the District of Columbia 

and the Commonwealth of Virginia.315 During the long history of this bridge it has often had 

movable sections.316 

Another TIGER grant will fund the rail components of the Sarah Mildred Long Bridge 

replacement over the Piscataqua River. The Sarah Mildred Long Bridge, a lift bridge connecting 

3 14 See, http://www.dot.gov/tiger/about. 
315 See, http://www.dot.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/TIGER14_FrojectFactSheets.pdf. 
3 16 See, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ l 4th_ Street_Bridge _(Potomac_ River). 
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Maine and New Hampshire, currently handles both highway and rail traffic and is being replaced 

I after 74 years. The replacement bridge will feature an integrated rail-highway deck for the lift 

span, maintaining rail access for the Portsmouth Naval Station.317 

I 

Certainly, funding the construction of bridges on a new freight railroad (TPIRR) just after 

TIGER was enacted would qualify as a Transporj:ation Investment Generating Economic 

Recovery. Although it is obviously impossible for TPIRR to demonstrate that it would have 

received TIGER funding if it were an actual program applicant, it is equally impossible to prove 
I 

that it would not. However, unlike Truman-Hobbs, TIGER does not specify a standard cost-

sharing arrangement. 

There are many state-level funding sources as well. For example, in 2013, the Florida 

Department of Transportation ("FDOT") solicited proposals for a contract consisting of the 

replacement of the existing SFRC CSXT Railroad Rolling Lift Bridge parallel to and west of SR-

91 I-95 over the south fork of the New River in Broward County, Florida. According to the 

FDOT, the existing bridge needed to be replaced because the bridge had been deemed 

structurally deficient and because supports added to stabilize the bridge had compromised the 

horizontal clearance of the river. A new rolling lift bridge was proposed at approximately 35 

feet west of the existing bridge, along with the realignment of the railroad tracks. 31 8 See 

Rebuttal Figure III-F-1 below for a Google Maps image of the open bridge.319 

317 See, http://www.dot.gov I sites/ dot.gov/files/ docs/Tl GER 14 _ Proj ectFactSheets. pdf. 
318 http://www.dot.state.fl.us/cc-admin/Lettings/2013/2013 BSN/Junl3/T4360.txt. 
319 https://www.google.com/maps/place/South+Fork+New+River.+Fort+Lauderdale. +FL/@26.1182529 ,-

80. l 458275,313m/data=!3m l ! le3 !4m2!3ml ! ls0x88d900f03c70eaa3:0x7bc0cff59761ef4f 

III-F-86 



PUBLIC 

Rebuttal Figure III-F-1 
Movable CSXT Bridge repairs funded by Florida DOT 

A 2007 United States Government Accountability Office ("GAO") Report states that 

"over 30 states have published freight plans that describe their goals and approach to freight-

related investments."320 The TPIRR is located in several of these states. For example, The 

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation321 administers a matching grant program to support 

freight railroad maintenance and construction costs; and eligible recipients include freight 

railroads, transportation organizations, municipalities, municipal authorities, and other eligible 

users of freight railroad infrastructure. 322 

320 United States Government Accountability Office, "Railroad Bridges and Tunnels, Federal Role in Providing 
Safety Oversight and Freight Infrastructure Investment Could Be Better Targeted," August 2007, page 33-34. 

321 See, http://www.dot.state.pa.us/lntemet/Bureaus/pdBRF.nsf/RailFreightHomepage? 
openframeset&Frame=main&src=infoGrantProgram?readform. Financial assistance is available on a matching 
grant basis to railroad companies, transportation organizations, municipalities, municipal authorities and users of 
rail freight infrastructure whose proposals, at a minimum, meet certain project eligibility requirements. 

322 GA0-07-770, Railroad Bridges and Tunnels: Federal Role in Providing Safety Oversight and Freight 
Infrastructure Investment Could Be Better Targeted, August, 2007, page 34. 
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Virginia' s Rail Enhancement Fund was created in 2005 as the first dedicated revenue 

. stream for investment in rail infrastructure in Virginia's history. The Fund supports 

improvements for passenger and freight rail transportation throughout Virginia.323 It is 

administered by the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation. 

The Ohio Department of Development, in cooperation with the Ohio Department of 

Transportation and the Ohio Rail Development Commission, has established a $100 million 

forgivable loan program for eligible transportation, logistics, and infrastructure projects in the 

State. Eligible capital infrastructure projects include road, rail, air and port improvements that 

expand connectivity to logistics and/or intermodal centers, reduce checkpoints, and freight 

bottlenecks, and enhance the flow of freight and/or improve access to new markets for Ohio 

businesses. Most of the funding originally allocated to this program has been distributed.324 

Ohio also has a State Infrastructure Bank ("SIB"). The program was capitalized with a 

$40 million authorization of state general revenue funds from the Ohio State Legislature, $10 

million in state motor fuel tax funds, and $87 million in Federal Title XXIII Highway Funds. 

Any highway or transit project eligible under Title XXIII, as well as aviation, rail and other 

intermodal transportation facilities is eligible for direct loan funding under the SIB.325 

There is an ever expanding pool of public funding resources available to the railroads for 

movable railroad bridge projects. However, because there are so many, and they are so varied, it 

is unreasonable to expect complaining shippers to possess knowledge of all of the programs, 

much less the extent to which they are being leveraged by the railroads. 

323 See, http://www.drpt.virginia.gov/projects/refaspx. 
324 See, http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Rail/Programs/StatewideRailPlan/Documents/Chapter%2011 %20-

%20Rail%20Funding%20and%20Finance%200Rtions.pdf. 
325 See, http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Pages/StatelnfrastructureBank.aspx. 
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The existence of the programs described above results from a growing recognition that 

America's freight transportation infrastructure provides public benefits, and a growing I 
movement to form public-private partnerships ("PPP") to fund freight infrastructure projects, 

including for Class I railroads. Given the resources available for potentially funding a movable 

railroad bridge, it is eminently reasonable to assume that a SARR will be eligible to receive a 

percentage of the costs of construction of its movable railroad bridges through public sources. 

TPI uses the widely known 90 percent Truman-Hobbs construction cost split as a reasonable 

proxy for funding it would receive on all projects, from the Truman Hobbs Act or other public 

sources, for constructing movable bridges over navigable waterways. It would be manifestly 

unfair to place the burden on the shipper to prove the specific funding the incumbent railroad 

received for constructing all of its movable bridges. 

( 4) Pier Heights 

CSXT alleges that TPI' s Opening pier heights for movable bridges are understated 

because TPI failed to account for water depth in its bridge clearance figures. CSXT estimates 

that the average understatement is 12 feet based on review of public water depth data, but makes 

an upward adjustment of 5 feet for all movable bridges, which it claims is conservative.326 

TPI rejects CSXT's adjustment because TPI requested bridge clearance and height data 

in discovery but CSXT provided clearance data only and refused to provide bridge height data 

because it would require a special study.327 In developing its Reply evidence, CSXT performed 

a portion of the special study it refused to undertake in developing materials responsive to TPI' s 

discovery requests. TPI rejects CSXT's selective use of special studies and retains its Opening 

bridge heights in Rebuttal. 

326 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-141-142. 
'27 ' See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT Response to RFP No. 133.pdf' . 
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xi. Highway Overpasses 

CSXT accepts TPI' s cost per square foot of deck and 10 percent share of the costs but 

rejects TPI's development of square footage quantities claiming that TPl's approach to 

estimating overpass bridge deck area claiming that a county-wide approach is too broad. CSXT 

uses a different data set available at the Federal Highway Administration's web site than the data 

set used by TPI in Opening. The data set used by CSXT allows for the specific identification of 

highway bridges over railroads. CSXT also applies the Means Handbook location factors to 

adjust the unit cost to the location where the highway overpasses are constructed. 328 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's highway overpass investment with one adjustment to 

exclude the locations factors . 

6. Signals and Communications 

Table III-F-7 below compares the signals and communications construction costs 

developed by TPI in Opening, CSXT in Reply and TPI in Rebuttal. 

Rebuttal Table III-F-7 
TPIRR Signals and Communications Investment Costs 

($ in millions) 

TPI CSXT CSXT CSXT TPI 
Item 0 · I I 

~enmg Re~ly2 -2010 Re~ly21-2015 Re~ly21-Total Rebuttal31 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. Signals $912.08 $1,154.81 $1 ,154.81 $1 ,041.35 
2. PTC Share 74.37 178.60 $30.18 208.78 121.02 
3. Communications 282.79 381.02 381.02 342.17 
4. Hump Yard Equipment 300.58 300.58 300.58 300.58 
5. Locomotive Radios 58.70 505.44 70.31 575 .75 72.92 
6. PTC Development 0.00 140.88 91.87 232.75 0.00 
7. Total $1,628.52 $2,661.33 $192.36 $2,853 .69 $1 ,878.04 

1/ TPI Opening workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications.xlsx." 
2/ CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications CSXT Reply.xlsx." 
3/ TPI Rebuttal workpa er "TPI Signals & Communications Rebuttal.xlsx." 

328 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-142-145. 
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a. Signal System 

i. PTC Installation in 2010 

CSXT accepts TPI' s assumption that TPIRR will install PTC at the beginning of the 

analysis period, which is consistent with the Board's recent DuPont and SunBelt decisions. 

However, CSXT rejects TPI's assumption that the system installed in 2010 would meet the 2015 

interoperability standards required by RSIA. CSXT supports its position based on its claim that 

many of the critical components did not exist and could not have been installed in 2010. As a 

result, CSXT posits that many of the components installed in 2010 would need to be upgraded or 

replaced before 2015.329 As TPI stated in Opening, and restates below, TPI is installing a 

functioning PTC system at the beginning ofTPIRR operations in 2010. 

Furthermore, CSXT continues to improperly treat the TPIRR' s PTC system like the PTC 

system that CSXT is trying to install, i.e., the TPIRR must first install one system and then 

overlay another system in 2015. In prior proceedings, the railroads have taken the position that 

the SARR must first install a CTC system and then overlay PTC on top. In this proceeding, 

CSXT gone one step further - CSXT the TPIRR installing a PTC system in 2010 and then 

installing an "upgraded" PTC system in 2015. In addition to CSXT including costs that reflect 

the installation of an overlay system, which the TPIRR does not need to do, CSXT, in many 

instances, saddled the TPIRR with costs in excess of what CSXT incurred by piling on an 

additional 25 percent of CSXT costs in 2015 for "upgrades." 

Finally, replacing and upgrading components after only five (5) years is not something a 

least-cost, most efficient railroad would undergo. TPI addresses each of CSXT's specific 

criticisms below. 

329 Id. pp. III-F-150-151. 
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ii. Signal Component Inventory 

CSXT accepts TPI's method of assuming typical CTC component installations at various 

locations based on the stick diagrams but CSXT claims that TPI omitted or misapplied some 

signal components and used incorrect or unsupported unit costs for some components. In Reply, 

CSXT added or modified many components to TPI's opening signal system.330 Each of the 

items identified in CSXT's Reply is addressed below. 

(1) Omitted or Misapplied Components 

First, CSXT claims that TPI omitted the costs for track connections or track wires and 

adds these costs. CSXT is incorrect. TPI included the wires for the track circuit connections in 

Opening33 1 but inadvertently omitted the connectors to the rails. It was not possible to use the 

cost included by CSXT because it is unsupported; the workpaper CSXT references is a cost for 

an 85 lb. full toe angle bar, not track connections.332 Therefore, TPI obtained a quote for the 

connectors and included the costs in Rebuttal.333 

Second, CSXT claims that the cable used by TPI for AC service drops is inadequate and 

CSXT substitutes the costs for higher capacity cables. TPI accepts CSXT' s substitution in 

Rebuttal. 

Third, CSXT claims that TPI did not include grounding kits for signal equipment shelters 

and CSXT adds costs for materials and installation. TPI adds this item and accepts CSXT' s unit 

costs in Rebuttal. 

Finally, CSXT claims that TPI did not include the costs for fencing around the TPIRR's 

intermediate or interlocking signal huts and adds this cost in Reply. CSXT claims that fencing is 

330 Id. pp. III-F-151-155 . 
331 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications.xlsx," tab "Components & Tabulations, Item 25 

(Line 30). 
332 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Connection Cost.pdf." 
333 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Track Connector.pdf.'' 
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needed around signal huts because they are "high value pieces of equipment."334 The huts 

specified by TPI and accepted by CSXT have locking doors as required by FRA335 and fencing is 

not necessary. Moreover, CSXT provided no evidence that it has security fences around all of its 

signal huts. The Board should reject the nearly { {. }} million336 added by CSXT as 

unnecessary gold-plating. 337 

(2) Incorrect Unit Costs 

CSXT adjusts several of TPI's unit costs based on claims that either TPI's costs do not 

conform to the support it provided or that TPI' s costs were unsupported. 338 

First, CSXT claims that TPI's signal foundation costs of $250 per location are 

unsupported and substitutes a cost of $610 per location based on a vendor quote. TPI accepts 

CSXT' s cost in Rebuttal. 

Second, CSXT claims that the $3,000 cost TPI used for 24 volt batteries conflicted with 

the documented cost information contained in TPI' s workpapers which CSXT claims show 

$4,100. TPI accepts CSXT's cost in Rebuttal. 

Third, CSXT claims that TPI misstated the unit cost for power and manual mainline 

switches by $6,000-9,000 per unit based on TPI's workpapers and increases the unit costs in 

Reply. TPI accepts CSXT's adjustment in Rebuttal. 

Finally, CSXT claims that the unit cost of $213 used by TPI for insulated joints was 

"undocumented" and conflicted with information provided by CSXT in discovery. CSXT 

substitutes what it claims is a documented unit cost of $1 ,528 in Reply. 

334 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-153. 
335 See, 49 CFR Part 236.3. 
336 See, CSXT Reply workpaper 'TPI Signals & Communications CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Components & 

Tabulation." 
337 See, Duke/NS, at 101 (n. 19). 
338 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-153-155. 
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Despite CSXT's claim to the contrary, TPI's Opening unit cost was documented in an 

email that was provided in TPI's Opening workpapers.339 CSXT's unit cost is for an insulated 

joint that includes 20 feet of rail, which explains why CSXT's unit cost is so high. However, 

CSXT did not deduct the cost of 20 feet of rail for each insulated joint from its rail cost 

calculations. Therefore, CSXT's $1 ,528 unit price double-counts the cost of a significant 

amount of rail. TPI's unit cost" is for just the insulated joint as rail costs have already been 

included. TPI continues to use its Opening unit cost for insulated joints. 

(3) Outdated Unit Costs 

CSXT claims that several of TPI's unit costs were outdated 2005 unit costs that TPI 

failed to index to 2010. This includes costs for interlocking and intermediate huts, signals, 

switches, electric locks, batteries, cables, Failed Equipment Detectors ("FEDs"), crossing 

predictor huts and VHF LMR radios, among other items. CSXT indexes the costs for these items 

to 2010 levels using the DCF Model inflation index to index signals costs. 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts the need for the material costs of these items to be indexed from 

2005 to 2010. However, TPI corrects two (2) errors in CSXT's indexing process. First, CSXT 

also indexed the labor costs for these items. The labor costs were not 2005 costs and do not need 

to be indexed. In addition, CSXT accepts TPI' s labor costs and did not index the labor costs for 

items where the material costs did not need to be indexed. TPI eliminates CSXT' s improper 

indexing of the labor costs for these items. 

Second, TPI disagrees with CSXT's use of the DCF Model inflation index. For all other 

investment costs, both parties use the Means Handbook historical cost index to adjust unit costs 

to the proper 2010 cost levels. In Rebuttal, TPI uses the Means Handbook historical cost index 

to adjust the material costs for these items from 2005 to 2010. 

339 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Insulated Joint.pdf." 
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iii. Highway At-Grade Crossing Devices 

In Opening, TPI included costs for highway at-grade crossing devices in its signals costs. 

CSXT did not discuss the costs for highway at-grade crossing devices in its Reply submission 

but a review of CSXT' s signals and communications workpapers reveals that CSXT also 

included these costs in signals costs. 

A review of CSXT's Reply workpapers reveals that CSXT accepts TPI's inventory of 

highway at-grade crossing devices. CSXT modified some unit costs by indexing them from 

2005 to 2010 and revised some unit costs to match TPI's workpapers. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts 

CSXT' s changes to the unit costs. 

iv. Detectors 

In Opening, TPI included the costs for Failed Equipment Detectors ("FED") and 

Dragging Equipment Detectors ("DED") in its signals costs with one DED placed at each FED 

location.34° CSXT did not discuss the costs for detectors in Reply Part llI-F but included the 

costs for them in its signals costs as well.341 CSXT does state in Reply Part llI-B that it accepted 

TPI' s count of FEDs. 342 

A review of CSXT's workpapers shows that CSXT included the same number of FEDs 

and DEDs and accepted TPI's labor cost for both FEDs and DEDs and TPI's materials cost for 

DEDs but indexed the FED materials cost by 1.25343 to reflect the change in costs from 2005 to 

2010. 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts this modification. 

340 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications.xlsx," tab "Components and Tabulation." 
34 1 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Components and 

Tabulation." 
342 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-25. 
343 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Components and 

Tabulation," cell N7. 
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b. PTC 

In Opening, TPI posited that it would install a fully functional PTC system in 2010 across 

the entire TPIRR network because a least-cost, optimally-efficient railroad would not enter the 

market at that time with a CTC system that it would be required to replace with a PTC system 

within just five (5) years.344 TPI relied upon information provided by CSXT in discovery to 

develop the costs for its PTC system. Although CSXT contends that TPI' s position is neither 

feasible nor practical, it nevertheless "accepts only the assumption that some type of PTC system 

could have been installed in 2010 and rejects TPI' s further assertion that the PTC system the 

TPIRR would install in 2010 would meet RSIA 2015 interoperability standards."345 According 

to CSXT, any PTC system installed in 2010 would not meet Rail Safety Improvement Act of 

2008 ("RSIA") interoperability standards for 2015 and thus would need to be replaced by 2015, 

resulting in more, not less, costs for the TPIRR.346 CSXT then proceeds to develop costs that 

would ensure a more expensive system than if the TPIRR had first installed CTC and then a PTC 

overlay system. Of course, CSXT's position that the TPIRR effectively must install two (2) PTC 

systems just five (5) years apart would defeat TPI's very reason for installing PTC on the TPIRR 

in 2010. CSXT's framework imposes an entry barrier on TPIRR and is inconsistent with a least-

cost, optimally-efficient SARR. 

CSXT also takes issue with TPI's use of CSXT's own implementation costs for its V-

ETMS PTC system, because many components were not available in 2010, but CSXT 

nevertheless assumes that the TPIRR could do so.347 Indeed, neither the parties nor the Board 

have much choice because the only cost evidence available for PTC implementation on the scale 

344 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-47-49. 
345 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-150 (underline added). 
346 Id. pp. III-F-150-51. 
347 Id. pp. III-F-156-57. 
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required by this case is CSXT's own cost for a fully interoperable, RSIA-compliant PTC system. 

CSXT then proceeds to develop PTC costs for 2010 that are more than six (6) times TPI's 

Opening evidence, and total costs through 2015 that are more than 7.5 times TPI's Opening 

evidence. 

TPI contends, as its primary argument, that the Board must permit TPI to implement a 

RSIA-compliant, fully-interoperable PTC system in 2010 in order to eliminate the PTC mandate 

as a barrier to entry under contestable market theory. However, if the Board adheres to its 

precedent in DuPont and SunBelt, which would permit the TPIRR to implement only a non­

int~roperable version of PTC in 2010 and then incur additional upgrade costs from 2011 -2015 to 

become interoperable, it cannot impose costs that are greater than those incurred by CSXT to 

achieve interoperability. That means the Board must reject CSXT's interoperability additives­

which CSXT itself has not and will not incur-and instead allocate a portion of CSXT' s costs to 

2010 and the remainder to the subsequent years because CSXT's construct, which allocates all of 

CSXT's costs to 2010 and adds a 25 percent upgrade charge in 2011-2015, would impose greater 

costs upon the TPIRR. Nor can the Board impose development and testing costs upon TPIRR 

because the TPIRR would incur those costs in 2010 only if it were to obtain a tangible benefit in 

the form of a fully-interoperable PTC system in 2010. 

Rebuttal Table III-F-8 below compares the PTC system investment costs developed by 

TPI in Opening, CSXT in Reply, and TPI in Rebuttal.348 

348 These values are a breakdown of the values shown in lines 2, 5 and 6 of previous Table III-F-7. 
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Rebuttal Table III-F-8 
TPIRR PTC System Investment Costs 

($ in millions) 

TPI CSXT CSXT CSXT TPI 
Item O~ening 11 Re~Iy2 -2010 Re~ly21-2015 Re~Iy21-Total Rebuttal31 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

l. PTC Back Office System $0.00 $10.00 $2.50 $12.50 $0.00 
2. PTC Wayside Interface Unit 40.10 88.77 $0.00 88.77 83 .17 
3. PTC Radio and Antenna 19.55 51.40 30.18 81.58 19.69 
4. PTC Locomotive Units 58.70 505.44 70.31 575.75 72.92 
5. Tech. Develop & Support 0.00 44.16 11.04 55 .20 0.00 
6. Testing 0.00 71.62 17.91 89.53 0.00 
7. GJS 14.72 38.43 $0.00 38.43 18.16 
8. Communications 0.00 15.10 60.42 75.52 0.00 
9. Total $133 .07 $824.92 $192.36 $1 ,017.28 $193 .94 

1/ TPI Opening e-workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications.xlsx." 
21 CSXT Reply e-workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications CSXT Reply.xlsx." 
31 TPI Rebuttal e-workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications Rebuttal.xlsx." 

The primary differences between the TPI Opening and CSXT Reply calculations of PTC 

costs are as follows: 

1. CSXT includes $88 million for a PTC-specific Back-Office and Communications 
system, which represents 125 percent of the costs CSXT incurred in its efforts to 
overlay a PTC system on top of its existing CTC system, as opposed to TPIRR' s 
fully-integrated single system from the outset. (Table III-F-8, Lines 1 plus 8, Column 
(5)). TPI rejects all of these costs in Rebuttal, because it already includes $10 million 
for the TPIRR back office system,349 which includes PTC capability, and therefore 
TPIRR would not require any duplicative back office systems or cost. 

2. CSXT more than doubles the WIU expense for components that TPI omitted. (Table 
III-F-8, Line 2). TPI accepts most of these additional costs in Rebuttal. 

3. CSXT increases radio and antenna expenses by more than four (4) times on the 
unsubstantiated assertion that TPIRR could not install 220 megahertz radios in 2010 
and thus would have to begin with another radio system and switch to the 220 
megahertz system in 2015. (Table III-F-8, Line 3, Column (5)). TPI rejects this extra 
cost in Rebuttal because it contradicts CSXT's acceptance of the Board's rulings in 
SunBelt and DuPont "that the costs for a PTC system to be installed at the outset of 
SARR operations in[] 2010 would be based on technology, equipment, and price 
information from a defendant's PTC implementation plans, which included 

349 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications Rebuttal.xlsx" at level "Components and 
Tabulations'', cell E52. 
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equipment that was not available when the SARR[] commenced operations and is 
instead from a much later time period."350 

4. Over half of CSXT' s total PTC cost increase is attributable to the dubious assertion 
that, in addition to equipping its own locomotives with PTC radios, the TPIRR would 
need to equip foreign-owned locomotives that operate in run-through service-on the 
TPIRR. (Table III-F-8, Line 4). TPI rejects this added cost in Rebuttal because it 
results in the TPIRR cross-subsidizing CSXT' s real world competitors and because it 
is contradicted by other facets of CSXT's Reply evidence. 

5. CSXT overstates the GIS costs, although TPI does agree that its Opening GIS costs 
were slightly understated, but due to a different error from that identified by CSXT. 
(Table III-F-8, Line 7). 

6. CSXT includes $145 million of costs for testing and technical development and 
support, which represents 125 percent of the costs CSXT incurred in conducting real 
world testing and technical activities. (Table III-F-8, Lines 5 and 6, Column (5)). 
TPI rejects these costs as a barrier to entry. Furthermore, including these costs is 
counter to CSXT' s position that TPIRR must adhere to the real world availability 
timeline for interoperable PTC equipment and technology, and it results in TPIRR 
cross-subsidizing CSXT and other Class I railroads. 

7. CSXT' s PTC expenses include over $192 million for upgrading most of the PTC 
components by 2015. (Table III-F-8, Column 4). Much of this additive is based upon 
an unsupported assumption that upgrade costs would equal 25 percent of initial costs. 
TPI rejects upgrade costs because they are an impermissible barrier to entry and 
because both TPI's and CSXT's initial PTC costs are based upon the costs of a fully­
compliant interoperable system, not a system that needs to be upgraded. This means 
that for several items, CSXT assumes-with no empirical support-that TPIRR will 
pay a 25 percent premium over what CSXT pays to implement the same technologies 
CSXT will implement in 2015. Therefore, these costs represent a double count of the 
costs that are already incorporated in TPI' s initial expense calculations. 

In the following subsections, TPI responds in greater detail to each of the foregoing 

aspects of CSXT's PTC Reply evidence. First, TPI challenges CSXT's attempt to impose two 

(2) sets of PTC costs upon the TPIRR as a barrier to entry in violation of contestable market 

theory which is essential to a fair and accurate SAC analysis. Second, TPI challenges CSXT' s 

gross overstatement of PTC costs, which is largely due to CSXT' s inconsistent positions, 

including one that would require the TPIRR to incur the testing and development costs of a first 

350 See, CSXT Reply at IIl-F-148. 
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mover, but deny it the benefits of that investment in the form of a fully-compliant PTC system in 

2010. 

i. CSXT's Requirement that the TPIRR 
Install Two PTC Systems within Just Five 
Years is an Impermissible Barrier to Entry 

CSXT accepts TPI' s proposition that "a PTC system could be installed on the TPIRR in 

2010."351 However, CSXT presumes that TPI will invest nearly $200 million extra in 

replacements and upgrades- nearly a quarter more than CSXT's claimed initial TPIRR PTC 

cost-by 2015 to completely overhaul that initial system to comply with RSIA requirements, 

including interoperability. In other words, even if the TPIRR does not have to build a CTC 

system in 2010 followed by a PTC system in 2015, it still must build two (2) PTC systems, one 

in 2011 followed by another system in 2015. But this would defeat the purpose of installing a 

PTC system from the outset of the TPIRR's operations. Moreover, such a requirement would be 

an impermissible barrier to entry. 

PTC poses a unique, albeit temporary, problem for the Board in SAC cases. Congress 

mandated PTC by December 31 , 2015 in RSIA. Although PTC technology existed, much of the 

equipment did not because few railroads had implemented PTC on a large scale, and certainly 

nowhere near the scale required by RSIA. Furthermore, the process of ramping up production of 

the requisite equipment and scaling the technology to larger systems, for simultaneous mass 

deployment nationwide, has created numerous obstacles that have jeopardized the ability of the 

rail industry to meet the 2015 deadline. Amidst all this uncertainty, the Board must decide how 

to address PTC costs in a SAC analysis that must hypothesize a new entrant during this time 

period in a contestable market, i.e., a market without barriers to entry or exit and in which the 

new entrant suffers no cost disadvantage relative to the incumbent. 

351 See, CSXT Reply at III-F-148. 
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Yet, the very existence of the PTC mandate posits a barrier to entry in the SAC analysis 

by imposing a substantial cost disadvantage upon the new entrant relative ta the incumbent. If 

the hypothetical new entrant is constrained to the same time line as the incumbent for 

implementing PTC, the new entrant will incur two (2) sets of signal costs during the same time 

period in which the incumbent will incur only one. Specifically, the new entrant would have to 

incur costs for a signaling system for its pre-2016 (in this case 2010-2015) operations, all the 

while incurring costs for an upgrade or replacement system for its post-2015 (in this case 2016-

2020) operation. In contrast, the incumbent, which has had decades to recover most, if not all, of 

its legacy signal system costs, must only incur the cost of upgrading to a PTC system. Although 

in reality a new entrant would not enter the market at all under these circumstances-preferring 

to wait out the uncertainty-a complainant in a SAC case does not have that luxury when 

challenging the reasonableness of its rail rates, because that would leave the complainant without 

a regulatory remedy during the transitional period to PTC, which would violate the statutory 

mandate that rates established by rail carriers for market dominant movements be reasonable.352 

In this proceeding, the imposition of two (2) sets of PTC costs upon the TPIRR within 

just five (5) years, is inconsistent with contestable market theory because it imposes unique costs 

upon the new entrant that the real world CSXT does not face during precisely the same time 

period in which it too must implement PTC. The SAC analysis must model "the performance 

perfect contestability can be expected to produce."353 Contestable market theory requires that the 

advantage that an incumbent obtains from having entered the market through a piecemeal 

352 See, 49 U.S.C. 10701(d)(l). A simple example illustrates the prejudice to complainants. A SARR constructed 
during the period from 2008 to 2015 would incur the cost of two (2) signaling systems. In contrast, any SARR 
built after 2015 would not confront the same uncertainties and thus could and would be constructed with a PTC 
system from the outset without the imposition of additional costs. A difference of as little as one year and no 
more than seven arbitrarily would impose additional costs upon one SARR and not the other. 

353 See, Nevada Power II at 266, quoting, Baumol, Panzar and Willing. "Contestable Markets and the Theory of 
Industry Structure," Harcourt Brace and Jovanovich, 1982, at 479 ("Contestable Markets"). 
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process of expansion over an extended period of time cannot be used to create a barrier to 

entry.354 As a result of its piecemeal entry, CSXT had many decades to recover, in whole or in 

major part, the costs associated with its existing CTC system.355 The TPIRR, in contrast, would 

have less than five (5) years to do so before that system would become obsolete, all the while 

incurring costs for a replacement PTC system.356 Since requiring the TPIRR to invest in two (2) 

redundant signaling systems over a very short 5-year period would impose a risk upon its 

investors that is not faced by CSXT' s investors over this same time period, that requirement 

would be an impermissible barrier to entry under contestable market theory.357 

CSXT also fails to acknowledge that, if a railroad the size of TPIRR actually had entered 

the market and implemented a PTC system in 2010, the actions taken by that railroad 

undoubtedly would have altered the course of history, such that the rail industry and PTC 

equipment suppliers would have developed systems faster than they have in the real world, and 

they may well have developed different systems altogether. But the nature and scope of that 

influence can never be known with certainty because the entire SAC exercise is a hypothetical 

one. Nevertheless, there is no doubt that many of the real world uncertainties regarding RSIA 

354 See, Coal Trading at 413-14 (1990) (a market is not contestable when the costs faced by the incumbent and the 
SARR are different). 

355 CTC systems were first introduced in the late 1920's and were in standard use by most railroads by the 1940s. 
By the 1970's and 1980's electromechanical control and display systems were replaced with computer operated 
displays. 

356 The Board indicated in Nevada Power II that, in simulating a contestable market in a SAC analysis, it does not 
eliminate sunk costs but assumes that the costs that are sunk for the incumbent railroad are also sunk for the 
SARR. Nevada Power II at 267. But as is implied in Contestable Markets, the opposite is not necessarily true; 
the costs that are sunk for the new entrant are not necessarily sunk for the incumbent. The Board defines sunk 
cost as costs that cannot be eliminated or recouped, even by total cessation of operations. Id. at 266. In the case 
of its CTC investment, because CSXT had the opportunity to recoup its investment for over six decades, it 
continues to enjoy the value of the marginal product of that system, and its costs are not completely sunk. See 
Martin, "The Theory of Contestable Markets," Purdue University, 2000 at 15. In direct contrast, the TPIRR 
would not be able to recover its CTC investment prior to incurring its PTC investment, and, therefore, its CTC 
costs are completely sunk. Because CSXT had the opportunity to recoup most or all of its CTC investment, but 
the TPIRR will not, the TPIRR would be at a distinct disadvantage to the CSXT, which would constitute a 
barrier to entry of the type envisioned in Contestable Markets. 

357 See, PPL Montana, LLC v. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway Company, 5 S.T.B. 1105, 1111-12 
(2001) (holding that "a SARR should not be assumed to bear costs that are not faced by the defendant railroad 
[including] . .. costs associated with risks not faced by the defendant railroad's investors."). 
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faced by CSXT and other Class I railroads over the last five (5) years would have been resolved 

sooner if the TPIRR was actually constructed prior to initiating operations in 2010. Therefore, it 

is unreasonable to assume, as CSXT does, that the TPIRR would need to make wholesale 

modifications to its PTC system in order to become RSIA-compliant, essentially duplicating 

costs in 2010 and 2015, because that would not be the experience of a new entrant in 2010. 

A rational way to address this barrier to entry, under the unique circumstance of the PTC 

mandate, is for the Board to assume that any SARR built during the transitional implementation 

period would endeavor to construct a RSIA-compliant and fully interoperable PTC system as its 

sole signaling system from the outset of its operations, thereby removing that barrier to entry 

created by costs that are sunk for the TPIRR but not for CSXT (i.e., the existing signal system.) 

TPI has done this by basing its PTC system costs on the costs CSXT actually has incurred or will 

incur to implement a RSIA-compliant PTC system that will be interoperable with other Class I 

railroads by the end of 2015. CSXT' s attempt to impose the costs of two (2) signaling systems 

upon the TPIRR, whether it be CTC followed by PTC or duplicate sets of PTC costs in 2010 and 

2015, would require the TPIRR to simultaneously recover two (2) sets of redundant investment 

costs, which the real world CSXT will not incur as part of its PTC implementation during this 

very same time period. 

The TPIRR, therefore, should not be required to incur all of the redundant costs that 

CSXT would impose by virtue of the TPIRR entering the market during an uncertain transitional 

period from CTC to PTC, because those costs would be a barrier to entry. Rather, in order to 

avoid this bias, the Board should require only that the TPIRR incur the costs associated with 

building a RSIA-compliant and fully interoperable PTC system, regardless of whether such a 

system could have been constructed in 2010. 
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Furthermore, because the PTC costs developed by TPI are based on the costs CSXT 

incurred to implement a fully functional system in 2015, they represent the total initial 

investment and upgrade costs that the TPIRR should incur. CSXT, however, requires TPIRR to 

incur these same costs to implement just a preliminary PTC system in 2010 and then to incur 

additional upgrade costs from 2011 to 2015 that CSXT did not or will not incur itself in order to 

achieve interoperable status. Thus, in CSXT's construct where a non-interoperable system is 

implemented in 2010, and then upgraded to achieve interoperability by 2015, the proper 

treatment of the PTC costs is to allocate the costs related to full interoperability (used by both 

parties) between the 2010 time period and the 2011-2015 time period, not to impose the full 

amount in 2010 and then apply an arbitrary 25 percent premium during the 2011-2015 time 

period. 

Finally, the Board should recognize that the railroads have begun imposing rate increases 

on all traffic, 358 with a particular emphasis on TIH/PIH traffic, 359 to recover their PTC-related 

expenses. However, this is not an option for the TPIRR because future SARR revenues in the 

SAC analysis construct are developed by escalating the historical revenues-which do not 

include this premium-for the SARR traffic group. Therefore, CSXT will raise the actual rates 

on the traffic included in the TPIRR traffic group over the next five (5) years to recover its PTC-

related expenses, but TPIRR will be deprived of those increased revenues to cover its PTC-

related expenses. 

358 The railroads ' PTC-related expenses are included in their overall investment base and operating expenses as 
included in their Annual Report Form R-1 schedules, which are incorporated in the STB's URCS program, and 
this serves to raise the jurisdictional threshold and rate floor for all captive traffic. 

359 The railroads also have developed separate record keeping and reporting protocols for PTC-related expenses in 
their Annual Report Form R-1 schedules to support this endeavor. 
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ii. 2010 TPIRR PTC System 

CSXT identifies the following four ( 4) parts of the V -ETMS PTC system it is installing 

on its system, and which it also has included for the TPIRR: 

1. The Office Segment; 

2. The Wayside Segment; 

3. The Communications Segment; and 

4. The Locomotive Segment. 

CSXT agrees that "the TPIRR would install a V-ETMS PTC system in 2010," and, that 

"the components installed as part of the Wayside Segment would not have to be replaced as part 

of the upgrade to interoperability."360 However, CSXT adds costs associated with upgrading or 

replacing multiple other system components between 2010 and 2015, along with various 

ancillary costs including labor and research, development, and testing costs. 

There are several problems with both CSXT's approach to developing PTC costs and 

CSXT' s implementation of its approach. 

First, knowingly investing in expensive state-of-the-art communication system 

components with plans to replace nearly a quarter of them (by cost) in five (5) years or less is 

counter to the notion of a least-cost, efficient SARR--or any rational business for that matter. 

Moreover, as discussed in the previous section, the imposition of such a requirement is a barrier 

to entry that requires the exclusion of upgrade costs from the SAC analysis. 

Second, the initial costs that CSXT imposes on the TPIRR for a non-interoperable PTC 

system in 2010 are based on CSXT's costs to develop a fully interoperable system in 2015. 

Consequently, CSXT's upgrade costs are a redundant double-count. Because the costs that 

CSXT imposes are associated with developing a fully interoperable system, then it would 

360 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-157. 
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logically follow that the TPIRR's PTC system in 2010 will be fully interoperable, which CSXT 

did not assume. CSXT cannot have it both ways. CSXT' s presumption that the 2010 system 

will not meet interoperability standards, and that it will need to be upgraded to meet those 

standards between 201·0 and 2015, cannot be reconciled with the fact that the 2010 costs CSXT 

included in its evidence reflect a system that meets interoperability standards. Imposing phased-

in interoperability requires a reduction to the 2010 implementation costs, which CSXT has not 

done. Regardless of whether the Board assumes a RSIA-compliant, fully-interoperable PTC 

system in 2010 or imposes an upgrade requirement for 2015, it must limit the total expense to the 

2010 costs developed by the parties. 

Third, CSXT foists $116 million in 2010 development and testing costs on the TPIRR 

based on an argument that the TPIRR would incur them "as a first mover on the PTC front."361 

Importantly, the $116 million development and testing cost reflect the costs CSXT incurred or 

will incur to develop and test a PTC system that will be fully interoperable at start-up. Although 

these are the costs to develop and test a fully-interoperable PTC system, CSXT claims that the 

TPIRR will not obtain a fully interoperable PTC system for the same expenditure, but instead 

must incur an additional $29 million of development and testing costs from 2011-2015.362 As a 

result, TPIRR must spend $29 million more than CSXT to achieve the same result, and TPIRR 

must wait five (5) years longer than CSXT to see a return on its 2010 investment. The Board 

must reject CSXT's attempt to impose "first mover" testing and development costs (plus a 25 

percent premium!) on TPIRR, while denying it the same results as CSXT. CSXT's position that 

the TPIRR must include testing and development costs cannot be reconciled with its 

interoperability timeline: As discussed in more detail in Subsections (4) - (7) below, CSXT's 

361 Id p. III-F-158. 
362 CSXT's $29 million additive is based on an unsupported assumption that TPIRR must incur an additional 25% 

of its 2010 development and testing expenses from 2011-2015. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-168. 
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argument fails because, as a rational business, TPIRR would only incur significant costs as a first 

mover in order to secure a tangible benefit-in this case to ensure the development of that 

technology in time for TPIRR' s start-up. 

Therefore, if the Board accepts CSXT' s premise that TPIRR could not possibly have 

installed the technology before it was available in the real world, then it must also acknowledge 

that the real world availability of the technology was directly related to limitations imposed by 

the real world availability and timing of funding for development and testing. Specifically, an 

assumption that the TPIRR must contribute R&D funding to develop real world PTC technology 

would necessitate a corresponding assumption that the technology would have been available 

sooner in the SAC construct than it actually was in the real world. Conversely, if one assumes 

TPIRR could not install fully interoperable systems until they are available in the real world, 

then one cannot impose any development or testing costs on TPIRR, because the real world 

timeframe for availability of the technology is entirely dependent on the actual real world 

funding, and not a single penny more. CSXT simply cannot have its cake and eat it too. 

TPI addresses each individual cost category below in the same order in which CSXT 

presented them in its Reply evidence. TPl's position is that the TPIRR should not incur any 

upgrade or development costs because both are barriers to entry. As discussed in detail below, 

CSXT's upgrade costs rely on improperly double-counted costs based on illogical and 

completely unsupported additives. Because the only PTC cost evidence available in this 

proceeding is for the cost of a fully-compliant and interoperable PTC system, imposing 

additional costs would by definition overstate the implementation costs. Although it might have 

been acceptable for CSXT to reduce the 2010 implementation costs based on substitution of unit 

costs for a non-interoperable system, and then impose some documented upgrade costs to them, 
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CSXT has not done this. Like TPI, CSXT' s 2010 costs reflect unit costs for a fully interoperable 

system. And CSXT' s percentage-based upgrade cost additives are neither documented nor 

supported. Conversely, had CSXT agreed with TPI that TPIRR's 2010 system would be fully 

interoperable at start-up, then it may have been reasonable to assume TPIRR would have 

invested in development and testing prior to 2010 to ensure that result. However, CSXT's 

insistence on a phased-in interoperable system necessarily means it cannot impose those costs on 

TPIRR, for the reasons set forth in the sections that follow. Therefore, the only appropriate 

course of action for the Board is to accept TPl's opening costs, as amended in this Rebuttal 

filing. 

(1) PTC Office Segment 

According to CSXT, TPI did not include any PTC-specific back office costs. Therefore, 

CSXT included $10 million in PTC-specific back office costs in 2010 based on CSXT's PTC­

related back-office expenditures related to its "initial startup PTC system" - which would be 

fully interoperable. CSXT further assumes that TPIRR would somehow incur an additional $2.5 

million (calculated by simply multiplying CSXT' s documented expenses by an arbitrary and 

unsupported 25 percent additive) in back-office costs to upgrade to a "fully interoperable" 

system.363 There are several problems with CSXT's costs. 

First, this $10 million expense is not necessary for the TPIRR because CSXT' s 

expenditures reflect a retrofitted PTC system installed over an existing CTC system, as opposed 

to the efficiencies of the TPIRR's clean slate system design and implementation. The TPIRR' s 

PTC office segment and dispatching system would be integrated into a single system using 

363 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-158-159. 
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existing signaling technology and equipment as demonstrated in the ICBS system.364 TPI 

already includes all related costs for these items in its TPIRR back office system,365 which 

includes PTC capability. The costs incurred by CSXT, in contrast, are required only because its 

existing CTC legacy system doesn' t have the capabilities required to implement PTC. TPIRR 

does not have a legacy system so these costs are unnecessary. 

Second, CSXT's vague $10 million cost estimate is for CSXT's initial startup PTC 

system. As such, it would be fully interoperable because an interoperable system is what CSXT 

will be installing as its initial startup PTC system. Therefore, $10 million is the maximum all-in 

back office investment required and the $2.5 million upgrade is not necessary. 

(2) PTC Wayside System 

As noted previously, CSXT agrees that components installed as part of the Wayside 

Segment in 2010 will not need to be upgraded for interoperability, and thus CSXT has not 

imposed any upgrade costs. However, CSXT claims that TPI omitted "key components" of 

wayside interface units, did not include wayside system equipment at moveable bridge locations, 

and did not provide for wayside communications capabilities at either intermediate signal 

locations or interlockings; CSXT also rejected the radios and antennas included by TPI.366 

Missing Wayside Components: CSXT states that TPI failed to install PTC field 

equipment (wayside interface units ("WIU")) at moveable bridges and added them in Reply. In 

Rebuttal, TPI has accounted for WIUs at all moveable bridge locations. 

Wayside Interface Units: CSXT states that TPI did not include WIUs at interlockings or 

provide for wayside communications at either intermediate locations or interlockers. CSXT adds 

364 As stated by CSXT in Reply (p. III-F-167), the ICBS system was a concept launched in 2005 and an 
interoperable prototype was demonstrated in 2009. This makes it an ideal candidate for meeting the TPIRR's 
needs. 

365 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Signals & Communications Rebuttal.xlsx" at level "Components and 
Tabulations", cell E52. 

366 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-159-162. 
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$24,475 per internal interlocking hut location and applied this cost to all control points of the 

TPIRR. In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT' s additional costs. 

(3) PTC Radios and Antennas 

CSXT states that TPI understated the costs for PTC radios and antennas by assuming it 

could procure 220 megahertz radios and antennas that did not exist in 2010 and ignoring several 

critical cost components necessary to "render the intermediate signal locations and interlockings 

communications capable" including "batteries, battery chargers, installation labor and material 

shipping and taxes."367 CSXT first installs radios and antennas that it claims were available in 

2010 and then replaces them with 220 megahertz radios to meet 2015 interoperability 

requirements. As a threshold matter, this argument should be rejected as a barrier to entry for the 

reasons stated previously. In addition, there are other problems with CSXT's evidence. 

CSXT' s criticism with regard to the 220 megahertz radios and antennas is confusing and 

contradictory. CSXT states that "TPI derived that cost [for the radio and antenna] from 

documents provided by CSXT in discovery," but then states that the 220 megahertz radio "is still 

not available today,"368 which makes one wonder where and how the cost provided in discovery 

was obtained. Furthermore, CSXT does not support its assertion that 220 megahertz radios 

would not be available in 2010. CSXT's unsupported assertion is contradicted by public 

information. Specifically, Amtrak appears to have been using the 220 megahertz frequency in 

Michigan for its ITCS implementation of PTC around this time.369 Moreover, if there were 

demand for a 220 megahertz radio as significant as the TPIRR's, basic free market principles 

dictate that suppliers would meet that demand, which also is consistent with the SAC assumption 

367 Id. pp. III-F-161-162. 
368 Id. p. III-F-161. 
369 See TPI Rebuttal workpaper "PTC Wikipedia Article.pdf," p. 7 (10/26/2014). 
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of unlimited resources. Regardless, TPI relied on discovery information provided by CSXT, 

which is perfectly acceptable and appropriate. 

Perhaps CSXT only intended to allude to the regulatory difficulties that the rail industry 

has encountered with obtaining from the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") all of 

the 220 megahertz spectrum that the industry has requested for nation-wide interoperability. 

There is nothing magical about the 220 megahertz bandwidth for PTC. Previous iterations of 

PTC have been implemented using other spectrum.37° Furthermore, the TPIRR, in 2010, would 

not need all the spectrum requested by the entire industry for nationwide implementation. TPI 

used the only radio costs provided by CSXT and assumed that those costs could apply to radios 

using any spectrum. 

Moreover, even if one accepts CSXT's questionable proposition that 220 megahertz 

radios were not available in 2010, CSXT' s supply and demand argument is akin to arguing about 

the chicken and the egg. In the real world, TPIRR does not exist, so it did not create real demand 

for the technology in 2010, so the technology was not yet widespread. However, the technology 

was fully developed and market ready. If the TPIRR' s hypothetical market presence were real in 

2010, the timeframe for deployment would have been accelerated. In a similar real world 

example, Amtrak was a trailblazer for PTC implementation in the passenger realm and 

consequently set the standard for equipment and technology for other passenger railroads over 

whose lines it operated: 

Amtrak operates services on two commuter rail properties it does not own: MNR 
(owned by NY and CT) and MBTA (owned by MA). In theory, Amtrak could 
have found themselves installing their own PTC system on these host properties 
(about 15% of the corridor), or worse, found themselves in the ridiculous position 
of trying to install three different PTC systems on each Amtrak train to traverse 
the commuter properties. However this was not the case. Amtrak had a significant 
head start over the commuter rail agencies on the corridor in implementing PTC. 

370 d I . p. 8. 

III-F-111 



PUBLIC 

They spent a considerable amount of time in research and development and won 
early approvals for their ACSES system on the northeast corridor with the FRA. 
They chose first to use 900 MHz and then later moved to 220 MHz, in part 
because of a perceived improvement in radio-system performance and in part 
because Amtrak was using 220 MHz in Michigan for their ITCS 
implementation.[22] When the commuter agencies on the corridor looked at 
options for implementing PTC, many of them chose to take advantage of the 
advance work Amtrak had done and implement the ACSES solution using 220 
MHz. Amtrak's early work paid off and meant that they would be traversing 
commuter properties that installed the same protocol at the same frequency, 
making them all interoperable.371 

Therefore, it is improbable that the TPIRR would be required to replace all of its radios in 

2015 and any such assumption is highly speculative. Rather, TPIRR's 2010 market presence 

would have moved the development of 2015 technologies and equipment forward in time. There 

is no reason to believe the investment on the part of both TPIRR and its suppliers would have 

been made in vain. CSXT does not-and cannot--offer any proof that the systems implemented 

in 2010, which would have been developed in response to the same sort of demand that has 

caused them to actually be developed for 2015 implementation, would be different from the 

systems that are currently being adopted for interoperability purposes. Regardless, any 

uncertainty should be resolved in favor of TPI pursuant to the barrier to entry argument 

presented above. Therefore, TPI continues to rely on its Opening costs for radios and antennas. 

CSXT also claims that TPI failed to include costs for items such as batteries, battery 

chargers, installation labor, material shipping, and taxes. TPI addresses these items under the 

section on signal components. 

( 4) PTC Locomotive Costs 

CSXT accepts TPI' s costs to equip road locomotives for PTC ( { {-}} ), but claims 

that TPI would have to equip all locomotives for run-through road trains as well. Specifically, 

CSXT contends that the TPIRR must pay for PTC radios not just for the TPIRR's road 

371 Id. p. 7 (footnote omitted) (underline added). 
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locomotives, but also for several thousand foreign road locomotives due to TPIRR run-through 

arrangements, thereby creating a total of 7,354 road locomotives needing PTC radios. CSXT 

also includes costs to replace the radios in the TPIRR's road locomotives in 2015 to meet 

interoperability standards.372 In total, this single cost accounts for over half of the difference 

between the parties' Opening and Reply evidence on total PTC costs. 

The foundation for CSXT' s entire argument with respect to locomotive radios is the same 

"two systems" argument that fails for reasons explained in the preceding section. Specifically, 

CSXT's position is that TPIRR and all of its suppliers would invest hundreds of millions of 

dollars to develop and implement a system and then discard it just five (5) years later for a 

slightly different, but very closely related, system that presumably would be developed by the 

very same suppliers. This argument assumes away the effect TPIRR's market presence would 

have had on the real world supply-and-demand balance. 

CSXT ascribed the full cost of foreign road locomotive radios to the TPIRR, which is 

plainly excessive and unnecessary. The PTC mandate was established in RSIA, which was 

signed by President Bush on October 16, 2008. 373 The FRA' s regulations were issued January 

15, 2010, many months before the start of TPIRR operations.374 All railroads knew they would 

need to be developing and testing PTC technology to get ready for December 31, 2015. In other 

words, the foreign railroads would need PTC radios for their locomotives due to federal law, not 

due to the existence of the TPIRR. 

Consistent with TPI' s barrier to entry argument above, if the Board assumes that the 

TPIRR can install a fully-compliant and interoperable PTC system in 2010 in order to remove 

the barrier to entry associated with recovering the costs of two (2) signaling systems in just a 

372 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-162-163. 
373 See, l 10-P.L.-432. 
374 See, 75 FR 2598. 
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brief five (5) year window, then it also should assume that foreign locomotives could and would 

install their own interoperable radios on their own locomotives. 

Moreover, CSXT's contention that TPIRR's use of PTC prior to 2015 would require the 

foreign railroads to obtain PTC radios earlier than they otherwise would have done ignores the 

fact that the foreign lines ultimately did purchase that equipment themselves. CSXT' s 

assumption that TPI would pay for that equipment on behalf of those railroads is at odds with 

reality. Even if one were to assume that TPIRR would need to fund the equipment in the early 

stages of its operations, the foreign roads eventually would be required to invest in that 

equipment themselves, so that real world investment would need to be reimbursed to TPIRR as 

of 2015. CSXT's assumption that the SARR would pay to equip locomotives for other real 

world railroads to meet RSIA standards would result in the SARR improperly subsidizing a 

competitor and must be rejected. Under CSXT's construct, the first railroad to comply with the 

RSIA standards in the real world would be required to pay for the upgrade for railroads with 

which it has run through agreements. CSXT offers no proof that this sort of arrangement occurs 

in the real world, because it does not. Therefore, CSXT' s assumption that TPI would pay for 

that equipment on behalf of those railroads is at odds with reality. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to include costs to install PTC radios in only the TPIRR' s road 

-· locomotives. The TIPRR's number of road locomotives have increased from 854 in Opening to 

1,061 in Rebuttal. 

CSXT's 2015 costs to replace the PTC radios in TPIRR's locomotives are similarly 

erroneous. As discussed in the preceding section, because the TPIRR' s system-wide PTC 

implementation would have created demand for the equipment earlier than it existed in the real 

world, the availability of the 2015 systems would have been moved forward in time. Therefore, 
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the TPIRR's locomotive radios would have been essentially the same fully interoperable 

locomotive radios real world railroads are actually installing leading up to the RSIA deadlines, 

and no replacement would be needed in 2015. Furthermore, as discussed above, the Board 

should reject CSXT's added cost as a barrier to entry. TPI rejects CSXT's additional costs. 

(5) PTC Technical Development 
and Support 

CSXT included $44 million in PTC technical development and support cost in 2010.375 

CSXT then increased this cost by 25 percent to cover additional development for interoperability 

upgrades in the 2011-2015 time period.376 In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of 

development and support costs, because it is at odds with CSXT's analytical framework. 

CSXT' s calculation of the development costs it imposes on TPIRR is based on the development 

costs CSXT actually incurred in preparation for the roll-out of its fully interoperable, RSIA-

compliant PTC system in 2015. However, it then denies TPIRR access to those technologies that 

were developed from this specific funding stream. Had CSXT accepts TPI' s construct, where 

TPIRR's 2010 system is fully interoperable and requires no upgrades leading up to 2015, then its 

development costs argument might make some sense. Because CSXT denies TPIRR access to 

the very technologies its development costs created, its development cost additive must be 

rejected in total. 

Underscoring the absurdity of CSXT's argument is its assertion that TPIRR would 

actually have to incur an additional 25 percent premium over and above the amount CSXT 

actually invested to secure the development of 2015 technology in order to achieve the exact 

same technology! CSXT's "upgrade" additive is merely the unsupported assertion of CSXT's 

375 See Table 11-F-8 Technical Development & Support (Line 5 - $44 million). 
376 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-158-159, 166-169, 170-172, and 174. 

III-F-115 



PUBLIC 

I expert.377 To be clear, this additive is based on arbitrarily increasing the actual cost to develop a 

fully interoperable PTC system, in order to achieve the precise technologies that the actual 

original cost developed in full. Specifically, CSXT describes this additive as an upgrade from 

"the original TPIRR CTC-with-PTC capabilities system," although the Board clearly held in 

I DuPont that a PTC system could be installed for the start of SARR operations,378 and the costs 

imposed by CSXT correlate to a 2015 PTC system. This clearly is more costly than if CSXT had 

I 

I 

merely imposed a CTC system on the TPIRR and then upgraded to PTC in 2015, because then 

the TPIRR at least would have incurred only the PTC development costs rather than 125 percent 

of the costs.379 

Sec?nd, CSXT says that TPI would incur these extra development costs because it is the 

"first mover."380 

Although the Board held in DuPont and SunBelt that some interoperability costs would 

be necessary for an early-adopter SARR to get ready for industry-wide PTC in 2015,381 CSXT's 

denial of interoperable systems as of 2010 is at odds with its insistence that TPIRR would have 

been a "first mover." The "development" costs included by CSXT are out of place in CSXT's 

"two systems" cost structure and should be rejected. CSXT's insistence on high development 

costs proceeds from the false assumption that the TPIRR's PTC system at the start of operations 

in July 2010 would require costs significantly higher than those required to install PTC by the 

377 Id. p. III-F-159 (n. 342). 
378 Compare CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-159 (n. 342) (experts based 25% figure on "installation of the original TPIRR 

CTC-with-PTC capabilities system") with DuPont at 229 ("we will accept DuPont's position that the DRR can 
install an initial PTC system in 2009"). 

379 The excess cost imposed by CSXT effectively is the 25 percent upgrade cost, which the TPIRR could avoid by 
just installing CTC in 2010 and upgrading to PTC in 2015 . Even if the Board were to accept CSXT's costs, it 
should eliminate the 25% upgrade charge because a least-cost, optimally-efficient SARR would not adopt 
CSXT's proposed PTC implementation schedule. · 

380 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-146. 
381 DuPont at 229-230; SunBelt at 145. As discussed at the beginning ofTPl's rebuttal PTC evidence, the Board 

should reconsider those determinations in light of the barrier to entry and factual arguments presented by TPI. 
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December 2015 deadline under RSIA. CSXT ignores the fact that the necessary PTC technology 

has evolved in the real world in response to RSIA, and contestable market theory requires the 

Board to assume that this technology also would evolve in response to TPIRR's stated plan for 

such a system in 2010. 

CSXT cannot have it both ways. If, as CSXT contends, the TPIRR would have made 

significant PTC research and development funding contributions, then any amount of funding 

that TPIRR contributed to the development of the PTC technology would have been in addition 

to the real world funding provided by other railroads, including CSXT. The real world 

availability of the technology is directly linked to the funding available to develop the 

technology. Therefore, any additional funding would necessarily have the effect of moving up 

the availability date for all PTC related technology. The two (2) prongs of CSXT's argument: 

(1) that TPIRR would have to subsidize PTC research and development for the entire industry; 

and (2) TPIRR would not benefit from that investment ahead of the real world availability 

schedule, are mutually exclusive positions. But CSXT wants to have its cake and eat it too. It 

imposes development costs on TPIRR while denying TPIRR the fruits of the investment imposed 

on it. 

Acceptance of any position in which TPIRR is limited to the real world availability 

schedule for that equipment necessarily means that it cannot be presumed that TPIRR made any 

significant research and development contributions. Therefore, TPI includes no such monies in 

Rebuttal. 

(6) PTC Testing 

As with its flawed technical development and support expense assumptions, CSXT 

assumes that TPIRR would incur 100 percent of CSXT's real world testing expenses (prorated 

by route miles) at the outset of the SAC analysis period, and an additional 25 percent of that 
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amount by 2015. CSXT's testing argument fails for the same reasons its technical development 

I and support argument fails. 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

Although it is true that early adopters incur significant testing costs in the real world, the 

corollary is that later adopters do not incur those costs because the systems are well developed at 

that later date. If one were to assume TPIRR would incur the level of testing costs CSXT 

imposes on it, then one would also need to assume those testing activities would have made the 

technology available sooner than it otherwise would be. This is at odds with CSXT's scenario, 

wherein the TPIRR is restricted from access to fully functional and vetted systems until 2015. 

Therefore, it is inappropriate to assume TPIRR incurred early adopter testing costs. 

Furthermore, because under the CSXT construct, the TPIRR would be installing the real world 

2015 PTC system that was developed using real world funding for development and testing, it 

would be inappropriate to saddle the TPIRR with significant testing costs. For the above 

reasons, the Board must reject CSXT's attempts to foist significant testing costs on TPIRR. 

Furthermore, the TPIRR already included testing costs as part of its initial start-up prior 

to the initiation of operations in its labor costs. CSXT, in contrast, must incur separate testing 

costs because it is installing PTC on top of an existing CTC signaling system on active track. 

Therefore, the imposition of separate testing PTC testing costs for the TPIRR would be 

redundant. 

(7) GIS 

CSXT stated that TPI misinterpreted CSXT's GIS discovery data and developed GIS unit 

costs by dividing CSXT's total actual costs by track-mile, but then applied those unit costs to the 

TPIRR based on route miles to derive TPIRR total GIS costs. CSXT claims it adjusted the 
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calculation in Reply by multiplying the unit cost derived by TPI by the TPIRR track miles.382 

Based on a review of CSXT' s Reply workpapers, CSXT' s characterization of the mechanics of 

TPI' s cost development and CSXT' s resolution are both incorrect. 

In Opening, TPI developed GIS unit costs using total GIS costs of { { .. }} million and 

{ {-}} total miles it obtained from a PTC spreadsheet provided by CSXT in discovery.383 

Because the CSXT spreadsheet identified these miles as { { } },384 TPI 

assumes they represent route miles. Although CSXT replaced this spreadsheet in a subsequent 

discovery response, TPI inadvertently used the original spreadsheet in its analysis. Using the 

updated spreadsheet,385 TPI has developed GIS unit costs using total GIS costs of { { .. }} 

million and { {-}} total miles. 386 In both Opening and Rebuttal, TPI multiplied the unit 

costs it developed by the TPIRR's constructed miles to calculate TPIRR GIS costs. In Opening, 

this resulted in TPIRR GIS costs of $14. 72 million. 387 In Rebuttal, this results in $18.16 million 

for GIS costs.388 

In Reply, CSXT multiplied the total GIS costs of { { .. }} million389 by the following 

ratio that it developed: TPIRR's 7,357 operating route miles (constructed miles plus trackage 

rights miles) divided by { { } } , resulting in a 

382 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-172-173. 
383 See, TPI Opening workpapers "TPI Signals & Communications.xlsx," tab "PTC" and "CSXT PTC Unit Costing 

Detail.xls," tab "Summary." 
384 See, TPI Opening workpaper "CSXT PTC Unit Costing Detail.xls," tab "Summary." 
385 See, TPI Opening workpaper "PTC Costs with Details Update version 2.xlsx," tab "Capital Summary," sum of 

cells C80 through G80. See also CSXT Reply workpaper "PTC Development Costs for TPIRR in CSX Reply 
evidence.xlsx," tab "discovery info," cell B71. 

386 See, TPI Opening workpaper "CSXT PTC Unit Costing Detail.xis," tab "Summary." 
387 $50.4 million -o- 23,500 miles x 6,866 TPIRR route miles. See TPI Opening workpaper "TPI Signals & 

Communications.xlsx," tab "PTC." 
388 $61.1million-o-23,250 miles x 6,912 TPIRR route miles. 
389 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "PTC Development Costs for TPIRR in CSX Reply evidence.xlsx," tab "discovery 

info," cell B71. 
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total cost of $38.43 million.39° CSXT did not provide a source or any support for its hard-coded 

{{ } } . Furthermore, CSXT overstated the 

TPIRR miles by including trackage rights miles, because TPIRR only has to provide the 

investment for constructed miles. CSXT's Reply calculation is both unsupported and 

demonstrably incorrect and must be rejected. 

(8) PTC Communications 

CSXT stated that TPI did not include any costs for a PTC communications system. 391 As 

with PTC back office systems, technical development and support, and testing, CSXT assumes 

that TPIRR would incur 125 percent of CSXT's prorated real world communications system 

expenses. But in this case, CSXT imposes the 25 percent additive at the outset of the SAC 

analysis period, and then adds the full expense by 2015. CSXT again offers no justification for 

its assumption that TPIRR's expenses would be 25 percent greater than its own. 

CSXT is incorrect. The costs necessary for the communications between the PTC system 

and the locomotives moving over the TPIRR are accounted for in the costs for TPIRR' s back 

office system and in the communications systems components of the WIU' s and the locomotive 

PTC radios. As explained previously, CSXT incurs many of its real world PTC costs because it 

is overlaying a PTC system onto its existing CTC system. The TPIRR would not incur those 

costs because it is installing a PTC system right from the start. In addition, the TPIRR will be 

interoperable with other railroads because the demand its market entry would create would result 

in suppliers moving the deployment date up. Therefore, many of the costs incurred by CSXT 

will not be incurred by the TPIRR, much less at a 25 percent premium above CSXT' s costs. TPI 

has not accepted CSXT's additional costs for PTC communications as they are unnecessary. 

390 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "PTC Development Costs for TPIRR in CSX Reply evidence.xlsx," tab "table," 
cell Ell and tab "route." 

391 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-173-174. 
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c. Communications System 

In Opening, TPI included $282. 79 million for the TPIRR communications system. In 

Reply, CSXT included $381.02 million.392 

CSXT adjusted "the layout and distribution of microwave towers to correspond to the 

route configuration of the TPIRR"393 because TPI' s blanket assumption of a microwave tower 

every 20 miles "fails to account for complexities and necessary requirements for a workable rail 

communications system."394 CSXT's modifications resulted in "twenty-one (21) one-way towers 

(end of line), three hundred thirty-seven (337) two-way towers (intermediate), twenty-five (25) 

three-way towers, and four (4) four-way direction towers"395 for a total of 387 towers. This is an 

increase of 43 towers over the 344 towers included in TPI's Opening.396 

TPI does not accept CSXT' s increase in the count of microwave towers. In Opening, TPI 

stated "[o]n average, microwave towers are placed at 20 mile intervals along the TPIRR."397 

Microwave towers can be spaced as much as 30 miles apart.398 By using an average spacing of 

20 miles, TPI recognized that some towers would be closer together and some would be farther 

apart depending on the topography of the TPIRR. CSXT' s increase in the number of microwave 

towers is totally unnecessary and is rejected by TPI. TPI does, however, accept CSXT's 

separation of the microwave towers into the four (4) different types. TPI accepts CSXT's counts 

for the number of one-way, three-way and four-way towers but reduces the number of two-way 

towers from 337 to 294 to maintain the correct total of 344 microwave towers. 

392 See, Table III-F-7 above. 
393 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-175 . 
394 Id. p. III-F-176. 
395 Id. p. IIl-F-177. 
396 Ibid. 
397 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-53 . 
398 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Microwave Tower Spacing.pdf.'' 
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CSXT also included two (2) antennae per tower where TPI only included one. TPI 

accepts the increase to two (2) antennas. 

CSXT claims that TPI improperly omitted or misstated several communications system 

components.399 TPI addresses CSXT's claims below. 

First, CSXT claims that TPI used a price for a microwave base station that was different 

than the price appearing in TPI's workpapers. TPI accepts CSXT's cost in Rebuttal. 

Second, CSXT claims that TPI used a price for a microwave antenna that was different 

than the price appearing in TPI' s workpapers and failed to include the costs for the antenna 

mount assembly. TPI accepts CSXT's modifications in Rebuttal. 

Third, CSXT claims that TPI used a price for a land mobile radio base station that was 

different than the price appearing in TPI's workpapers and the base station selected by TPI does 

not include all the necessary components. TPI accepts CSXT's modifications in Rebuttal. 

Fourth, CSXT claims that TPI used a'price for a desktop controller that was different than 

the price appearing in TPI' s workpapers. TPI disagrees. The $417 price used by TPI is shown in 

TPI's workpapers400 and TPI continues to use it in Rebuttal. 

Fifth, CSXT claims that TPI failed to include the cost for a BRI data card which was 

included in TPI' s documentation as part of the suite of items required for a functioning 

multiplexor unit. CSXT is incorrect. A BRI data card is not necessary for a functioning 

multiplexor unit. Furthermore, CSXT did not provide a source for, and TPI was unable to locate, 

the suite of items in TPI' s documentation to which it refers. The TPI workpaper page referenced 

by CSXT (which TPI did not use) simply shows a list of data cards from which CSXT selected 

the BRI data card. TPI has not included the cost for the BRI data card in Rebuttal. 

399 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-178-180. 
400 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "S & C Workpapers 2.pdf," page 2. This file was provided to CSXT by TPI on 

June 9, 2014 in response to a CSXT workpaper request. 
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Sixth, CSXT claims that TPI used a price for a microwave tower that was different than 

the price appearing in TPI' s workpapers. CSXT also claims that TPI omitted the cost for the 

foundation for the tower structure, did not provide fencing around its microwave sheds, and 

reduced the costs for 7/8" Standard Coax (foam) without any justification. In Rebuttal, TPI 

accepts CSXT' s cost for the microwave tower and added costs for the foundation and footing but 

rejected the fencing costs. 

Seventh, CSXT claims that it is "standard practice" to fence microwave sheds.401 CSXT 

added $5,462 for each of 387 microwave sheds402 at a total cost of over $2.1 million. Once 

again, CSXT provided no evidence of the alleged "standard practice," nor has CSXT shown that 

it has incurred the cost to place fencing around all of its microwave sheds. TPI has not added the 

cost of this fencing and the Board should reject the microwave shed fencing included by CSXT 

ld 1 . 403 as unnecessary go -p atmg. 

Finally, CSXT claims that TPI's cost for a communications shed omitted several 

components, including shed footings/foundation, an alarm system and a halo ground system. I 
TPI includes the costs for shed footings/foundations and an alarm system but not the halo ground 

system. The benefit of a halo ground system has been the source of controversy in the signals 

and communications industry for years and, therefore, TPI has not included it. Furthermore, 

CSXT did not think such a system was necessary for the signal huts. 

401 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-180. 
402 See, CSXT Reply workpapers "TPI LMR Cost Development CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Per Tower Equipment" 

and "TPI Signals & Communications CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Components & Tabulation." 
403 See, Duke/NS at 101 (n. 19). 
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d. Hump Yard Equipment 

In Opening, TPI included $300.58 million for equipment for the eleven (11) hump yards 

on the TPIRR.404 In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's costs.405 

7. Buildings and Facilities 

Table III-F-9 below compares the buildings and facilities construction costs developed by 

TPI in Opening, CSXT in Reply and TPI in Rebuttal. 

Rebuttal Table III-F-9 
TPIRR Buildings and Facilities Investment Costs 

($ in millions) 

TPI CSXT TPI 
Item 0 . 1/ l!emng Re}!ly21 Rebutta131 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Headquarters Building $16.75 $35.15 $20.36 
2. Fueling Facilities 33.40 47.90 47.90 
3. Locomotive Shops 90.28 161.87 157.82 
4. Car Repair Shop 0.00 0.00 0.00 
5. Crew Change Facilities 14.28 14.28 14.28 
6. Yard Offices 17.50 33 .91 18.77 
7. Roadway Buildings (MOW) 14.16 19.99 14.16 
8. Guard Booths 0.86 0.86 0.37 
9. Yardmaster Towers 2.61 8.92 2.61 

10. Diesel Service & Insp. Shops 0.00 99.90 0.00 
11. In and Out Gates 0.00 29.38 0.00 
12. Maintenance Pad 0.00 1.47 0.00 
13 . Hostler Fueling Area 0.00 6.22 0.00 
14. Air Compressor Building 0.00 7.62 0.00 
15. Hostler Office & Welfare Bldg. 0.00 2.02 0.00 
16. Vehicle Service & Repair Bldg. 0.00 5.75 0.00 
17. Other Facilities I Site Costs 

a. Yard Lighting 209.07 239.96 203 .29 
b. Yard Paving 490.1 7 608.99 336.78 
c. Yard Drainage 77.83 100.12 65.48 
d. Yard Fencing 17.94 21.01 12.60 

18. Curtis Bay Coal Terminal 0.00 47.12 27.17 
19. Total $984.85 $1 ,492.44 $921.59 

11 TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Facilities.xlsx." 
2/ CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Facilities CSXT Reply.xlsx" and "Curtis Bay Coal Pier.xlsx" 
3/ TPI Rebuttal workpapers "TPIRR Facilities Rebuttal.xis" and "Curtis Bay Coal Pier TPI Rebuttal.xlsx." 

404 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-54 and TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Hump Yard Equipment.pdf." 
405 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-150, Table III-F-18. 
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a. Intermodal and Automotive 
Facilities 

Prior to addressing the specific differences in buildings and facilities identified in 

Rebuttal Table III-F-9 above, TPI must first address the issue of intermodal and automotive 

facilities served by the TPIRR as this has a significant impact on several of the categories in 

buildings and facilities. Intermodal and automotive facilities are discussed separately below. 

i. Intermodal Facilities 

In Opening, TPI included the road property investment costs for 19 intermodal facilities. 

TPI included investment costs for numerous components such as track construction and roadbed 

preparation for the tracks, paving, lighting, drainage and fencing for each of these 19 facilities 

even though it was clear that two (2) of the facilities are owned by other entities.406 In fact, TPI 

mistakenly included investment costs for intermodal facilities that are not the responsibility of 

the TPIRR. TPI determined that the investment costs, other than those required to provide the 

tracks at the facilities (excluding the two (2) facilities already identified as being owned by other 

entities), should be eliminated for all intermodal facilities served by the TPIRR because, as 

shown below, CSXT does not own these facilities. Therefore, the TPIRR is not required to own 

and construct these intermodal facilities. In Rebuttal, TPIRR eliminated all investment costs for 

intermodal facilities with the exception of the track construction and roadbed preparation costs 

required to construct the tracks needed to serve the facilities (excluding the two (2) facilities 

already identified as being owned by other entities). 

406 The Memphis, TN intermodal facility is owned by the CN and the Baltimore, MD intermodal facility is owned 
by the Maryland Port Authority. TPI did not include track for these two facilities. See, TPI Opening workpaper 
"TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." TPI should not have included any investment 
costs for these two (2) facilities but mistakenly did so in Opening. CSXT accepts TPl's Opening determination 
that these facilities were not owned by the TPIRR and did not include tracks for them either. See, CSXT Reply 
workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." CSXT also erroneously included 
investment costs for these two facilities. 
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According to a November 5, 2010 letter from CSXT counsel Paul A. Hemmersbaugh to 

TPI counsel Jeffrey 0 . Moreno,407 prior to June 26, 2010: 

. . . CSX Intermodal, Inc. ("CSXI") was an intermodal transportation marketing 
company which, in connection with that function, also operated a motor carrier 
business and intermodal terminals through subsidiary CSX Intermodal Terminals, 
Inc. (hereinafter "Terminals") and their agents ... CSXI was a first-tier subsidiary 
of CSX Corporation ("CSX") .... CSXI .. . purchased freight rail services from 
railroads (including CSXT) ... CSXI retained the services of its then-subsidiary 
Terminals, which owned and operated intermodal terminals, and provided 
container "lift" services for intermodal containers (from rail cars to trucks and 
vice versa) and other services for CSXI at those terminals. 

* * * 

"Terminals" has owned and operated a system of intermodal terminals since the 
early 1990s ... 

* * * 

. In 2010, CSX decided to restructure its intermodal business and to integrate 
intermodal sales and marketing functions into CSX Transportation ("CSXT"), the 
Class I railroad that is the Defendant in the present rate case. 

* * * 

The Restructuring also effectively transferred CSXI's terminal operations, 
trucking operations, and related rights, responsibilities, and agreements to 
Terminals, which became a direct first tier subsidiary of CSX. Following the 
Restructuring, CSXT and Terminals were sister corporations (both subsidiaries of 
CSX) .. _4o& 

Based on the above information, it is clear that CSX Intermodal Terminals, Inc. 

("Terminals"), a subsidiary of CSX Corporation and a sister company of CSXT, owns and 

operates the intermodal terminals served by the TPIRR and CSXT does not. Therefore, the 

TPIRR is not required to own and construct these facilities . CSXT pays a lift fee to Terminals 

for the handling of containers and trailers and intermodal facilities. As the TPIRR is stepping 

407 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT(Hemmersbaugh) to TPI November 5, 2010 letter INTERMODAL.pdf." 
408 Id (emphasis added). 
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into the shoes of CSXT, TPI is only required to pay the lift fee to Terminals. TPI includes lift 

costs in its operating expenses. 409 

In Reply, CSXT added the investment costs for three (3) additional intermodal facilities 

for a total of 22 facilities. Based on the above, not only should CSXT's costs for the two (2) 

facilities mistakenly included in Opening be eliminated, all of CSXT's costs for all 22 

intermodal facilities should be eliminated (exclusive of the costs associated with providing the 

tracks at 20 of the intermodal facilities). 

n. Automotive Facilities 

In Opening, TPI included the road property investment costs for 20 automotive facilities . 

TPI included investment costs for numerous components such as track construction and roadbed 

preparation for the tracks, paving, lighting, drainage and fencing for each of these 20 facilities 

even though it was c~ear that three (3) of the facilities are owned by other entities.410 In Rebuttal, 

TPI eliminated all investment costs for these three (3) automotive facilities. 

b. Headquarters Building 

In Opening, TPI located the TPIRR headquarters building in its Tilford Yard in Atlanta, 

GA. TPI calculated the required square footage using the American Institute of Architects 

("AIA") standard square footage per employee and added space for Executive employees per 

AIA standards.411 TPI developed the headquarters building costs based on the RS Means cost for 

409 See, TPI Rebuttal, pp. III-D-66-70. 
410 The West Point, GA automotive facility is owned by KIA, the Bowling Green, KY automotive facility is owned 

by GM and the Memphis, TN automotive facility is owned by BNSF. TPI did not include track for these three 
(3) facilities . See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Opening Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
TPI should not have included any investment costs for these three (3) facilities but mistakenly did so in Opening. 
CSXT accepts TPI's Opening determination that these facilities were not owned by the TPIRR and did not 
include tracks for them either. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab 
"TPIRR Yards." CSXT also erroneously included investment costs for these three (3) facilities . 

4 11 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-56. 

III-F-127 



I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

PUBLIC 

a building structure of this size and added costs for additional items not included in RS Means 

costs.412 

In Reply, CSXT accepts the methodology utilized to determine the size of the 

headquarters building and TPI's unit cost but makes the following two (2) adjustments: (1) 

CSXT increases the size of the building based on the increased number of TPIRR executive and 

administrative personnel;413 and (2) CSXT adds the square footage required to accommodate 

both the male and female locker rooms that TPI included costs for in Opening.414 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts the addition of the space for the locker rooms but revises the size 

of the headquarters building to reflect TPI' s Rebuttal number of TPIRR executive and 

administrative personnel developed in Part III-D of this Rebuttal evidence. 

c. Fueling Facilities 

In Opening, TPI included large fixed fueling platforms with eight (8) fueling stations at 

each of the twelve (12) major TPIRR yards and smaller fixed fueling platforms with four (4) 

fueling stations at four (4) other yards on the TPIRR.415 TPI also designated fifteen (15) 

locations where locomotive fueling facilities are provided track-side for fueling by trucks (i.e., 

direct -to-locomotive ("DTL") fueling). 416 

In Reply, CSXT generally accepts TPI's fixed locomotive fueling facilities and DTL 

fueling facilities but makes a few adjustments. First, CSXT rejects as inadequate TPI's provision 

of only two-25,000 gallon fuel storage tanks at each of the fixed locomotive fueling facilities and 

no storage tankage for fuel additives, lube oils or waste oils. CSXT bases the storage tank needs 

at the TPIRR's large facilities on the existing storage tanks at CSXT's Atlanta facility. For the 

412 Ibid. 
413 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-183. 
414 Ibid. 
415 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-56-57. 
416 Id. p. IIl-F-57 
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larger eight station fueling facilities, CSXT increases the size of the fuel storage tanks to 150,000 

gallons each and adds costs for a 20,000 gallon lube oil tank, a 12,000 gallon fuel additives tank 

and two (2) 2,000 gallon used oil storage tanks. For the smaller four (4) station facilities, CSXT 

reduces the fuel storage, fuel additives and waste oil tankage by half.417 Second, CSXT rejects 

TPI' s assumed use of fuel pans to capture spillage in both large and small permanent fueling 

platforms and adds platform concrete with embedded tracks, concrete service foundations, and 

adequate platform length and width.418 Third, CSXT rejects TPI's asphalt specifications for 

TPIRR DTL fueling facilities as inadequate to accommodate the heavier load of DTL fuel trucks 

and substitutes heavier industrial asphalt.419 

TPI accepts the adjustments made by CSXT in Rebuttal. 

d. Locomotive Shops 

In Opening, TPI included locomotive shops on the TPIRR at Willard, OH, Cumberland, 

MD, Nashville, TN, and Waycross, GA with each locomotive shop designed to handle larger 

overhaul work, 92-day inspections, and running repairs.420 TPI based the unit costs and designs 

for the locomotive shops on the cost per square foot developed from bid prices on previous 

projects involving Crouch Engineering with costs for additional items and equipment not 

included in this cost per square foot developed from manufacturer quotes and CSXT 

d. 421 1scovery. 

In Reply, CSXT accepts many of TPI's locomotive shop components and unit costs but 

makes several design and cost modifications to TPI Opening evidence.422 

417 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-184-186. 
418 Id pp. III-F-186-187 
4 19 Id pp. III-F-187-188. 
420 See, TPI Opening, p. 111-F-57 
421 Id pp. III-F-57-58 
422 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-188-196. 
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In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's Reply costs for locomotive shops with two (2) 

modifications. First, in Opening, TPI indexed the cost for jib cranes twice resulting in overstated 

costs. CSXT accepts TPI's count and costs for jib cranes but did not correct the indexing error. 

TPI corrects this in Rebuttal. Second, CSXT accepts TPI's specification of two (2) 30/10 gantry 

cranes in each shop and the crane specified by TPI to cover the service and inspection tracks but 

CSXT substituted a larger crane to cover the three (3) locomotive repair tracks.423 In CSXT's 

Reply workpapers, CSXT overstated crane costs by including the costs for two (2) of TPI's 

cranes and two (2) of CSXT's larger cranes.424 TPI has removed the costs for one of TPI's 

smaller cranes and one of the larger cranes so that the costs now reflect one small crane and one 

large crane as specified in CSXT's Reply text.425 

e. Diesel Service and Inspection Shop 

In Reply, CSXT claims that the TPIRR would require twelve (12) additional diesel 

locomotive service and inspection facilities to conduct 92-day inspections and to perform minor 

running repairs at TPIRR locations that do not already have major locomotive repair facilities.426 

CSXT argues that these additional facilities are necessary because the existing TPIRR 

locomotive repair shops are spaced too far apart to provide adequate access for locomotive 

service and inspection and performing mid-level services is not practical at other existing fixed 

fueling facilities where only minor repairs can be accomplished while maintaining efficient 

fueling operations.427 

423 Id. pp. III-F-194-195. 
424 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Facilities CSXT Reply," tab "Loco Shop," cells K27 and K28. 
425 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Facilities Rebuttal," tab "Loco Shop," cells J27 and J28. 
426 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-196. TPI notes that CSXT's text is inconsistent with regard to the number of 

facilities. CSXT claims that these facilities are needed at each of the twelve major yard locations without major 
locomotive facilities and then identifies all twelve major yards as the locations for the proposed facility. Four (4) 
of the major yards have major locomotive repair facilities which means that CSXT should have only included 
eight (8) facilities. CSXT used the correct number of eight (8) facilities in developing its investment costs. 

427 Id. pp. III-F-196-197. 
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In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of diesel locomotive service and inspection 

facilities. CSXT did not provide any analytical support for either of its arguments. Furthermore, 

TPI maintains that the existing locomotive repair facilities can handle inspections and that 

locomotives can be efficiently moved to the closest facility when necessary. As a practical 

matter, TPI maintains that the scheduled movement of locomotives on the TPIRR for the 92-day 

inspection would be handled by the operations control personnel of the transportation department 

in coordination with the mechanical department. In Rebuttal, TPI does not add these 

unnecessary and duplicative facilities to the TPIRR. 

f. Car Repair Shop 

In Opening, TPI did not include any costs for a car repair facility because the TPIRR 

acquires its railcars via full service leases with the lessor responsible for all necessary car repair. 

However, TPI did include the space and necessary tracks for such a facility at three (3) yards on 

the TPIRR.428 In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's opening evidence.429 

g. Crew Change Facilities 

In Opening, TPI included costs for 48 crew change facilities at locations across the 

TPIRR with buildings at 14 locations sized for a total of 2,240 square feet and buildings at 34 

other locations sized for a total of 1,400 square feet. 430 Each building includes all the basic 

facilities required and the building costs are based on RS Means cost per square foot for a 

building of this type plus other costs for items not included in the RS Means cost per square 

foot. 431 In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's sizing, count and costs for large and small crew change 

facilities. 432 

428 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-58. 
429 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-197. 
430 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-58 . 
431 Id. pp. III-F-58 to 59. 
432 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-198. 
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h. Yard Offices 

In Opening, TPI included costs for twelve (12) large and fifty (50) small yard offices on 

the TPIRR at locations where there are car inspectors, transportation department field personnel 

and more than one yard crew.433 The costs for these building were based on pricing developed 

for the large and small crew change facilities since the size and construction will be similar.434 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's large and small yard office costs but included an 

additional seventy (70) small yards to be consistent with the modifications CSXT made to the 

TPIRR operating plan.435 

In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of yard offices to intermodal, automotive and 

bulk transfer facilities. As discussed at the beginning of this section, the TPIRR is not 

responsible for the construction of intermodal facilities. TPI does include intermodal lift costs 

and automotive handling fees based on information provided by CSXT in discovery.436 The bulk 

transfer facility operator bills the shipper separately for his services. Any yard offices at these 

locations are the responsibility of the contractor. Furthermore, CSXT has not provided any 

documentation that it paid for any yard offices at these locations. Finally, many of these 

facilities are adjacent to or part of TPIRR major or other yards where TPI has already provided 

yard offices. 

CSXT also added yard offices at seven (7) other yards and five (5) interchange locations. 

TPI added small yard offices at the five (5) locations that have more than one yard crew 

433 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-59. 
434 Ibid. 
435 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-198 and CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Facilities CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR 

Yards." 
436 See, TPI Rebuttal, pp. III-D-66-70 pertaining to the lift fees and automotive fees paid by the TPIRR. 
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consistent with its criteria identified in Opening437 
- Danville, II (Brewer Yard); Indianapolis, IN 

(Hawthorne Yard); Curtis Bay, MD; Oakworth, AL; and Cartersville, GA. 

In Rebuttal, TPI included the twelve (12) large yard offices presented in Opening and 

accepted by CSXT in Reply and fifty-five (55) small yard offices.438 

i. Maintenance of Way Buildings 

In Opening, TPI included fifty-one (51) maintenance-of-way ("MOW") buildings similar 

in size and design to the crew-change facilities but with additional area provided for garaging 

certain vehicles and storing MOW supplies.439 The unit costs and specifications for these 

buildings were derived from the cost of the small crew-change facility with additional costs 

added for site construction since not all MOW buildings are located at yards.440 

In Reply, CSXT accepts the cost of TPI's MOW buildings and its methodology for 

correlating the cost with the cost of small crew change facilities. CSXT increases the total 

number of MOW buildings from fifty-one (51) to seventy-two (72) based on revised MOW 

districts and revised personnel requirements that CSXT developed in Reply.441 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to include fifty-one (51) MOW buildings on the TPIRR. 

CSXT includes an unrealistically high number of MOW buildings based on an overstated 

number of MOW districts and personnel that are not required by an optimally efficient, 

realistically-staffed TPIRR.442 

j. Guard Booths 

In Opening, TPI included thirty-four (34) guard booths for intermodal and automotive 

yards on the TPIRR with costs developed from a manufacturer's quote plus additional costs for 

437 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-59. 
438 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix Rebuttal Grading.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
439 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-59. 
440 Ibid. 
441 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-198-199. 
442 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 29-30. 
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other items not included in the quote.443 In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's costs and number of 

guard booths.444 However, CSXT also included a guard booth in its development of costs for the 

Curtis Bay Coal Terminal.445 TPI rejects the addition of a guard booth at the Curtis Bay Coal 

Terminal. CSXT did not provide any explanation as to why it is necessary. Furthermore, there 

is no truck traffic in and out of the coal terminal like there is at intermodal and automotive 

facilities. 

While preparing Rebuttal, TPI discovered that it mistakenly included the costs for 39 

guard booths for all 19 intermodal facilities and all 20 automotive facilities 446 and so did 

CSXT.447 As discussed previously, TPIRR is not responsible for constructing any intermodal 

facilities and mistakenly included the costs for three (3) automotive facilities that are not owned 

by the TPIRR. CSXT accepts TPI' s determination that these three automotive facilities are not 

owned by the TPIRR.448 

In Rebuttal, TPI corrected the number of guard booths required for the TPIRR. As 

TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of intermodal facilities, TPI only included guard 

booths for the 17 automotive facilities owned by the TPIRR. 

k. Yardmaster Towers 

In Opening, TPI included yardmaster towers at each ofTPIRR's hump yards for a total of 

eleven (11) towers.449 CSXT accepts these towers but increases the number of towers 

"consistent with CSXT' s operating plan. "45° CSXT does not explain in its text where these 

towers were added or why. A review of CSXT's workpapers reveals that CSXT added sixteen 

443 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-60. 
444 See, CSXT Reply, p. III_F-199. 
445 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Curtis Bay Coal Pier.xls." 
446 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Facilities.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards," columns AG and AH. 
447 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Facilities CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards," columns AG and AH. 
448 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Yard Matrix CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR Yards." 
449 See, TPI Opening, p. IH-F-60. 
450 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-200. 

III-F-134 



PUBLIC 

(16) towers: one tower in Barr Yard, one tower in five (5) of the hump yards (Willard, Selkirk, 

Cumberland, Osborn and Tilford), two (2) towers in one hump yard (Radnor), two (2) towers in 

one other yard (Collinwood) and one tower in six (0) other yards (DeWitt, Howell, Leewood, 

Gentilly, Moncrief and Augusta). CSXT's apparent justification is that these towers currently 

exist in these CSXT yards. 

CSXT did not provide any justification for the inclusion of these additional towers. The 

mere existence of these towers on a yard schematic does not mean that these additional towers 

are needed by TPIRR. In fact, CSXT did not provide any indication that these towers are 

currently in use, only that they appear on a schematic. These towers were constructed many 

years ago (as evidenced by the 1966 cost used by both parties) and modem day communications 

negate the need for these additional towers. For these reasons, TPI has not included these 

additional yardmaster towers in Rebuttal. 

The cost for a yardmaster tower was based on the 1966 construction cost provided by 

CSXT in discovery indexed to 3Q10.451 CSXT accepts TPI's cost but adds the cost for an 

elevator.452 In support of its contention, CSXT cites to Section 203.9 of the 2010 Standards of 

the Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA"). However, there several fatal flaws with CSXT's 

position. First, the 2010 ADA standards apply to new construction starting on or after March 15, 

2012.453 Of course, construction of the TPIRR is completed nearly two (2) years earlier - by the 

start of TPIRR operations on July 1, 2010.454 Even if the 2010 ADA Standards applied, the 

TPIRR' s yardmaster towers fit squarely into one of the exceptions for the elevator requirement. 

Specifically, the elevator requirement does not apply to private buildings that have less than 

451 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-60 and TPI Opening workpaper "Yardmaster Tower Unit Costs.pdf' . 
452 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-199-200. 
453 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "2010 ADA standards for accessible design.pdf," p. 3. 
454 See, TPI Opening, p. III-G-3 . 
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3000 square feet per story.455 The yardmaster towers on the TPIRR have only 256 square feet 

per story.456 

More broadly, the elevator cost is also inapplicable to the TPIRR because CSXT has not 

shown that its own yard towers have elevators. As such, the elevator cost is a barrier to entry 

that should be excluded.457 CSXT's attempt to include elevator costs must be rejected as 

impermissible because it would enable CSXT to "earn[ ] monopoly rents in the form of a return 

on investments it never actually made."458 The Board has previously found that "the cost of 

needed I_>ermits, licenses and environmental compliance ... must be considered as a barrier when 

that cost was not incurred by the incumbent."459 Compliance with the ADA is not a "modem 

construction technique" that is simply being substituted for a procedure that was used by CSXT' s 

predecessors.460 Instead, ADA compliance is an extra cost that was (apparently) never incurred 

by CSXT.461 As such, ADA compliance is similar to erosion control costs that were rejected in 

cases such as West Texas Utilities. In that case, BNSF asserted that the Clean Water Act 

required erosion control measures. The Board rejected such costs, determining that 

"[g]ovemmental regulation on erosion control is a relatively recent requirement and one that 

BNSF did not indicate that it incurred when its ROW was constructed. Thus, we agree that these 

costs are barriers to entry. "462 

455 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "2010 ADA standards for accessible design.pdf', p. 25. 
456 See, TPI Opening workpaper "Yardmaster Tower Unit Costs.pdf," p. 2, where the size is indicated as "16x16". 
457 "Under SAC procedures, a SARR is not required to incur costs for construction activities that the defendant 

railroad has never incurred." PSCo!X cel I at 690. 
458 West Texas Utilities at 670. 
459 West Texas Utilities at 672-673 . 
460 See, e.g., McCarty Farms at 502 (n. 74); CP&L at 318. 
46 1 CSXT offered no evidence that it constructed elevators at any of the towers replicated by the TPIRR. 
462 West Texas Utilities at 705-706. See, also Burlington Northern Railroad Co. v. STB, 114 F.3d 206, 214 (D.C. 

Cir. 1997) (Court affirms Board decision on the issue of barriers to entry, finding it appropriate that Burlington 
Northern was permitted "to earn a competitive return on all investments the railroad actually made at their 
current value, but not on the investments it avoided by being the first to market."); APS at 386. 
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For the above reasons, TPI has not added the elevator cost to the cost for yardmaster 

towers. 

I. Wastewater Treatment 

In Opening, TPI assumed that all building facilities are located near existing towns and 

cities and are able to be served by local sewer connections or similar services. TPI included the 

costs for sewer tie-ins in the site costs for each facility. TPI also included oil/water separators, 

where necessary, and included the costs with each facility. 463 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's assumption that TPIRR's building facilities could be 

served by a local sewer connection and also accepts TPI's costs for the sewer tie-ins.464 CSXT, 

however, added oil/water separators at additional TPIR facilities that CSXT added in Reply.465 

Based on a review of CSXT's workpapers, CSXT included costs for oil/water separators in the 

costs for diesel service and inspection shops, maintenance pads, hostler fueling areas and vehicle 

service and repair buildings.466 As discussed in this Section, TPI has not included any of these 

additional facilities in Rebuttal and TPI has not included CSXT' s costs for additional oil/water 

separators. 

m. Turntables 

In Opening, TPI included turntables at eleven (11) of the TPIRR' s yards based on 

information provided by CSXT in discovery. In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's turntable locations 

and unit cost but adds a turntable in Cincinnati' s Queensgate Yard.467 In Rebuttal, TPI added 

this turntable. However, TPI removed the turntable at the Mobile, AL intermodal terminal 

because TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of intermodal terminals. 

463 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-60. 
464 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-200. 
465 Ibid. 
466 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Facilities CSXT Reply.xlsx." 
467 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-201. 
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n. In Gates and Out Gates 

In Reply, CSXT "included costs for in gates and out gates at only those CSXT intermodal 

terminals where available photographs have sufficient detail and clarity to confirm the presence 

of those facilities at CSXT yard and terminals replaced by the TPIRR."468 CSXT argues that 

these facilities are required to provide the secure management of the movement of containers to 

and from intermodal yards so that intermodal rail service providers will be able to closely 

manage the logistics of intermodal traffic and will be able to advise their customers of the 

location of their merchandise at any given time. CSXT concludes that every TPIRR intermodal 

yard would have such standard features. 469 

As discussed previously, TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of the intermodal 

facilities served by the TPIRR. Therefore, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of these facilities and 

they should be rejected by the Board.470 

o. Maintenance Pad 

In Reply, CSXT "included costs for maintenance pads only at those CSXT intermodal 

terminals where available aerial photographs have sufficient detail and clarity to confirm the 

presence of those maintenance pads at CSXT yards and terminals replaced by the TPIRR."471 

CSXT argues that maintenance pads are "commonly used by intermodal terminals in order to 

provide service and repairs to lift equipment (rubber-tired gantry cranes or "RTG's", side 

468 Id. pp. III-F-201-202. 
469 Id. p. III-F-201. 
470 TPI points out that CSXT grossly overstated its costs for the in and out gates. Specifically, CSXT developed its 

costs based on a bid cost comparison of the costs of a combined in and out gate. The bid contained quantities for 
various components needed for the combined in and out gate, yet CSXT double-counted the quantities by 
including the total quantities from the bid for these components in its cost development for both the in and out 
gates separately. TPI specifically identified the components and costs that CSXT double counted. See, TPI 
Rebuttal workpapers "In and Out Gates TPI Rebuttal.xlsx" and "CSXT in and out gates support.pdf." 

471 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-202. 
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loaders, etc.)"472 and are "essential to intermodal yard operations and should be at every 

intermodal yard."473 

As discussed previously, TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of the intermodal 

facilities served by the TPIRR. Therefore, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of these maintenance 

pads and they should be rejected by the Board. 

p. Hostler Fueling Area 

In Reply, CSXT "included costs for hostler fueling only where available aerial 

photographs have sufficient detail and clarity to confirm the presence of those facilities at CSXT 

yards and terminals replaced by the TPIRR."474 CSXT argues that hostler (i.e., tractor) fueling 

areas "are essential to provide off-road fueling for intermodal hostlers."475 

As discussed previously, TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of the intermodal 

facilities served by the TPIRR. Therefore, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of these fueling areas 

and they should be rejected by the Board. 

q. Air Compressor Buildings and 
Yard Air System 

In Reply, CSXT included the costs for air compressor buildings and yard air systems at 

four (4) intermodal facilities. 476 

As discussed previously, TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of the intermodal 

facilities served by the TPIRR. Therefore, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of these buildings and 

air systems and they should be rejected by the Board. 

472 Id. 
473 Id. 
474 Id. p. III-F-203 . 
475 Ibid. 
476 Id. pp. III-F-203-204. See, also CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Facilities CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "TPIRR 

Yards." 

III-F-139 



PUBLIC 

r. Hostler Office and Welfare 
Buildings 

In Reply, CSXT included the cost for hostler accommodations only at those CSXT 

intermodal terminals where this facility can be located and documented."477 CSXT claims that 

hostlers (i.e., personnel operating hostler equipment) report on and off duty at intermodal 

facilities and require lockers, time clocks, and welfare amenities separate and distinct from those 

built for railroad employees.478 

As discussed previously, TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of the intermodal 

facilities served by the TPIRR. Therefore, TPI rejects CSXT's addition of these facilities and 

they should be rejected by the Board. 

s. Vehicle Service and Repair 
Buildings 

In Reply, CSXT "included vehicle maintenance and repair facilities only where available 

aerial photographs have sufficient detail and clarity to confirm the presence of those facilities at 

CSXT yards and terminals replaced by the TPIRR."479 CSXT claims that "the repair and service 

of motor vehicles, including tractors used to shuttle intermodal trailers and containers, must 

occur at regular intervals."48° CSXT concludes that "because the majority of intermodal 

operations employ non-street legal hostler tractors, these services must be provided on site."481 

As discussed previously, TPIRR is not responsible for the construction of the intermodal 

facilities served by the TPIRR. Therefore, TPI rejects CSXT' s addition of these facilities and 

they should be rejected by the Board. 482 

477 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-205 . 
478 Id. pp. III-F-204 to 205 . 
479 Id. pp. III-F-205 to 206. 
480 Id p. III-F-205. 
481 Ibid. 
482 TPI notes that the Board has rejected costs for similar facilities called "mechanic repair shops" in prior SAC 

proceedings. See, DuPont at 244-245 and SunBelt at 163. 
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t. Other Facilities I Site Costs 

In Opening, TPI included costs for lighting, paving and drainage at TPIRR intermodal, 

automotive and bulk transfer facilities as well as other TPIRR yards plus site preparation 

costs.483 In Reply, CSXT made modifications to TPI's Opening presentation.484 Each of these 

areas is discussed below. 

i. Yard Lighting 

In Opening, TPI developed yard lighting plans for the TPIRR intermodal, automotive and 

bulk transfer facilities based on existing CSXT lighting plans and Google Earth aerial views. 

TPI developed yard lighting costs based on quotes from suppliers and RS Means.485 

In Reply, CSXT "accepts TPI's general approach of extrapolating lighting requirements 

for the TPIRR yards from existing CSXT facilities, but rejects TPI' s use of one single yard as the 

basis for extrapolating costs for certain types of yards."486 CSXT claims TPI failed to include 

costs for "underground electrical conduit and pullboxes for its 20' wood light pole category."487 

CSXT also added three (3) intermodal facilities, five (5) flat yards, and two (2) partially owned 

yards to the TPIRR yard inventory which increases the aggregate costs for this item. 

In Rebuttal, as discussed in Part III-B, TPI accepts the additional yards and facilities 

identified by CSXT and, therefore, adds the lighting costs necessary for these yards (except for 

the three (3) additional intermodal yards). As discussed previously, three (3) automotive 

facilities are not owned by the TPIRR. TPI mistakenly included the lighting costs for these 

483 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-60-62. 
484 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-206-213 . 
485 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-61. 
486 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-207 
487 Ibid. 
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facilities in Opening but has removed these costs in Rebuttal. TPI also removed all lighting costs 

for intermodal facilities as they are not constructed by the TPIRR.488 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT' s addition of the costs for underground electrical conduit 

and pullboxes for the 20' wood light poles and CSXT's modifications to the calculation of 

average yard lighting costs for the Type 2 yards and the automotive and bulk transfer facilities. 

n. Yard Paving 

In Opening, TPI developed paving plans for the TPIRR's intermodal, automotive and 

bulk facilities, plus major yards and other yards, that were based on existing CSXT yard plans 

provided in discovery and based on a review of these locations in Google Earth. TPIRR paving 

costs were based on unit costs from RS Means for the appropriate pavement section required.489 

In Reply, "CSXT accepts TPI's approach of developing yard paving requirements based 

on aerial views of existing CSXT facilities as a reasonable starting point."49° CSXT claims, 

however, that TPI's pavement and concrete costs are based on substandard specifications that 

would not withstand the burdens of everyday railroad use.491 Based on this claim, CSXT 

upgraded asphalt and concrete types, incorporated multiple paving standards for concrete and 

asphalt sections, corrected costs using RS Means, utilized appropriate costs for yard concrete 

pavement used at intermodal facilities, added additional costs to TPI' s asphalt cross section for 

regular traffic, revised the pavement numbers used to quantify Type 1 yards, and added the costs 

for three (3) additional intermodal terminals that were missing from TPI's Opening evidence.492 

488 TPI notes that CSXT's lighting costs are significantly overstated because they include the costs for the three (3) 
automotive facilities that are not owned by the TPIRR as well as all of the intermodal facilities not owned by the 
TPIRR. 

489 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-61. 
490 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-208 . 
491 Ibid. 
492 Id. pp. III-F-208-211. 
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In Rebuttal, as discussed in Part III-B, TPI includes the tracks for the three (3) additional 

intermodal facilities identified by CSXT in Reply. However, as discussed previously, TPIRR is 

not responsible for the construction of the intermodal facilities served by the TPIRR and has 

excluded all other investment costs for all the intermodal facilities including the paving costs. 

Furthermore, as discussed above, three (3) automotive facilities are not owned by the TPIRR. 

TPI mistakenly included the paving costs for these facilities in Opening but has removed these 

costs in Rebuttal.493 

Much of CSXT' s criticisms pertain to the paving at intermodal facilities. Although TPI' s 

opening paving types and costs are sufficient for intermodal facilities, TPI has not responded 

specifically to CSXT's intermodal facility paving criticisms as TPI is not constructing these 

facilities . 

TPI accepts the additional costs for backfilling and compacting and adds them in Rebuttal 

but rejects all of the remaining adjustments made by CSXT. 

TPI's opening pavement specifications are heavier than necessary for automobile and 

light truck traffic and sufficient for heavy use at a bulk transfer facility or medium use at an 

automotive facility. TPI's pavement specification ( 4-inch binder, 2-inch topping and 6-inch 

gravel base) is much heavier than necessary for car traffic and parking at an automotive facility 

and was designed to be applied to all various yard uses. 

CSXT's "Heavy Duty" pavement section is unnecessary. CSXT increases the gravel 

layer from six (6) inches to nine (9) inches but reduces the binder from four (4) inches to three 

(3) inches. This modification is unnecessary and only serves to increase costs. 

493 TPI notes that CSXT's paving costs are overstated because they include the costs for the three automotive 
facilities that are not owned by the TPIRR as well as all of the intermodal facilities not owned by the TPIRR. 
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CSXT's addition of three (3) concrete paving sections is not required. One section is 

lighter than that specified by TPI and two (2) are heavier. The heavier sections are primarily 

associated with intermodal yards and, therefore, are not required. 

TPI rejects CSXT's quantity changes for Type 1 and Type 2 yards because the 

adjustments made by CSXT are not supported and CSXT did not demonstrate that TPI's 

Opening quantities are incorrect. In Opening, TPI included workpapers (pdf files and scaled 

images referenced in CAD drawings) that showed how TPI determined the pavement quantities 

for all yards. 494 In Reply, CSXT included only non-scaled pdf files that did not allow for TPIRR 

to identify the changes made by CSXT to the opening yard quantities or to verify CSXT' s 

figures. In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use the paving quantities developed in Opening for Type 1 

and Type 2 yards. 

Finally, TPI rejects CSXT's use of 0.2& acres of Heavy Asphalt pavement section for 

four (4) major yards and eleven (11) other yards because CSXT did not explain why Heavy 

Asphalt was necessary at these locations. 

For the flat and partially-owned yards added by CSXT in Reply and accepted by TPI in 

Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT' s quantities of paving for the~e yards but consolidates CSXT' s two 

(2) types of pavement into TPI' s single type. 

iii. Yard Drainage 

In Opening, TPI provided for drainage facilities for the TPIRR major and other yards as 

well as automotive, intermodal and bulk transfer facilities based on plans provided by CSXT in 

discovery.495 TPI did not provide for drainage facilities in "other yards with no classification 

494 See, TPI Opening workpapers "TPIRR Automotive Terminals Workpapers.pdf," "TPIRR Bulk Transfer 
Terminals Workpapers.pdf," "TPIRR Major Yards Workpapers.pdf," "TPIRR Other Yards Workpapers.pdf," 
and the files in the sub-directory "AutoCad Drawings Used For Quantities." 

495 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-F-61-62. 
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tracks or additional interchange yards as they consist of less than ten tracks and will be 

sufficiently graded to allow for water to drain naturally, over the crusher run cap and through the 

track ballast. "496 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's methodology for developing cost for yard drainage 

facilities but rejects TPI's assumption that flat yards with less than ten (10) tracks would require 

no drainage.497 CSXT also added three (3) intermodal yards, five (5) flat yards, and two (2) 

partially owned yards to the TPIRR yard inventory and calculated yard drainage costs for each 

which increases the aggregate costs for this item. 

In Rebuttal, as discussed in Part III-B, TPI accepts the additional yards and facilities 

identified by CSXT and, therefore, adds the yard drainage costs necessary for the flat yards with 

classification tracks or more than ten (10) tracks but not the additional three (3) intermodal 

facilities. As discussed previously, three (3) automotive facilities are not owned by the TPIRR. 

TPI mistakenly included the yard drainage costs for these facilities in Opening but has removed 

these costs in Rebuttal. TPI also removed all drainage costs for intennodal facilities as they are 

not constructed by the TPIRR.498 

TPI rejects CSXT's addition of drainage facilities for yards with less than ten (10) tracks 

for several reasons. First, CSXT provides no evidence that all of its smaller yards have drainage 

facilities. Second, CSXT provides no evidence that the lack of drainage facilities in smaller 

yards has led to the deterioration of the tracks and roadbed in these yards. Third, water draining 

through the ballast and sub-ballast is precisely how water drainage is handled along the main 

lines of the TPIRR. Drainage facilities are not installed along the entire mileage of the TPIRR 

496 Id p. III-F-62. 
497 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-212. 
498 TPI notes that CSXT's yard drainage costs are overstated because they include the costs for the three (3) 

automotive facilities that are not owned by the TPIRR as well as all of the intermodal facilities not owned by the 
TPIRR. 
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but rather only installed in locations- where water build-up is a problem, as evidenced by the 

lateral drainage quantities included on the ICC Engineering Reports and the lateral drainage 

costs included in the roadbed preparation costs for the TPIRR. Fourth, TPI Engineering Witness 

Harvey Crouch has professional experience from both his time at NS and with his engineering 

firm that railroads do not install drainage facilities, such as catch basins and drainage pipes, in 

small yards. NS has a policy of avoiding yard drainage systems, if possible, because the systems 

are hard to maintain and usually get filled with ballast and other debris very quickly. In fact, NS 

has removed yard drainage from some Crouch Engineering yard designs due to this policy . 

... 
Furthermore, a marshalling yard recently designed by Crouch Engineering for the Florida East 

Coast Railway ("FEC") did not have any drainage design at the request of the FEC. 

For the above reasons, TPI continues its Opening practice of not including drainage 

facilities for flat yards without classification tracks or less than ten (10) tracks in Rebuttal. 

iv. Fencing 

In Opening, TPI included fencing costs for other facilities based on actual linear feet of 

fencing at the yard or estimated linear feet of fencing based on an average ratio of fence length to 

total yard area for either a Type 1 or Type 2 yard times the actual total yard area of the yard.499 

In Reply, CSXT accepts the actual fencing counts for automotive and bulk transfer 

facilities but not the fencing counts for intermodal termirials. 50° CSXT also accepts TPI's ratio 

method for fencing take-offs for Type 2 yards "but refutes the fencing counts used to quantify 

type 1 yards fencing count averages."501 CSXT also accepts TPI's unit cost for fencing. 502 

499 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Facilities.xlsx," tab "Yard Pavement and Fence Costs." 
500 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-212. 
501 Ibid. 
502 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Facilities CSXT Reply.xlsx," tab "Yard Pavements and Fence Costs." 
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In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's adjustments to yard fence quantities applied to the yards 

owned by the TPIRR. As discussed in Part III-B, TPI accepts the additional yards and facilities 

identified by CSXT and, therefore, adds the fence costs necessary for these additional yards and 

facilities (except for the three (3) intermodal facilities). As discussed previously, three (3) 

automotive facilities are not owned by the TPIRR. TPI mistakenly included the fence costs for 

these facilities in Opening but has removed these costs in Rebuttal. TPI has also removed all 

fencing costs for intermodal facilities as they are not constructed by the TPIRR. so3 

v. Pavement Marking 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's pavement marking counts for TPIRR yards and 

terminals. so4 

u. Curtis Bay Coal Terminal 

In Reply, CSXT claims that TPIRR included the revenue for coal traffic moving to Curtis 

Bay in Baltimore, Maryland but failed to include the cost of constructing the coal terminal.sos 

CSXT included a cost of $47.12 million for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal based on the existing 

CSXT Curtis Bay Coal Facility including trackwork, conveyor systems, piers, other facilities and 

operating costs. 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts the requirement that it must build the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal 

and agrees generally with the design, facilities and costs proposed by CSXT but makes the 

following modifications. First, TPI removes some of the items from CSXT' s investment 

spreadsheet and includes them in their proper location. Specifically: (1) the yard track miles are 

included in TPIRR's yard matrix so that track costs will be included with the track construction 

503 TPI notes that CSXT's fence costs are overstated because they include the costs for the three automotive 
facilities that are not owned by the TPIRR as well as all of the intermodal facilities not owned by the TPIRR. 

504 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-213. 
505 Ibid. 
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and grading costs will be included with the roadbed preparation costs; (2) yard drainage, paving 

I and lighting costs are included with facilities costs; (3) bridge costs are included with bridge 

costs; and (5) land costs are included with land costs. This allows the costs for these items to be 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

properly developed using TPI's Rebuttal unit costs and placed in their proper account for the 

DCF Model. For example, including land costs for the Curtis Bay Coal Terminal with the other 

costs, as CSXT done, is improper because the mobilization, engineering, and contingency 

additives would be erroneously applied. 

Second, TPI rejects costs for a vehicle service and repair building because CSXT has not 

demonstrated that it is required. Third, TPI rejects the costs for a guard booth as there is no truck 

traffic serving the facility and CSXT has not demonstrated why it is required. Fourth, TPI rejects 

the costs for a yard building as the TPIRR has not stationed any personnel at the facility and TPI 

added a yard building at the adjacent Curtis Bay freight yard. 

TPI includes $27 .17 million for the remaining components of the Curtis Bay Coal 

Terminal. 506 

8. Public Improvements 

a. Fences 

In Opening, TPI included fences only for the TPIRR yards because CSXT did not 

provide any data concerning the quantities or locations of fencing on any of the CSXT lines 

being replicated by the TPIRR. 507 

In Reply, "CSXT does not take exception to TPI's observation that the vast majority of 

the CSXT right-of-way being replicated in this case is not fenced."508 However, CSXT claims 

that fencing is necessary at key signal facilities. 509 

506 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Curtis Bay Coal Pier TPI Rebuttal.xlsx". 
507 See, TPI Opening, p. III-F-62 and workpaper "TPIRR Facilities.xlsx". 
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TPI previously addressed CSXT' s claims regarding fences around communications sheds 

and microwave towers in Rebuttal Part llI-F-6. TPI also addressed CSXT's fencing calculations 

for TPIRR yards in Rebuttal Part llI-F-7. 

b. Signs 

In Opening, TPI included a standard package of railroad signs (including milepost, 

whistle post, yard limit, and cross-buck signs and posts) plus Emergency Notification Signs at all 

highway at-grade crossings.510 

In Reply, CSXT states that the majority of the sign package included by TPI is sufficient 

but CSXT identified a deficiency in the package that was adjusted. Specifically, CSXT claims to 

have adjusted the unit cost for whistle post and mile post signs on the TPIRR to reflect the added 

costs for ingress and egress to a majority of the whistle post and milepost locations.511 

In Rebuttal, TPI rejects CSXT's attempt to inflate the costs for signs. CSXT did not 

demonstrate that the price that it utilized in Reply "account[ s] for the additional installation 

challenges presented by such railroad signs."512 In addition, CSXT did not include any 

supporting documentation for its unit cost in its Reply workpapers. Third, CSXT's claims 

regarding ingress and egress are immaterial since signs for the TPIRR can be installed by 

traveling along the right-of-way after grading and sub-ballast are completed. Because CSXT has 

not demonstrated that TPI's unit cost is deficient or that CSXT's unit cost is more representative, 

TPI continues to utilize its Opening unit cost to furnish and install mile marker and whistle post 

signs (and yard limit signs) in Rebuttal. 

508 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-217. 
509 Ibid. 
510 See, TPI Opening, p. IIl-F-63 . 
511 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-F-217-218. CSXT's text conflicts with its workpapers. CSXT changed the costs for 

whistle posts and yard limit signs but accepted TPI's cost for mileposts. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track 
Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx,' tab "Summary," cells D58, D65 and D66. 

512 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-218. 
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In addition, CSXT' s number of cross buck, ENS and whistle post signs are greatly 

overstated. In Opening, TPI included ;igns for 7,941 highway at-grade crossings.s13 As there 

are two (2) of each of these signs at each crossing, TPI included 15,882 cross bucks, ENS signs 

and whistle post signs. In Reply, CSXT states that it added 419 crossings that TPI omitted 

increasing the total number of highway at-grade crossings to 8,360s 14 which increases sign 

requirements to 16,720. However, CSXT's workpapers show that CSXT included costs for 

23,734 cross bucks, ENS signs and whistle post signs.sis CSXT overstated the required number 

of cross bucks, ENS signs and whistle post signs by 7,014 signs each.s16 

c. Highway Crossings and Road 
Crossing Devices 

In Opening, TPI built all highway at-grade crossing surfaces and included 100 percent of 

the costs. TPI also included 10 percent of the costs associated with highway at-grade crossing 

protection. · TPI also identified highway overpasses and included 10 percent of the associated 

costs of construction.s17 Highway overpass costs were addressed previously in Rebuttal Part III-

F-5 (Bridges). Highway at-grade crossing protection was addressed previously in Rebuttal Part 

III-F-6 (Signals and Communications). 

In Reply, CSXT accepts TPIRR's rubber rail seal and asphalt crossmg surface 

configuration and the average 24-foot crossing surface.s18 However, CSXT made three (3) 

adjustments to TPl's calculation of TPIRR highway at-grade crossing costs. First, CSXT added 

419 crossings that TPI excluded from their inventory. Second, CSXT rejected TPl's proposed 

513 Ibid. 
514 Ibid. 
515 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Track Construction CSXT Reply.xlsx,' tab "Summary," cells E57, E63 and E66. 
516 It appears that CSXT adjusted the number of signs to reflect its average of 1.4 tracks per crossing which it used 

to increase the number of physical at-grade highway crossings the TPIRR would need to install. However, the 
TPIRR only needs two (2) of each of these three (3) signs at each crossing location regardless of the number of 
tracks that are being crossed. 

517 See, TPI Opening, P. III-F-63 . 
518 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F-218. 
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grade crossing construction cost of $414.75 per track foot and included costs of $792 per track 

foot ($751 when indexed to 3Q10 levels). Third, CSXT increased the number of at-grade 

highway crossings to reflect that, on average, there are 1.4 tracks at each highway at-grade 

. 519 crossmg. 

In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT' s addition of 419 crossings and CSXT' s ratio of 1.4 

tracks at each highway at-grade crossing. However, TPI rejects CSXT's revised grade crossing 

construction cost of $751 per track foot for the following reasons. 

First, CSXT fails to demonstrate that the average cost per track foot utilized by TPI in 

Opening is not correct. CSXT simply claims that "cost data shows costs ranging widely from 

$290 to $575 per track foot" and the "cost estimates lack sufficient material detail to determine 

compliance with Class I railroad crossing standards."520 Neither of these claims has any merit. 

The fact that TPI utilized an average instead of utilizing the lowest bid speaks to the conservative 

nature of the cost per track foot. As a least-cost, most efficient railroad the TPIRR is under no 

obligation to utilize an average cost but would have been justified in using the lowest unit cost 

shown. In any event, CSXT failed to demonstrate that any of the bids used to develop the 

average unit cost per track foot were deficient in any way. 

Second, the document used by CSXT to support its $792 cost does not even indicate the 

type of crossing. The only descriptive information on the AFE is a heading that describes the 

cost associated with a "Crossing Surface (Farm)" at a single location on the CSXT.521 There is 

no indication of the type of crossing, the components included in the crossing construction or if 

the crossing meets Class I standards. TPI' s average unit cost, on the other hand, is based on four 

(4) separate bids to remove and rebuild a highway at-grade crossing at seven (7) different 

519 Id. pp. III-F-218-219. 
520 Id. p. III-F-219. 
521 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "CSXT Crossing Surface Cost.pdf." 
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locations. 522 The TPIRR cost should even be less than these costs because the TPIRR is 'building . 

a new grade crossing only and no removal is involved. 

In short, CSXT' s unit cost from an AFE fails when held to the same standard used by 

CSXT to evaluate TPI' s unit cost from four ( 4) railroad bids. Because the average unit cost per 

track foot utilized by TPI in Opening is based on an average of four (4) bids for multiple 

crossings, it remains the best evidence of record and is utilized by TPI in Rebuttal. 

d. Highway Overpasses 

Highway overpasses are properly included in the account for public improvements and 

the discussion is included in Rebuttal Part III-F-5, Bridges. 

9. Mobilization 

CSXT accepts TPI's 2.7 percent for mobilization applied to all road property investment 

accounts except land.523 CSXT adds $13 ,000 per parcel for land acquisition costs resulting in 

additional mobilization costs of $107.24 million.524 These costs were addressed previously in 

Rebuttal Part III-F-1. 

10. Engineering 

CSXT accepts TPI's ten (10) percent additive for engineering applied to the all road 

property investment accounts except land. 525 

11. Contingencies 

CSXT accepts TPI's ten (10) percent contingency factor applied to total construction 

cost, including mobilization and contingency costs but excluding land acquisition costs.526 

522 See, TPI Opening workpaper "2012 SCTRA Crossing Bid Prices.pdf." 
523 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-220. 
524 Id. See, also CSXT Reply workpaper "111-F Total CSXT Reply.xlsx." 
525 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-220. 
526 Ibid. 
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12. Construction Schedule 

CSXT accepts TPI's 30-month construction schedule.527 

527 Ibid. 
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III. STAND-ALONE COST 

G. DISCOUNTED CASH FLOW ANALYSIS 

In Part IU-G of its Reply, CSXT raised various issues with respect to TPI's SAC DCF 

analysis . At the same time, CSXT itself seeks major alterations to the Board's established 

approach on such matters as equity flotation costs, treatment of tax liability and capital cost 

recovery. 

TPI responds to CSXT's contentions below under the following topical headings: 

1. Cost of Capital 
2. Inflation Indices 
3. Tax Liability 
4. Capital Cost Recovery 

l. Cost of Capital 

The TPIRR's cost of capital is made up of the cost of common equity, debt and preferred 

equity (if any). CSXT "accepts TPI's use of the Board determined rai lroad industry cost of 

capital as the starting point for the TPIRR,'' but then adds equity flotation costs. 1 

As shown in Rebuttal Table III-G-1 below, there are no differences between TPI's 

Opening and CSXT's Reply TPIRR cost of equity calculations. 

1 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-l. 
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Rebuttal Table III-G-1 
Comparison ofTPI Opening and 

CSXT Re(!ly TPIRR Cost of Eguitv 

TPI CSXT Difference 
Year Opening11 Reply21 Cols (3) - (2) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

2008 13.17% 13.17% 0.00% 
2009 12.37% 12.37% 0.00% 
2010 12.99% 12.99% 0.00% 
2011 13.57% 13.57% 0.00% 
2012 13.40% 13.40% 0.00% 
2013 13.10% 13.10% 0.00% 
2014 13.10% 13 .10% 0.00% 
2015 13.10% 13.10% 0.00% 
2016 13.10% 13.10% 0.00% 
2017 13.10% 13.10% 0.00% 
2018 13.10% 13.10% 0.00% 
2019 13.10% 13 .10% 0.00% 
2020 13.10% 13.10% 0.00% 

I/ TPI Opening workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1.xls." 
2/ CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit ITI-H-1 Reply.xis." 

CSXT asserts that TPI improperly omitted equity flotation costs from its DCF analysis.2 

CSXT contends that the Board "has come to recognize" the value of including equity flotation 

costs in SAC cases3
, but CSXT fails to mention that the Board has never actually included an 

equity flotation cost in any proceeding where it was a contested issue.4 CSXT also admits that 

the STB rejected the inclusion of equity flotation costs in its recent DuPont and SunBelt 

decisions.5 However, CSXT claims that the Board erred in ruling against the inclusion of equity 

flotation in those cases, and attempts to show that the Board's rationale for excluding equity 

flotation in DuPont and SunBelt is contrary to established investment banking and financing 

2 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-1. 
Ibid. 

4 An equity flotation cost has only been applied once, and that case involved both parties' agreement to such 
application. See AEPCO at 137 (describing the 2007 AEP Texas deci sion where an equity flotation cost was 
used). 

5 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-G-1-2. 
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practices.6 Specifically, CSXT claims that the equity flotation fees actually incurred in the real-

world do not reflect either the risk profile or specific company going public, nor the issuer' s 

industry characteristics, but depend instead upon the size of the JPO gross proceeds. 7 CSXT also 

claims that the competitive nature of the investment banking industry drives down JPO 

underwriting costs to the lowest levels possible given the size of the transaction, and that the 

presence of incentive fees in underwriting contracts shows that perceived risk has no impact on 

flotation costs. 8 CSXT also argues that while it believes the alleged 3.9 percent equity flotation 

fee paid by Burlington Northern Inc. ("BN") in 1991 is reflective of real-world JPO costs, 

research undertaken by one of its expert Witnesses shows that the appropriate range is between 

2.9 and 4.7 percent.9 Based on these factors, CSXT included what it claims is a conservative two 

(2) percent estimate of the equity flotation cost that a real world firm would incur in issuing the 

amount of common equity requ.ired by the TPIRR. 10 

TPI rejects the inclusion of any equity flotation costs in the DCF model. Beyond the fact 

that the Board has continually rejected the inclusion of equity flotation costs in SAC cases, 11 

CSXT has improperly assumed that any sale of SARR common equity would occur through a 

relatively high-cost initial public offering ("JPO") undertaking. CSXT has not provided any 

support for such an assumption, and completely ignores the fact that the SARR could sell its 

equity through a private placement arrangement without incurring the cost of an JPO. 

In addition, even if the SARR were required to use an JPO process to raise equity capital , 

which is clearly not the case, CSXT's two (2) percent equity flotation fee is completely 

6 Id. pp. III-G-2-5. 
Id. p. III-G-2. 
Id. p. III-G-3 . 

9 Id. pp. III-G-4-6. 
io Id. p. III-G-8. 
11 The one exception to this is the AEP Texas case where the shipper included equity flotation costs as part of a 

refinancing effort that was rejected by the Board. See AEP Texas II at 108. 
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speculative and, based on CSXT's own evidence, grossly overstated for several reasons. First, 

contrary to CSXT's allegation that equity flotation fees are impacted only by their size and not 

due to other factors such as risk, equity flotation fees are directly impacted by risk, the industry 

in which the issuing company operates, and numerous other factors . These facts are supported 

by financial texts, peer-reviewed research, and CSXT's own evidence. Second, CSXT's 

reference to BN's 1991 seasoned stock issuance as being in the middle of the road as to what the 

TPJRR would pay is contrary to CSXT's own evidence and contrary to the actual circumstances 

surrounding BN' s equity flotation. Third, CSXT's own evidence on recent equity flotation fees 

demonstrate that CSXT's two (2) percent flotation cost is extremely high. TPI discusses each of 

these issues below. 

a. An IPO Is Not Required To 
Raise Equity Capital 

The primary assumption underlying CSXT's equity flotation cost argument is that a 

SARR will incur relatively high costs issuing common equity through an IPO undertaking. The 

flaw in CSXT's assumption is that a high-cost IPO is not the only method available for a 

company to raise equity capital. CSXT completely ignores the fact that there are other ways to 

raise equity capital, including private equity placements. 

Private placement (or non-public offering) is a funding round of securities which are sold 

not through a public offering, but rather through a private offering, mostly to a single or a small 

number of chosen, accredited investors. 12 Investors in privately placed securities are 

predominantly highly sophisticated entities or individuals that understand the risk associated 

with the issuing company and have access to sufficient capital to limit the number of parties 

involved in the deal. Such investors include, but are not limited to, large conglomerates, 

12 See, for example, Brealey, R. A., Myers, S. C. , and Allen, F. , "Principles of Corporate Finance, Eighth Edition," 
McGraw-Hill Irwin, 2006, at page 403 ("Brealey, Myers and Allen"). 
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insurance compames, pension funds , mezzanine funds, stock funds, and trusts. Private 

placement of equity entails a much simpler issue process than a public sale since, in many cases, 

registration statements and other regulatory actions are not required. This allows the issuing 

companies to avoid the time, expense, and disclosure requirements of filing registration 

statements and other regulatory notices. 13 

One of the historic drawbacks of private equity placements, especially large placements 

as envisioned by the TPIRR, is the potentially limited number of investors available to invest in 

the issuing company. This would not be an issue for a SARR operating in a contestable market, 

which assumes unlimited availability of resources, including capital. More importantly, real 

world companies have shown a willingness to invest large sums of money on a private basis to 

operate real world railroads. The prime example of this is Berkshire Hathaway's decision to 

invest $34 billion to acquire and operate the BNSF Railway. While not a private equity 

placement, Berkshire Hathaway' s acquisition of the BNSF nevertheless shows that sophisticated 

investors are available to provide sufficient capital to build and operate a railroad as large as the 

TPIRR, without the need for raising equity capital through an IPO. 14 

CSXT falsely assumes that the TPIRR would incur over $600 million in underwriting, 

consulting, marketing, and legal fees as part of an IPO of the TPIRR's common equity. There is 

no need for the TPIRR to go through such a costly process when the TPIRR has other means to 

raise equity capital. Such an extravagant fee is certainly not required in a market in which the 

availability of sophisticated investors is assured, not to mention the fact that real world 

companies have shown a willingness to spend their capital on large railroad companies. 

13 See, "Introduction to Private Placements" at http://www.seclaw.com/docs/privateplacement.php/. 
14 Another large railroad equity transaction was Fortress Investment Group ' s $1.1 billion acquisition of 

Rai!America in February 2007. 
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b. Risk and Other Factors Are 
Significant In Equity Flotation Fees 

In support of its proposed 2.0 percent equity flotation fee, CSXT made a variety of 

flawed arguments that range -from internally inconsistent to contrary to SAC principles. First, 

CSXT takes issue with the results of the DuPont and SunBelt cases. CSXT contends that the 

Board was wrong to evaluate whether Facebook is similar to railroads in capital intensiveness 

and risk profile because, according to CSXT, the size of an equity flotation fee is "not reflective 

of either the risk profile ... [ or] the industry characteristics" but depends "on the size of the IPO 

gross proceeds raised,'' and the "gross spread is not dependent on industry or specific company 

characteristics but tends to follow the dollar amount of proceeds raised." 15 While certainly the 

size of the issuance is a factor in the gross spread paid, equity risk, company risk, the issuer's 

industry, and numerous other factors also dictate the gross-spread incurred in an IPO. 

It is well established that risk is a key factor in equity flotation costs. 16 This should be 

eminently obvious given how the majority of publicly placed common equity is issued. Most 

investment bankers and corporate issuers enter into firm-commitment contracts, where the 

underwriter guarantees the sale of the issue at a specific price. In this type of contract, the 

banker as the equity underwriter assumes the risk. If the equity issue fails to sell at the agreed-

upon price, the banker may lose money because the unsold shares may be sold at a discount or 

put into inventory and sold at a later date. 17 From an issuer's perspective, this is the safest way 

to raise equity capital, but also the most expensive, because the underwriters require 

15 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-G-2- 3. 
16 See authorities cited below. 
17 See, J. Peter Williamson, "The Investment Banking Handbook," John Wiley & Sons, March 1988, 

(" Williamson") at 128. 
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compensation for bearing this risk. 18 As noted by K. Thomas Liaw in his book 'The Business of 

Investment Banking": 

In underwriting, investment bankers sell risk services to the issuers by 
assuming at least part of the floating risk when they underwrite an offering 
by firm commitment. . .. The risk cannot be underestimated, because there 
are always unpredictable variables. There have been several instances in 
which underwriters for even the highest quality issues have suffered big 
losses. 19 

It is simple to see that taking on the underwriting of a common equity will involve risk 

for which a banker must be compensated.20 

This fact is supported by significant peer-reviewed and referred research. For example, 

Grace Hao ("Hao") found that, as a general matter, investment bankers seek higher fees for 

undertaking higher underwriting risk: 

Firms with fundamentally higher underwriting risks and requiring more 
extensive underwriter marketing efforts should pay higher underwriting 
fees. 2 1 

Hao took her research beyond the underwriting risk faced by bankers, and also looked at other 

risks faced in IPOs, including potential litigation risk and withdrawal risk.22 Hao found that risk 

that a company may withdraw its IPO has an impact on gross spreads: 

The relation between withdrawal risk and gross spreads is straightforward. 
IPOs with a greater risk of withdrawal require more extensive marketing 
efforts by underwriters, subject the underwriters to greater inventory risk 

18 See, Williamson, p. 128. In addition to a firm-commitment, investment bankers can also enter into a "best­
efforts" contract, where the banker agrees to sell shares on a best effort basis. The banker assumes mush less risk 
than in a firm-commitment contract, and is paid a much lower fee. CSXT has not specified which type ofIPO it 
is proposing for the TPIRR, but the IPOs cited by CSXT in its Reply are in the majority of cases the more 
expensive fixed commitment contracts, including the Facebook and General Motors ' IPOs. 

19 See, K. Thomas Liaw, "The Business of!nvestment Banking: A Comprehensive Overview," Third Edition, John 
Wiley & Sons, November 2011 , p. 132 to 133. 

20 Id. p. 135 "Underwriters may be compensated for advising, bearing risk and distributing securities in three 
distinct ways." 

21 See, Grace Qing Hao, "Securities Litigation, Withdrawal Risk and Initial Public Offerings," Journal of 
Corporate Finance, V. 17 (2011), 438-456 ("Hao"), at 439. 

22 Withdrawal risk is the risk assumed by an IPO underwriter that the issuing company may withdraw the offering 
before complete. In that instance, the underwriting firms stand to lose considerable compensation from the IPO. 
Higher lPO gross spreads help compensate underwriters for thi s increased risk. 
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and price support expense as well as producing negative effects on 
underwriter reputations and client relationships. Thus, such JPOs should 
exhibit greater gross spreads for completed deals (and even more money 
left on the table) to compensate underwriters for the forgone revenue on 
deals that get withdrawn and the higher costs of underwriting weak 
deals.23 

Hao also found that gross spreads are impacted by the litigation risk from the JPOs. 

Given that litigation risk is an added cost beyond the underwriting risk 
borne by underwriters, it is reasonable to expect litigation.risk to affect 
underwriting fees. 

*** 

Last but not the least, issuers with higher litigation risk and withdrawal 
risk pay higher gross spreads.24 

In a separate research paper, Fernando, Gatchev, May, and Megginson found in their 

study, which is supported by prior work, that gross spreads were significantly impacted by issue 

company risk: 

It is possible that measuring underwriter compensation as a percentage of 
the size of the offering and then comparing percentage spreads across 
offerings may not capture other cross-sectional differences in issues that 
are attributable to differences in underwriter reputation .... These include 
differences in issue size, risk, cost, and likelihood of repeat offerings. 

*** 

We also examine underwriter revenues in a multivariate context. Prior 
studies have shown that issue and firm characteristics, such as issue size 
and firm risk, significantly affect underwriting costs and the spreads 
charged in equity offerings.25 

Similarly, Logue and Lindvall found that the greater the risk imposed on the investment 

banker in underwriting the issue, the higher the spread sought by the banker: 

The greater the risk, the higher should be his demand for risk bearing 
compensation, or per share cash spread. Hence the investment banker is 

23 See, Hao at 442. 
24 See, Hao at 442 and 454. 
25 See, Chitru S. Fernando, Vladimir A. Gatchev, Anthony D. May, William L. Megginson, "Underwriter 

Compensation and the Returns to Reputation," 2012 World Finance and Banking Symposium, Shanghai, China. 
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faced with simultaneous decisions concerning the pricing of an 
unseasoned equity issue and the amount of cash spread he should seek 
from the issuer.26 

More recent research has continued to find that gross spreads on equity issues are driven, 

in pertinent part, by the underlying risk. Bajaj, Chen and Mazumdar found that: 

The (gross) spread could also be a function of the risk associated with the 
security and the size of the offering among other factors. 

*** 

Our time series evidence reveals that the median size of an JPO has tripled 
in the last two decades and recent lPOs have involved considerably more 
risky firms. We also find that smaller lPOs tend to be riskier and 
underwriting spreads tend to be higher and more clustered for riskier 
lPOs.27 

It is abundantly clear from this research that risk plays a considerable role m the 

determination of gross spreads on equity issuances. 

In addition to risk, the industry in which the issuing company operates also impacts the 

gross spread. Hao found that operating in the technology industry had an impact on the gross 

spreads charged by investment bankers.28 This finding is not surprising given the greater risk 

inherent in the technology industry compared to more asset based industries. Logue & Lindvall 

also found that a firm's age, which the authors used as a variable reflecting the issuer's industry, 

also impacts the gross spread.29 CSXT's own evidence in this case for its equity flotation fees 

shows industry has an impact on gross spreads. CSXT included, as support for its equity 

26 See, Dennis E. Logue and John R. Lindvall, "The Behavior of the Investment Bankers: An Econometric 
Investigation," The Journal a/Finance, Vol. 29, No. 1(Mar. , 1974), 203 to 215 ("Logue & Lindvall") at 203 

27 See, Mukesh Bajaj, Andrew I-I. Chen and Suman C. Mazumdar, "Competition in IPO Underwriting: Time Series 
Evidence," Research in Finance, Vol. 24, 1 to 25, pp. 2 and 22. 

28 See, Hao at 453 , Table I 0, and Column (2). 
29 See, Logue & Lindvall at pp. 207 to 214. The authors hypothesized that younger firms are more likely to be in 

newer, more growth oriented industries than older firms and thus age was a meaning surrogate for the issuing 
firm 's industry. 
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flotation costs, an article from the Journal of Financial Research that found a difference in the 

gross spreads charged by utility a~d non-utility industry companies.30 

Even CSXT's quantitative evidence in this case shows different industries incur different 

gross spreads. CSXT includes in Reply Table III-G-2 what it states are selected U.S. lPOs by 

industry sector, and claims that this table supports its position that the fee depends on the amount 

raised.31 Close examination of the table shows that such a conclusion cannot be drawn from this 

data. For example, the financial sector and the information technology ("IT") sector show nearly 

identical average gross spreads, 3 .4 percent and 3 .3 percent, in the table. However, the average 

equity raised by the information technology lPOs is nearly three times the amount, on average, 

as raised by JPOs in the financial sector ($6.0 billion for the IT sector compared to $2.1 billion 

by the financial services sector). Based on CSXT's main argument (that size of an equity 

issuance is the on ly factor impacting gross spread), one would expect significant differences in 

the gross spreads paid between the IT and financial services sectors, but CSXT's evidence in 

Reply Table III-G-2 shows the opposite. Additionally, the utility lPO included in CSXT's group 

raised $1.3 billion and paid a gross-spread of 3.0 percent. In contrast, the industrial sector 

incurred a 4.5 percent gross-spread while raising approximately $1.7 billion. It must be 

remembered that even a one (1) percentage point difference in gross spreads can lead to a 

significant difference in costs. On a $6 billion equity issuance, a one (1) percent increase in the 

gross spread leads to $60 mill ion in additional costs. So, even the one and two percent 

differences in gross spreads shown in CSXT's Table III-G-2 reflect significant differences in 

actual costs. 

30 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "III-G Costs of Raising Capital.pdf," at 64. 
31 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-7. 

III-G-10 



PUBLIC 

In the real world, gross spreads incurred in IPOs are influenced by a great deal more than 

the amount of the proceeds generated by the deal. As explained in detail above, peer-reviewed 

research has determined that risk has a significant impact on the spreads paid, as well as does the 

industry. Beyond these factors, many other factors also come into play. As Hao noted, 

researchers have found many different factors impacting the size of the gross spread charged, 

including, but not limited to, underwriter reputation, backing from venture capitalists, firm age, 

and return volatility.32 Logue & Lindvall found a statistically significant correlation between the 

sales of the issuing firm and the size of the gross spread.33 

CSXT tries to explain away the differences in gross spreads created by factors other than 

proceeds size,34 but merely ends up contradicting itself and undermining its own argument. If 

investment bankers and issue company CEOs were only concerned about the size of the issuance 

in setting gross spreads, there should be no difference in the gross spread regardless of the 

industry. But CSXT states there clearly is a difference. CSXT states this difference may be due 

to spreads that cluster around comparable businesses ("comps") within the same industry.35 In 

other words, the gross spread incurred by one company in an industry is influenced by others in 

that same industry. Of course, earlier, CSXT had claimed that this cannot happen because 

bankers are not interested in the industry, only the size of the stock issuance.36 In its chaotic and 

internally inconsistent evidence, CSXT has, in fact, offered a clear demonstration that the gross 

spread an issuing company incurs is influenced by a large number of factors beyond the simple 

·size of the transaction. 

32 See, Hao at 451. 
33 See, Logue & Lindvall at 21 1 . 
34 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-4. 
35 Ibid. 
36 Id. p. III-G-3 (''gross spread is not dependent on industry"). 

III-G-11 



I 

PUBLIC 

At the end of the day, stating that an IPO's gross-spread is determined only by the size of 

the issuance is overly simplistic and contradicted by significant evidence. Established 

researchers and CSXT's own evidence demonstrate that gross spreads are a function of a number 

of determinants, including overall risk, industry, size and other relevant factors. Simply looking 

at the size of one IPO will not tell you the gross spread that will be incurred in another IPO for a 

different company in a different industry. 

CSXT had set out to argue that a gross spread depends only on the size of the issuance, 

but its evidence quickly veered off course and cited various other factors. After repeatedly 

emphasizing that an equity flotation fee depends only on the amount raised, CSXT then abruptly 

changed its position. Just one page after saying that the specific industry does not matter, CSXT 

posits that a healthcare CEO planning an IPO would "compare[] his company . . . to other 

healthcare companies" to obtain "industry comparables."37 Just two pages after stating that the 

size of the amount raised is all the matters in detennining the equity flotation fee, CSXT states 

that, given bankers' real-world practices, "different deals in which comparable amounts are 

raised might show different gross spreads."38 CSXT then admits to two further factors that affect 

the size of an equity flotation fee: the "excitement" level and the role of government 

involvement.39 

Given this great internal contradiction within its Reply Evidence, CSXT has not 

advanced any coherent position on what factors should be considered in applying an equity 

flotation fee to the TPIRR. As such, CSXT has fallen woefully short of overcoming the Board's 

precedent, which includes two recent cases rejecting virtually the same equity flotation fee now 

37 Id. p. III-G-4. 
38 Id. p. III-G-5. 
39 Id. p. III-G-8. 
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advanced by CSXT.40 Moreover, CSXT has not come close to meeting the standard enunciated 

by the Board in those two cases for a defensible equity flotation figure .4 1 

c. The 1991 BN Stock Issue Offers No 
Indication of a Gross Spread on 
TPIRR Common Equity 

CSXT claims that the 3.9 percent equity flotation fee BN incurred for its 1991 seasoned 

equity offering reflects the middle of the range of what the TPIRR would expect to pay in an 

JP0.42 There are several flaws in CSXT's argument. First, CSXT did not take into consideration 

the relative size differences between BN' s 1991 common stock issue and the TPIRR's common 

equity requirement. Security and Exchange Commission ("SEC") data indicates BN issued 

10.35 million shares of common equity at a principal amount of $345 million.43 In contrast, the 

CSXT's Reply workpapers place the TPIRR common equity at $28.8 billion, taking into 

consideration initial construction investments and interest during construction.44 In other words, 

the TPIRR's common equity issuance would be over eighty times the size of the BN 1991 

issuance. CSXT has acknowledged that gross spreads are based, in part, on the amount of the 

common stock issued; however, CSXT has provided no evidence that an issuance that is eighty 

times the size of the BN would incur only a 190 basis point difference in flotation costs.45 

Second, BN did not pay 3.9 percent in banker' s fees and costs in its issuance as CSXT 

claims, but rather a 3.0 percent gross spread and banking fees. The 3.9 percent figure cited by 

CSXT reflects the total costs to BN, including a 0.9 percent stock dilution impact.46 If, for 

40 See, DuPont at 275; SunBelt at 185. 
41 See, DuPont at 274-275; SunBelt at 184-185. 
42 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-6. A seasoned equity offering or secondary equity offering (SEO) is a new equity 

issue by an already publicly traded company. Secondary offerings may involve shares sold by existing 
shareholders (non-dilutive), new shares (dilutive) or both. 

43 See, "SEC News Digest," Issue 91-190, October 1, 1991 at page 6. 
44 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xis," worksheet "Interest." 
45 3.9 % - 2.0 % = 1.9% or 190 basis points. 
46 See, ICC Ex Parte No 506, "Railroad Cost of Capital - 1991", 8 ICC 2d, (404), 415. 
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argument's sake, the TPIRR were to make a public offering to raise equity capital, the offering 

would be an IPO and not a seasoned offering with existing common equity shares to dilute. This 

means the appropriate flotation costs for the comparison is the 3.0 percent BN paid for the 

flotation costs and not the 3.9 percent including flotation costs and equity dilution. 

This fact shows that CSXT is wildly off-base in its claim that 2.0 percent is a reasonable 

flotation fee for the TPIRR. If equity flotation costs decline as fhe size of the offering increases 

(as CSXT believes), the TPIRR should pay significantly less than what BN paid. This is 

supported by one of the academic papers CSXT relies upon to support high equity floatation 

costs, which shows that the cost difference in equity flotation costs and fees between an equity 

offering raising $19.9 million and an offering raising $499.9 million was approximately 510 

basis points, or 5.1 percent. 47 In other words, a $480 million difference in the amount of 

common equity issued reflected a 5.1 percent difference in flotation costs. Yet, CSXT asserts 

that a $25 billion difference between BN's 1991 equity issuance and the TPlRR's issuance 

would only see a l 00 basis point, or 1.0 percent, difference in equity flotation fees when the true 

cost of BN' s 1991 issuance is measured. 48 If there are truly economies of scale in equity 

flotation, as CSXT believes, the cost to issue TPIRR equity would be significantly lower than the 

2.0 percent advocated by CSXT for the TPIRR. 

47 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "III-G Cost of Raising Capital.pdf," at 62. The costs for an offering between $10 
miJ]jon and $19.9 million was 11 .63 percent and for an offering between $200 million and $499.9 million was 
6.53 percent. 

48 BN's 1991 equity flotation fees, excluding the stock dilution costs, was 3.0 percent. Subtracting CSXT's 
proposed TPIRR equity flotation costs of2.0 percent leaves a 1.0 percent difference. 
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d. CSXT's Two Percent Equity 
Flotation Cost Is Excessive 
Compared to Other IPOs 

CSXT contends that its equity flotation cost of 2.0 percent is a conservative estimate of 

what the TPIRR would be expected to incur in a gross spread if it were to go through an IP0.49 

However, the data submitted by CSXT does not support such a contention. Based on CSXT's 

view that an equity flotation fee depends only on the size of the issuance, the 2.0 percent figure 

proposed by CSXT is entirely excessive and unsupported. 

CSXT notes that the TPIRR would need to raise between $21.8 billion and $30.l billion 

in equity,50 an offering that CSXT admits is unusually large. In fact, the amount needed by the 

TPIRR is far larger than any of the real world examples included by CSXT in its data set.51 

Given CSXT's assertion that the equity flotat ion fee decreases as the amount raised increases, 

then the 2.0 percent fee proposed by CSXT for the TPIRR should be lower than that found in of 

any of the real-world examples included in the CSXT workpaper. However, this is not the case. 

There are several data points with an equity flotat ion fee far lower than 2.0 percent, and some as 

low as 0.75 percent.52 

CSXT cannot have it both ways. If CSXT bases its evidence on the assumption that 

issuance size is the only determinant of gross spreads, the gross spread incurred by a TPIRR IPO 

must be well below the average of 1.5 percent paid by the largest IPOs in CSXT's data set.53 If 

the size of the issuance is not the only determinant, then the comparison to other more recent 

IPOs is meaningless because CSXT has made no other effort to show any correlation between 

the recent IPOs and the TPIRR. CSXT attempts to wiggle out of its self-created box by stating 

49 Reply at III-G-8. 
50 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-8. 
5 1 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Gross Spread Analysis" at tab "US-Industry." 
52 Ibid. 
53 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-7. 

III-G-15 



I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PUBLIC 

the General Motors and Facebook IPOs were unique and not representative of what the TPIRR 

would pay in fees.s4 CSXT's claim of uniqueness does nothing other than contradict CSXT's 

earlier assertion that size is all that matters. Moreover, any IPO the size of GM, Facebook, or the 

TPJRR would necessarily be unique, especially one that would be the largest in U.S. history.ss 

The simple fact is that there is no way to remotely tell what equity flotation fees the 

TPlRR would incur in issuing such a large amount of common equity on a public basis. As 

discussed in detail above, the size of the issue is not the only determinant of gross spread. The 

specific gross spread is also dependent upon a host of other factors including risk and industry 

factors. Given that CSXT has not presented a way to accurately develop what the equity 

flotation fees would be in a contestable market, the Board should adhere to its "longstanding 

precedent"s6 and reject CSXT's attempt to include any equity flotation costs. 

In sum, there is no support for the 2.0 percent figure proposed by CSXT for the TPJRR. 

This proposal materializes on the last page of CSXT's 8-page treatment of the equity flotation 

issue with no support other than the assertion that 2.0 percent "appears to be reasonable."s7 

CSXT incorrectly assumes that the TPIRR would raise capital through a pricy IPO without any 

support for the implicit assumption that the funds must be raised through a public issuance. 

CSXT's position is also internally inconsistent and has not met the standard established by the 

Board in DuPont and SunBelt. By CSXT's own reasoning and evidence, the equity flotation fee 

for the TPIRR, if it were to raise equity capital through a public process, should be significantly 

54 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-8. 
55 Based on CSXT's figures for the amount of common equity required, TPIRR would not only be the largest IPO 

in U.S. history, but also the largest IPO in world history by surpassing Alibaba's 2014 $25:0 billion initial 
offering. 

56 Other than AEPCO JI, the flotation fee has been rejected in a wide range of decisions, including Wisconsin P&L 
at 1040, TMPA at 751 , Duke/CSXTat 123, CP&L at 262,Duke/CSXTat433 , PSCo/Xcel lat 659, Otter Tail slip 
op. at E-2, WFA!Basin I at 135. 

57 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-8. 
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lower than 0.75 percent, yet CSXT has not explained why 2.0 percent is the appropriate figure. 

The Board should reject CSXT's evidence on the equity flotation fee. 

e. Rebuttal Cost of Equity and Debt 

In April 2014, the Association of American Railroads ("AAR") submitted its calculation 

of the 2013 railroad industry cost of capital.58 Consistent with Board precedent, TPI updated the 

DCF model's cost of common equity, cost of debt, and cost of capital to include the 2013 data. 

TP!'s Rebuttal TPIRR cost of equity calculations are shown in Rebuttal Table JII-G-2 below. 

Rebuttal Table III-G-2 
Summary ofTPI Opening and Comparison Of 

CSXT Re~ly and TPI Rebuttal TPIRR Cost of Eguitv 

TPI CSXT TPI Difference 
Year 0Eening11 ReEIY21 Rebuttal31 Cols {3} - { 4} 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

2009 13.17% 13.17% 13.17% 0.00% 
2010 12.37% 12.37% 12.37% 0.00% 
2011 12.99% 12.99% 12.99% 0.00% 
2012 13 .57% 13.57% 13.57% 0.00% 
2013 13.40% 13.40% 12.96% 0.44% 
2014 13.10% 13 .10% 13.08% 0.02% 
2015 13.10% 13.10% 13.08% 0.02% 
2016 13.10% 13.10% 13.08% 0.02% 
2017 13.10% 13.10% 13.08% 0.02% 
2018 13.10% 13 .10% 13.08% 0.02% 
2019 13.10% 13.10% 13.08% 0.02% 
2020 13.10% 13.10% 13.08% 0.02% 
2021 13.10% 13.10% 13.08% 0.02% 

l/ TPI Opening e-work paper "Exhibit III-H-1.xlsm." 
21 CSXT Reply e-work paper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsm." 
31 TPI Rebuttal e-work a er "Exhibit III-H-1 Rebuttal.xlsm." 

-- -

2. Inflation Indices 

CSXT accepts TPl's land indices based on historic rural land values reported by the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture ("USDA") and on a combination of indices published by investment 

58 STB Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 17), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2013 (filed April 21 , 2014). 
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reporting firms Moody' s and Standard & Poor' s.59 CSXT also accepts TPI's road property asset 

indices derived from the AAR railroad chargeout prices and wage rate indices for eastern 

railroads and Global Insight's Rail Cost Adjustment Factor Forecast.6° CSXT updated those 

indices using Global Insight's June 2014 forecast. 6 1 Since the filing of CSXT's Reply, the 

USDA, the AAR, Moody's and Standard & Poor's have all released updated values. TPI has 

included these updated values in its Rebuttal evidence. 

While CSXT accepted the general basis of TPI's operating expense index based on the 

STB 's Hybrid Rail Cost Adjustment Factor ("RCAF") methodology, it modified the approach to 

exclude the fuel component of the RCAF for the years 2011 through 2013.62 CSXT states that 

since the passage of time from the initial complaint to the submission of TPI's Opening 

Evidence, the prices CSXT actually paid for fuel became known.63 So instead of applying the 

Hybrid RCAF to adjust TPIRR fuel prices for the years 2010 to 2013, CSXT has instead 

substituted its actual fuel prices. CSXT also adjusted the Hybrid RCAF to not double-count 

changes in fuel prices by substituting the All Inclusive Index - Less Fuel ("AII-LF'') for the 

RCAF.64 

CSXT's adjustment to the hybrid RCAF is improper. In the Major Issues rulemaking, the 

Board determined that SARR operating expenses should be indexed using a hybrid RCAF 

index. 65 Despite the Board's determination, CSXT has impermissibly deviated from the 

prescribed hybrid RCAF index for projecting TPIRR operating expenses in the future. 66 CSXT's 

deviation is improper because the hybrid RCAF was adopted in a notice-and-comment 

59 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-10. 
60 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-G-8-9. 
61 The most recently available forecast. 
62 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-9. 
63 Ibid. 
64 Ibid. 
65 Major Issues in Rail Rate Cases, STB Ex Parte No. 657 (Sub-No. l), slip op. at 39-47 (served Oct. 30, 2006). 
66 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-9 ("CSXT . .. modified the Board ' s Hybrid RCAF index"). 
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rulemaking and, therefore, the Board must abide by the rule it adopted.67 Furthermore, the Board 

cannot deviate from the hybrid RCAF without engaging in a further notice-and-comment 

1 k. 68 ru ema mg process. 

Given the existing hybrid RCAF rule, the Board must reject CSXT's attempt to 

selectively update the record with new fuel price information because the attempted updating is 

necessarily linked to deviation from the hybrid RCAF.69 Moreover, CSXT's desire to use new 

fuel price information should also be rejected because the Board disfavors selective updating of 

the record. 70 

In addition to being improper as a matter of law, CSXT's approach is incorrect from 

economic and policy perspectives for several reasons. First, CSXT's approach does not properly 

take into consideration productivity during 2010 to 2013. CSXT calculated TPIRR's fuel costs 

for 3Ql0 through 4Q13 by multiplying CSXT's actual quarterly fuel price as reported in its 

quarterly investor financial reports by the TPIRR's 2010 estimated fuel consumption divided by 

four (to convert annual to quarterly values), and then multiplied the product by the change in 

TPIRR gross-ton miles to account for changes in TPlRR traffic volumes. 71 The fatal flaw with 

CSXT's approach is that CSXT does not account for any productivity between the 2010 and 

2013 time period when it comes to fuel consumption. The STB's Hybrid RCAF model includes 

a productivity component that takes into consideration railroad total factor productivity, 

including productivity associated with fuel consumption. CSXT's approach completely 

disregards this productivity which leads to an overstatement in TPIRR fuel costs. 

67 
See, e.g., US. International Trade Commission v. ASAT, Inc., 411 F.3d 245, 253 (D.C. Cir. 2005); Steenholdt v. 
FAA, 314 F.3d 633, 639 (D.C. Cir. 2003). 

68 
See, e.g., United States Telecom Association v. FCC, 400 F.3d 29, 35 (D.C. Cir. 2005). 

69 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-9. 
70 See, e.g., WFA/Basin at 6; WFA!Basin, STB Docket No. 42088, slip op. at 8 (n. 8) (served July 27, 2009); FMC, 

at 729-730. 
7 1 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsx," worksheet "Fuel. " 
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Second, CSXT's attempt to develop a so-called productivity adjusted AII-LF is 

nonsensical. CSXT develops what it terms a quarterly "AII-LF w/prod. factor" by dividing the 

AAR's AII-LF with error adjustments by a productivity adjustment factor ("PAF") developed by 

dividing the quarterly RCAF-U by the quarterly RCAF-A.72 CSXT's approach is nonsensical 

because the PAF includes a component for fuel productivity. In other words, CSXT is applying 

a PAF with fuel to a cost index excluding fuel. One cannot simply combine the AII-LF with the 

RCAF PAF and expect to produce a meaningful index. 

Third, from a policy perspective it would be unfair for the Board to allow CSXT to 

substitute one component of the TPIRR operating costs with actual prices without substituting 

actual prices for all operating expense components. CSXT has selectively chosen to update the 

TPIRR's fuel prices because it is beneficial to CSXT, while ignoring other input prices that may 

have declined between 2010 and 2013. The STB has disallowed this sort of selective updating in 

prior SAC cases.73 Moreover, TPI cannot update its evidence in Rebuttal in response to CSXT's 

Reply actions, because the operating expense unit costs TPI used were obtained through the 

discovery process. This includes, but is not limited to, locomotive lease, railcar lease, 

locomotive maintenance costs, salaries and joint facilities costs. Neither TPI nor the Board has 

access to the information needed to update every operating expense since the close of discovery 

or to know whether those updates would be favorable or unfavorable. 

For the reasons discussed above, TPI continues to use the Hybrid RCAF to adjust 

operating expenses in its Rebuttal DCF mode-I~ but updates the index for actual values, where 

available, and more current forecasts. 

72 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit Ill-H-1 Reply.xlsx," worksheet "Inputs," cells Ul92 to U205. The PAF 
calculated by CSXT are different than the PAF reported by the AAR, a difference that is apparently due to 
rounding. 

73 See, FMC at 729. The Board disallowed UP 's selective use of divi sion sheets in its Reply evidence that only 
benefited the incumbent railroad without updating all division factors. 
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3. Tax Liability 

CSXT accepts TPI's assumed Federal tax rate of 35 percent and its calculated composite 

state income tax rate for the TPIRR.74 However, CSXT claims that "TPI's DCF incorporates 

three errors affecting the calculation of TPIRR income tax liability." 75 The three "er.rors" 

claimed by CSXT are: (1) that TPI misapplied bonus depreciation; (2) TPI used the wrong tax 

life for certain TPIRR property assets; and (3) that TPI did not amortize the TPIRR debt over a 

20-year financing term. TPI addresses each of the issues raised by CSXT in Rebuttal Patt III-H 

below. 

4. Capital Cost Recovery 

CSXT accepts TPI's capital recovery calculations except for the issues raised above and 

certain other issues CSXT addresses in Part III-H.76 The other issues raised by CSXT in Part III-

H will be addressed in TPI's Rebuttal Part III-H. 

74 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-10. 
75 Ibid. 
76 Ibid. 
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III. ST AND-ALONE COST 

H. RESULTS OF SAC ANALYSIS 

In this section, TPI addresses the concerns raised by CSXT in Reply regarding TPI's 

DCF analysis and its maximum rate calculations. 

1. Results of SAC DCF Analysis 

In Rebuttal, TPI has modified its DCF model where necessary to accommodate the other 

Rebuttal Evidence changes made by TPI and discussed in Rebuttal Parts III-A through III-G 

above. TPI describes many of these modifications below. Additionally, TPI uses this Part III-H 

to describe numerous errors made by CSXT in its Reply DCF model. 

TPI's Rebuttal DCF analyses are shown in Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1. The calculations 

shown in each table of Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1 are summarized below.1 

a. Cost of Capital 

As discussect·in Rebuttal Part III-G, TPI continues to use the simple average cost of 

equity estimates during the TPIRR's construction period and rejects CSXT's improper inclusion 

of an equity flotation cost. TPI's updated cost of capital figures are set forth in Table A of TPI's 

RebuttatExhibit III-H-1. 

b. Road Property Investment Values 

The calculation of road property investment costs is summarized in Table C of Rebuttal 

Exhibit III-H-1. In Rebuttal, TPI incorporates its updated road property investment values 

addressed in Part III-F, where TPI addresses CSXT's contentions regarding road property 

investment. In its Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's construction schedule for the TPIRR, and its 

methodology to index annual investment values.2 

1 The cost of capital (Table A) and inflation indices (Table B) are addressed in Rebuttal Part III-G. 
2 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-2. 
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As discussed in Rebuttal Part III-F-1, CSXT's land valuation approach is biased and 

inconsistent with Board precedent, and its associated final land values therefore are unreliable. 

In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use its Opening valuation approach. 

c. Interest During Construction 

Interest During Construction ("IDC") accrues on the road property assets of the TPIRR. 

CSXT utilizes the same methodology as TPI did in Opening to calculate IDC in its Reply DCF.3 

TPI continues to use this same methodology in Rebuttal. 

. d. Interest Schedule of Assets 
Purchased With Debt Capital 

In Opening, TPI explained that it structured its interest payments on debt capital in the 

same fashion as the real world Class I railroads, including CSXT.4 Specifically, instead of 

assuming that the SARR would issue debt strrrctured similar to a typical home mortgage loan 

(i.e., that the SARR would make quarterly payments that contained a principal repayment 

component and an interest component), TPI structured the interest payments in the same fashion 

as the Class I railroad companies that, like other large corporations, make coupon payments on 

the debt consisting of fixed interest payments.5 TPI explained that this approach is consistent 

with how CSXT structures its own debt, and also is consistent with the Board's assumption that 

the SARR's capital structure does not change over time.6 

In the DuPont and SunBelt decisions, the Board explicitly acknowledged that TPI's 

treatment of interest associated with SARR debt was in-line with real world railroads' debt 

practices.7 Nevertheless, the Board rejected the shippers' evidence in those two cases, stating 

that the SARR is evaluated through a "regulatory lens" whereas the railroad industry is evaluated 

3 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-2. 
4 See, TPI Opening, Pl': III-H-3-4. 
5

• -Id. pp. III-H-3-6. 
6 . 

id. ·pp. III-H-3 , 6, and 12. 
7 See, DuPont at 281 , SunBelt at 191. See also Nevada Power II at 319. 
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every day by the financial markets, which assess whether a railroad will be able to pay its debt.8 

The Board believed that freeing the SARR from this regulatory evaluation, by allegedly allowing 

it to pay only interest and no principal on its assets, would insulate its borrowing from any 

scrutiny at all, because the SARR is not subject to the scrutiny of the financial markets. Thus, 

while the Board recognized the importance of allowing the SARR to use the same business 

strategies as the railroad industry to the maximum extent possible, it would not permit an 

interest-only approach to the repayment of debt, detached from the checks and balances that 

apply in the real world. 

TPI respectfully submits that the Board erred in rejecting the real world approach of 

accounting for railroad debt, as asserted in the DuPont and SunBelt cases (and also in TPI's 

Opening Evidence). Contrary to the Board's belief and CSXT's contention in this proceeding,9 

TPI's approach, and the approach taken by DuPont and SunBelt, not only accounts for interest 

payments on debt, but it fully takes into consideration the repayment of all principal amounts 

borrowed to construct the SARR. 

The Board rejected the coupon payment approach to interest payments because it "would 

abandon the fundamental structure of the SAC test .. . ," even though SunBelt's and DuPont's 

evidence more closely followed actual rail industry practice than the home mortgage approach 

used in prior cases.10 According to the Board, fixed coupon payments mean that the SARR is 

paying only interest on its debt and not repaying the principal, which would impede the ability of 

the SAC test to detenni.ne. . .tbe SARR's abilicy to pay the cost of constructing, maintaining and 

operating its system.11 The Board's position is fundamentally incorrect because the repayment 

8 DuPont at 279-282; SunBelt at 189.-19.l~ ... c -. 
9 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-3 . 
10 See, SunBelt at 191. The Board drew the same conclusion in its decision in DuPont. See DuPont at 281. 
II Ibid. 
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of any principal amounts borrowed is accounted for in the levelized stream of capital recovery 

payments, not in the debt amortization approach. 

As the Board noted in SunBelt;"'the computerized DCF model "simulates how the SARR 

would likely recover its capital investments, taking into account inflation, Federal and state tax 

liabilities, and a reasonable rate of retum."12 In other words, the DCF model ensures sufficient 

cash is generated to meet the required rate of return to debt and equity holders on the SARR's 

investment, as well as ensuring sufficient cash flows for the return of the required investments. 

This occurs through the capital carrying charges included in the "Investment SAC" level of the 

DCF model, which ensure that the SARR is developing enough quarterly cash flows to pay back 

not only the interest on the debt (as encompassed in the weighted-average cost of capital used as 

a discount factor), but also the principal amount originally borrowed (as reflected in the 

investment costs and interest during construction costs). Far from not paying back any principal, 

the quarterly capital charges explicitly account for repaying principal on existing and future 

investments. Thus, the repayment of principal is already accounted for in the DCF model 

regardless of whether the Board uses a home mortgage amortization approach or a coupon 

approach. 

The Board' s logic in DuPont and SunBelt also was incorrect because, as the DCF model 

shows, the principal repayment values calculated in the home-mortgage amortization ate not 

directly used to develop any principal repayment. Instead, the principal portions of the quarterly 

p.a)(Illent included in the amortization calculations are used only in calculating the interest 

component of the assumed home-style mortgage payment. 13 The interest payments on the debt 

are then used to develop the interest tax shields to determine state and Federal tax payments. 

12 See, SunBelt at 6. 
13 See, for example, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsm," worksheet "Interest," Columns (AA), 

(AI) and (AQ). 
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Thus, contrary to the Board's inference, the principal components of the debt amortization do not 

directly feed into the capital carrying charges, which provide the SARR's return on, and return 

of, capital. The sole purpose of the debt amortization calculation is to develop the expected 

interest payments for use in estimating state and Federal taxes. It is not to ensure repayment of 

any borrowed funds. 

Thus, the Board's stated reason for rejecting the coupon-interest approach used by the 

shippers in SunBelt and DuPont is factually wrong. The Board should follow the general rule 

and "recognize the importance of allowing the SARR to use the same business strategies as the 

railroad industry to the maximum extent possible . .. ," and permit the TPIRR to use fixed coupon 

payments for the treatment of its debt. 14 

In addition to parroting the Board's rationale for rejecting the coupon-interest approach, 

CSXT implies that TPI is advocating for issuance of a single 20-year note. 15 CSXT then states 

that the railroad industry cost of debt is a weighted average of notes of various length, not single 

notes of 20-year terms.16 CSXT also states that the amortization of debt for the TPIRR should be 

similar in structure to a home mortgage to better reflect the actual payment of debt. 

CSXT's claims are wrong for numerous reasons. First, TPI did not state it was issuing a 

single 20-year debt instrument to finance the TPIRR's initial construction. Instead, it stated, 

consistent with Major Issues and previous Board decisions, that the debt for road property 

investment is assumed to be financed over 20 years. 17 Such financing can include multiple debt 

instruments of varying duration. In its Opening Evidence, TPI also recognized the Board's 

concern about the SARR issuing 20-year debt obligations that may not match the actual length of 

14 See, DuPont at 282, and SunBelt at 191. 
15 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-5-6. 
16 Ibid. 
17 See, TPI Opening, p. III-H-4. 
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debt obligations issued by the railroads in the cost of capital determination group.18 However, 

this concern should not impact the assumption of fixed interest payments. As TPI explained, the 

railroads ' level of debt has remained fairly constant since the last round of mergers in the mid 

1990' s. This is because the railroads are issuing new debt as debt instruments mature, or as they 

redeem older debt issuance and replace them with newer issuances. In other words, the railroads 

are holding their levels of debt constant by issuing new debt when the older debt expires or the 

debt is called. As such, the railroad's interest payments would be expected to be consistent from 

year to year and not declining over time.19 

Moreover, the fact that the Board' s average cost of railroad industry debt is a weighted-

average of short, medium, and long-term interest rates20 is more consistent with TPI's 

determination of quarterly interest payments than with CSXT's argument for home-mortgage 

style amortization. CSXT assumes that the interest payments under its home-mortgage style 

amortization approach reflect the payment of interest on short, medium, and long-term debt, and 

that the fall in debt interest payments over time is simply the reflection of the TPIRR paying-off 

shorter-term notes and the continued payment of interest on longer-term notes.21 However, if 

this were the case, the relative interest payments would be higher in the future because of the 

term-structure of interest rates, which states longer-term bonds will have higher interest rates 

than shorter-term bonds.22 In other words, the interest paid in the outer years should be relatively 

higher because, with the shorter-term debt paid off, the remaining long-term debt has higher 

relative interest payments. However, the interest rate does not change over time in the Board' s 

DCF model. This steady-state distribution is indicative of the railroad holding a steady-capital 

18 See, TPI Opening at III-H-4. 
19 Ibid. 
20 See, e.g., Reply at III-H-5. See also STB Ex Parte No. 558, Railroad Cost of Capital. 
21 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-4-5. 
22 This ignores those rare instances where markets see inverted yield-curves. 
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structure as new debt is issued as old debt is retired. This is exactly the assumption underlying 

TPI's interest calculations. 

CSXT also claims that TPI's approach locks in the cost of debt that occurs during the 

construction period, and ignores any changes in interest rates that may occur in the future.23 

CSXT contends that, as debt instruments mature or are retired, there is no guarantee that future 

debt will carry the same interest rates.24 CSXT's argument effectively boils down to the 

assertion that past interest rates, like those that occurred during the SARR construction period, 

will not necessarily be equal to interest rates in the future, so one cannot assume that future debt 

will have the same interest rates as historic debt. However, this is an assumption that the 

Board ' s DCF model already makes. In calculating the interest tax shields associated with future 

asset replacements, the Board's DCF model already assumes future interest payments will equal 

prior year interest payments. CSXT used this assumption itself in calculating interest payments 

on future asset replacements.25 CSXT has offered no other solution to estimate future interest 

rates or provided any type of future interest forecast. TPI's approach simply uses the Board 

long-standing method for estimating future interest rates when no other forecast has been 

provided. 

CSXT also contends that some of the debt instruments that form the basis of the AAR' s 

cost of debt are "paid in full" at maturity.26 CSXT's statement is misleading because the "full 

payment" by the relevant railroad likely involved reissuance of the principal in a new debt 

instrument. As indicated in Opening, the railroads' capital structure has remained constant over 

the last decade, indicating that, as old debt is retired or paid in full, new debt is issued to replace 

23 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-4. 
24 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-4-5 
25 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsm," worksheet "Replacement Interest," cell D5. 
26 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-H-5. 
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it.27 Additionally, the DCF model accounts for any repayment of debt principal through its 

calculation of quarterly capitalized carrying charges, which provide sufficient cash flows, on a 

discounted basis, to repay debt used to construct and operate the SARR. 

In sum, real world companies, including the railroads, set a taq~et capital structure, and 

attempt to maintain it for many reasons, including using the power of leverage to manage 

earnings and to maintain cash flexibility. 28 The TPIRR is employing the same methodology that 

real world railroads do, and holding a stable capital structure. This is consistent with the Board' s 

DCF model, which assumes the capital structure does not change over time.29 This is also 

consistent with the Board' s DCF model assumption that future interest rates will equal prior year 

interest rates. To reflect this steady-state nature, the SARR must reissue debt as older debt is 

retired, which ultimately leads to consistent interest payments as reflected in TPI's DCF model. 

As such, TPI continues to rely upon its proper and correct Opening interest rate methodology. 

e. Present Value of Replacement Cost 

Table F shows the additional investment (on a present value basis) that the TPIRR would 

have to m.ake if each of its assets (excluding land) was replaced indefinitely at the end of its . - . 
useful life:-""CSXT states that it made two alleged corrections to the replacement cost of TPIRR 

assets. First, CSXT states that it corrected tax depreciation lives for certain TPIRR assets.30 TPI 

discusses this issue in III-H-1-f-ii below. 

Second, CSXT states that it reestablished a 20-year debt amortization schedule for 

replacement assets. 31 CSXT's adjustment to the replacement cost calculations to "reestablish" 

debt amortization for replacement assets is incorrect, and leads to a double count of interest tax 

27 See, TPI Opening, pp. III-H-2-6. 
28 See, e.g., TPI Opening at III-H-5. 
29 See, TPI Opening, p. III-H-12. 
30 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-6. 
31 Ibid 
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shields. As discussed in Opening, TPI corrected the DCF model's capital carrying charge 

determination to reflect the constant capital structure assumed by the Board's DCF model by 

calculating a terminal interest value calculation.32 This interest expense terminal value 

calculation takes into considerati-on interest payments incurred by the SARR for debt issued in 

perpetuity, including debt used for future replacement assets. Including interest payments for 

future replacement assets double-counts the interest payments. Therefore, TPI continues to 

exclude interest payments for replacement assets in its Rebuttal DCF model. 

f. Tax Depreciation Schedules 

In its Opening DCF model, TPI took advantage of additional or "bonus" depreciation 

provisions enacted by Congress in 2008 and 2009 as part of federal economic stimulus 

legislation and continued in 2010 and 2011.33 In addition, TPI's Opening DCF model utilized 

the same Modified Accelerated Cost Recovery System ("MACRS") depreciation schedules 

endorsed by the Board in all SAC cases over the prior decade.34 CSXT claims that TPI's tax 

depreciation schedules contain three errors: (1) TPI incorrectly applied bonus depreciation to all 

assets purchased in 2009 through 2011; (2) TPI applied bonus depreciation to replacement costs; 

and (3) TPI used the wrong tax depreciation lives for certain assets.35 TPI rejects CSXT's first 

claim for the reasons stated below, but acknowledges the second and third errors and corrects 

them in this Rebuttal. 

i. Bonus Depreciation 

In Opening, TPIRR took advantage of additional or "bom:s" depreciation provisions 

enacted in 2008 and 2009, and continued in 2010.36 These provisions were part of the Economic 

32 See, TPI Opening, p. III-H-12-15. 
33 Id. pp. III-H-8-10. 
34 Id. p. III-H-7-8. 
35 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-6-10. 
36 See, TPI Opening, p. Ill-H-8-10. 
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Stimulus Act of 2008 ("Stimulus Act"), the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act 

("ARRA") of 2009, and The Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization and Job 

Creation Act of 2010 ("2010 Tax Relief Act"). These Acts provided bonus depreciation on 

capital investments with MACRS recovery periods of 20 years or less. Qualifying investments 

are allowed a 50 percent depreciation bonus in the year that they are placed into service for 

assets placed into service prior to September 8, 2010, and 100 percent depreciat!on for assets 

thereafter. Tax depreciation for the remaining 50 percent of the cost, or the remaining cost basis, 

is calculated using the standard MACRS schedules. Table G of Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1 displays 

the amount of bonus depreciation available to the TPIRR in 2009 through 2011. 

CSXT objects to this bonus depreciation, asserting that it represents a "reverse barrier to 

entry" because identical bonus depreciation was not available to CSXT during the construction 

of all the lines replicated by the TPIRR.37 CSXT contends that bonus depreciation ''would 

inappropriately place the TPIRR at a distinct advantage relative to the incumbent CSXT."38 

CSXT believes the bonus depreciation is inappropriate because it exists "solely as a byproduct of 

the artificially short construction period assumption," and thus confers "tax benefits on the 

SARR that were not available to the incumbent."39 

In direct contrast to CSXT's current argument, the Board has previously applied short-

term tax laws in effect during the SARR construction period.40 Moreover, the position advocated 

by CSXT has been rejected twice in the past year.41 Among other things, the Board stated in 

those two recent decisions that the short time period for SARR construction results in both 

benefits and disadvantages for the SARR, and that it would be improper to bar the SARR from 

37 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-7. 
38 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-7 (emphasis in original). 
39 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-H-8. 
40 See, e.g., West Texas Utilities, at 714; McCarty Farms, at 525-529. 
41 DuPont at 277-279; SunBelt at 188-189. 
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the benefits while requiring the SARR to endure the disadvantages.42 CSXT takes issue with 

those decisions, asserting that the Board did not specify any of th~ disadvantages.43 Given that 

CSXT has questioned what the disadvantages might be,44 TPI herein offers a partial list. 

Prices for materials could be elevated during the brief period of SARR construction, thus 

forcing the SARR to expend far more than under normal conditions. For example, if the price of 

steel is unusually high during the abbreyiated construction period, the SARR is forced to pay the 

elevated price for all steel on the SARR system. In contrast, real world railroads such as CSXT 

have benefitted from acquiring their steel assets over many decades, in both boom and bust 

cycles. Moreover, CSXT has had the option of choosing not to construct new lines during 

unfavorable market conditions, whereas a SAC complainant must take conditions as they are 

during the SARR construction period. 

The viability of a SARR can also be negatively impacted by prevailing debt interest rates. 

The cost of capital utilized by the Board in the DCF model includes both an equity component 

and a debt component.45 The debt component is based upon the average railroad industry cost of 

debt during the SARR construction period.46 If the SARR construction period coincides with a 

period of high interest rates for debt, the SARR would be saddled with extra debt costs, thus 

negatively affecting the complainant's entire case. The negative impact would be a direct 

consequence of the "artificially short construction period assumption", and would affect the 

SARR to a much greater extent than the defendant railroad. Compared to the SARR, the 

defendant would have incurred moderate levels of debt over many decades of financing, thus 

smoothing out any period of high interest rates. 

42 DuPont at 278; SunBelt at 188. 
43 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-H-7-8. 
44 Id. 
45 See, e.g., Railroad Cost of Capital - 2013, STB Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 17) (served July 31 , 2014). 
46 See, e.g .,AEP Texas II, p. 107. 
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Moreover, the fact that the TPIRR might have an advantage relative to CSXT is a red-

herring. The SAC concept is predicated upon developing an "optimally efficient" SARR, which 

means that the SARR necessarily will have many advantages over the incumbent. CSXT's own 

logic would require the SARR to use the same production techniques that CSXT used to build 

the original rail lines a century ago, rather than more efficient modem techniques. Essentially, 

CSXT argues that the SARR cannot be more efficient, or use better technology than the 

incumbent, which is the antithesis of SAC principles. 

CSXT's position also flies in the face of Contestable Market Theory. According to Dr. 

William Baumol, one of the principal developers of Contestable Market Theory and a frequent 

consultant for the railroads, "[t]he crucial feature of a contestable market is its vulnerability to 

hit-and-run entry."47 In order to hypothesize a contestable rail market, the Board assumes that a 

SARR can be constructed in the minimum amount of time dictated by technological feasibility 

for .the most complex and time-consuming project on the SARR.48 Therefore, "hit-and-run 

entry" means that the SARR must be able to enter the market within the foregoing time frame 

and pay "current market prices" for construction.49 That includes bonus depreciation. 

CSXT's argument is an attempt to have its cake and eat it too. The SARR must incur 

"current market prices" at the time construction actually occurs. That means the SARR must pay 

market rates for land, material and labor, whether that be a boom or a bust market, regardless 

what the incumbent may have paid (unless the incumbent paid nothing, in which case the SARR 

also pays nothing). While CSXT has no problem with this fact, it would deny the SARR the 

benefit of favorable tax depreciation schedules available during the same time period. Tax 

47 See, Baumol, William, J. "Contestable Markets: An Uprising in the Theory oflndustry Structure," The American 
Economic Review, Vol. 72, No. 1, March 1982 at 1-15, p. 4. 

48 See, West Texas Utilities, pp. 671-672. 
49 Id. p. 672. 
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depreciation is a temporal cost factor just like most other costs that the SARR must incur. It 
... ~·,;,.-~. -

would be arbitrary to deny the SARR the benefit of "current market prices" for just this one 

factor. 

CSXT itself has benefited substantially from not only the current bonus depreciation 

laws, but from prior tax benefit laws that are not available to the TPIRR. Thus, the 

"disadvantage" that CSXT claims, to the extent it exists at all, is overstated. CSXT offers to 

allow the TPIRR to take bonus depreciation to the same extent that CSXT itself did during the 

TPIRR construction period.50 However, this gives an unfair advantage to CSXT because various 

other (now-expired) tax and/or legal provisions were available to CSXT and its predecessors in 

previous decades yet, crucially, are not available to the TPIRR. If CSXT were to get the benefit 

of limiting the TPIRR's use of current law, then CSXT must share with the TPIRR some 

percentage of the benefits CSXT received in prior years under prior law. These prior benefits are 

not available to the TPIRR but were available to CSXT. In other words, CSXT's claim of 

unfairness works both ways. Obviously, determining the share of CSXT's prior benefits that 

must be shared with the TPIRR would be a complex and time-consuming task. A simpler option 

is simply to apply existing law to the TPIRR - which is what TPI did in its Opening Evidence. 

The benefits previously available to CSXT but not available to the TPIRR include: 

• The U.S. government provided surveyors to the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad ("B&O", 
a CSXT predecessor) at government expense;51 and 

• State governments passed favorable tax treatment for investments in B&O stock, 
thereby encouraging purchase of the stock.52 

so See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-9, 
51 James Dilts, The Great Road: The Building of the Baltimore and Ohio, the Nation's First Railroad, 1828-1853 

(1996) p. 49. 
52 Id. pp. 43-45. 
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Similarly, CSXT and its predecessors also had the opportunity to benefit from the 

following "temporary" laws, which are not available to the TPIRR: 

• The Revenue Act of 1962 that enacted an investment tax credit ("ITC") equal to 
seven (7) percent of qualified investment property; 

• The Tax Reform Act of 1969 that established rapid depreciation of railroad rolling 
stock; 

• The Revenue Reform Act of 1971 which updated the ITC and allowed a 3-year 
carryback and 7-year carry forward of the credits which could not be used in current 
years because of tax liability limitations; 

• The Tax Reduction Act of 1975 that increased the ITC to ten (10) percent for all 
taxpayers and increased the tax liability limitations for railroad companies; 

• The Tax Reform Act of 1976 that extended the ten (10) percent ITC through 
December 31, 1980; 

• The Revenue Act of 1978 which permanently increased the ITC to 10 percent instead 
of reverting to a seven (7) percent ITC beginning in 1981, and extended the ITC to 
certain qualified rehabilitation expenditures; 

• The Economic Recovery Act of 1981 which allowed for more generous ITC amounts, 
the enactment of safe-harbor leasing laws and increases in the credits available for 
qualified rehabilitation projects; 

• The Job Creation and Worker Assistance Act of 2002 which enacted a 30 percent 
bonus depreciation rate for the years 2002 to 2004; and 

• The Jobs Growth and Tax Reconciliation Act of 2003 that increased the bonus 
depreciation to 50 percent and extended its use to 2005. 

CSXT not only benefited from many historic tax breaks, but also continues to benefit 

from current favorable tax treatment unavailable to the TPIRR. In 2012, CSXT obtained a tax 

break from the state of Florida for spending more than $250 million in capital projects. Known 

as the "single sales factor," the regulation allows companies to use a more favorable formula 

when calculating their state corporate income taxes as long as the companies spent over a certain 
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capital threshold amount.53 Because the TPIRR completed the primary construction of its rail 

system in 2010, and does not begin replacing any major assets until 2025 at the earliest, it would 

not be eligible for the special tax treatment CSXT received from the state of Florida. 

CSXT also makes the claim that, since the Board previously stated that a SARR is a 

replacement for the segment of the incumbent's rail system the SARR would serve, the SARR 

should not be able to enjoy any benefits not fully available to the incumbent railroad.54 CSXT 

therefore argues that, since it was unable to enjoy the full benefits of the limited-time bonus 

depreciation, the TPIRR's bonus depreciation should be similarly restricted. The logical 

extension of CSXT's argument, however, is that the TPIRR must be constructed and operated in 

the same manner as the incumbent if the TPIRR is stepping into the incumbent' s shoes. The 

Board consistently has rejected this line of logic 31!9 stated that the SARR need not be 

constructed or operated in the same manner as the incumbent.55 The stand-alone replacement, in 

actuality, does not even need to be another railroad.56 Furthermore, the WTU decision cited by 

CSXT57 recognized the trade-off in benefits between the SARR and the incumbent. The Board 

stated that, while a SARR may find benefits accruing from the fact that it has a shorter 

construction period than the incumbent, the incumbent benefited from building its system in a 

sequential manner, allowing it to earn returns on individual line segments before the incumbent's 

entire system was complete.58 Therefore, while the SARR may benefit in some way from its 

53 See, "Florida's Tax Break Often Helps Companies Do Already-Planned Work," Orlando Sentinel, July 7, 2012. 
http ://articles. orlandosentinel. com/2012-07-07 /business/ os-single-sales-factor-20120707_ 1 _tax-revenue-tax­
incentive-single-sales-factor. 

54 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-H-8-9. 
55 See, e.g., McCarty Farms at 468; AEPCO at I 0. 
56 See, Coal Rate Guidelines, p. 543. See also, WFA/Basin 11, slip op. p. 14 ("Finally, using the densities of the 

hypothetical SARR makes no sense, as under SAC the hypothetical competitor to BNSF does not even need to 
be a railroad at all.)." 

57 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-8. 
58 See, West Texas Utilities, pp. 671-72. 
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compressed construction schedule, any benefits are counterbalanced by the benefits the 

incumbent received from generating returns in its network while still under construction. 

CSXT's position should also be rejected because it would inject unwarranted speculation 

into the SAC process. CSXT criticizes the bonus depreciation provision utilized by the TPIRR 

as a "temporary" measure,59 but CSXT ignores the fact that the legal regime under which society 

operates is constantly evolving and changing. New laws are continuously being enacted while 

old ones expire or are superseded. Federal and state agencies pass new regulations on a regular 

and ongoing basis. If, as CSXT contends, the governing law at the time of SARR construction 

should be ignored or limited, then what is to stop future litigants (on both sides) from making the 

same argument about any law that they believe provides an advantage to their opponent? 

CSXT's position would open a Pandora' s Box and unleash even greater speculation into the 

already hypothetical realm of SAC. As the Board has said, it "must follow existing law."60 

For the reasons discussed above, TPI continues to apply bonus depreciation allowable 

under the then current tax law to its TPIRR investments. 

ii. Asset Tax Lives 

CSXT challenges TPI's assignment of 15-year tax lives to certain assets, arguing instead 

that they should be treated as 20-year property.61 Specifically, CSXT states that investments in 

each of the following categories carry a MACRS 20-year tax life: 

• Bridges and Trestles (Account 6) 

• Fences & Roadway Signs (Account 13) 

• Roadway Buildings (Account 17) 

• Fuel Stations (Account 19) 

• Shops and Engine Houses (Account 20) 

• Public Improvements (Account 39) 

59 See; CSXT Reply, p. III-H-7. 
60 See, AEPCO, p. 34. 
6 1 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-H-9-10. 
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TPI has reviewed CSXT's claims and agrees that these assets should be categorized as 

20-year assets. TPI has adjusted its Rebuttal DCF model accordingly. 

g. Average Inflation in Asset Prices 

Table H of Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1 computes the average annual inflation rate by which 

the capital recovery charge in Table I is indexed. CSXT accepts TPI's inflation assumptions for 

assets.62 

h. Discounted Cash Flow 

CSXT raises three (3) issues with TPI's DCF analysis which are discussed below under 

the following topical headings: 

1. TPIRR Capital Structure 
2. PTC Investment 
3. MGA Capital Costs 

i. TPIRR Capital Structure 

TPI explained in Opening that it utilized the Board's standard capital recovery 

methodology, including the modification the Board made in AEPCO II, to calculate the present 

value of unused depreciation in the terminal value calculation.63 TPI also explained that it found 

a flaw in the current methodology.64 The Board's DCF model explicitly assumes that the 

SARR's capital structure will remain constant into perpetuity.65 This means that the amounts of 

common equity and debt carried on the assumed SARR's financial statements will remain the 

same forever. 

62 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-10. 
63 See, TPI Opening, p. III-H-11-1 2. See also AEPCO JI, pp. 140-141. 
64 See, TPI Opening, p. III-H-12. 
65 The cost of capital used to calculate the terminal value in the DCF model equals the simple average cost of 

capital from the first year of the SARR's construction to the most recent cost of capital issued by the Board. It 
also reflects the average railroad industry capital structure over the same period. Between 2008 and 201 O, debt 
as a percentage ofrailroad industry capital ranged from 21.4 percent to 29.1 percent. 
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As TPI explained in its Opening Evidence, the Board's DCF model assumes that after 

year 20, and until the first assets are replaced in the replacement level of the DCF model, the 

railroad has no debt and no tax shielding interest payments. Stated differently, the model 

assumes, from a tax payment perspective, that the railroad is 100 percent equity financed after 

year 20 and before its first replacement cyCie. This creates an irreconcilable mismatch between 

the SARR's cost of capital and its cash flows . The cost of capital assumes that the SARR is 

carrying debt, and its associated interest payments, but the cash flows reflect no benefits from the 

interest tax shields. 

TPI corrected for this flaw in its Opening Evidence. TPI adjusted the terminal value in 

the capital carrying charges to reflect the cost of capital assumption that the TPIRR's level of 

debt is held constant into perpetuity, and that interest tax shields consistent with this level of debt 

are accounted for in the cash flow calculation. Specifically, TPI calculated an interest tax shield 

in perpetuity by dividing the last full quarterly coupon payment by one plus the quarterly real 

cost of capital.66 This calculation aligns the cost of capital assumption of a fixed level of debt 

forever, with the interest-payable on this debt.67 

In two recent cases, the Board approved of corrections identical to that made by TPI in its 

Opening Evidence.68 Despite this recent precedent, CSXT objects to the terminal value 

correction employed by TPI.69 CSXT contends that the mismatch is a "mainstay of the Board's 

DCF model since Coal Trading and McCarty Farms. "70 These two decisions do not support the 

mismatch. In Coal Trading, the ICC allowed the SARR's debt-equity mix to change over time 

66 This is the same type of calculation used to develop the terminal capital carrying charge. 
67 To avoid a double count in the impact of the interest tax shields, TPI has adjusted the asset replacement 

calculations to remove the impact of the interest tax shields on replacement assets. 
68 DuPont at 282-284; SunBelt at 193. 
69 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-H-11-14. 
70 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-11. 
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as debt was paid off.71 Conversely, McCarty Farms involved use of a constant capital structure.72 

Crucially, however, neither case included a statement by the agency approving, let alone simply 

recognizing the existence of, the mismatch that TPI described in its Opening. More broadly, the 

simple fact that an error has existed for several years is not a legitimate justification for its 

continued existence.73 An error is still an error, regardless of how long it has existed. 

CSXT also claimed that the Board "affirmed" this mismatch in Major Issues,74 but no 

such affirmation occurred. In Major Issues, the Board simply rejected requests to amortize debt 

over the lives of the SARR assets; instead, the Board retained the use of a 20-year period to 

amortize debt.75 The Board did not even address tax shielding interest payments or the SARR's 

debt-equity mix beyond year 20. Consequently, the Board did not "affirm" the mismatch 

described by TPI. 

CSXT acknowledges that the Board corrected the mismatch in DuPont and SunBelt.76 

Nonetheless, CSXT claims that the Board erred in those decisions. First, CSXT claims the· 

Board made a conceptual error by introducing a new inconsistency into the DCF model by 

applying different financial assumptions between debt used for assets acquired during the 

construction period and debt used to acquire replacement assets.77 Second, CSXT asserts the 

Board made a mathematical error by overriding the interest payments in years 11 to 20 of the 

71 See, Coal Trading at 379-380. 
72 See, McCarty Farms at 522, n. 123. 
73 See, e.g., DuPont at 279 ("Even if. .. the Board and parties have consistently used 15-year asset lives for these 

accounts, we can and will change our practices if new and better evidence comes to light."). See also SunBelt at 
189. 

74 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-11. 
75 Major Issues, slip op. at 65. 
76 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-12. 
77 See, CSXT Reply. p. III-H-13. 
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DCF model and instead using the average interest payments.78 Both of CSXT's assertions are 

incorrect and should be ignored. 

As to the alleged conceptual error, CSXT claims that, before the correction to the 

terminal value calculation, the DCF model was configured to assume that both debt used to 

acquire assets during the initial construction period and debt used to acquire replacement assets 

would be amortized over 20 years.79 CSXT claims that, after the terminal value correction, the 

debt amortization assumptions are now different.80 Specifically, CSXT alleges that debt used to 

acquire the original assets is still amortized over 20 years, but there will be no amortization of 

debt used for the acquisition of assets in subsequent replacement cycles.81 

CSXT's claim that the terminal value adjustment introduces inconsistent assumptions is 

wrong for two primary reasons. First, contrary to CSXT's claim, the DCF model envisioned by 

the SunBelt and DuPont decisions did not assume both debt associated with original assets and 

debt used for replacement assets would have a 20-year amortization period. Rather, the DCF 

model assumed debt associated with replacement assets would be amortized over the lesser of 

the service life of the asset, or 20 years. This means that the different assumptions mentioned by 

CSXT (regarding debt associated with original and replacement assets) existed even prior to the 

terminal value correction accepted by the Board in DuPont and SunBelt, not as a consequence of 

that correction. 

Second, assuming the Board does not correct its debt interest calculations as proposed by 

TPI, the terminal value correction will account for amortization of debt used to acquire future 

78 See, CSXT Reply pp. III-H-13-14. 
79 See, CSXT Reply p. IIl-H-13. 
8° CSXT's claims rest, in part, on the assumption the Board will continue to assume the SARR amortizes its debt 

using a home mortgage style amortization schedule. Correcting the interest calculation to the coupon style 
approach used by TPI eliminates any alleged mismatch, and is another reason the Board should adopt TPI's 
approach. 

81 See, CSXT Reply, p. Ift.>H-13. 

111-H-26 ,. 



PUBLIC 

assets m the same manner as original TPIRR debt. CSXT states that there will be no 

amortization of debt for assets in subsequent asset replacement cycles. 82 This ignores the fact 

that the debt reflected in the terminal value calculation is there to perpetually replace future 

assets (as well as to account for other corporate needs as debt is used by real world railroads). 

Stated differently, assuming the Board stays with its mortgage-style amortization approach, 

which it should not, the correction assumes interest calculated on a debt amortization schedule. 

If anything, the terminal value correction adopted by the Board removes an inconsistency that 

was already present in the DCF model. 

In addition to asserting that the Board made a conceptual error, CSXT also claims that the 

Board's correction of the mismatch would create a mathematical error by overstating the amount 

of interest a SARR would pay in years 11 through 20.83 CSXT claims that, because interest 

payments are lower than average in the later years of the amortization period, the use of average 

interest payments over this period would overstate the interest expense.84 However, CSXT's 

claim fails to consider that, while the interest payments in the second half of the 20-year 

amortization period are lower than the average interest payment, the interest payments in the first 

half of the amortization period are higher. In other words, the use of an average interest payment 

within the perpetuity calculation already takes into consideration the lower interest payments that 

occur in the second half of the amortization period just as it takes into consideration the higher 

interest payments in the first half of the period. 

In sum, CSXT's claims about the terminal value correction do not warrant deviation from 

the recent decisions in DuPont and SunBelt. Far from introducing another inconsistency to the 

-DCF model, the correction made by the Board in these two decisions removes a current 

82 Ibid. 
83 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-H-13-14. 
84 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-14. 
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inconsistency in how debt issued for original investments and future investments was amortized. 

The Board's correction also does not lead to a mathematical error by overriding scheduled 

interest payments, but instead simply reflects- the use of an average value over time. The Board 

should reject CSXT's arguments and follow the terminal value approach applied in DuPont and 

SunBelt. 

Next, CSXT has proposed a separate fix in the event the Board determines that the 

mismatch should be corrected. CSXT proposes that the Board "revert back" to the method used 

in Coal Trading, where the SARR capital structure is recalculated as the debt is amortized.85 

The method used in Coal Trading was justifiably discarded soon after the decision was 

issued, and the Board should not revive it. In Nevada PfJwer II, the ICC determined that "it is 

more realistic to assume that the SARR would issue new debt as old debt is amortized" because 

"[t]his is the procedure followed by many large corporations, including most U.S. railroads, as a 

way of reducing the overall cost of capital."86 

Moreover, CSXT's approach of amortizing debt and equity as the ICC did in Coal 

Trading is completely inconsistent with finance practice and theory. It is an accepted financial 

axiom that a firm's cost of equity will change with changes in leverage. This is famously known 

as Modigliani and Miller's ("MM") Proposition 2, which states that the expected return on the 

common stock of a levered firm increases in proportion to the debt-equity ratio.87 This means a 

higher debt-to-equity ratio leads to a higher required return on equity, because of the higher risk 

involved for equity-holders in a company with debt. The converse of this is also true. As the 

85 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-14. 
86 Nevada Power II at 319. 
87 See Brealey, R. A., Myers, S. C. , and Allen, F., "Principles of Corporate Finance, Eighth Edition," McGraw-Hill 

Irwin, 2006, at page 453 ("Brealey, Myers and Allen") (providing a fuller explanation ofMM's Proposition 2). 
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amount of debt held by a company falls, the required return on the equity falls because of the 

lower risk involved for equity-holders in a company without any debt. 

In advocating such an approach, CSXT completely ignores this fundamental economic 

principle. CSXT incorrectly assumes that, as the TPIRR's capital structure changes with the 

declining amounts of debt held by the TPIRR, the cost of debt and equity will not change. 

Instead, the TPIRR's cost of capital increases as common equity takes on a larger percentage of 

the capital structure as debt is retired. CSXT's position is completely contradictory to basic 

financial economics, which states the cost of equity will decline with the drop in the proportion 

of debt. 

The only proper way to show a constant capital structure in perpetuity, as the Board has 

assumed in its DCF model, is to assume a constant level of debt over the SARR's infinite life. 

TPI's adjustment to the DCF model aligns the disconnect inherent in the current version of the 

Board's model. 

ii. PTC Investment 

CSXT claims the TPIRR will incur additional PTC related interoperability costs after 

commencement of railroad operations in 2010.88 This is beyond the $133 million CSXT alleges 

the TPIRR will spend prior to 2011 on PTC investments. According to CSXT, this means 

additional PTC investment will begin in 2011 and extend through 2015, when PTC must be 

implemented by current law. 

There are several flaws with CSXT's inclusion of PTC investment in the DCF model. 

First, as discussed in Section III-F-6 above, CSXT incorrectly assumes that real world railroads 

will have PTC installed by 2015. The FRA, in a 2012 report to Congress, has indicated that PTC 

will not likely be operational by 2015, and has not indicated a date by which it would be fully 

88 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-15. 
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implemented. The same sentiments were echoed by CSXT Vice President Gerhard Thelen in 

oral testimony before the National Transportation Safety Board ("NTSB"). According to Mr. 

Thelen, "[b ]ased on where we [CSXT] stand today, if everything goes well, we are looking at a 

2018-2020 .. timeframe [when PTC can be fully installed]."89 By requiring the TPIRR to incur 

additional PTC costs beyond what it has already included in its initial construction that CSXT 

itself has not yet incurred or is expected to fully incur prior to 2018, CSXT has created an 

impermissible barrier to entry for the TPIRR. 

This situation is distinguishable from AEPCO II in which the Board stated: 

[W]e must follow existing law, and existing law requires that these 
systems be in place by December 2015. We have no reason in this 10-
year DCF analysis to exclude costs that are required by Federal law 
because of the possibility that the law might change in the future or tax 
breaks that do not currently exist may be enacted.90 

TPI has asserted very different arguments from those made in AEPCO II. In this case, 

TPI has shown that both the FRA and CSXT itself have stated publicly that the Congressional 

deadline cannot and will not be met. This evidence was unavailable during the AEPCO II case 

TPI has included in its initial investment the costs to construct a fully functional PTC system, a 

cost that CSXT has not yet fully incurred, and may not incur until significantly after the statutory 

deadline. 

Second, also as discussed in Section III-F-6, PTC technology was in fact available and 

being used by railroads prior to 2011. CSXT's DCF evidence does not truly concern the 

availability of PTC technology in 2011, but rather the technology and costs associated with 

overlaying PTC on top of CTC and the integration of PTC across all railroads by 2015.91 

89 See, "Safety Agency Scrutinizes Train Control Progress," Argus Rail Business, March 4, 2013 p. 5. 
90 See, AEPCO II, p. 34. 
91 See, CSXT Reply, p. Ill-H-15. 
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Third, CSXT's determination of the cash flows required to recover PTC related costs is 

flawed. In calculating the tax depreciation for the PTC investment for the years 2011 through 

2013, CSXT failed to account for the bonus depreciation available on PTC assets in those 

years.92 In DuPont, the Board did not accept the application of bonus depreciation for PTC 

investments made in 2011 to 2013, stating that the SAR.."!{ would not be entitled to bonus 

depreciation during the development period for something that would not be in service during the 

2010 to 2015 time period.93 

TPI respectfully believes that the Board erred in DuPont regarding the application of 

bonus depreciation to future year PTC investment. As an initial manner, the Board' s decision in 

DuPont creates an inconsistency between how the bonus depreciation is calculated for the initial 

SARR investment and how it is calculated (or not calculated) for PTC investment. The parties 

have calculated bonus depreciation for the initial SARR investment based on the year of the 

investment, as is consistent with GAAP and tax regulations. This means the bonus depreciation 

for the years 2008 and 2009 investment were calculated under 2008 and 2009 tax laws, 

respectively, even though the SARR did not begin operation until 2010. In DuPont, the Board 

took the opposite tact with PTC investment and stated that, even though bonus depreciation was 

allowed under 2011 to 2013 tax laws, it would not allow the depreciation since the PTC would 

not be completely installed until 2015. This creates an inherent inconsistency on how the Board 

treats bonus depreciation. 

In addition, the Board' s decision in DuPont creates a barrier to entry by allowing CSXT 

to use bonus depreciation in its PTC investments, but not allowing the TPIRR to do the same. 

CSXT incurred $214.7 in PTC related investment in 2013, which it included in its road property 

92 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-lReply.xls," worksheet "Replacement-Depreciation_PTC" which 
shows no accelerated depreciation for those years. 

93 See, DuPont at 285. 
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and equipment accounts.94 These are property additions that CSXT included in its asset base, 

and CSXT has begun depreciating under then current tax depreciation rules, including bonus 

depreciation, even though full PTC implementation is not required until the end of 2015. CSXT 

has benefited from bonus depreciation on its PTC investment, but under the DuPont decision, the 

Board would deny the TPIRR the same benefits. This is clear barrier to entry as it would force 

upon the TPIRR tax expenses not incurred by the CSXT because of CSXT's use of bonus 

depreciation.95 

Not including the accelerated depreciation overstates the capital carrying costs required 

for PTC. Based on this, and the factors cited in Section III-F-6-b, TPI has continued to use its 

Opening approach to account for PTC investment costs. 

iii. MGA Capital Costs 

CSXT claims that, by stepping into CSXT's shoes for the use of the Monongahela 

Railway ("MGA"), TPIRR is required to assume CSXT's capital expenditure payments.96 As 

explained in Section III-B-1-a-i, TPI agrees that TPIRR's use of the MGA network requires it to 

assume some of the MGA capital costs, but disagrees with CSXT's application of the MGA 

capital costs to the DCF model. CSXT's approach accounts for future MGA payments by 

calculating a perpetuity based on historic average MGA payments, and inserts this perpetuity 

value into the capital carrying charge calculation.97 

94 See, TPI Reply work paper "CSXT 2013 Supp PTC Revised.xlsx," which is contains CSXT's supplemental 
filing detailing its PTC investments pursuant to the STB's decision in Ex Parte 706, Reporting Requirements for 
Positive Train Control Expenses and Investments, served August 14, 2013. Because the Board did not require 
railroads to file PTC related investment reports prior to 2013, it is possible to discern how much of the PTC 
included in its asset base prior to that year. However, CSXT's SEC Form 10-K shows the railroad incurred $21 
million, $57 million and $133 million in 2008, 2009, and 2010, respectively for regulatory expenditures, 
including PTC investment. Presumably, most of this capital is also included in its asset base. 

95 See, West Texas Utilities , p. 670. 
96 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsm," worksheet "MGA." 
97 See, CSXT Reply work paper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsm," worksheets "MGA" and "Investment SAC." 
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This approach does not take into consideration the depreciation and interest expense tax 

shields associated with the MGA capital investments. If these payments are capital expenses, as 

claimed by CSXT,98 then CSXT should have calculated the tax depreciation associated with 

these investments, and the interest on the debt issued to fund them. CSXT failed to calculate 

either, and thereby effectively overstated TPIRR's tax payments.99 

To correct for CSXT's error, TPI has adopted CSXT's calculation of future MGA capital 

payments, but calculated the depreciation and investment tax credits associated with these capital 

expenses. This was accomplished in a manner generally consistent with the approach taken in 

the DCF for the replacement of assets as they reach the end of their useful lives. Specifically, 

TPI created a new worksheet "Net MGA" in the DCF model that functions similar to the 

"Replacement" worksheet that calculates future replacement costs. TPI then input the TPIRR's 

MGA investment for the years 2010 through 203i 00 into the new "Net MGA" worksheet where 

the tax benefits from accelerated depreciation and tax deductible interest are calculated and 

deducted from the MGA capital investments. The present value of future MGA investments as 

the original MGA investments reach the end of their useful lives are also computed for each 

investment year. 

TPI then carried the MGA investments, net of tax benefits and the present value of future 

replacements, to the "Investment SAC" cash flow tab, where the model is first run with no MGA 

investments to establish the base line capital recovery. Then, beginning in 2010, each year's 

MGA investment is added to the investment total and rerun. To prevent recovery of MGA 

98 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 Reply.xlsm," worksheets "MGA," cell A7, where CSXT included 
the comment "CSXT 50% Portion of Annual MGA Capital Expenditures -- 2009 - 2013." 

99 If these payments are not really capital expenditures as claimed by CSXT, then they must be, by default, 
operating expenses, which means there was no need for CSXT to calculate a perpetuity value. Instead, CSXT 
should have simply included the 2010 to 2020 payments in the operating expense portion of the DCF model. 

100 Because the average lives of the MGA investments equaled 28 years based on the mix of assets placed in the 
MGA, there is no need to calculate investments after 2038 as any investment after this period is included in the 
MGA asset repl~cement calculation. 
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investments before the actual MGA investments take place, the model results are locked down 

for the prior year before the model is rerun with the next year's MGA investment. TPI has set 

forth the details for these calculations in the "MGA," "Net MGA," and "Investment SAC" 

worksheets ofTPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1. 

i. Computation of Tax Liability­
Taxable Income 

CSXT accepts TPI's assumed Federal tax rate of 35 percent and its calculated composite 

state income tax rate for the TPIRR. 101 

j-. Operating Expenses 

Table K displays the operating expenses incurred in each year of the DCF period. CSXT 

states it made two (2) adjustments to the DCF model's operating expense calculations. First, 

CSXT substituted the All-Inclusive Index Less Fuel ("AII-LF") for the hybrid RCAF index in 

years 2010-2013 of the DCF. 102 This substitution was made because CSXT also adjusted the 

DCF model to calculate what it claims are TPIRR's fuel costs for the fourth quarter of 2010 

through fourth quarter of 2013 by applying what it called "CSXT's actual quarterly average fuel 

price" for the same periods.103 Second, CSXT adjusted the DCF model to capture what it claims 

are the ramp-up in operating expenses for the new North Baltimore intermodal facility. 104 TPI 

addresses these two issues below. 

i. Fuel Costs 

In Major Issues, the Board determined that SARR operating expenses should be indexed 

using a hybrid RCAF index.105 Despite the Board's determination, CSXT has impermissibly 

deviated from the prescribed hybrid RCAF index for projecting TPIRR operating expenses in the 

101 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-16. 
io2 Ibid. 
103 Ibid. 
104 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-16-17. 
105 Major Issues, slip op. p. 39-47. 
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future. 106 CSXT's deviation is improper because the hybrid RCAF was adopted in notice-and-

comment rulemaking and, therefore, the Board must abide by the rule it adopted. 107 

Furthermore, the Board cannot deviate from the hybrid RCAF without engaging in a further 

notice-and-comment rulemaking process.108 

Given the existing hybrid RCAF rule, the Board must reject CSXT's attempt to 

selectively update the record with new fuel price information because the attempted updating is 

necessarily linked to deviation from the hybrid RCAF. 109 Moreover, CSXT's desire to use new 

fuel price information should also be rejected because the Board disfavors selective updating of 

the record. 110 

Even if CSXT could reconfigure the hybrid RCAF to use other data, which it cannot, its 

proposed alteration is inherently flawed and incorrect because it fails to take into consideration 

the productivity that would accrue to the TPIRR over the 2010 to 2013 time period. The Board 

adopted the hybrid-RCAF approach to recognize that a SARR' s productivity would approach 

that ofreal world railroads over time. 111 CSXT' s approach fails to account for any productivity 

in fuel costs and, instead, assumes that TPIRR fuel consumption will change in-line with changes 

in gross ton-miles. 

Along with labor savings, fuel efficiency is a key focus area for railroad productivity. 

CSXT places such emphasis on fuel efficiency that it devotes an entire page on its corporate 

website simply to its efforts to make its railroad more fuel efficient. 11 2 The railroads have 

106 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-G-9 ("CSXT ... modified the Board' s Hybrid RCAF index"). 
107 See, e.g., U S International Trade Commission v. ASA T, Inc., 411 F.3 d 245, 253 (D.C. Cir. 2005); Steenholdt v. 

FAA, 314 F.3d 633, 639 (D.C. Cir. 2003). 
108 See, e.g., United States Telecom Association v. FCC, 400 F.3d 29, 35 (D.C. Cir. 2005). 
109 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-G-9 and Ill-H-16. 
11 0 See, e.g., WF A/Basin I at 6; WF A/Basin July 2009 at 8 (n. 8); FMC, at 729-730. 
111 See, Major Issues at 40. 
112 See, http://www.csx.com/index.cfm/about-csx/proj ects-and-partnerships/fuel­

efficiency /?keywords=fuel %20efficiency. 
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invested considerable time and effort in the fuel ·efficiency arena, which ultimately translates into 

greater productivity. CSXT's approach denies the TPIRR the ability to begin capturing the cost 

savings from this productivity by eliminating the productivity component in its fuel cost index. 

Because CSXT's approach leads to an incorrect measure of changes in TPIRR fuel costs, TPI has 

continued to rely upon the hybrid RCAF index to adjust fuel costs. 

ii. North Baltimore 
Intermodal Facility 

CSXT states that it added the North Baltimore, OH, intermodal facility to the TPIRR, but 

because the facility did not come on-line until 2012, it had to modify the DCF model to account 

for the ramp-up in volumes between 2012 and 2013 .11 3 

As stated in Rebuttal Section III-D-10-a-iv, TPI reject CSXT's adjustment to the North 

Baltimore, OH, intermodal facility operating expenses. TPI developed base year 2010 lift costs 

per container, applied it to TPIRR 2010 container counts, and then inflated the costs over time, 

as with other operating expenses. CSXT only proposes an adjustment where it is in its favor (as , 

in North Baltimore, OH) but not where it favors TPI (e.g., Marion, OH). The Board has 

previously rejectep s"uch selected use of data. 114 TPI continues to use its Opening approach of 

indexing all intermodal lift costs based on the TPIRR' s change in gross ton-miles. 

k. Summary of SAC 

TPI's calculation in Rebuttal of total SAC for the TPIRR is presented in Table L of 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1 and compared with CSXT's Reply values in Rebuttal Tab~e III-H-1 

below. 

113 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-H-16-17. 
11 4 See, FMC, at 729 to 730. 
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Rebuttal Table III-H-1 
Summaa of CSXT Reuly and TPI Rebuttal SAC Results for the TPIRR 

($ in millions) 

CSXT Re~ll'.11 TPI Rebuttat2' 
Over-

SARR Payments SARR Overpayments 
Year SAC Revenue {Shortfall} SAC Revenue {Shortfall} 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

7 /1/10-12/10 $3,923 $2,941 ($982) $2,937 $2,967 $30 
2011 8,349 6,476 (1,873) 6,186 6,541 355 
2012 8,642 6,723 (1 ,919) 6,357 6,776 419 
2013 8,768 7,008 (1 ,761) 6,495 7,076 580 
2014 9,082 7,456 (1 ,626) 6,692 7,491 799 
2015 9,426 7,840 (1,587) 6,894 7,957 1,063 
2016 9,782 8,360 (1,422) 7,201 8,545 1,344 
201 7 10,157 8-,742 (1,414) 7,462 8,977 1,514 
2018 10,552 9,207 (1,345) 7,802 9,577 1,774 
2019 10,938 9,684 (1,254) 8,206 10,271 2,065 

1 /20-6/30/20 5,621 5,084 (537) 4,271 5,515 1,244 

11 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-17. 
21 TPI Rebuttal work a er "Exhibit III-H-1 Rebuttal.xis." 

As shown in Rebuttal Table III-H-1 above, contrary to CSXT's calculation of shortfalls 

in every year, the TPIRR revenues exceed the stand alone costs in each year of the study period. 

Where stand-alone revenues are shown to exceed costs, rates for the members of the traffic group 

must be adjusted to bring revenues and SAC into equilibrium. 

2. Internal C ross-Subsidy 

CSXT asserts that, if the Board determines that TPIRR revenues exceed TPIRR SAC, 

then the Board must also test for the existence of internal cross-subsidies.115 According to 

CSXT, the Board must perform an analysis consistent with the Board's decision in PPL that tests 

for an improper cross-subsidization ofline segments by the remainder of the TPIRR system. If a 

line segment passes the threshold examination, CSXT also asserts that any rate relief must be 

tempered by a secondary cross-subsidy analysis as articulated by the Board in its Otter Tail 

11 5 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-21. 
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decision. 116 CSXT's assertions regarding both the PPL threshold cross-subsidy test, and the 

Otter Tail secondary analysis are incorrect as demonstrated below. 

a. The Seymour to North Vernon Line 
Segment Passes the PPL Cross­
Subsidy Test 

CSXT alleges it performed a cross-subsidy test for a 14.6 mile segment in Indiana 

between- Seymour and North Vernon using TPI's Opening evidence, and alleges that traffic 

moving on this segment does not cover its SAC.117 A review of CSXT's work papers shows that 

it made numerous errors in its cross-subsidy analysis, and that its conclusion that other sections 

of the TPIRR subsidize the Seymour-North Vernon section is incorrect. 

First, CSXT improperly imputed 2012 traffic to all years moving over the Seymour-

North Vernon segment. Traffic densities change from year to year as traffic volumes fluctuate. 

Instead of reviewing the actual traffic moving over the line segment in 2010 and 2011 and the 

first half of 2013, CSXT relied upon the traffic moving over the line segment in 2012 as a basis 

for assigning traffic to the line segment. Using actual traffic volumes for other years increases 

the revenues allocable to the segment.118 

Second, CSXT improperly excluded traffic that moved on the segment. The Board's 

cross-subsidy analysis requires the inclusion of all revenues and operating costs associated with 

traffic moving on any part of the segment to be assigned to the segment. In developing its 

116 Id. pp. III-H-21-22. 
117 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-25 to 26. CSXT also states that the Board should evaluate three other segments for 

potential cross-subsidies (a 9-mile segment in Jackson, TN, a 10-mile segment between Francesville and Monon, 
IN and a 29 mile segment between Oneco and Big Bend, FL), but did not go through the effort of performing 
cross-subsidies on these segments. 

118 See, CSXT Reply cross subsidy e-workpapers "2010 Revenues.xlsx'', "2011 Revenues.xlsx", "2012 Revenues", 
"Cross Subsidy Waybills.xlsx". 
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shipment profile for the Seymour-North Vernon segment, CSXT improperly excluded traffic 

originating and/or terminating at mileposts BC 72 and BC 87.119 

Third, CSXT incorrectly calculated the sub-ballast investment on the line segment. 

Specifically, CSXT improperly included sub-ballast costs for bridges along the Seymour-North 

Vernon segment. In other words, CSXT included sub-ballast costs where there was no sub-

ballast required. 120 

Fourth, CSXT used the wrong number of No. 14 turnouts from the stick diagram for the 

Seymour to North Vernon segment. As can be clearly seen in TPI opening workpapers, there are 

no. 14 turnouts used on the Seymour to North Vernon segment.121 

Fifth, CSXT improperly assigned the number of No. 14 turnouts to customers on the 

Seymour to North Vernon segment. A review of CSXT's work papers shows that 15 customer 

turnouts are not necessary for TPIRR operations. 122 

Correcting the numerous errors made by CSXT in its cross-subsidy analysis shows that 

the revenues properly associated with the segment more than cover the segment's SAC. 123 

Therefore, CSXT's claim can be summarily disregarded. 

119 See, CSXT Reply cross subsidy e-workpapers "20 l 0 Revenues.xlsx", "2011 Revenues.xlsx", "2012 Revenues", 
'TPIRR General Freight Revenue Forecast STCC 1-26 lh 2013 (Final) xsub.xlsx", "TPIRR General Freight 
Revenue Forecast STCC 1-26 2h 2012 (Final) xsub.xlsx", "TPIRR General Freight Revenue Forecast STCC 28 
lh 2013 (Final) xsub.xlsx", "TPIRR General Freight Revenue Forecast STCC 28 2h 2012 (Final) xsub.xlsx", 
"TPIRR General Freight Revenue Forecast STCC 29-UN lh 2013 (Final) xsub.xlsx" and "TPIRR General 
Freight Revenue Forecast STCC 29-UN 2h 2012 (Final) xsub.xlsx". 

120 See, CSXT Reply cross subsidy e-work papers "TPI Bridge Construction Costs.xlsx" and "Track 
Construction.xlsx". 

12 1 See, TPI Open e-work papers "TPI Opening Stick Diagrams.pdf', page 77 and "TPI Turnouts & Multi­
Track.xlsx". 

122 See, CSXT Reply cross subsidy workpaper "Track Construction.xlsx", tab "User Input". 
123 See, TPI Rebuttal work paper directory III-H/Cross Subsidy. 
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b. The Board Should Not Apply the 
Otter Tail Cross-Subsidy Test 

Although TPI's Rebuttal Evidence does not result in a PPL cross-subsidy, TPI identified 

a potential Otter Tail cross-subsidy on the line segment from Seymour to North Vernon, IN. 124 

TPI, however, does not believe that the Otter Tail cross-subsidy test is appropriate or justified. 

In Otter Tail, the Board announced, for the first time, that it would extend the cross-

subsidy test beyond the so-called "threshold" inquiry conducted in PPL, to limit any rate relief to 

which a complainant would otherwise be entitled under the SAC analysis. In other words, the 

cross-subsidy test would not just be a "pass-fail" test, but also would affect the level of the rate 

that the Board would prescribe as reasonable after passing the ''threshold" test. This 

announcement was unnecessary in that case, however, because the Board's application of the 

PPL cross-subsidy test deprived Otter Tail of any rate relief under the SAC analysis, so there 

was no cause to limit the extent of such relief. Nor has the Board ever applied the Otter Tail test 

since then. Therefore, the Otter Tail cross-subsidy test, at present, is only dicta. 

TPI contends that the Otter Tail test should be rejected for two independent reasons. 

First, it arbitrarily measures a cross-subsidy based on hypothetical rates that are not charged in 

the real world. Second, it deviates without explanation from the Board's Wisconsin P&L 

decision, which held that the very same logic the Board has used to justify the Otter Tail test 

violates contestable market theory. 

i. The Otter Tail Cross-Subsidy Test 
Arbitrarily Measures a Cn>ss-Subsidy 
Based on Rates that Will Not Be 
Charged in the Real World 

The Board announced the Otter Tail test with the purpose of limiting any rate relief to 

which a complainant may otherwise be entitled by applying the cross-subsidy test a second time 

124 See , TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Exhibit III-H-1 XSub- Rebuttal.xlsm." 
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at the rate-setting phase of a SAC case. This second application of the cross-subsidy test 

assumes that any rate reductions applied to the complainant would apply to all other traffic 

carried by the SARR, even though any reductions imposed by the Board would in fact apply only 

to the complainant's shipments. Otter Tail at 11. According to the Board's expansion of the 

cross-subsidy test, if the lower revenues resulting from universally-applied rate reductions on the 

fighter-volume segment of the SARR would not cover the costs associated with carrying that 

traffic, then the rate reductions would create a cross-subsidy. In that case, the Board would 

increase the "maximum reasonable rate" determined by the SAC analysis to a level that 

eliminates the supposed cross-subsidy. 

Unlike the threshold PPL cross-subsidy test, which is based upon real world rates for the 

SARR's traffic, the second Otter Tail cross-subsidy test uses rates that will not be charged in the 

real world. This causes the Board to conclude that a rate reduction required by the SAC analysis 

creates a cross-subsidy, when in reality no revenue shortfall will occur at all. The second 

application of the cross-subsidy test severs all connection between the SARR's revenues and the 

real world, leading to arbitrary determinations of a cross-subsidy. 125 

ii. The Otter Tail Cross-Subsidy 
Test Deviates from the Board's 
Precedent in Wisconsin P&L 

The Board's rationale for applying the cross-subsidy test a second time at the rate 

prescription stage also directly contradicts its own precedent. At page 11 of the Otter Tail 

decision, the Board contends that the second cross-subsidy test is compelled by contestable 

market theory because: 

125 Although the SARR itself is hypothetical, its revenues are based on real world rates, Guidelines at 544 ("the 
revenue contribution of other. .. shippers will be at the level of their current rates"), and its costs must be feasible 
in the real world, Id. at 542 ("we will be guided . .. by the least cost (theoretically) feasible SAC model"), 543 
("the proponent of a SAC model must show that the alternative is feasible .. . [and] its data on constructfon and 
operating costs must be verifiable"). 
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[T]he goal of the SAC analysis is to simulate the competitive market rate 
that would prevail in a contestable marketplace, where no rates above the 
SAC level for any shipper in the selected traffic group would be 
sustainable without attracting new entry. Thus, our analysis must assume 
the repeated application of the SAC test to all shippers in the traffic group. 
(emphasis added) 

The Board, however, rejected this very same logic as a violation of contestable market theory in 

Wisconsin P&L. 126 In that case, the Union Pacific Railroad Company ("UP") argued that an 

adjustment to the SAC analysis was "required by contestable market theory because the [SARR] 

would in theory .be subject to competition from yet another stand-alone railroad, resulting in an 

'asymmetric risk."'127 This argument is comparable to the Board's claim in this case that the 

SAC analysis must assume "repeated application of the SAC test to all shippers." 

But in Wisconsin P&L, the Board rejected that argument because it would create a barrier 

to entry, which is inconsistent with a contestable market: 

[A]s we have often explained, SAC principles require the exclusion of 
costs and risks not faced by the incumbent railroad, so as to remove any 
advantages which the existing railroad has over a hypothetical stand-alone 
railroad. Here, UP has acknowledged, as it must, that UP does not operate 
in a contestable market, which means the risk UP 's proposed acijustment 
is designed to take into account-that a rise in projected returns above a 
certain level will result in the carrier being replaced immediately and 
entirely by a new entrant-is not faced by UP itself. As we stated in FMC 
(at 846), we do not allow an existing railroad to charge captive shippers a 
rate designed to compensate for risks that the incumbent carrier's investors 
do not face. 128 

Because the Otter Tail cross-subsidy test assumes risks that CSXT does not face, it too 

violates contestable market theory. The Board asserts that other captive shippers in the SARR's 

traffic group could challenge their own rates in the future, thereby implying that those rates 

126 See, Wisconsin P&L at 982-984. 
127 Id. at 983. 
128 Id. at 983-984 (citations and footnotes omitted; emphasis added). 
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might in fact be reduced to a point that creates a cross-subsidy .129 But this is pure speculation 

based on the same type of asymmetric risk that the Board rejected in Wisconsin P&L. 

Moreover, Congress has restricted the Board's jurisdiction over rates to a small subset of 

total rail traffic over which a railroad possesses "market dominance".130 This means the SAC 

test can never be applied to all the SARR's traffic, contrary to the Board's incorrect assumption 

that the SAC test will be repeatedly applied to all shippers on the SARR. See Otter Tail at 11. 

Finally, in Wisconsin P&L the Board declared that it is neither necessary nor appropriate 

to adjust the SAC rate to anticipate speculative future occurrences: 

In any event..., as we have said in prior SAC cases, [a railroad] may 
petition to reopen and adjust the rate prescription should these trends shift. 
Thus, to compensate UP in advance for the possibility that the projections 
may not be realized is neither necessary nor appropriate and, in our view, 
would provide for an over-recovery of the total stand-alone costs. 131 

Despite this precedent, application of the Otter Tail test would allow CSXT to over-

recover its total stand-alone costs by applying the second cross-subsidy test in the present, to 

ensure against the possibility that other captive shippers in the SARR traffic group might create a 

cross-subsidy by successfully challenging their rates in the future. 132 If those events do not 

occur, CSXT is assured of over-recovering its stand-alone costs, contrary to Guidelines. Indeed, 

the risk of over-recovery is particularly high in this case, since repeated application of the SAC 

test to all shippers on the SARR is impossible due to statutory restrictions on the rate regulation 

of non-market-dominant traffic. 133 Therefore, it is neither necessary nor appropriate to deny TPI 

relief based on the Board's speculative and inaccurate reasoning in Otter Tail. 

129 Otter Tail at 11. 
130 See, 49 U.S.C. §10707. 
131 Wisconsin P&L at 984 (emphasis added). 
132 The probability of that occurring in this case is even lower because, by the time the Board issues a decision in 

late 2015, TPI already will be 5 years into any rate prescription without a single other SAC rate prescription for 
any of the TPIRR's traffic. 

133 See, 49 U.S.C. §10707. 
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If and when other captive shippers in the SARR's traffic group do challenge their own 

rates in the future, and if their rate reductions combined with TPI's would create a cross-subsidy, 

the Board is fully empowered to re-open TPI's case to consider this changed circumstance. 

Indeed, the Board has demonstrated its willingness to reopen a prior rate case in order to vacate a 

prescribed rate due to changed circumstances.134 Unless and until such changes occur, however, 

it would be arbitrary and capricious for the Board to deny TPI relief from an unreasonab-ly high 

rate based on pure speculation. 

3. Maximum Rate Calculations 

In Major Issues, the Board adopted MMM as its rate prescription approach for use in 

proceedings under the Coal Rate Guidelines. 135 Consistent with that decision, TPI has used the 

MMM as required under the Board's Major Issues decision to bring SAC and stand-alone 

revenues into equilibrium. CSXT accepts TPI's MMM approach, but claims that TPI's MMM 

calculations included an error in the index used to adjust the URCS variable costs over the 10-

year DCF period.136 Specifically, CSXT claims that the URCS index TPI used in its Opening 

calculations does not properly reflect future CSXT variable costs because it does not include 

gains in CSXT productivity over the modeling period. 137 CSXT proposes the Board either revert 

to using the RCAF-A to adjust the MMM variable costs, or add a productivity component to the 

URCS index used by TPI in Opening. CSXT's proposed adjustments are unnecessary and result 

in less specific estimates of future variable costs as explained in detail below. 

The productivity adjustment factor ("P AF") used to calculate the RCAF-A, and which 

CSXT proposes to use in this case either by directly applying the RCAF-A and modifying TPI's 

134 Ariz. Pub. Serv. Co. v. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Ry. Co., 6 S.T.B. 851 (2003). 
135 See, Major Issues at 14-23. 
136 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-H-18-21. 
137 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-H-19. 
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URCS index, is developed by calculating the change in input cost index divided by the change in 

the output index for all reporting Class I carriers. The input index reflects the R-1 total expenses 

for the Class I railroads, on a constant dollar basis, using the AAR's RCR as the deflator. The 

change in expenses reflects both the inflation in input prices, and the utilization of the cost inputs 

(e.g., labor, fuel, etc.) for all Class I railroads, not just CSXT. Expressing the expenses on a 

constant dollar basis is intended to remove the impact of inflation in input prices. However, this 

is not exact as the distribution of expenses in the RCR is not necessarily the same as the 

distribution of costs in the total expenses. In any event, this distribution is, by definition, not the 

same as the CSXT distribution of the CSXT cost components in the variable cost calculation. 

Similarly, the output index used in the P AF also reflects general industry changes and not 

changes specific to the CSXT. The output index in the STB's productivity calculation determines 

the change in ton-miles (weighted on revenues) for 1.~.9 unique movement parameters. This 

produces an output matrix that reflects different key parameters, including: (1) shipment weights; 

(2) lengths of haul; (3) car types; and ( 4) service types (based on cars per shipment). In general 

terms, for Class I railroads, productivity gains are realized when there is a shift to more efficient 

types of service, i.e., heavier loads, longer hauls and more cars per waybill. These shifts are not 

uniform across the industry, though. There is no reason to believe that CSXT's changes in the 

output factors that make up the P AF output index will change in lockstep with the rest of the 

industry. 138In its DuPont and SunBelt decisions, the Board rejected the use of a "generalized, 

industry index when a more specific approach is available."139 CSXT's proposed adjustment to 

138 CSXT specifically acknowledges this point in its Reply. CSXT notes that its trains travel much shorter distances 
than the western railroads. See CSXT Reply, at III-C-157, "By contrast, trains operated by CSXT and other 
eastern railroads typically travel much shorter distances [than western railroads]." Distance traveled is a key 
factor in railroad productivity, and a key input to the P AF. CSXT's acknowledgement that it will not be as 
productive as western railroads undermines its suggested use of the industry PAF to help index CSXT variable 
costs. 

139 See, DuPont at 285 to 286, and SunBelt at 196. 
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the URCS would simply introduce an unnecessary general industry index to an approach that 

utilizes CSXT specific costs. In Rebuttal, TPI continues to use its CSXT specific URCS index to 

adjust the variable costs in the MMM application consistent with the Board ' s DuPont and 

~ c SUnBelt decisions. 

4. Maximum Reasonable Rates 

The SAC analysis summarized in Rebuttal Parts III-A through III-G and displayed in 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1, demonstrates that, over the 10-year DCF period, the revenues generated 

by the TPIRR exceed its total capital and operating costs. Rebuttal Table III-H-2 below shows 

the measure of excess revenue over SAC in each year of the DCF period for this case. 
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Rebuttal Table III-H-2 
Summary of TPI Rebuttal DCF Results for the TPIRR 

July 302 2011 to July 292 2021 
($ in millions) 

Annual Stand- Over- Cumulative 
Stand-Alone Alone Payments PV PV 

Year Reguirement Revenues {Shortfall} Difference Difference 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

7/1 -12/31 /10 $2,937 $2,967 $30 $30 $30 
2011 6,186 6,541 355 318 348 
2012 6,357 6,776 419 338 686 
2013 6,495 7,076 580 423 l ,!09 
2014 6,692 7,491 799 523 1,632 
2015 6,894 7,957 1,063 626 2,257 
2016 7,201 8,545 1,344 711 2,969 
2017 7,462 8,977 1,514 721 3,690 
2018 7,802 9,577 1,774 760 4,449 
2019 8,206 10,271 2,065 795 5,244 

l / l-6/30/20 4,271 5,515 1,244 454 5,699 

Source: TPI Rebuttal e-work a er "Exhibit III-H- l Rebuttal.xis." 

Application of MMM yields the following maximum R/VC ratios for each year of the 

DCF model. 

Rebuttal Table III-H-3 
Rebuttal MMM Results 

Maximum 
Year R/VC 
(1) (2) 

7/30/11-12111 393.0% 
2012 241.6% 
2013 236.3% 
2014 207.4% 
2015 185.0% 
2016 167.8% 
2017 155.6% 
2018 151.4% 
2019 144.6% 
2020 139.6% 

1/21-7/29/21 132.4% 

Source: Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-2 
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As indicated in Rebuttal Table III-H-3 , the maximum RJVC ranges from 132.4 percent to 

393.0 percent over the IO-year DCF period. 

The maximum lawful transportation rate for the TPI traffic covered by Tariff CSXTRQ 

65912 equals the greater of the jurisdictional threshold or the MMM maximum rate. Rebuttal 

Exhibits III-H-3 through III-H-13 show the development of the maximum reasonable rate for the 

issue TPI traffic, and show the maximum reasonable rates range from $781 to $9, 738. 
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IV. WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS AND VERIFICATIONS 

This Part contains the Statements of Qualifications and Verifications of the Witnesses 

who are responsible for the Narrative portions of Total Petrochemicals & Refining USA, Inc. 's 

("TPI") Rebuttal Evidence (and the exhibits and workpapers referred to therein) identified with 

respect to each witness. 
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I, Philip H. Burris, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same Philip H. Burris 

whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of TPI's Opening 

Evidence in this proceeding; that I am co-sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal Evidence that 

relate to joint facilities costs (Part III-D) with Brian_ A. Despard; that I am sponsoring the 

portions of Rebuttal Evidence that relate to the development of operating statistics, crew 

requirements, locomotive and freight car requirements, fuel costs, personnel compensation, 

equipment lease/maintenance costs, operating units cost, training and recruiting costs, ad 

valorem taxes, loss and- damage expenses, insurance costs, intermodal _ lift costs, automotive 

handling costs and application of unit costs to operating statistics (Part III-D) and the portions of 

Rebuttal Evidence that relate to the land to be acquired through easements and the associated 

costs of that land (Part III-F-1); that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true and 

correct. Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this statement. 

Philip H. Burris 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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l) Harv.ey A Croy.ch, :verify ·tinder penalty of perjlJtY that I am the same Harvey A Crouch 

whos~ Statement of Quali_fic11tiops appears. in Part IV o( the Narrative.' porti9n of TPI's. Opening· 

Evidence jn this proceeding;. th~t J Mn sponsoring the portions of TPF s RehutU!l Evidence that 

relate to th~ TPIRR. m.airtten<lllce:.of-way plart and expenses (Pait 10-D).;. and tbe TPIRR'·s 

construction costs (Part Ul-F); that I know tl;ie qontents thereof, and that the same are true and 

cor.rect. Fiirther,_ l certify that I cm:i- qiJ.a.lified and aut.b.:orized to file this statentent. 

Executed on.No·vember .3, 201.4 
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I, Thomas D. Crowley, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same Thomas D. 

Crowley whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of TPl's 

Opening Evidence in this proceeding; that I am co-sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal 

Evidence that relate to the SARR traffic group, including volumes and revenues (Part III-A); the 

development of the discounted cash flow model (Part III-G); and the calculation of SAC results 

(Part III-H); that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true and correct. Further, I 

certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this statement. 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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t -Timothy D. Crowley, verify under ,penalty-of perjury that I am the same Thnothy D~ 

Crowley w_hose Statement of Qualif!<;:ations_ app~at:s in Part IV of the N:~,rrative portion of TPI's 

Opening Evideµce in th.ts proceeding~ that r ani SJ:~onsorin:g the portion of th~ .R~buttal Evidence 

that :relates to the ,p.on•road property i'nvestment (P~rt · Ill-E) and coordinatjng the workpaper 

production of all electronic files fn accordance with the STB's March 12, 2001 decision irt Ex 

Parte No, 347 (Sub-No. 3) General Procedure:,: For Presenting Evidence :in Stand~A!one Cost 

Rate Cases; that I am-'co-sponsot ing the RIC modeling coh1ponehtof Part HI-C with Mt. Daniel 

L. Fapp and Mr; William H.. Humphrey, the. development of the peak train list. with Mt. Robert 

D. Mti.lhofland in Part IU~C as well as the roadb~ p reparation/earthworks component of the road 

property irivestnient cost of the SAR,R in Part Ill-F with Mr. Charles A. Stedman; that I krtow the 

contents thereof, and that tbe sam~ a,re true and correct. Further, I certify that I am qualified ana 

auiharized to file -this statement 

~· :R\ ~· 
. . /~~· 
Timothy D. Crowley 

cExecuteqon November3, 2014 
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I, Brian A. Despard, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same Brian A. Despard 

whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of TPI's Opening 

Evidence in this proceeding; that I am co-sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal Evidence that 

relate to the development of joint facilities costs (Part III-D); that I know the contents thereof, 

and that the same are true and correct. Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file 

this statement. 

~~<:) 
Brian A. Despard 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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I, Dani~l L.. Fapp,._ v¢tify urtder penalty of perjury that I atn the same Daniel L. Fapp 

whos.e Statement 9f Qvfili-fl~ations appears in: Part IV of th,e Narrative portion of TPI' s Opening, 

Evidence in this proceeding; tha_t I am co,.,sponsoring the. portions of the Rebutt~ Evi:de.rtce that 

relate to RTC mode.Jing component (Part Ill-C);. the development of the discounted cash flow 

model {Part III-G:)~ and the calculation of SAC results (Part rn~H); that I know the contents 

thereof, anq that t.b.e s_atne are true and ~orrect. FUrther, I certify that I ata qualified and 

authorized to file this St!\tement. 

Executed onNove:tnbe,r-3, :2014 
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I, Victor F. Grappone, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same Victor F. 

Grappone whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion ofTPI's 

Opening Evidence in this proceeding; that I am sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal Evidence 

that relate to the TPIRR's signal and communications systems (Part III-Band Part Ill-F) and co-

sponsoring_ the portion of the TPIRR's maintenance-of-way plan dealing with Communications 

I and Signals Department personnel (Part III-D); that I know the contents thereof, and that the 

same are true and correct. Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this 

statement. 

Victor F. Grap pone 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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I, Richai:d R.. Harps, verify unc:ler pen.atty of perjury tha~ i am tlre-same Richard R. Ha;rps 

whose Statement ()fQualjficatfons appears in ;Pl;l.rt W of the Narrative pprtion of TPI•s Opening 

Evidence in this proceeding; that I am _eo-sponsoring the ·portions ofthe Rebuttal Evidence that 

relate to land valuation (Par.t. ni-f); that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true 

and cnrrect Further; l certify that I am qµalified and authorized to file this statement. 

~---.-.·· · -- -~ ~~ Rich~fd R. Harps:-~ 

E)l:ecuted on October 29, 2014 
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I., .!er;r:y H. Hartis, Jr.,l>.E~, verify under penalty of~perjwy that I am the sarrte Jerry U. 

Ha:tiiS~ Jr;, wh<)se .Statement of Quafifiqa,tio.ns appears iii P~rt iv Qf the Narrative pgrti_on of 

TPI' s Opening Eviden~ ·in this proceeding; th.<!-t I arrt co-sponsorin,g the portions of the' Rep4ttal 

Evidence that relate to the Part lll_;F related· to track and roadbed costs wiJii Harv~y Ctouch~ that 

I k!).ow tlie· contents thereof, ;md that 1he same are true and C?otrect. Further, I certify that I am 

qualified :and authorized. to file this statement. 

Ex·ecuted on November 3.-2014 

·.· .. ~?Ir:.?-4 Q ····. ' 
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I, James R. Hoelscher, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same James R. 

Hoelscher whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of TPI's 

Opening Evidence in this proceeding; that I am sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal Evidence 

that relate to the stand-alone railroad's SARR signal and communications systems, specifically 

PTC requirements, as set forth in Parts III-Band IIl-F; that I know the contents thereof, and that 

the same are true and correct. Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this 

statement. 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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I, WiHiam W. Humphrey, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same William W. 

Humphrey whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of 

TPI' s Opening Evidence in this proceeding; that I am co-sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal 

Evidence that relate to the simulation of the SARR's operations using the Rail Traffic Controller 

Model (Part III-C); that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true and correct. 

Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this statement. 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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I, Gary V. Hunter, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same Gary v: Hunter 

whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of TPI's Opening 

Evidence in this proceeding; that I am co-sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal Evidence that 

relate to TPIRR's-General and Administrative ("G&A") personnel and expenses (Part 111-D); that 

I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true and correct. Further, I certify that I am 

qualified and authorized to file this statement. 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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I, Joseph A. Kruzich, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same Joseph A. 

Kruzich whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of TPI's 

Opening Evidence in this proceeding; that I am sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal Evidence 

that relate to the TPIRR's information technology capital (hardware) and personnel requirements 

(Part lll-D); that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true and correct. Further, I 

certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this statement. 

Executed on November 3, 2014 

I 
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J, Michael E .. LiUis,. verify un~er penalty of perjury ~hat I am the san:ie Michael E. Lillis 

whose. Stateme:nt of .Qua:l_ificatiotis :appears in Part IV of the N)µ:rlltiv~ portion of 'f Pl's. Opening 

Evidence in tbis procee.din~; that I am co~spons9d);lg tb,e portions of the Rebuttal Evicience that 

relate to the SA.RR traff(c group, incluc.ting volumes:, q~yenues and .forec&Stin.g (Part 1Il-A); that I 

know the contents: thereof;. and that the sru:ne are true and correct.. Further; I certify that t am 
": · ··· .. ,. 

qualified.and aQthorized to file this statement. 

. . . -' : . .t . :. . '< • • • • • • ~ • - • • • • 

. . . . . - I 

~ ·~~·· 
Executed on'November 3, 2014 
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r, Kevil) N .• Lindsey, · P.E,, verify under pen~lty of perjury that I atp ·the · .. sw~ f<:evi11 N. 

Lin<lSe~ whp~e St&.t~me.nt of Qualificaticms appears in Part J:V 'otthe. Narratjve portion of TPf's 

Opening .EvideIJ.c.:e ·jlJ this proceedi.h~; that I am co-spof1spring the portions of the Rebuttal 

Evidence that relate to the SARR ma1ntenance"of-way-plan and ~.ua1 expense~. O'.art IlJ:-D), 

and.tbe·portion of Part IU-F relatin·g to the SARR's bridge. desigQ, bridge inspection need$· an'd 

bridge repair costs with Harvey A. Crouch;. that I kQP"\l\I the ccmtents thereof, and that' the same 

are true and correct. Further, l certify tliat lam qualified and. ·auth.orized to file this.statement. 

Kevin N. Lind:sey; P~E. 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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I, Richard H. McDonald, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same Richard H. 

McDonald whose Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of 

TPI's Opening Evidence in this proceeding; that I am sponsoring the portion of TPI's Rebuttal 

Evidence that relates to the TPIRR operating plan (Part III-C); and co-sponsoring the 

development of the operating personnel and the G&A personnel required to manage the TPIRR 

(Part III-D); that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true and correct. Further, I 

certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this statement. 

Richard H. McDonald 

Executed on November 3, 2014 
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JOHN W. MCLAUGHLIN 

Mr. McLaughlin is Director, Market and Network Solutions for R.L. Banks & 

Associates, Inc. He has 35 years of transportation experience, including 18 years with Conrail. 

Relevant to his testimony in this proceeding, Mr. McLaughlin: 

1. Analyzed and audited yard and local crew operations and car flow at hump and flat 

switch yards as a member of a Conrail Terminal Improvement Process Team. This work 

included documentation and analysis of yard dwell times. 

2. Coordinated train movements and yard operations from a regional management 

perspective as an operations supervisor on Conrail's Northern and Western Regions. 

3. As a Senior Operations Analyst in Conrail's Transportation Department headquarters in 

Philad€lphia, PA, managed Conrail's Connection Monitoring System (CMS) which was 

employed at 11 - 13 major hump and flat switch yards to schedule the connections of 

cars from inbound trains to outbound trains. In this role, he developed a detailed 

understanding of yard operations while instructing yard supervisors at the various yards 

on the use and implementation of the car connection schedules generated by CMS. He 

managed CMS while it was employed at two hump yards which are currently operated by 

CSXT: Selkirk Yard in New York and Avon Yard in Indianapolis, IN. In managing 

CMS, he applied his knowledge of Conrail's Yard Elapsed Time System, which 

measured yard dwell times. 

The details of Mr. McLaughlin' s experience are presented in the attached vita. Mr. 

McLaughlin is co-sponsoring TPI's evidence in Part III-C-5.a. and b. on yard classification 

tracks and receiving and departure tracks. 

IV-18 



Education 

John W. Mclaughlin 
Director, Market and Network Solutions 

BS, Transportation Management, Indiana University School of Business, 1979 

Years of Transportation Experience 
35 (1979) 

Qualifications 
Mr. Mclaughlin joined RLBA in 2007 after eighteen years at a Class 1 railroad and ten years subsequently 
at a Less-Than-Truckload (LTL) motor carrier. His railroad career featured analytical, supervisory and 
service design responsibilities in operations, being the primary 24/7 contact on service issues of major 
intermodal customers, and development and implementation of price, service and communications plans 
supporting market expansions. During his motor carrier career, Mr. Mclaughlin organized and led 
strategic, revenue development and sales support initiatives such as market share analysis and 
development of the carrier's website. Since joining RLBA he has provided expert railroad capacity and 
operations analysis to clients engaged in proceedings before the Surface Transportation Board. He has 
also provided analysis and recommendations to public agencies regarding the initiation or expansion of 
commuter and intercity passenger rail services in Michigan and New York. 

Relevant Project Experience 

• Guff Coast Rail District (GCRD) Manager of a study to provide freight rail bypass development 
and planning assistance in Fort Bend County, Texas. GCRD retained RLBA and its team to: 1) 
investigate three prospective rail bypass corridors and determine the possible public and private 
sector impacts; 2) develop-an inventory of and map major environmental and land-use constraints 
posed by the territory to be traversed; 3) compile a detailed inventory of roadway grade crossings on 
current and prospective rail corridors to determine impacts on roadway traffic and associated cost 
and quality-of-life impacts; 4) assign costs to each alternative; 5) develop a detailed benefit - cost 
analysis with respect to railroad improvements, community impacts, construction cost; and 6) 
facilitate community involvement during advisory committee meetings. 

• Iowa Falls Area Development Corporation Manager of a project to explore the feasibility of 
developing a new intermodal/transload terminal and rail -served business park in Iowa Falls, Iowa to 
facilitate economic development within Hardin County. Spearheaded the RLBA team by documenting 
and assessing surrounding market demand and investigating the economic feasibility by examining 
potential facility volumes, revenues and costs. 

• Port of New Yo1* and New Jersey Developed rail intermodal operating plans and cost estimates 
to assess the feasibility of service between an on-dock terminal and ten, prospective inland terminal 
locations. The plans included estimating rail operating costs, running times, and identification of 
double-stack clearance barriers and commuter window constraints. 

• .Atfzona Electric Power Company RLBA team simulated a 2,200 mile plus railroad network 
mirroring Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) and Union Pacific lines linking Powder River Basin 
origins and AEPCO's Apache generating facility near Cochise, AZ. Using Berkley Simulation Software's 
Rail Traffic Controller, RLBA assessed the capacity of a hypothesized railroad network to handle 
current and future additional business volumes .. ln support of a stand-alone railroad rate case dispute. 
Mr. Mclaughlin tested inputs and design of the model, participated in developing track configuration 
and operating plan and provided analysis of the model's output. 

R.l. Banks & Associates, Inc. b 
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John W. Mclaughlin 

• Capital Metropolitan Transporl:ation Authority, Austin, TX Developed the commercial aspects 
parts of a Ten-Year Strategic Freight Rail Plan. Conducted customer interviews to develop volume 
forecasts and satisfaction measures. Combined this data with research about benchmark rate levels 
to propose tariff rate adjustments so as to increase revenues. Developed a volume flow analysis to 
support drafting of a capital plan. 

• The Oregon Intemational Po/'t of Coos Bay Rail America subsidiary, Central Oregon and Pacific 
Railroad Inc. (CORP), embargoed and subsequently sought to abandon freight service to the Port due 
to a tunnel collapse, forcing all rail shippers west of the collapse to haul their freight to Eugene or 
Portland by truck before it is transloaded into railcars. Those additional costs and the belief that 
CORP had not acted in good faith caused the Port to investigate the replacement of CORP by another 
short line railroad through a Feeder Line Application to the Surface Transportation Board to acquire 
the rail line. Interviewed representatives of several major shippers on the line to ascertain: 
1) historical rail traffic volumes and shipper requirements so as to develop future railroad freight 
traffic projections; 2) determine how much more it was costing shippers to ship by a combination of a 
truck and rail than an all-rail haul and 3) how volume might change in the future. 

• Confidential Private Oient Supported a railroad line capacity analysis to determine the most 
feasible way of increasing coal transportation analysis throughput and improving a coal transportation 
customer's financial position. AnaiyZecf strategic alternatives, examined route capacity and 
bottlenecks impeding the increased movement of coal. 

• US Magnesium Assisted in determining the road property investment (RPI) replacement costs of 
tunnels, culverts and ballast, utilizing publicly available historical data and standardized formulas as 
well as costs furnished by the Surface Transportation Board. RPI costs were associated with a Stand 
Alone Railroad hypothesized along an approximately 1,000-mile corridor in support of a Simplified 
Stand Alone Case (SAC) extending between just west of salt Lake City, UT and the Los Angeles Basin 
area. Checked other portions of the network model to ensure accuracy and reasonableness. 

• Twin Cities & Western Rai/l'Oad Evaluated the threat of potential traffic diversion that would 
result from acquisition of a competing regional railroad by a Class I railroad. Interviewed customers 
of the client railroad and reported on the likelihood that they would divert traffic from client. 
Calculated the potential operating margin advantage of the competitor as a metric for the magnitude 
of the diversion threat, on a lane and commodity-specific basis. Tested the competitor's train counts 
and capacity calculations on a key main line, and provided a verified statement as part of dient's 
filing with the Surface Transportation Board. 

Prior to joining RLBA, Mr. Mclaughlin, as Senior Business Development Analyst, Conrail Intermodal 
Service Group, managed intermodal penetration of the truckload motor carrier market from iero to a $50 
million line of business in five years. Developed and implemented price, service and communications 
plans for market expansions that generated $11 million of new revenue. Also in the Intermodal Service 
Group he held the position of Service Manager assisting iri the restructuring of the train network to 
accommodate double stack technology. In addition to intermodal, Mr. Mclaughlin held multiple positions 
of increasing responsibility in the transportation department at Conrail culminating in Senior Operations 
Improvement Analyst. He was also the Director of Market Research at JEVIC Transportation. 

R.L. Banks & Associates, Inc. b 
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VERIFICATION 

I. John W. McLaughlin, verify under penalty of perjury that I have read the Rebuttal 

Evidence of Total Petrochemicals & Refining· USA, lnc. in this proceeding that I have ~ . 
' 

sponsored, as described in the foregoing Statement of Qualifications, that I .know the contents 

thereof, and that the same are true and correct. Further, I certify that I am qualified and 

authorized to :file this statement. 

Executed on October19, 2014 
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J. Robert. D, Mulholland~ verify under pemtlty of perjury that l am· the Same Rcib~rt I). 

Mtilholland who$e Statement o(Q~lifi.catidns· ap~ears in Pi:tft· IV of the Narrative. portimt of 

TPI'·s Opening EvideJJ,ce :in this pfo~ee~ing;: that I am co"'sponsoti.ng the portions· of the Rebuttal 

Evide1.we that relate to the SARR 'l:>l:l$e pe.ri:Od ang pea~ period train lists (Part III-C); tll~t I know 

the coqt~n1$ . thereof, and that the s.aIJle flte true and. corr<:;.ct. Further~ I c;ertify that l am qµalified 

and authorize<;l to file this statement. 

Robert D. MulhoJI~d - ~ ~ . 
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JOHN W. ORRISON 

Mr. Orrison is a self-employed consultant in the transportation industry. His business 

address is 542 Massachusetts Avenue-Unit #1, Boston, MA 02118. Mr. Orrison is co-

sponsoring the portions of TPI's Rebuttal Evidence in Part III-C that relate to CSXT's use of 

MultiRail (Part III-C. l.b.) and TPI's operating plan (Part III-C.4 and 5). 

Mr. Orrison has worked in the rail industry since he was a Norfolk Southern college 

intern in 1976. Upon graduating, he went to work for NS as a Project Engineer for three years 

and continued as an intern while attending Harvard Business School. He then worked for CSXT 

from 1985-2002, in over ten different capacities, beginning as an Assistant Terminal Trainmaster 

at CSXT's Hamlet, NC hump yard, and subsequently serving in such operating positions as 

Division Superintendent-Detroit Division, Vice President-Service Design, and culminating as 

Vice President-Network Planning. His many responsibilities included supervising and 

managing the development of CSXT' s train profiles, freight car blocks and freight car 

disposition rules, and implementing new operating plans to integrate Conrail and CSXT lines and 

operations. Most notably, Mr. Orrison was the key operating plan witness for CSXT in the 

STB's Conrail acquisition proceeding1• After spending two years as Executive Vice President-

Strategic Planning for Pacer Stacktrain, Mr. Orrison servecias Assistant Vice President-Service 

Design & Performance for BNSF from 2005-12, where he led and directed the Merchandise 

Service Design & Performance team which developed operating plans for the BNSF network. 

A more detailed summary of Mr. Orrison's experience is contained in the attached vita. 

1 CSX Corp. and CSX Transp., Inc., Norfolk Southern Corp. and Norfolk Southern Ry. Co. -Control and 
Operating Leases/Agreements-Contrail Inc. and Consolidated Rail Corp.; STB Finance Docket No. 33388. 
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Eddcatioii 

1.97-5-1980 

1983-19~$ 

198$--1990 

Experifnce 

2014-Present 

~012-2014 

Jotin \IV. Or!'isQn 
542 Massac'11,1.s~® Aye;11ue - Unit# 1., B9sloil, MA 02118 

EmaiJ;Jwom son@yahoO;CCihl.- CeO number: 214-738;7~56 

Auburn University Auburn, AL 
Received Bagh~elotbegreeofCivil Engfneerfrifj, June ~980. Hon9!sreeeived ·included 
De<!'n's li$t a.nd induction to Chi Ep'sil_oii cinp Phi Eta SJgrna.Academic So:ciefies, 
1Jnd.ergtaduate ~acc01'ilplishments inclt,Jd,eo prot(!)fyping developmt:mt fpt a coucse in 
Railw~Y Engineering and elecliqg ~& Pr~sident for lneA1,1.bu)'1J Stu.dent Chapter tor th~ 
Institute of Transporta~ion Engineers.. 

Jiai'Vard Business· $«hPol - Harvard University Ca!ll.bXidg~, MA 
Rec~iy~q MastersTn Business Mmir'.lf&trati'on,. ,June 1-98,!?,_ ,Facu_I~ Qestowed aw~tg Of 
"Second Year Honorsof (represents top.1'5% t:5(s·chool class}. Academic studies· fo.cused 
;()ff cipplied trj~('lagement .techniques for thFee major b.asine,ss qlsciplines: Operations, 
'!..ogisti.cs and Corpot~JE;! 'Fih'an:CialManagemenf, Mas,ter Pr.ogr.am accomplishments 
In.eluded partidpatir:ig as a member otthe H6S TransportatiQfl CJUb, coordinating· vis.its of 
g(lest sp;eaker.s fo:r th~ HBS CEO Forum and working with Norfolk Southern_ CPl'.P9ration 
in 1984:. 

UNITED STATE~ GOVERNMENT WHITE: H.OUSE FELLOWSHIP 

Special AsslS~nt tc»Vi«e President Qfti)e Uni~dStates W;is])ington, DC 
Sel_e,cted ,by Presidenlial E'x;eq.1tive Commission for t~e Whit¢ House Fellowship. 
,Assisted the.Vice '(')reside_nta.s a Spet:ial A$.sisti3nHor Domestic PGlicy,, Developed 
positibh papers and bri'efin·g-documerits that fpcused cm l)$ 1nte(nal1onal 
.Competitiveness .. Actrrilnistered Tuncfibns t.P qonduct 13usiriess Ro.unc,!ta,bl¢s ttiat hosted 
Fortun$ 500 CE.O.s: to meet Wit.h th.e: Vite Pres.ident. Perfqrtned advance team 
assignments to support.the Vice President's fnps :fo St Louis, Piftsburgh ~hQ Central 
Ame(ica. 

IY!ASSACHUSETTS BA'( TRANSIT AUTHORITY A.ND (;QNJl\'IUTJ:R RAIL 

.~e·cqti;ve consultant Boston, ~A 
Consultant to B.oston Mass Bay Transl~ Authority for the plannin_g of G'.orisJtU:cti'on. phas.es 
:f o:r a. rnuftj-ye.ar project r.el9tjng to thet e.placementof \W'Q doUbie 'frack drawbridges at the 
NoJth Station. Analysis includes the 'Clddit!on of1einporary turnout$ ag.d .ch~nge-s to the, 
~raip s.cbedules to accdml)'lodate. -construction. As a 9.0nsuit~nJ., I am alsciworkij:l'g'wjth 
Oliver Wym;=m -tonsultirig to optimize crew as.ilgnrnents on the Cf:)i~~o Metta system 
u.sifl!l M1,1ltiRail PAX modeling software, 

Director qf Operati'ons Planning 8Qston,. MA 
Over.siQ.ht .of Opera~ibD.$ PlqrirJing for•480 tlaijytrairis with passenger ~pae<Tty of 340,0ffO 
comm!:ifers O.ver ·14 lines.conneciin!:rt.he New England Co.lor:iy States. Directed the- re'\liew· 
of the Worcester Lil:le ~.:;quisiti_on :by MB"fA !iih(d.eyetoped oew com-rnotertr~in sct:iedules 
tor-expa.nded -s'erVice .. Modeled the requirements. oft~e lini;i wW1 respecl to·$' 70 M of 
infrastructure additions and tbe Jrnplemeotafion Qf a Spee!:! Program to rai§e tr;aTn sp.eeds 
from 60 MPH fO' 79 MPH. Led and directed the deveropment:of the RTG Mo,del to · ._ 
ana'lyze capital project~ and develop new train sch~Q.Liles . Directed the DMU lh,her'C-Ore 
'Study and resp,onsible .fQr optinifzing.fr~_irj crew, as.$i'gnroents. 
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2012-2012 

2005-2012 

2005-2005 

2002-2004 

HOR ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS 

Associate Vice President - Freight Railroad Practice Leader Fort Worth, TX 
Consultant providing guidance and advice to heavy haul and passenger operations 
worldwide. Developed a 2030 strategic infrastructure plan for the transportation of new 
energy production (oil & gas from fracturing shale), export of coal and development of 
new intermodal markets (international & domestic containerization). Focus on civil 
engineering design for railway infrastructure expansion. 

BNSF RAILWAY COMPANY 

Assistant Vice President - Service Design & Perfonnance Fort Worth, TX 
Led and directed the BNSF Merchandise Service Design & Performance team. 
Department accountabilities include Service Planning team, Analytics team and Gathering 
and Distribution team. The Service Planning team was responsible for the development 
of train plans for 500+ daily trains operating over a 32,000 mile network in 28 states and 2 
providences of Canada. Train design and trip plans at BNSF employed 350 yards and 
terminals making up to 6,000 blocks for the movement of approximately 70,000 new rail 
car trips per week. The Analytics team provided operational research support for all 
BNSF business units and is involved with hump yard and flat yard simulation for capital 
expansion plans. The Gathering and Distribution team was responsible for developing 
new tools and processes to improve "first mile / last mile" local switching performance to 
approximately 4,000 BNSF customers at 8,400 station locations using a network of 700 
local switching jobs. While at BNSF, my position directed the "Velocity Program" to 
improve car transit times and train speeds. Started in January 2006, the program netted 
a 30% improvement in velocity in 5 years. 

While at.BNSF, John was assigned to a project that received US Trade & Development 
Agency grant to assess the development of railways to connect the countries of Rwanda, 
Burundi and Tanzania in east Africa. Project documents developed for USTDA reported 
findings that would generate a GDP multiplier of$ 33 B over a 20 year period. 

Consultant Fort Worth, TX 
Assist BNSF on projects of strategic importance to improve railway network operations 
and to achieve corporate goals. Projects include assessment of joint BNSF/UPRR 
operation on the "Tehachapi" from Bakersfield to Mojave, CA. Recommendations 
included multiple siding extensions and elimination of tunnels . Conducted a survey for 
the potential alignment for a new line costing$ 780 M. Tehachapi line expansion is 
currently underway with project cost of$ 80 M. 

PACER STACKTRAIN 

Executive Vice President - Strategic Planning Concord, CA 
Established Strategic Planning Group to manage company's Key Objective Program for 
2002 and 2003. The Program focused on development of new lntermodal transportation 
products for services inter and intra Mexico, reduction of lntermodal terminal operating 
costs and expansion of various initiatives with several North American railroads. Results 
of 2002-2003 programs included exceeding the year over year 10%+ revenue growth plan 
and year over year 10%+ net income plan. Pacer Stacktrain net income exceeded 2002 
plan by over 40%. Developed comprehensive lntermodal service plans from the Ports of 
Los Angeles/Long Beach to the Inland Empire. 
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2000-2001 

2000-2002 

1998-2000 

1996-1998 

1995-1996 

1993-1995 

1991-1993 

1990-1991 

THE KINGSLEY GROUP 

Vice President - Transportation Services Practice Atlanta, GA 
Directed consulting practice for clients in trucking, railway operations and maritime 
shipping. Engagements included trade flow analysis from the Asian/Pacific rim to USA. 
Assessed distribution networks for the LA region. Developed the 2020 Master Plan 
forecasts for the Ports of Los Angles and Long Beach and determined lntermodal flows. 

CSX CORPORATION 

Consultant Richmond, VA 
Retained by CSX Corporation to provide special assistance and serve as an expert 

· witness in the CSX/NS acquisition of Conrail. Assignments included case related 
depositions and briefings for the US DOT Surface Transportation Board on issues relating 
to the acquisition. Acquisition approved by STB and completed by CSX/NSC. 

Vice President - Network Planning Jacksonville, FL 
Directed the development of CSX strategic network plans (post-Conrail acquisition years 
2000-2005). Identified opportunities to leverage core route efficiencies and restructure 
30% of the overall network. Designed and applied analytical routines to prioritize 
expenditure of capital funds to improve railroad operations and lower system operating 
cost. Implemented new operating plans that integrated Conrail and CSX lines to achieve 
25% reduction in system-wide freight car miles to save $ 20 M demurrage costs annually. 
Elected Co-Chairman of AAR Committee (Chicago Planning Group) to improve Chicago 
railroad operations. Appointed Chairman of the Chicago Corridor Development team -
delivered Red Book plan with 11 major corridors identified for Chicago Create Project. 

Vice President - Service Design Jacksonville, FL 
Supervised and managed the development of CSX Transportation's train profiles, freight 
car blocks and freight car disposition rules. Accountable for car hire budget of$ 250 M. 
Implemented Conrail acquisition operating plan. Design plans for new lntermodal hubs 
network between Chicago and New York City. Overall plans resulted in capturing 70% of 
former Conrail market share and reduced operating ratio. 

General Manager - Field Operations Development Jacksonville, FL 
Implemented Operational Re-Engineering Program initiatives and provided oversight to 
Quality Process Management System that monitored daily operating performance in 40 
railway terminals. Results of PMS initiatives: 30% reduction in car dwell time and 15% 
improvement in transit speeds. Improved shipment delivery performance by 25%. 

Division Superintendent- Detroit Division Detroit, Ml 
Managed railroad operations located in Michigan, Ohio and Ontario Canada. Supervised 
2,000 employees and managed a$ 200 M annual budget. Prototype new short haul 
lntermodal train service between Chicago and Detroit. Launched initiatives to improve 
train performance, yard operations and employee safety. Achieved a reduction of human 
factor derailments by 50% and awarded Best Improved Division for Safety in 1994 

Assistant Vice President- Operations Research Jacksonville, FL 
Established advance technical group responsible for design and development of railway 
operations analytical routines and computer based network models. 

Assistant Vice President - Operations Development Jacksonville, FL 
Developed Technology Plan for CSX Centralized Dispatching Center. Implemented new 
Train Management system for freight car shipment tracking that provided CSX customers 
with state-of-industry shipment services. 
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1987-1989 

1986-1987 

1985-1986 

1983-1985 

1980-1983 

1976-1980 

CSX CORPORATION 

Assistant Director - Service Quality & Control Jacksonville, FL 
Directed rapid development team that designed and prototyped computer based Special 
Customer Monitoring System. CSX used the new system to win new $ 20 M contract to 
move US mail. Received CSX Corporation's highest employee honor, the "Chairman's 
Award of Excellence" for the successful implementation of the system. 

Manager - Strategic Planning Baltimore, MD 
Completed analysis for CSX with respect to probable transcontinental railway mergers. 
Develop strategy for new market development and comprehensive segmentation analysis 
to improve revenue yield. Responsible for financial analysis of various Short-line 
transactions 

Assistant Terminal Trainmaster Hamlet, NC 
Directed shift operations at 2, 100 freight car/day hump yard. Received Hostler Helper 
Certification. Learned operating culture. 

NORFOLK SOUTHERN CORPORATION 

Cost and Analysis Manager Atlanta, GA 
Summer Internship with Norfolk Southern while attending Harvard Business School. 
Assisted development of a new material management system for the recently combined 
Norfolk Western and Southern railroads. System objective to reduce cost of carrying 
inventory achieved. 

Project Engineer Charlotte, NC 
Supervised and directed construction forces for new Rail Welding Facility - Atlanta, GA, 
Maintenance Equipment Facility - Charlotte, NC, and new connecting main tracks in East 
St. Louis and Demopolis, AL. All projects supervised completed on time and within 
allocated project budgets. 

Co-operative Education Student/Management Trainee Atlanta, GA 
Assisted civil engineering surveys for the development of customer industrial tracks. 
Completed Southern Railway Management Trainee Program. Assigned to Division 
Engineer in Louisville, KY to assist track gangs and perform duties including track 
inspection, valuation inventories and installation of new railroad crossings. 

Professional Publications 

1997 

2009 

USDOT - Surface Transportation Board Washington, DC 
Before the Surface Transportation Board: Finance Docket No. 33388, "Railroad Control 
Application Volume 3A of B - CSX Operating Plan, Labor Impact Exhibit, Density Charts 
and Supporting Statements - June 1997. Docket includes lntermodal train plans, 
lntermodal terminal plans and financial statements. 

Before the Surface Transportation Board: Finance Docket No. 33388, "Verified Statement 
of John W. Orrison in the District of Columbian - June 9, 1997. Supporting Testimony on 
behalf of CSX Corporation and CSX Transportation Inc, Norfolk Southern Corporation 
and Norfolk Southern Railway Companyior Control and Operating Lease/Agreements of 
Conrail Inc and Consolidated Rail Corporation. 

US Trade & Develop Agency - US Department of State Washington, DC 
Completed US Trade & Development Agency cost-matching grant of$ 900,000 to assess 
the rehabilitation of the existing Tanzanian Dar es Salaam to lsaka railway and to 
construct the Central Corridor in East Africa to connect to Burundi and Rwanda. 
Complete Project documentation is available through USTDA. 
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I, John Orrison, verify under penalty of perjury that I have read the portions of TPI's 

Rebuttal Evidence that I am sponsoring, as described in the foregoing Statement of 

Qualifications, that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true and correct based on 

my knowledge, information, and belief. Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to 

file this statement. 

)W 
John Orrison 

Executed on November 2, 2014 
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I, John G. Pinto, verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same John G. Pinto whose 

Statement of Qualifications appears in Part IV of the Narrative portion of TPI's Opening 

Evidence in this proceeding; that I am co-sponsoring the portions of the Rebuttal Evidence that 

relate to land valuation (Part IIl-F); that I know the contents thereof, and that the same are true 

and correct Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this statement. 

Executed on October 29, 2014 
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WALTER H. SCHUCHMANN 

Mr. Schuchmann is Vice President, Operations Planning for R.L. Banks & Associates, 

Inc. He has 33 years of transportation experience, including service as a Norfolk Southern 

operating and safety officer. His various responsibilities have included supervising commuter, 

intermodal and merchandise freight operations in Chicago, and supervising local, road, and 

terminal operations at multiple locations. The details of Mr. Schuchmann's experience are 

presented in the attached vita. Mr. Schuchmann is co-sponsoring TPI's evidence in Part III-C-

5.a. and b. on yard classification tracks and receiving and departure tracks. 
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Walter H. Schuchmann 
Vice President, Operations Planning 

Education 
MBA, Beta Gamma Sigma business honorary society, Indiana University, 1979 
BS Industrial Management, Beta Gamma Sigma business honorary society, Purdue University, 1972 

Professional Certifications and Affiliations 
Certified Member, American Society of Transportation and Logistics; American Association of Railroad 
Superintendents; Natiooal Defense Transportation Association 

Years of Transportation Experience 
33 

Qualifications 
With RLBA since 1988, Mr. Schuchmann has advised public bodies evaluating the initiation or expansion of 
intercity passenger, commuter or light rail services in Atlanta, Nashville, Orlando, Baltimore, Cleveland, 
Kansas City, Cincinnati, Portland (OR), Fort Worth, Burlington (VT), Detroit, Stockton, Peoria-Bloomington, 
Northern and Southern California, Central New Jersey, Northern Virginia, Vermont, Maine, Colorado, Indiana 
and New Mexico with respect to: 1) service planning (what the passenger encounters: a rail service 
package responsive to estimated passenger volume and timing demands); 2) operations planning 
(consideration of which the passenger may be oblivious, comprehending development of a safe and 
efficient operations plan) induding equipment and crew requirements, passenger-freight capacity and 
conflict resolution, effective station location and configuration, required sidings, layover yards and facilities 
for train consist turn around and servicing and 3) railroad institutional issues (most importantly, the identity 
and nature of the passenger service operator and the relationship between existing and/or contemplated 
passenger operations and existing/future freight requirements, to minimize passenger/freight conflicts). 
Additionally, Mr. Schuchmann has led and/or participated in analyzing operations and viability of numerous 
railroads on behalf of carriers, government agencies and major financial institutions. He has participated in 
coal and bulk commodity transportation studies, stand-alone cost development and rail service, switching 
and rate studies. Mr. Schuchmann has contributed to evaluations of applicable intermodal technologies and 
existing and potential intermodal services, as well as intermodal terminal configuration and operations and 
waste-by-rail movements. He also has advised counsel and prepared testimony in legal proceedings in 
which railroad safety procedures and violations were at issue. 

Relevant Project Experience 

• Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority (RCRRA, TWin Cities) Assisted the renovation and 
rehabilitation of the former Saint Paul Union Depot, now the Minnesota Union Depot, and the 
relocation of the Amtrak station and Empire Builder service from its current location in the Midway. 
Coordinated among the station designers, Amtrak and affected Class I, regional and short-line 
railroad operators. Specifically: 1) determined how to connect the proposed Amtrak platform tracks to 
the adjacent Union Pacific mainline track; 2) determined how the Amtrak Empire Builder service will 
be routed into and out of the station; 3) identified any operational issues that need to be addressed 
to allow Amtrak to provide service to Minnesota's Union Depot; 4) identified any engineering, 
signaling, and communication issues that need to be addressed to allow Amtrak to provide service; 
5) determined what services and functions Amtrak will transfer from the existing Amtrak facility at 
Midway station to Minnesota's Union Depot and 6) reported to the RCRRA and the rest of the 
Mortenson team any concerns or issues raised by the railroads as the project proceeds. 

• Florida Power & Light Created a Rail Traffic Controller simulation network and participated in 
conceptualizing a hypothetical stand-alone railroad focusing on coal movements between Illinois Basin 
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• Kansas City Power & Light Created a Rail Traffic Controller simulation network and participated in 
conceptualizing a hypotheticai stand-alone railroad focusing on coal movements between Powder River 
Basin mines and the Montrose Generating Statior.i in Ladue, MO as part of a Surface Transportation 
Board Stand Alone Cost proceeding. 

• Arizona Department of Transportation As part of the State of Arizona High Sneed 
Passenger Rail 5trategjc Plan. conducted operations, schedule, equipment and operating cost 
reviews of nine-year-old previous plan. 

• Washtenaw and Livingston Counties, Michigan Mr. Schuchmann conducted a hi-rail inspection 
trip over the proposed commuter route accompanied by Great Lakes Central Railroad officials, noting 
potential station sites and sidings and other locations significant to potential operations. Evaluated 
potential extension to the Ann Arbor business district and south campus areas and participated In 
operations planning, cost estimation and overall feasibility analysis. 

• New Yo1* state Senate Task Force on High Speed Rail Conducted operational analysis and 
field inspection and contributed strategic direction to RLBA's support of the implementation of the 
Task Force's Rail Action Program, specifically directed toward the issue of whether to purchase CSX 
right-of-way between Poughkeepsie and the Capital District used to by Amtrak to provide New York­
Albany "Empire Service". Analyzed CSX going concern value of the line as well as Amtrak and freight 
operations and Amtrak causes of delay. (NYV) 

• Rotida Department of Transportation Assisted FOOT in negotiations with CSX by reviewing CSX's 
existing and prospective operating plans in detail to determine whether freight train schedules could be 
shifted to minimize the impact on prospective Central Florida (Orlando) passenger trains and vice versa 
so as to evaluate whether the commuter rail plan under consideration was realistic. 

• Confidential Private Client Assisted a coal user of railroad transportation with strategies to obtain 
better rail cyde times and lower rates. Explored several operations scenarios by which the company 
could reduce its transportation costs. 

• New Jersey Transit Advised the agency concerning shared freight/light rail transit use of the River 
Line between camden and Trenton, NJ. Developed freight operating plans and outlined facilities 
required to conduct joint freight and light rail operations on the Bordentown Secondary trackage owned 
by Conrail (part of the NS-CSX Shared Assets Area). Participated in acquisition and shared use 
negotiations with CSX, Norfolk Southern and Conrail as well as review of DBOM contractor solicitation 
documents. Evaluated impacts of construction upon freight operations and resultant costs and Conrail 
billings. Construction is complete, induding a new freight yard facility proposed by RLBA, and 
passenger service has been implemented. Current freight operations closely resemble the RLBA plan. 

• Downtown Indianapolis Railroad Relocation Working Group Managed a railroad relocation 
assessment on behalf of a working group composed of prominent Indianapolis business and 
government representatives to facilitate downtown redevelopment. The team evaluated the reroute 
of all CSX freight and Amtrak trains off of CSXT's downtown main line on to the existing, 
circumferential Indianapolis Belt Line. The study addressed: capacity and condition improvements to 
the Belt; impacts on through and local freight service involving up to 50 trains daily; community 
impacts; safety, mobility and environmental benefits and relocation capital cost estimation. 

• Qty of Lincoln, Nebraska Participated in meetings with City officials and a field inspection as well 
as drafted a Verified Statement submitted before the Surface Transportation Board addressing the 
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• Napa County Transportation Planning Agency and Solano Transportation Authority 
Developed alternatives and participated in screening rail passenger and tourist service concepts as 
part of the Napa/Solano Passenger/Freight Rail Study. Constructed rail passenger service plans on 
three routes serving resident and tourist markets, meeting standards set by the agencies. 

• Port Authority of New Yo1* and New Jersey Evaluated capacity of all major rail lines in the 
North Jersey Shared Assets Area. Inspected lines, identified future shortfalls in line capacity, 
evaluated ten capacity improvement initiatives developed by the Authority and its serving railroads 
for their a.bility to remedy future capacity shortfalls and prioritized recommended improvements. 

• METRO Regional Transit Authority, Akron, OH Evaluated operations and ownership issues 
surrounding a rail line acquisition. Post-acquisition corridor management, railroad freight franchise 
contracting and supervision, and preservation of future passenger rail options were addressed. 

• Chittenden County (Vermont) Metropolitan Planning Organization Developed operating 
plans in connection" with various service alternatives related to extending existing commuter rail 
service from Burlington to Essex Junction, Vermont. Staffing, track and signal improvements and 
equipment requirements were identified. Evaluated shared freight and passenger use impacts were 
estimated in connection with each scenario. 

• Virginia Department of Rail and Public Tnmsportation Participated in evaluating Norfolk 
passenger terminal locations and alternative routes into downtown Norfolk as part of assessing of the 
corridor linking Petersburg with Norfolk as a potential extension of the planned Southeast High Speed 
Rail Corridor between Washington and Charlotte. 

• North caro/ina Department of Transportation Analyzed intercity rail passenger services to 
determine potential for increasing speeds and improving service. 

• Hid-America Regional Coundl, Kansas City, HO Project Manager of RLBA's five-firm team 
which conducted a commuter rail feasibility and implementation planning study of the Greater Kansas 
City region. Nineteen rail lines in eight corridors were screened to determine preliminary commuter 
rail service feasibility. That process resulted in three lines being selected for in-depth examination. 
RLBA evaluated route and service alternatives; considered issues associated with operational hubs, 
transit centers and station site selection and calculated capital and operating costs reflecting various 
service levels. A passenger rail service implementation action plan was developed addressing 
prioritization of corridors, financial planning, potential institutional arrangements and next steps. 

• Montana Department of Transportation Assisted in updating the State Rail Plan. Evaluated the 
feasibility of intercity rail passenger service between Missoula and Billings, addressing route, service, 
ridership and operating cost. Examined freight lines, identified and evaluated rail user needs and 
analyzed economic impacts of anticipated rail system changes. 

• Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission Evaluated freight operations and facilities in the 
Columbus area, identifying operational opportunities to increase freight efficiency and expand 
passenger rail service. Examined operational benefits of proposed capital improvement projects. 

• Indiana Department of Transportation Led a team performing a statewide passenger rail 
feasibility study, evaluating eleven potential corridors. 
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• canton Railroad Led the firm's evaluation of opportunities for physical and operational expansion 
of this Port of Baltimore terminal railroad. Operational, infrastructure, financial and institutional 
considerations related to assumption of switching duties at Maryland Port Authority terminals and 
nearby locations were examined. 

• Georgia Rail Passenger Authority Reviewed, analyzed and commented on extensive commuter 
rail, intercity rail and multimodal passenger terminal studies previously conducted, focusing upon the 
infrastructure improvements, operational issues and costs associated with introducing commuter 
service on the CSX-owned Atlanta-Athens corridor. Assisted in developing and implementing a 
strategy for engaging CSX in meaningful negotiations concerning use of its facilities. 

• Commonwealth Department of Transportation Assisted in preparing recommendations hosting 
Amtrak intercity passenger rail service regarding restoration of the Keystone Corridor between 
Philadelphia-Harrisburg to a state of good repair, the state's role in management of the corridor and . 
the business plan to supPort same. 

• Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation Used the Berkeley Software computer 
simulation to examine infrastructure needs and operational impacts of successive additional 
passenger trains and increased speeds on the already busy CSX line between Washington, DC and 
Richmond, VA. Shared work and results with Virginia Railway Express. Findings were incorporated 
into state planning and the subsequent CSX/VR~ Operating Agreement. 

• Federal Railroad Administration "High Speed Rail Commercial Feasibility Study* Assisted in 
the multi-task order contract supporting FRA's Congressional mandate to show the feasibility of high 
speed ground transportation in the _United States. 

• Southem ca/lfomla Regional Rall Authority (SCRRA) Assisted in negotiating operating 
provisions in the commuter service operations contract awarded to Amtrak and examined passenger 
and freight operating issues as part of right-of-way acquisition efforts by five Southern California 
counties. Also participated in trackage rights negotiations with Southern Pacific and operator selection 
and commuter service contract negotiations with Amtrak. Investigated operational impacts of the BNSF 
merger upon SCRRA's Metro/ink commuter service, especially with respect to the San Bernardino 
Subdivision, a key shared track commuter and freight route . 

• 
Prior to joining RLBA, worked as a Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) operating and safety officer. On the 
busy coal-originating Pocahontas Division, as Superintendent of Safety, Mr. Schuchmann worked with 
department heads to develop and administer effective programs to reduce accidents and employee 
injuries. He participated in development, training and implementation of NS's first applications of Voice 
Block Authority to control train movements. At Chicago, he supervised commuter, intermodal and 
merchandise freight operations. At several locations, he was responsible for service to local shippers as 
well as road and terminal operations. 

R.L BANKS & ASSOCIATES, INC. •b 
IV-34 



. ' 
VERIFICATION 

I, Walter H. Schuchmann, verify under penalty of perjury that I have read the Rebuttal 

Evidence of Total Petrochemicals & Refining USA, Inc. in this proceeding that I have 

sponsored, as described in the foregoing Statement of Qualifications, that I know the contents 

thereof, and that the same are true and correct. Further, I certify that J am qualified and 

authorized to file this statement. 

~.0.L-
w alter H. Schuchmann 

Executed on October li , 2014 
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I~ Charles A. Stedman,. :verify under penalty of perjury that I am the same- Charles A, 

Stedman whose Staterrte11t of Qualifications appears in Part lV -0f the; Narrative portion of TPl's 
. . 

Operiin& Eviden~- in thig proceeding; th~t I -&m ~o-spnnsod9g the p_ortions; ()f the RebU.tful 

Evidence that relate to the develqpment ofthe· SARR ~ystelJl .(Patt IU-ij) and the roadbed 

preparation/earthworks component of the toad preperty investment cost of the SARR, exclusive 

;of culverts, roadbed s_pecifications :and Y. at'.d drainage (Part III·F-;2)~ that I ain sponsoring the . . 

deyelopment QfSAJIB route <ltl<l tr~~k, roi.lc;;s (Part Ul-:S); that l kooW the contents thereof; and 

th~t the same -are true' anc,i corrc:~ct. Further, t cer:tjfy th&t 1 am qµa_l_iJie<;l and a.11tho.fiz~<J to file this 

statement. 

Charles A. S(edm~n 

Executed on'November J, 2.014 
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STEPHEN M. SULLIVAN 

Mr. Sullivan is a Managing Director for R.L. Banks & Associates, Inc. He has over 38 

years of transportation experience, including 25 years working for Class I railroads and 13 years 

with the American Short Line & Regional Railroad Association. As relevant to his testimony in 
.. ~ .r,• 

this proceeding Mr. Sullivan's experience includes serving as District Superintendent of 

Operations for Conrail's northwest Ohio and southwest Michigan territory and as a Terminal 

Trainmaster in charge of supervising operations at a major Conrail hump yard, the Stanley Yard, 

in Toledo, OH. A more detailed summary of Mr. Sullivan's experience is contained in the 

- attached vita. Mr. Sullivan is co-sponsoring TPI's evidence in Part III-C-5 .a. and b. on yard 

classification tracks and receiving and departure tracks. 
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Stephen M. Sullivan 
Managing Director 

Education 
BA, Economics, College of William and Mary, 1977 

Professional Development and Certifications 
Corporate Finance( the Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania 
Executive Management, Penn State University 
Project Management, Drexel University 
Modal Analysis, University of Texas -Texas Research Development Foundation 
Economic Development, Ohio State University 
Total Qualify Management 
Professional Facilitator 
Professional Negotiating 
Professional Sales 

Years of Transportation Experience 
38 

Qualifications 
Mr. Sullivan joined RLBA in 2013 atter twenty five years with Class I railroads and thirteen years ·with an 
industry trade as.sociation representing more than 500 Class II and Class III railroads. During his Class I 
railroad careers Mr. Sullivan held managerial responsibilities in line operations, strategic planning, 
multi-modal analysis, capital planning, tenninal optimization studies, as well as mergers and acquisitions. 
His trade association career featured daily interaction with freight and passenger railroads, both large and 
small, regarding service planning and design, capital investment, data analysis and regulatory compliance. 
Mr. Sullivan developed working relationships with Class I railroads, short lines, Amtrak, commuter railroads, 
State, local and Federal government agencies. He has prepared position papers and testimony on behalf 
of Class II and Class III railroads and he has testified before Congress on railroad infrastructure and capital 
investment. 

Prior Work Experience 

Litigation Support 

• Testified as an expert witness on behalf of a Class I railroad in New York in dispute with a shipper 
over interchange rules and tariffs reg_arding the movement of cars and the rights of the railroad to 
receive revenues for such movements. · 

• Expert witness on behalf of a private landowner in suit with a Class I railroad in Illinois over the 
rights to a priVate railroad crossing and its impact on safety, commerce, and railroad operations. · 

• Ried verified statement with the US Surface Transportation Board in rebuttal to a Class I railroad's 
testimony that a new highway crossing in Wichita, KS would adversely impact Interstate Commerce 
and create an undo restraint of trade through changes in railroad operations . 

.if .L. Banks & Associates, Inc. 'b 
ECONOMICS ! ENGINEERING ! SERVICE PLAt.'NING 
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Stephen M. Sullivan 

Conrail, Inc. 
($78 Corporation), premiere Northeast and Midwest freight railroad, Philadelphia, PA 

Operating Department positions: 

• As District Superintendent of Operations, based in Toledo, Ohio but overseeing northwest Ohio and 
southwest Michigan, developed and directed changes to operations and workforce alignment, 
resulting in improved on-time performance while lowering operating costs. 

• As Supervisor of Rules and Operating Practices, based in Toledo, Ohio and Detroit, directed the 
training of operating employees and applying of rules and practices on Conrail's largest division. 
Supervised 120+ employees. 

• As Terminal Trainmaster, based in Toledo, Ohio and Detroit, supervised operations at a major 
hump yard (Stanley Yard in Toledo, OH) handling automotive and industrial commodities. 

As Conductor and Brakeman, performed freight and passenger train service in New York City. 

Strategic, capital and Commercial Planning positions: 

• Director, Corporate Strategy - Operations and geography expert re $12B merger, leading 
managers in areas of financial analysis, asset management, technology application and budgeting. 
Championed a cross-departmental strategic geographic plan of business growth, with the applied 
goal of maximizing the return on newly acquired and surplus assets. 

• Director, Planning and Strategy - Directed the asset management stafFs deployment of TQM and 
continuous improvement processes, championing and applying a strategic GIS to capital 
investment analysis, operations optimizations and market/asset development. Provided corporate 
strategy consulting to NJDOT re its 25 year strategic transportation plan. 

• Manager, Strategic Planning - Developed a $500M corporate asset strategy and facilitated the 
resulting reorganization that more efficiently employed cross-functional business processes. 

• Manager, capital Planning - Directed the $100M commercial capital plan, negotiating across 
department leadership to achieve internal consensus. 

• As Manager of Commercial Planning, through close interaction with marketing managers, 
developed and validated strategic industrial development projects across all lines of business. 

• As Manager of Industrial Development, implemented new business projects, coordinating 
resources across multiple departments to attract new customers within budgets and timelines. 

Consultant to Amtrak 
U.S. National Passenger Railroad Corporation Northeast corridor operations, Philadelphia, PA 

• Created processes that more easily identified variable costs and provided financial/cost-benefit 
analyses for senior management to forus on market changes, new business potential and revenue 
growth. 

R.L"'Banks & Associates, Inc. b 
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Stephen M. Sullivan 

RAILWORKS Corporation, Director, Marketing and Planning 
($18 parent company), spedalizing in construction, mantJfacturing and technical seNices to the rail and 
transit industries, Baltimore, MD 

• Developed the corporate branding message and business integration plan, capitalizing on the 
strengths, synergies, and best practices of component rompanies. Created line of business 
marketing strategies and implementation plan re $300M of accounts, linking business opportunities 
to strategic asset development. 

American Short Line&. Regional Railroad Association, Vice President and-Executive Director 
Trade association for 950 private and public sed:or companies, Washington/ DC 

• As Chief Operating Officer, directed initiatives and staff strategic alliances, financial management, 
administration, industrial safety and seafrity) technology development/deployment, training, 
legislative and regulatory matters. Developed new business processes, including technical 
process integrations that increased revenues and membership six to eight percent annuaHy. 

• Represented ASLRRA in discussions with Tom Woll at the Federal Railroad Administration 
concerning completion of grade crossing inventories over US short line railroads. Addressed issues 
concerning a shift in liability associated with private crossings due to changes in FRA grade crossing 
identification requirements and impacts therewith mnceming the contractual easements 
associated with private crossings between the railroads and private crossing land owners. 

• Spearheaded railroad security/anti-terrorism challenges with Federal agencies at all levels, 
developing and implementing a comprehensive post-911 security plan re the industrVs 550 
railroads. Directed, from concept to application, the design and deployment of a first of its kind 
railroad risk mitigation process/model. 

• As an ex officio Officer of the Board of Directors, directed continual corporate governance and a 
reoccurring series of five year strategic planning processes and implementation thereof. 

• Received commendations and letters of appreciation from lhe White House, the Department of 
Transportation, the United States Coast Guard and the Department of Defense. 

R.l. Banks & Associates, Inc. b 
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VERIFICATION 

r, Stephen M. Sullivan, vefify under penaJty of perjury that I have read the Rebuttal 

Evidence of Total Petrochemicals & Refining ·usA, inc. in this proceeding that I have 

sponsor.ed, as described in the foregoing Statement of Qualifications, that I know the contents 

thereqf1 aQ.4: 'that ,the ·s.ame are tnie and c_orrect Fui:ther1 l certify thal I am qualified and 

authorized to fj),e thi~ ~tj.tement. 

_/~Pt-~/L~ 
Stephen M . Sullivan: 

E~.ecute4 on October "28, 2Q L4 
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.... ·. 

\landerroa45e whqse Statement of Quali:fi:cadqns appears in Part-IV of the N~rnifive porlfon ot 

TP·r~-s, b~enfog Evidence· itr this proceeding; that J' am to"'sp:onsoring· the :porti'ohs ofthe. Re'Quttal 

Evidence tilat. tel<it~ fa l~d valua~io.ti (Pact nr.-. F); that I kriow the contents theteof; and, that the 

same ar~ tn.i~ :1:1nd correQt, Fµrther, l certify that I aJ,n qti,a:}ified ,anti authoriz.ed. to fil~ this 

statement. 

Executed~ on October 3'0, 20:14 
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I, Elizabeth W. Vandermause; verify under penalty of perjury that l am the· same 

Elizabeth W. Vandennause whq~e Statement of Qualifications ?-ppea~·s in Part IV of the 

Narrative portion of TPI's Opening Evjqence in this proceeding; that I am Cb".:sp·onsoring .the 

portions of th~ Rebuttal Evidence that relate tp lp.nd valuation (Part III-F); that I know the 

co.ptents th¢reof, and that the same are tri1e and correct. 1;tirther, I certify that I am qualified and 

authorized to fiJe this statetnent. 

Executed on October 30, 2014 
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I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

AEP Texas I 

AEP Texas II 

AEPCO 

AEPCOII 

APS 

Arizona Public 
Service 

Cargill 

Coal Rate 
Guidelines or 
Guidelines 

Coal Trading 

Conrail 

CP&L 

DaytonP&L 

Duke/CSXT 

Duke/NS 

DuPont 

Case Glossary 

AEP Texas Northern Co. v. BNSF Ry, STB Docket No. 41191 , slip op. 
(STB served Nov. 8, 2006) 

AEP Texas Northern Co. v. BNSF Ry, STB Docket No. 41191, slip op. 
(STB served Sept. 10, 2007) 

Arizona Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. v. BNSF Railway Company 
and Union Pacific Railroad Company, STB Docket No. 42113, slip 
op. (STB served Nov. 22, 2011) 

Arizona Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. v. BNSF Railway Company 
and Union Pacific Railroad Company, STB Docket No. 42113, slip 
op. (STB served June 27, 2011) 

Arizona Public Service Co. v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Ry., 2 
STB 367 (1997) 

Arizona Public Service Co. & Pacificorp v. The Burlington Northern 
and Santa Fe Railway Company, 6 STB 851 (2003) 

Cargill, Inc. v. BNSF Railway Company, STB Docket No. 42120, slip 
op. (STB served Aug. 12, 2013) 

Coal Rate Guidelines, Nationwide, 1 I.C.C. 2d 520 (1985), aff'd sub 
nom. Consolidated Rail Corp. v. United States, 812 F.2d 1444 (3rd Cir. 
1987) 

Coal Trading Corp. v. Baltimore & Ohio R.R., 6 I.C.C. 2d 361 (1990) 

Consolidated Rail Corp. v. United States, 812 F.2d 1444 (3rd Cir. 
1987) 

Carolina Power & Light Co. v. Norfolk Southern Ry., 7 S.T.B. 235 
(2003) 

Dayton Power & Light Co. v. Louisville & Nash. R.R., 1I.C.C.2d375, 
382 (1985) 

Duke Energy Corp. v. CSX Transportation Inc., 7 S.T.B. 402 (2004) 

Duke Energy Corp. v. Norfolk Southern Railway, 7 S.T.B. 89 (2003) 

E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., v. Norfolk S. Ry., STB Docket No. 
NOR 42125, slip op. (STB served March 24, 2014) 
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Ex Parte 715 Notice 

FMC 

IPA 

M&G 

Major Issues 

Market Dominance 
Decision 

Mkt. Dominance 
Determinations 

McCarty Farms 

Nevada Power iI 

OG&E 

Otter Tail 

PPL2001 

PPL 2002 

PSCo/Xcel I 

PSCo/Xcel II 

Case Glossary 

Rate Regulation Reforms, STB Ex Parte No. 715 (STB served July 25 , 
2012) 

FMC Wyoming Corp. v. Union Pacific R.R. Co., 4 STB 699 (2000) 

Intermountain Power Agency v. Union Pacific R.R., STB Docket No. 
42127 UP Reply Evidence (Public), filed November 10, 2011 

M&G Polymers USA, LLC v. CSX Transportation, Inc., STB Docket 
No. 42123 (STB served Sept. 27, 2012) 

Major Issues in Rail Rate Cases, STB Ex Parte No. 657, slip op. (STB 
served October 30, 2006) 

Total Petrochemicals & Refining USA, Inc. v. CSX Transportation, 
Inc., STB Docket No. 42121 (STB served May 31, 2013, updated Aug. 
19, 2013) 

Mkt. Dominance Determinations & Consideration of Product 
Competition, 365 I.C.C. 118 (1981) 

McCarty Farms, Inc. v. Burlington Northern, Inc., 2 STB 460 (1997) 

Bituminous Coal-Hiawatha, Utah to Moapa, Nevada, IO I.C.C. 2d 
259 (1994) 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., v. Union Pacific R.R. , STB Docket No. 
42111 (STB served July 24, 2009) 

Otter Tail Power Co. , v. BNSF Ry., STB Docket No. 42071 (STB 
served Jan. 27, 2006) 

PPL Montana, LLC v. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway 
Co., 5 STB 1105 (2001) 

PPL Montana, LLC v. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway 
Co. , 6 STB 286 (2002) 

Public Service Co. of Colorado dlblaXcel Energy v. Burlington 
Northern & Santa Fe Ry., 7 S.T.B. 589 (2004) 

Public Service Co. of Colorado d/blaXcel Energy v. Burlington 
Northern & Santa Fe Ry. , STB Docket No. 42057 (STB served Jan. 
19, 2005) 
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I 
Rate Regulation 
Reforms or Ex Parte 
715 

Seminole 

I SunBelt 

....... ~ ' 

I TMPA 

I WFA/Basinl 

I WF A/Basin II 

I WF A/Basin July 
2009 

WF A/Basin Ill 

I Wisconsin P&L 

West Texas Utilities 

I 

I 

Case Glossary 

Rate Regulation Reforms, STB Ex Parte No. 715 (STB served July 18, 
2013) 

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. v. CSX Transportation, Inc., STB 
Docket No. 42110 (Rebuttal Evidence Filed April 15, 2010) 

SunBelt Ch/or Alkali Partnership v. Norfolk Southern Railway 
Company, STB Docket No. 42130, slip op. (STB served June 20, 
2014) 

Texas Municipal Power Agency v. Burlington Northern & Santa Fe 
Ry., 6 STB 573 (2003) 

Western Fuels Association, Inc. v. BNSF Ry., STB Docket No. 42088 
(STB served Sept. 10, 2007) 

Western Fuels Association, Inc. v. BNSF Ry., STB Docket No. 42088 
(STB served Feb. 18, 2009) 

Western Fuels Association, Inc. v. BNSF Ry., STB Docket No. 42088 
(STB served July 27, 2009) 

Western Fuels Association, Inc. v. BNSF Ry., STB Docket No. 42088 
(STB served June 5, 2012) 

Wisconsin Power & Light Co., v. Union Pacific R.R., 5 STB 955 
(2001) 

West Texas Utilities Co. v. Burlington Northern R.R., 1 S.T.B 638 
( 1996), aff d sub nom . Burlington Northern R.R. v. STB, 114 F .3d 206 
(D.C. Cir. 1997) 
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Acronyms 

The following acronyms are used: 

AAR 
AASHTO 
AC SES 
AEI 
AEO 
AHLF 
ARE MA 
ARRA 
ATC 
ATF 
ATV 
ATP 
B&B 
BNSF 
BOCT 
BRC 
C&S 
CAGR 
CAPM 
CFO 
CMP 
cmp 
CN 
CNW 
COBRA 
CP 
CPI 
CSX 
CSXT 
CTC 
CWR 
CY 
DCF 
DOT 
DP 
DTL 
EDI 
EEO 
EIA 
EOTD 
ERTMS 
FED 
FRA 
FSC 

Association of American Railroads 
American Association of State Highway Officials 
Advanced Civil Speed Enforcement System 
Automatic Equipment Identification 
EIA's Annual Energy Outlook Forecast 
All-Inclusive Less Fuel Index, published by AAR 
American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Assoc. 
American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2009 
Average Total Cost 
Across-the-Fence 
All-Terrain Vehicle 
Automatic Train Protection 
Bridge and Building 
BNSF Railway Company 
Baltimore and Ohio Chicago Terminal 
Belt Railway Company of Chicago 
Communications and Signals 
Compound Annual Growth Rate 
Capital Asset Pricing Model 
Chief Financial Officer 
Constrained Market Pricing 
Corrugated Metal Pipe 
Canadian National Railway 
Chicago and North Western Transportation Company 
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
Canadian Pacific Railway 
Consumer Price Index 
CSX Corporation 
CSX Transportation, Inc. 
Central Traffic Control 
Continuous Welded Rail 
Cubic Yards 
Discounted Cash Flow 
Department Of Transportation 
Distributed Power 
Direct to Locomotive Fueling 
Electronic Data Interchange 
Equal Employment Opportunity 
Energy Information Administration 
End of Train Device 
European Rail Traffic Management System 
Failed-equipment Detector 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Fuel Surcharge 
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I 
I Acronyms 

I G&A General and Administrative 
GWR Gross Weight on Rail 
HDF On-Highway Diesel Fuel Index 

I HR Human Resources 
ICC Interstate Commerce Commission 
IDC Interest During Construction 

I 
IDS/IPS Intrusion Detection System/Intrusion Prevention System 
IHB Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad 
ISS Interline Settlement System 

I 
IT Information Technology 
KCS Kansas City Southern Lines 
LAN Local Area Network 

I 
LF Linear Feet 
LMR Land Mobile Radio 
LUM Locomotive Unit Mile 

I 
MACRS Modified Accelerated Cost Recovery System 
MGA Monongahela Railway 
MGT Million Gross Tons 
MMM Maximum Markup Methodology 

I MOW Maintenance of Way 
NC REIF National Council of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries 
NPI NCREIF Property Index 

I NS Norfolk Southern Railway Company 
OID Origin/Destination Pair 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

I PPI Producer Price Index 
PTC Positive Train Control 
R/VC Revenue to Variable Cost 

I RCAF-A Rail Cost Adjustment Factor, adjusted for productivity 
RCAF-U Rail Cost Adjustment Factor, unadjusted for productivity 
REDI CSXT Conductor Training 

I RMI A GE Transportation Company 
RMS RMI's Revenue Management Services System 
ROW Right of Way 

I 
RSIA Rail Safety Improvement Act of 2008 
RTC Rail Traffic Controller Model 
SAC Stand-Alone Cost 

I 
SARR Stand-Alone Railroad 
SEC Securities Exchange Commission 
SOX Sarbanes Oxley Act of2002 

I 
STB Surface Transportation Board 
STCC Standard Transportation Commodity Code 

STEO Short-Term Energy Outlook 

I T&E Train and Engine 
TMS RMI's Transportation Management Services System 
TPI Total Petrochemicals & Refining USA, Inc. 

I 
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TPJRR 
TRRA 
UP 
UPS 
URCS 
USCG 
USDA 
VHF 
VP 
WAN 
WTI 

Acronyms 

TPI Stand-Alone Railroad 
Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis 
Union Pacific Railroad Company 
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~D .~~:nberland -~:~~,,;:.~:~~ ·:.-·:~fai- ~~ j ;;:~~ rn --i 2 ·h1j:~~: ~z~· j . . ~::~~ . ~He _, ::· ~:~~ 

,c)ri Queensgate ----=~~~-~~-=~~_][![-. 15 __ l 33.75 ll.iL 11 _r ~"'il 25.55 ,.,.,:l_ 4 8:2o 

KY Osborn --·'-=~:~,.::_-:_~~~~_:,_r;l = 13 :·:,: ~ , 31.15 :ur · 8 : ~r 8 " 19.90 "J! r'· 5 1,1.25 
TN Radnor •. __ . ___ .. __ .:' J. 15 ' 35.60 ''. !l. 20 l 20 45.12 ___ J _ (5) " (9.52) 

9:Birmingham __ ·-·----- AL Boyfes __ :· ~. : .• ~~-:-·:-.~ ~f·~·: . 10 1 22.10 rr 5 5 ~.. 11.35 \t_I 5 ~ 10.75 

10.Hamlet ------~=-- NC Hamlet --- -- ~~-~~-~:.- .. 'u'_ 13 .... 28.20 : 1, •• 5 --·; . 5 11.20 ' 8 17.00 
..,.._ g - -· ..,__, - -· -·" !: -!. '" . ., ,., I 

11. Waycrg_ss _ .. _ _ . GA Rice _ _ J! 18 44.80 ': '-- 14 12 29.37 6 15.44 
........ 'Ii"' ..... ~- ... """""""' • ~ ·~ ....... • - ' ....... ..,. ... [( •ti ...-. 

12.Garrett __ ·----~···-· IN Garrett .•. ::.:. ____ , __ ,. ____ ...... __ .J ' 2 ~- 4.34 '; l~ 4 4 8.40 , (2) (4.06) 
""!:"'" •M-~•u •u~-··v-·•-· •· - - -~-- .., • " '! \ifu"' -,;,~ ·1 "lJ -• 

13.Cleveland ~· OH .Collinwood " •i 8 • .. 18.78 ~. 1, 4 4 9.70 4 9.08 

14.Asgtabul<! • - ~ - - OH ,Ashtabulci !i} . 3 '' ~6.18 JLL. 3 ~ ., _2 4.18 1 _ "· 2.00 

15: Buff~\;·' • ;..;;.4 _ •• ~t... .. i 1NY Fro~tier • -~- ...... _ ... Jll[ 11 ~-}• 22.76 '~,~~ · 15 - io - ' 20.80 .;.:· ~ • If 1.96 

--- ... ..~,-= ~---~ - NY. _,pewit~ ~ -----, ·. ·::~:- ..... "' ~~J!'L _. _6 _"' .:~,:.. .:2.?o ,;,i:;L,· ''- 4 " ~~·: .. ·-· ,.," 4 ,. - _ _._~ 1. 8.48 _-_ ,~:r iii 
PA C_on_nellsville _ -·- . . _ . !~ j 7 _, B.51 ., ;_ _ 7 6 11.54 1 ,! 1.97 

!'1:111 ~·- -- • ---w,. -- - '! .. ,. ~ '1 ~· '"" "'1 

18. East St. Louis ' IL Rose Lake / , 5 , - 11.20 "·' 5 ·4 9.16 1 !I 2.04 

19.Danville ~ ~ -~~~·~- I~- Br~we~ ___ ·_·_· __ .. .- ~ :~ ,,. 3 :_.,~,. 
0
,._3.77 3 --- __ 2 - • 2.48 J J pg 

- -~·----,_.._ , _ _,, ........ -- ............ u-• -·- r ..... . .... w.~• ,,,_., -~····~... ~' -· ·- ! _._, 1 .. 

20. Evansville /5 • _ IN Howell _. _ _ .. , • 3 ; 6.21 6 6 11.82 (3) 11 (5.61) 
21.Atkinson /6 . - . KY Atkinson n ' ,, '; 9 f 18.66 .. • 9 6 12.84 3 !I 5.82 

/5 See Page Sfor demonsifatiqn 

/6 See Page 6 for demonstration 

(table continued on page 2) 
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Receiving and Departure Track Miles Used in CSXT's Reply RTC vs Receiving and Departure Track Miles Included in CSXT Reply Investment 

CSXT Investment vs CSXT 
RTC 

Tracks Tracks Used M iles Used 

St at Number of Modeled in Tracks Used Miles Used in Over/(Uriderl Over/(Underl 

Tracks Miles .~e~llt'.RTC in ReQllt'.RTC ReQl_lt'. RTC f1. .. a' 
(4) (5) I (6) (7) (8) ! (9) '\ .. (10) 

- ,.,.,,,, 

.. 
<,;<;~;- - ... 

22. Nashville • TN Kayne Ave. 4 4.77 3 " 2 2.44 2 
;., 

2.33 "\: .. . . 
23.Benning 

" 
DC Benning 5 10.00 5 4 8.20 

" 
1 1.80 

24. Richmqnd VA Acea. ' 5 11.87 7 7 16.27 
ii.! 

(2) (4.40) t ~ . ! 

25. Rocky Mount NC Rocky 1\11.ourit ' ' 6 12.59 4 4 8.49 
" 

2 4.10 
(''C-' 

26. M e';;;phis 
- ~ .. ""1' H ·-~ 

Le~~Ci';;~t 
.-.. -·~ ... ~··· ~-~ ~ ·-~ "'' ... -: rt'> .. 

TN ' 5 
' 

4.94 10 3 3.02 2 1.92 

27. Bi rmingh,am AL Al ice ' 6 13.78 8 8 18.16 (Z) (4.38) 
' ·' 

28. ~obil~
0

~· AL Si~b~rt 7 
i 

10.54 6 6 9.20 1 1.34 ',O..· 

~ 

Gen.t illy 
~ ~-. .. -

29. New Or[eans /7 . . LA 6 10.72 8 4 7.48 2 3.24 

30.At lanta ""· '' GA Hul; ey 
·- ,,.. __ __ -· ..... ... 

' 
,,,... 

' 4 9:40 6 ; · 3 7 .. 20 1 2.20 
· .W -

31. Greenwood SC Maxwell 7 16.60 10 6 14.30 1 2.30 
<'.!; --~ "'!' 

32.Monrne_ NC Monroe 2 4.46 3 3 6.61 (1) (2.15) 

33.Tampa FL Yoeman 5 9.48 6 4 7.43 1 2.05 

34. Lafayett.e IN Lafayette · 2 3.55 3 1 1.29 1 2.26 

35.Union OH Union 2 1.85 2 .1 . - 0.95 1 0.90 
, ... _,.. .. 

36. Lockport NY Lockport 3 4.10 3 1 1.41 2 2.69 

37.August a - GA Augusta 4 7.40 5 3 5.70 1 1.70 .. -
38. East C~rt~s IN East Curt is Interchange 1 1.81 3 2 3.56 (1) (1.75) 

39. Youngstown I Ohio Jct. OH Young~town I Ohio Jct. Int erchange 1 1.35 2 2 2.n (1) (1.36) 

40. w : : B lf1 C~ L~ ne IL W . B!a.ck Lane Interchange 2 3.90 2 1 ' 2.00 1.90 . 

41. New River Junction OH New River Junction Interchange 3 5.09 3 2 3.45 1.64 
t·· 

42. Weldon Connection NC Weldon Connection Interchange 2 3.80 1 1 2.05 1 1.75 

43. Folkston ' .. ·" •. . 

GA Folkston Interchange ' 2 3.80 2 2 7. 16 l1 1: 0 (3 .36) 

.. .. ,. 
TOTAL ,:1.-) 290 607.23 295 

,~·-·· ,_ -· ~\ ... _, .-. - -
::,-,_._*: .f..~::-~s::: . ~: .. ' ....---

' 
,,. 

/1 Column 4 : Column 7 

/ 2 Colum r:i ~ - Co lumn 8 

/7 See Page 7 for demons.tration 
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Demonstration of Excessive Capacity at Barr Yard Chicago, IL in CSXT Reply RTC Model 

Required in 
CSXT Reply 

RTC 

11 Tracks 
Included in 
CSXT Reply 
Investment 

Legend 
Track built 

by CSXT. 

Modeled in 
CSXT Reply 

RTC 
f~: Miiltu:t»cwttk11 to-:sa:U..uf(WMll' 21 )Gl~ -- _ _: _:..::.:'._:::__=:_::: .::_-~--:::_~~=- ----- ____ ____:_,~~-~;yr.o1~H.i' -~1) _,... ""...... . .,.. _ - ~- --: -- ., - - - • • /1T'CIPr£.O -~ ~ ' oA'N.titO.- ~ - bo:-, 

NOTE: CSXT Reply RTC trains never simultaneously occupy 
more than 4 tracks at Barr Yard. 
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Demonstration of Insufficient Capacity at Radnor Yard Nashville, TN in CSXT Reply RTC Model 

20 Tracks Required and Modeled in 
CSXT Reply RTC 

------.. --.~~,..,.,.,~.~ 

Legend 

15 Tracks Included in CSXT Reply Investment 

Track built 

by CSXT. 

"ITt" 

NOTE: CSXT Reply RTC Model exceeds the capacity of Radnor Yard 

ten times during the peak period. Therefore, on average CSXT 
exceeds the capacity of Radnor Yard once per day during the peak 
period. See "Insufficient CSX Yard Capacity Screen Shots.zip" 
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Demonstration of Insufficient Capacity at Howell Yard Evansville, IN in CSXT Reply RTC Model 

3 Tracks Included in CSXT 
Reply Investment 

6 Tracks Required and 
Modeled in CSXT Reply RTC 

Legend 
Track built 

by CSXT. 

NOTE: CSXT Reply RTC Model exceeds the capacity of Howell Yard thirty eight 
times during the peak period. Therefore, on average CSXT exceeds the 
capacity of Howell Yard four times per day during the peak period. See 
"Insufficient CSX Yard Capacity Screen Shots.zip" 

-
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Demonstration of Excessive Capacity at Atkinson Yard Atkinson, KV in CSXT Reply RTC Model 

~:MM:-.--0700',W~ ·,, ·,. aa.-t:i~·r.v-~2)·' - --- - .-.- -.-.. --.-. -,--...---..--.,---, -...-~-.-.----...--.-..--i~daelt'.:" 0M9ft.:1i)9=-~·21 ...., 

9 Tracks Modeled in CSXT RTC and 
Included in CSXT Investment 

-----=-1a10Ntfo-· fl'Oi1WAAD •-=-· .-.---.--=-.-·--....- ··· ---.-.--.- {'ABtl!.llY .--.--. ---

Legend 
Track built 

by CSXT. 

Occupancy. 

.--.--.-.-~-iM'2 -.---.-..--.-

I 6 Tracks Required in CSXT Reply RTC I 

NOTE: CSXT Reply RTC trains never simultaneously 
occupy more than 5 tracks at Atkinson Yard. 
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Demonstration of Excessive Capacity at Gentilly Yard New Orleans, LA in CSXT Reply RTC Model 

4 Tracks 
Required in 
CSXT Reply 

RTC 

6 Tracks 
Included in 
CSXT Reply 

-Investment 

\1.__ _ __.2g..-----

Legend 
Track built 

by CSXT. 

8 Yard Tracks 

Modeled in 
CSXT Reply 

~-----: .... :_-;_,;;l1 l RTC 

u~~~ ' ·---~·,- -~ -·~- _, - .,... .. ··~--~ ·-·-· ~·c.ioctU siF .. Oll:sf~1w...,11 '-• ·-. .. .. ....., .. ..,.: .. ...., - - = -~ lS10PPE:tf'~'·---·~---·· -··- 'tri~_..ARQ ·-"·' . "···-·· •-·~ _!IM're~-·--··,.· ... - .... ,. ·-·-··-· .. '>"! lO"Oin'l ····· 

NOTE: CSXT Reply RTC trains never simultaneously 
occupy more than 4 tracks at Gentilly Yard. 
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E-Eclgewod«fOr· -

1. TPIRR -
2. CSXT -
3. 0utage -

Explanation 
4. Outage 

Location 
5. Off-SARR 

0 ., 
~ ;; ~ 

O It 

TPIRR Ends at Milepost AY858.90 

CJubl)ouip 

Lake Sew . 

........ 
,J gakTran 



Examples of Outages Included in CSXT's Reply RTC Simulation that are Off-SARR Rebuttal Exhibit III-C-2 
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CSXT Line connects with TPIRR at 
Milepost BAI 79.0 
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- ~ 

i-,-:e 
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- ~~ 
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Legend 

1. TPIRR -
2. CSXT -
3. 0utage -

Explanation 
4. Outage 

Location 
5. Off-SARR 

Location 0 
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Examples of Outages Included in CSXT's Reply RTC Simulation that are Off-SARR 

Richmond. VA 
"' .,_,f; 

~· 

@) 
~".'!' 

~~ 

\ 
t ~ ­

ti 
"' £ ; l 

~ 

{'31st' 

CSXT Line connects with TPIRR at 
Milepost CFPI.6 

'"' ~-
·~t 
~ a: 

~ ­%.,_ 
~ · 
~\ 
~l 

......... , ~ ,.., ............... '*' . 
_w_Laburr'.\~"1 Ave ,...., 
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1. TPIRR -
2. CSXT -
3.0utage -

Explanation 
4. Outage 

Location 
5. Off-SARR 

N 

• W E 

. 

Cumn1in~JS'Or ~· 
g 
3' .... 
3 
'I! 

e 

ooboiS'Av1 
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' ~ial BiVd ~· 
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lrTPffiR -I --

J 2. CSXT -
_. 3. Outage -
· j Explanation 

4. Outage 
Location 

5. Off-SARR 
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Cumberland, MD 
<? 

CSXT Line connects with TPIRR at 
Milepost BAl 79.0 
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Legend 

1. TPIRR -
2. CSXT -
3. 0utage -

Explanation 
4. Outage 

Location 
5. Off-SARR 
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- - - - - - - - - - - -
Evaluation of TPIRR Local Trains 

Train Counts 

Historical CSXT Traffic Data 
Originating 

and/or CSXT Other Local Trains CSXT Alleges TPI Excluded 
Included Terminating "TPI Open Not in Repositioning 

inTPI Cars On- Corrected" Car Event Empty TPI Manual TPI Processing 

Train Type Open 2/ and Off-SARR 3/ Train List 4/ Data 5/ Cars 6/ Exclusions 7 l Exclusions Bl Total 9l 
(1) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

CSXTReply 

1. Local Switchers 15/ 38 6,075 312 6,387 2,069 689 0 474 9,619 

2. Other locals 16/ 
a. Symbol in both Lists 185 34,464 3,904 38,368 3,233 I 1,869 332 1,228 45,030 
b. Symbol in CSXT/MultiRail only 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
c. Symbol in TPl/Actual data only 296 1,669 1,724 3,393 0 0 0 0 3,393 

3. Industrial Yard Trains 17/ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. Total Locals 18/ 522 42,208 5,940 48,148 5,302 2,558 332 1,702 58,042 

TPI Rebuttal 

5. Local Switchers 15/ 38 6,075 312 6,387 2,069 689 0 474 9,619 

6. Other Locals 16/ 
a. Symbol in both Lists 185 34,464 3,904 38,368 0 I 1,869 332 0 40,569 

b. Symbol in CSXT/MultiRail only 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

c. Symbol in TPl/Actual data only 296 1,669 1,724 3,393 0 0 0 0 3,393 

7. Industrial Yard Trains 17/ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8. Total locals 19/ 522 42,208 5,940 48,148 2,069 2,558 332 474 53,581 

See page 2 of 2 for footnote explanation. 

- - - Rebuttal Exhibit 111-C-3 
Page 1 of2 

Car Count Unexplained 
Trains Train Equals or Total Difference 

M,,,,.n•~-.. I 
Move Count Exceeds Included Between 
Zero Exceeds Train in CSXT MultiRail and 

Cars lOl Car Count lll Count 12l .!kP!v...lll Historical 14/ 
(11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 

10,348 0 0 I 10,348 Iii;~ 729 

0 I 4,460 I 45,460 49,920 4,890 
0 14 506 520 520 

0 0 0 0 {3,393) 

0 0 0 0 0 
10,348 4,474 45,966 60,788 2,746 

10,348 0 0 I 10,348 729 

0 I 0 I 45,460 45,460 4,891 

0 0 506 506 506 

0 0 0 0 {3,393) 

0 0 0 0 0 
10,348 0 45,966 56,314 2,733 



Evaluation of TPIRR Local Trains 

Footnote Explanation 

1/ Unique 4-characterTrain Symbols (e.g., A714) 

2/ Trains included in TPI Opening Train List. Operate entirely within bounadries of TPIRR. 

3/ Local trains originating/terminating traffic both at both On-SARR and Off-SARR stations. Interchanged between TPIRR and CSXT in both Reply and Rebuttal operating plans. 

4/ Column (3) +Column (4) . These are the only loci trians CSXT included in its "TPI Open Corrected" Train List upon which it based its RTC simulation. 

5/ Local trains that do not appear in the CSXT historical car event data. Excluded from TPI Rebuttal operating plan unless the Train Symbol was included in CSXT's "Local Switcher" Train List. 

6/ Local trains associated with only empty car movements in the car event data. Added to TPI local train list in Rebuttal. 

7 / Local trains excluded after manual evaluation of operations. Tri ans operate in the same manner as Column (3) trains. Added to TPI local train list in Rebuttal. 

8/ Local trains excluded after manual evaluation of intermediate processing step outputs determined the train operations were not required to serve TPIRR customers. 

Excluded from TPI Rebuttal operating plan unless the Train Symbol was included in CSXT's "Local Switcher" Train List. 

9/ Sum of Coulmns (5)-(9). 

10/ Trains included in CSXT Reply train list (used by CSXT to develop TPIRR operating statistics and expenses) to which CSXT assigned zero cars in its Multi Rail Analysis. So-called "Local Switchers." 

11/ Local trains for which CSXT assigned more trains to move the traffic than cars required in the base year. 

e.g., For Local Train A714, CSXT assumes 260 annual trains are required to move 15 annual carloads. 

CSXT's evidence also shows 260 crew starts, 264 locomotives (260 x 1.01), and 20,153 Locomotive Unit Miles (260 x 1.01 x 76.4 miles) required to move the 15 cars. 

In TPl's Rebuttal restatement for train A714, this column conservatively removes 245 trains (260-15), even though no rational railroad would run 15 l car trains. 

12/ Local trains for which CSXT assigned more trains to move the traffic than cars required in the base year. 

e.g., For Local Train A720, CSXT assumes 260 annual trains are required to move 357 annual carloads (1.4 cars per train). 

In TPl's Rebuttal restatement for train A720, this column conservatively includes all 260 trains, even though no rational railroad would run 260 l or 2 car trains. 

13/ Sum of Coulmns (11)-(13). 

14/ Extent to which CSXT operated more trans in Multi Rail than actually operated in the real world without any expanation or justificaion. 

CSXT assumed TPIRR would operate 729 more net "Local Switchers" than CSXT actually operated in the real world according to its traffic data. 

e.g., "Local Switcher" train 1549 actually operated 245 days, but CSXTassumes TPIRR will operate it 260 days to switch the same traffic group. 

CSXT assumed TPIRR would operate 2,017 more net non-Switchers Locals than CSXT actually operated in the real world according to its traffic data. 

e.g., Local train A796 actually operated 159 days, but CSXT assumes TPIRR will operate it 260 days. In total this results in an overstatement of 5,410 trains (4,890 + 510). 

However, TPl's train list includes 3,393 trains of symbols not included in CSXT's train list. Therefore, the net overstatement in CSXT Reply is 2,017 (5,410 • 3,393). 

In total, CSXT's Reply Local Trion Ust inexplicably j ncludes 2,733 more local trains than CSXT actually operated to move the same traffic in the real world. 

After TPI adjusted its train list in Rebuttal to include 11,373 more trians than it included in Opening (53,581 • 42,208}, and very conservatively adjusted CSXT's Reply 

Train list to exclude 4,474 local trains in excess of the number of carlaods it assigned to those train symbols, this unexplained difference remains (56,314 • 53.581 = 2,733). 

15/ Trains to which CSXT assigned zero cars in MultiRail. Thses train symbols include the Nissan Shuttle and Bowater Switchers CSXT identified as "Local Switchers." See : CSXT Reply at lll-C-32-33. 

16/ Trains to which CSXT assigned some cars in Multi Rail or that appear in the CSXT historical traffic data and moved TPIRR traffic. These train symbols are mutually exclusive from the "Local Switchers." 

17 I Industrial Yard Trians. Although CSXT claims TPI should have included 28,860 such trians in its Opening Local Train List, CSXT did not include them in its Reply Local Train List. 

Both parties accounted for Yard Trion operating statistics and expenses in a separate analysis in section 111-D. 

18/ Sum of Lines 1 through 3. 

19/ Sum of Lines 5 through 7. 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-C-3 

Page 2 of 2 
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TPIRR GENERAL & ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

A. CSXT Overstates G&A Expenses and Fails to Consider the Actual Needs and Characteristics 
of the TPIRR ....... .. .. .... ...................... .......... .............. ............................. ..... .............................. 4 

1. CSXT Inappropriately Uses CSXT as A Benchmark ................................................... 6 

a. The TPIRR Is Qualitatively Different From CSXT .......... .............. ... .......... ........... 6 

b. It Is Unwise To Use CSXT as A Model for A New Railroad ................................. 8 

2. CSXT Developed Misleading Comparisons of G&A Expenses to Other Railroads and 
Previous Cases ...... ..... ......... ... .... ........ ...... ....... ............ ..... .. ......................................... 11 

3. An "Apples-to-Apples" Comparison ofTPIRR to CSXT Shows G&A Staffing On 
TPIRR Is Reasonable ..... .... ......... .. .. .... ............. ........... ..... ........................................... 13 

4. CSXT Presents an Inaccurate Representation ofTPI's Approach in Opening ........... 16 

a. Failed Attack on Witness McDonald .................................................................... 17 
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In Opening, TPI included $91.6 million for general and administrative ("G&A") costs, 

including costs related to personnel, materials and supplies, information technology ("IT") and 

communications systems, and the outsourcing of various activities. TPI's Opening Evidence 

included a total of 304 TPIRR G&A personnel separated into five (5) Departments responsible 

for the railroad's principal staff functions. 1 'Fhose Departments included an Executive 

Department, a Sales and Marketing Department, a Finance and Accounting Department, a Law 

Department, and an IT Department. In Reply, CSXT proposes nearly doubling TPI's G&A costs 

to $166.6 million, or $75 million more than TPI included in Opening.2 Included in CSXT's costs 

are 760 personnel (including Outside Directors) which exceeds TPI's Opening staff by 456 

personnel. 3 

In Part A of this Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 , TPI explains how CSXT fails to tailor its G&A 

expenses to the needs and characteristics of the TPIRR and responds to CSXT' s criticisms of 

TPI' s Opening evidence. In Parts B through D below, TPI addresses the specific aspects of 

CSXT' s G&A expenses for the TPIRR. 

A. CSXT OVERSTATES G&A EXPENSES AND 
FAILS TO CONSIDER THE ACTUAL NEEDS 
AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TPIRR 

The major driver behind such a large difference in G&A costs is the differing approaches 

used to develop the G&A staff. Without an adequately comparable railroad to use as a 

benchmark, TPI first evaluated the needs of the TPIRR and its traffic group for efficient and 

1 See, TPI Opening, Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 1-8. 
2 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-4. 
3 Id. p. III-D-76. 
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effective service, and then developed the G&A personnel and functions from the ground up.4 

This process avoids extra unnecessary and redundant positions that are prevalent in long existing 

railroads. Conversely, CSXT uses the actual CSXT system as a benchmark, starting with 

CSXT' s total headcount and in many cases adjusting to a pro rata level for the TPIRR. 

Inherent in CSXT's approach are the inefficiencies and characteristics of a very large 

Class I staff developed through years of consolidations and technology shifts to serve varied 

types of traffic, including significant amounts of branch line traffic with low carloads per 

customer. Even though these branch lines have little traffic per customer, they still need 

management from CSXT staff, including Sales & Marketing, Revenue Accounting, and 

Customer Service. In contrast, TPIRR has few branch lines and a higher concentration of traffic 

per customer than CSXT. 

CSXT's G&A position, in Reply, rests on the foundation that the TPIRR's G&A staffing 

and costs must necessarily resemble CSXT' s staffing and costs. 5 Of course, it would be plainly 

illogical to require the complainant to justify its SARR by "benchmarking" it against the very 

defendant whose rates are being challenged. Such a "benchmark" would, obviously, do nothing 

more than simply validate the defendant's rates as reasonable. The Guidelines state that the 

defendant's rail network is only an appropriate proxy for the costs that would be incurred by the 

4 See, e.g., AEPCO, slip op. at 58 (the Board states that, in lieu of benchmarking, parties can otherwise show that 
G&A staffing levels are sufficient.). 

5 CSXT even goes so far as to criticize TPI for failing to show inefficiencies in CSXT's real-world operations. 
See, e.g., CSXT Reply at III-D-108. CSXT apparently has a faulty view of the applicable burden of proof. The 
complainant in a SAC case is not required to identify inefficiencies in the defendant's operations. As long as the 
SARR meets the needs of the traffic group, the SARR can be designed "in a manner that is different from .. . the 
incumbent carrier' s service." McCarty Farms at 468. See also PSCo/Xcel I at 672 ("Under the SAC test, a new 
entrant need not replicate a particular characteristic of the incumbent' s line, as long as its proposal is reasonable 
and feasible."). Nonetheless, TPI does show in this Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 that there are inefficiencies in 
CSXT's real-world operations, but this is only as rebuttal to CSXT's Reply Evidence arguments. It is not part of 
TPl's initial burden of proof to necessarily show that CSXT is inefficient. 
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SARR if the defendant is "fully efficient", in which case the defendant's network "will yield the 

lowest overall cost of service."6 However, TPI has shown that greater efficiencies are possible, 

and CSXT readily admits that it is not as efficient as it could be. 7 Consequently, TPI is entitled 

to "have its rates based on the lower costs of an alternate, ' stand-alone' system in which the plant 

size and traffic base are designed to maximize the efficiencies and production economies."8 

CSXT spends great effort making comparisons to the existing CSXT system but in most 

cases fails to provide evidence that shows why TPI' s staffing levels are unsupported, infeasible 

or unrealistic, other than to simply say it is unsupported, infeasible or unrealistic. This approach 

places great emphasis on "what" TPI's Opening G&A evidence is but not "why" the evidence is. 

The remainder of this section describes errors and issues in CSXT' s Reply evidence and provides 

responses to specific CSXT criticisms. 

1. CSXT Inappropriately Uses 
CSXT as A Benchmark 

a. The TPIRR Is Qualitatively 
Different From CSXT 

Compared to CSXT, the TPIRR benefits from greater traffic density on its rail lines. In 

other words, the rail lines of the TPIRR are utilized for more trains and more traffic, on average, 

than the rail lines of CSXT. One mechanism by which TPI has developed a more densely 

utilized rail system is by omitting many of the CSXT branch lines and other comparatively 

lightly-used rail lines of the CSXT system. By developing a SARR with greater density, TPI 

benefits from concentrating its traffic on a smaller rail infrastructure. 

6 Guidelines at 542. 
7 Mark Clothier and Natalie Doss, "CSX 's Ward Says Efficiency Will Continue to Improve", Bloomberg.com (July 

26, 2011); Jeff Stagl, "CSX's 'Grow to 65 ' initiative'', Progressive Railroading.com (July 2011 ). 
8 Guidelines at 542. 
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The increased density of the TPIRR is apparent by comparing the TPIRR route map to a 

2008 density map from the CSXT website.9 These two (2) maps show that the TPIRR replicates 

most of the high density CSXT rail lines (depicted in red on the CSXT map), a smaller 

percentage of the medium density CSXT rail lines (depicted in yellow), and very few of the low 

density CSXT rail lines (shown in green). 

It is well-recognized that an increase in density results in economies of production. 10 

However, it is also the case that operating costs per unit of output are higher on light-density rail 

I lines- particularly light-density branch lines that are frequently used to pick up and deliver small 

numbers of cars to various consignors and consignees. CSXT itself has argued that its service on 

I 

I 

lightly-used branch lines is more costly than the Board and most complainants realize. 11 Experts 

agree. 12 

As discussed in detail in Rebuttal Part I-A, TPIRR realizes efficiencies by not including 

lighter density, less productive lines. Also as discussed in detail in Rebuttal Part I-A, CSXT over 

the years has been striving to increase efficiency by shedding lighter density, less productive 

lines. Thus, the efficiencies demonstrated by the TPIRR should come as no surprise to CSXT. 

9 See, TPI Opening Exhibit 111-A-l (TPIRR route map) and workpaper "CSX.presentation.Shortline.Workshop. 
Feb.2008.pdf' (2008 shortline presentation at page 162). The CSXT map is labeled "Proprietary Not for Public 
Release", but it is readily available on the CSX website. See workpaper "CSX.shortline.workshop.Publically. 
A vailable.pdf', showing the website page where the presentation is available. 

10 See, e.g. , PPL at 299 (n. 21) (Board states that there is "declining capital investment needed per unit of output as 
the rail system is used more intensively"). See also Guidelines at 526. 

11 Joint Comments of CSXT and NS at p. 8, in Major Issues (CSXT and NS assert that prior cross-over traffic 
revenue allocation methods "do not adequately account for the full costs to the residual incumbent of serving 
crossover traffic, particularly on the low-density residual lines that the complainant chooses not to include in its 
SARR."). 

12 Denver Tolliver, John Bitzan, and Doug Benson, Railroad Operational Performance in the United States, 49 
JOURNAL OF THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH FORUM 87, 92 (Fall 2010) (As rail networks become more dense, 
including through "the sale of branch lines to local and regional railroads," traffic is "concentrated on fewer 
lines" and Class I railroads are "relieved of the time-intensive tasks of picking up and delivering freight on low­
density lines."); Carl D. Martland, Productivity Improvements in the U.S. Rail Freight Industry, 1980-2010, 51 
JOURNAL OF THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH FORUM, 83 , 99-100 (Fall 2012) (stating that ties will deteriorate 
regardless of use, thus necessitating tie maintenance). 
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Over the past decade, CSXT's own experience has revealed that elimination of light-density 

and/or branch lines can and does increase railroad efficiency. The key difference, however, is 

that the scale and scope of the TPIRR's commitment is far beyond what CSXT has sought to 

accomplish. In other words, the TPIRR is a more fully developed version of the- CSXT strategic 

vision for increasing efficiency. 

To some extent, the TPIRR designed by TPI merely represents a much more complete, 

and accelerated version of, CSXT's efforts to rationalize its network. The TPIRR represents a 

fuller implementation of steps that CSXT itself recognizes as beneficial, appropriate, and good 

for the bottom line. By omitting many light-density and/or branch lines from the TPIRR, TPI 

has "focused [the TPIRR' s] capital and .. . resources on rail lines that contribute in a meaningful 

way to its return on investment. " 13 By omitting the marginal lines, the efficiency and 

profitability of the remaining rail operations are much greater because they are not diluted by the 

marginally-performing rail lines. TPI has aggressively taken the steps necessary to produce the 

most efficient SARR possible. 

b. It Is Unwise To Use CSXT as 
A Model for A New Railroad 

In its Reply, CSXT uses its own staffing and costs to develop the G&A headcount for the 

TPIRR, first looking at staff on CSXT for a certain function, then reducing (or increasing) 

headcount based on its view of TPIRR operations. 14 This approach overstates the needs for 

G&A staffing on TPIRR because it includes the inefficiencies of CSXT staffing over the years 

and because CSXT is not an appropriate benchmark from which to start. When CSXT' s 

financial and performance metrics are compared to other Class I railroads it becomes obvious 

13 Response ofCSXT, at p. 12 in STB Docket No. 34540 (filed April 5, 2005). 
14 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-114, 128, 129, and 140. 
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I that CSXT is far from being an optimum starting point from which to begin developing staffing 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

for a least cost, most efficient railroad. A new entrant in the railread industry would not utilize 

CSXT as a guideline for staffing. Table 1 below compares CSXT's 2013 operating ratio to those 

of other Class I railroads. 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 1 

Comparison of CSXT's 2013 Operating Ratio 
To Other Class I Railroads 

Railroad 
(1) 

2013 
Operating 

Ratio 
(2) 

1. CSX Transportation, Inc. ("CSXT") 77% 
2. Norfolk Southern ("NS") 73% 
3. Grand Trunk Corporation ("CNGT") 65% 
4. BNSF Railway Company ("BNSF") 70% 
5. Kansas City Southern Railway Company ("KCS") 74% 
6. SOO Line Railroad Company ("CPSOO") 71 % 
7. Union Pacific Railroad Company ("UP") 68% 

Source: 2013 Annual Report Form R-1 's, Schedule 210, Line 14 7 Line 10. 

As can be seen from Table 1 above, CSXT actually had the worst operating ratio among 

Class I railroads in 2013. As operating ratios are a measure of railroad efficiency, CSXT clearly 

is the least efficient major railroad and, thus, is not an attractive benchmark to use for the 

development of G&A headcount. 

In addition, CSXT relies on the metric of G&A expense as a percent of revenues. 15 

Revenues are not an indication of profitability or efficiency, as a railroad could have substantial 

revenues but not be profitable at all. A more appropriate metric for G&A efficiency is G&A 

expenses as a percent of net revenue before (less) G&A expenses. This metric provides a truer 

15 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-78-79, 81-82, and 84-85. 
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indication of railroad G&A efficiency because G&A, as overhead, is funded by a railroad' s gross 

margin, or revenues less direct costs. A railroad's ability to maximize gross margin while 

minimizing G&A expenses is a true indication of a railroad's efficiency. Table 2 below shows 

G&A expenses as a percent of net revenues before G&A expenses for Class I railroads in 2013. 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 2 

2013 Class I Ratios of G&A Expenses 
To Net Revenues Before G&A Expenses 

Railroad 
(1) 

1. CSX Transportation, Inc. ("CSXT") 
2. Norfolk Southern ("NS") 
3. Grand Trunk Corporation ("CNGT") 
4. BNSF Railway Company ("BNSF") 
5. Kansas City Southern Railway Company ("KCS") 
6. SOO Line Railroad Company ("CPSOO") 
7. Union Pacific Railroad Company ("UP") 

2013 G&A to 
Net Revenue 
Less G&A 

(2) 

37% 
31% 
20% 
15% 
28% 
27% 
14% 

Source: 2013 Annual Report Form R-1 ' s, Schedule 410, L 619, Column (f) -:­
(Schedule 210, L 13- Schedule 210, L14 + Schedule 410, L 619, Column (f)). 

The ratios shown in Table 2 demonstrate that CSXT's G&A represents 37 percent of net 

revenues before G&A which means that CSXT is far less efficient in its G&A spending than any 

other Class I railroad. Thus, to base TPIRR G&A on assumptions derived from CSXT's G&A 

headcount and costs introduces inefficiencies not seen with other Class I railroads, let alone a 

newly designed and constructed railroad like TPIRR. 
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2. CSXT Developed Misleading 
Comparisons of G&A Expenses to 
Other Railroads and Previous Cases 

Throughout its Reply evidence, CSXT repeatedly states that TPI's functions are 

inadequately staffed for a Class I railroad with $6.5 billion in revenue. 16 CSXT's support for 

this repetitive statement is a table comparing G&A expenses to revenue for Class I railroads. 

Specifically, Table III-D-14 of CSXT's Reply compares 2010 through 2012 Class I railroads' 

average ratios of G&A expenses to revenues. CSXT uses Table III-D-14 as the foundation of its 

support for almost all of its personnel evidence, yet this table is faulty and based on incorrect 

data. First, for railroads other than CSXT, the 2012 G&A expenses in this comparison are 

inexplicably 91 percent higher than such railroads' actual expenses. 17 Second, CSXT presents an 

I "apples-to-oranges" comparison by including certain Class I railroad G&A expenses from 

Annual Report Form R-1, Schedule 410 that are not included in the TPIRR G&A expenses. 

I Specifically, the G&A expenses for Class I railroads in CSXT Reply Table III-D-14 include 

Casualties & Insurance, Writedown ofUncollectible Accounts, Other Taxes Except on Corporate 

Income or Payrolls, Joint Facility-Debit, Joint Facility-Credit, and Other. None of these 

expenses are included for TPIRR in CSXT's Reply Table III-D-14, thus creating an invalid 

"apples-to-oranges" comparison. When these two (2) CSXT errors are corrected, the 2010 

through 2012 average ratios of G&A expense to revenues for Class I railroads drops 

significantly, as can be seen in Table 3 below. 

I 

16 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-91, 107, 120, and 134. 
17 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal CSXT Benchmarking- GA (corrected and restated).xls". 

I 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 3 

2010-12,Avg. G&A Benchmarking-Expense 
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Source: workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal CSXT Benchmarking- GA (corrected and restated.xis)". 

As can be seen from Table 3 above, CSXT's portrayal of TPIRR' s G&A expenses being 

significantly different from Class I railroads was extremely deceptive because of CSXT' s 

inclusion of expenses for Class I railroads that were not included for TPIRR. When CSXT' s 

errors are corrected, a truly "apples-to-apples" comparison reveals the TPIRR's G&A expenses 

are not inconsistent with those of the more efficient Class I railroads, especially when one 

considers that TPIRR is a new railroad built to be least cost, most efficient. This corrected 

comparison of TPIRR's G&A expenses to Class I railroads also renders CSXT's largest 

argument (that TPIRR's G&A expenses are out of line with Class I railroads) unsupported and 

infeasible. 
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CSXT also compares metrics for TPIRR to prior cases before the STB.18 By making 

such a comparison, CSXT assumes that the support that underlies evidence accepted in previous 

cases applies in this case. The Board's reasoning for accepting evidence in previous cases varies 

and CSXT fails to identify similarities between support accepted in previous cases and the 

support provided in this case. For this reason, CSXT's comparison of TPIRR metrics to those in 

previous cases is not valid. 

3. An "Apples-to-Apples" Comparison 
of TPIRR to CSXT Shows G&A 
Staffing On TPIRR Is Reasonable 

CSXT provided a listing in discovery of G&A staffing in place on the CSXT in 2013. 19 

This listing has sufficient detail to identify functions not included on TPIRR. In order to make 

an "apples-to-apples" comparison of CSXT's G&A staffing to TPIRR, TPI started with CSXT's 

total 2013 G&A staffing and removed staff that were improperly included or that clearly are not 

used on TPIRR. A summary of these results are included in Table 4 below. 

18 See, CSXT Reply, pp. IIl-D-80-81. 
19 See, Discovery workpaper "2013 Org Chart.xis". 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 4 

CSXT 2013 G&A Headcount Adjusted To Be Comparable to TPIRR 

Head-
Position Descri~tion count Comment 

(1) (2) (3) 

Beginning Headcount {{-}} Data from CSXT's 2013 Org Chart.xis 
Non-CSXT Staff 
a. CSX Intermodal Co. and TDSI staff {{.}} Business not included in TPIRR 
Staff Included in Non-Road Operations 
a. Operations Staff {{-}} Operations Management Staff 
b. Purchasing Staff {{.}} TPIRR Purchasing Included in Ops 
c. Customer Service Staff {{.}} TPIRR Customer Service staff in Ops 
Outsourced Staff on TPIRR 
a. IT-Transportation Applications {{.}} Covered by RMI 
b. Legal Counsel {{.}} 12 legal staff members left in 
c. HR Recruiting {{.}} Reflects all Talent Acq. and Development 
d. Tax {{.}} 6 staff members left in 
e. Internal Audit {{.}} 8 staff members left in 
Staff not Used on TPIRR 
a. Railroad Educations {{.}} Function not needed or can be covered by 

other staff 
b. Emerging Markets {{.}} Group of no value to TPIRR 
c. Comm Load Eng/Design {{.}} Development function not needed by TPIRR 
d. Intellectual Property C{{I}} TPIRR will not have aviation 
e. Aviation {{.}} TPIRR not operating marine terminal 
f. Maysville KY Terminal {{.}} Function not needed or can be covered by 

other staff 
g. Corp. Citizenship & Events {{I}} Function not needed or can be covered by 

other staff 
h. Pub Affairs Tell CSX and Strat lnfras. {{I}} Function not needed or can be covered by 

other staff 
Redundant Staff on TPIRR 
a. Public Safety {{.}} Covered by Security staff 
b. Comm Mkt Dev Strat {{.}} Should already be covered by Marketing staff 
c. Corporate Property {{.}} CSXT Admin. already has Real Estate group 
d. IT Process Excellence {{.}} Function should already be performed by 

existing staff 
e. Cross-Functional Redundancy {{.}} Titles that don't belong in organization 
Adjusted CSXT G&A {{-}} 

Source: TPIRR Rebuttal workpa er "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". 

To make an appropriate comparison, TPI first removed staff who are not actually 

employed by CSXT; this resulted in exclusion of { {.}} staff from CSX Intermodal and TDSI. 
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I Second, TPI removed staff in those occupations and/or functions that TPI already included 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

elsewhere in TPIRR staffing, outside the G&A designation. This second change resulted in an 

elimination of { { .. }} positions. Next, by making some obvious adjustments to account for 

the differences between CSXT and TPIRR, CSXT's 2013 G&A headcount goes from 

{{ .. }}
20 to {{ .. }} . See Table 4. This adjusted 2013 CSXT headcount still includes 

CSXT' s excess layers of management and a myriad of "watchdog" positions, or positions 

developed to insure staff are doing their jobs properly. Examples of CSXT's "watchdog" 

positions included in CSXT' s 2013 staff listing include Process Improvement, Systems 

Improvement, Performance Measurement (except for staff in Finance and Accounting), Business 

Consultant (except for staff in Sales and Marketing), Process Analytics, Process Excellence, 

Budgeting (except for staff in Finance and Accounting), and Communications (except for 

Administration staff). Within CSXT' s 2013 G&A headcount, there are { {.}} positions that fit 

the watchdog description.21 

In its design of the TPIRR, CSXT endeavored to spread excessive Communications 

personnel throughout TPIRR in response to the efficient Administration Department 

Communications staff proposed by TPI in its Opening Evidence. As will be discussed in more 

detail below, CSXT erroneously assumes TPI's reduction to Communications staff in the 

Administrative Department justifies the inclusion of even more Communications staff in various 

departments throughout the TPIRR. 

The extra "watchdog" and communications positions described above reflect functions 

that should be and already are a part of most employees' responsibilities, especially for Directors 

20 Total headcount from "2013 Org Chart.xls" less non-CSXT staff and staff included in Operations on TPIRR. 
21 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xls". 
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and above. The fact that CSXT has created separate and additional positions for these functions 

is an indication of inefficiency, an inefficiency which is not assumed by TPI. 

4. CSXT Presents an Inaccurate 
Representation of TPl's 
Approach in Opening 

In Opening, TPI use_d the Chicago & North Western Transportation Company ("CNW") 

staffing to compare against the TPIRR's as a demonstration of the reasonableness of TPIRR's 

G&A staffing.22 CNW was used as a comparison for two (2) reasons. First, existing Class I 

railroads, through multiple combinations and inherited inefficiencies, do not provide a good 

benchmark for the least cost, most efficient TPIRR. CNW reflects an example of an efficiently 

run railroad, albeit during an earlier time.23 TPI noted certain differences between CNW and 

TPIRR,24 but also described how CNW reflects a better comparison for the TPIRR than do 

existing railroads.25 The second reason for using the CNW, specifically in 1994, is that TPI 

Witness McDonald has intimate experience with the CNW, having served as its VP-Operations 

in 1994 as well as in other senior executive roles prior to 1994. 

CSXT criticizes TPI's comparison to the 1994 CNW G&A headcount, attempting 

unsuccessfully to discredit TPI's Witness McDonald by claiming there is no way he could 

remember how CNW's G&A headcount was structured.26 CSXT then uses a CNW phone log 

from July 1994 to unsuccessfully discredit Mr. McDonald's "recollection".27 CSXT's attempt to 

22 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 8-12. 
23 CSXT acknowledges that "by 1994 CNW was an efficient, modem railroad with an optimized network and a 

traffic mix near-identical to the TPIRR's". See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-85, 
24 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 9-12. 
25 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 2-3 and 9-12. 
26 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-82-84. 
27 Id. p. III-D-84. 
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discredit Mr. McDonald and its use of the phone log to discount TPI' s comparison actually 

strengthen TPI' s use of CNW for comparative purposes, as demonstrated below. 

a. Failed Attack on Witness 
McDonald 

CSXT's Reply evidence provides a careless and deeply flawed attack on TPI's Witness 

McDonald.28 It appears CSXT is trying to show that Mr. McDonald fabricated evidence not only 

here in Docket No. 42121 , but also in DuPont (Docket No. 42125). CSXT attempts to assert that 

it has caught Mr. McDonald in a lie because "his" G&A headcount for CNW in DuPont does not 

match his G&A headcount for CNW in this case. Specifically, in reference to the presentation of 

CNW's G&A headcount in TPI's Opening, CSXT states: 

TPI's claim about Mr. McDonald's mnemonic talents ignore his apparent 
inability to remember that he made completely different assertions about 
CNW' s G&A staffing in 2013 testimony that he verified under penalty of 
perjury. Specifically, in the DuPont case he asserted that CNW had only 
207 G&A employees, a claim that he supported by relying on his 
"significant experience" at CNW.29 

This statement clearly implies Mr. McDonald has perjured himself. Basically, CSXT 

alleges that Mr. McDonald' s reference to CNW's G&A employees rose from 207 in the DuPont 

case to 533 in this proceeding.30 However, the alarm expressed by CSXT in its Reply is 

misleading because the figure cited in DuPont (207) was from 1981, while the figure cited in this 

proceeding (533) dates from 1994. As shown on page 5 of DuPont Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1, the 

figure of 207 CNW G&A employees is from DuPont Rebuttal workpaper "G&A Staffing- small 

Class I carriers.pdf'. This workpaper consists of a list of CNW employees in the March/April 

1981 version of The Official Railway Guide-thereby showing the source of the figure of 207 

28 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-82. 
29 Id. p. III-D-83. 
30 Id. p. III-D-82-83. 
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G&A employees.31 In other words, The Official Railway Guide, not Mr. McDonald's memory, 

is the source of the 207 G&A employees used in DuPont. 

CSXT's alarm about Mr. McDonald' s memory32 is misplaced for another reason. Mr. 

McDonald recently reviewed not just a list of 1981 staffing for the CNW, but also a list of CNW 

staffing frem the 1993 version of The Official Railway Guide.33 Additionally, he recently 

reviewed CNW's 1994 Wage Form A & B.34 In fact, the CNW Wage Form A&B that CSXT 

cited on page III-D-84 of its Reply is the exact same CNW Wage Form that DuPont previously 

submitted as a workpaper. 

Clearly, the facts do not support CSXT's insinuation of perjury. Moreover, CSXT's 

position is based upon a convenient attribution of DuPont evidence to Mr. McDonald. Yet, none 

of the DuPont Rebuttal narrative referencing the DuPont Rebuttal Table 2 mentions Mr. 

McDonald at all. In fact, the entire G&A evidence submitted in the DuPont Rebuttal is 

sponsored by four ( 4) Witnesses, as it is here for TPI. How CSXT jumps to the conclusion that 

Table 2 from the DuPont Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 is sourced by Mr. McDonald is unclear. To 

make matters more confusing, this same DuPont Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 includes a Table 3 

titled Comparison of "C&NW G&A Staffing With DuPont NS" which includes select G&A 

headcounts for CNW from 1993 with a source of "Rebuttal workpaper 'C&NW G&A 1993.pdf" 

and a footnote that reads: 

31 TPI recognizes that the workpapers from the DuPont case are not part of this proceeding. However, CSXT's 
veiled claims of perjury necessitate reference to such workpapers to show the fallacy in CSXT's position. As 
CSXT's counsel and consultants were also involved in the DuPont case, they should have been aware of the date 
differences inherent in Mr. McDonald' s testimony from the DuPont case compared to this proceeding. 
Moreover, CSXT itself has referred to workpapers from other proceedings as part of the arguments in its Reply 
Evidence. See, CSXT Reply, p. III-F 49; p. III-H 12. Furthermore, these workpapers are publicly available 
documents and thus do not contain any confidential information. 

32 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-83 . 
33 See DuPont Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1at6. 
34 See, DuPont Rebuttal workpaper "C&NW G&A 1993 .pdf' and "C&NW 1994 Wage Form A&B". 
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The Official Railway Guide is the source for the C&NW staffing shown in 
Table 3. The Guide does not show administrative assistants and clerks as a 
result, these positions are removed from the sub-total line from both 
column (3) and column (4) of Table 3. In addition, if an individual has two 
titles, the Railway Guide lists that individual twice. The personnel count in 
Table 3 eliminates duplication of individual employees. 

Why CSXT fails to mention this DuPont Table 3 at all in Reply is confusing and adds to 

the question of why CSXT engaged in its wildly misleading critique of Mr. McDonald. None of 

the facts mentioned here· relating to the 207 headcount or the DuPont Rebuttal evidence point 

toward Mr. McDonald using differing 1994 CNW headcounts in DuPont and in this proceeding. 

For CSXT to jump to the conclusion that the 207 figure from the DuPont Rebuttal (which is from 

1981) is meant to reflect the same 1994 headcount used in this case for CNW, and second, to 

imply that Mr. McDonald was the source of the 207 and perjured himself, is a dangerous and 

irresponsible effort meant to smear TPI' s witness and evidence. CSXT states that: 

The fact that TPI' s primary witness has given such inexplicably 
contradictory testimony in successive Board proceedings casts a shadow 
over all the G&A and operating evidence that Mr. McDonald has 
sponsored. 35 

Perhaps the fact that CSXT is willing to go to such great and highly questionable lengths 

to discredit a TPI witness should cast a shadow over all the CSXT' s G&A and operating 

evidence. The SAC process, as cumbersome and- convoluted as it has become, has now 

apparently fallen to the level of reckless insinuation. 

35 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-84. 
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b. Incorrect Use of CNW 
Phone Log 

To further dispute TPI's representation of the 1994 CNW G&A staffing, CSXT produces 

a CNW phone log from July 1994 in its Reply workpapers.36 CSXT claims 654 of the people 

listed in the phone log were G&A personnel.37 A close examination of the phone log records 

marked and counted by CSXT shows a total of 653 people claimed by CSXT as G&A 

employees. Within this count are 83 Operating personnel, primarily from the Customer Service 

group. In addition, CSXT included 16 employees from functions not used by the TPIRR, namely 

Medical staff, Business Development and Real Estate Sales staff, and Global Transportation 

staff. After exclusion of the improperly counted personnel, the phone log counts are much more 

comparable to the 1994 CNW count (533) used by TPI in Opening. Table 5 below compares the 

corrected G&A count from the phone log to TPI' s 1994 CNW count presented in Opening. 

36 See, CSXT Reply workpapers "CNW Phone Directory.pdf' and "CNW Phone Directory count.xis". 
37 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-84. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit ill-D-1 
Table 5 

Comparison of CNW G&A Headcount From 
July 1994 Phone Log and From TPl's Opening 

July 1994 TPI 
De~artment Phone Log 1/ O~ening 2/ Difference 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Executive 39 38 1 
Finance & Accounting 202 196 6 
Sales & Marketing 100 97 3 
Law 91 84 7 
IT 122 118 _.1 
G&A Total 554 533 21 

Operations 83 
Not used on TPIRR 16 

Grand Total 653 

Percent 
Difference 

(5) 

2.6% 
3.0% 
3.0% 
7.7% 
3.3% 
3.8% 

1/ Reply workpaper "CNW Phone Directory.pdf' as summarized in Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 
CNW Phone Directory.xis". 

2/ Opening Exhibit III-D-2, Table 2. 

In total, the CNW G&A headcount from the two (2) sources differs by a mere 3.8 

percent, rendering the use of either source equally valid. Some minor variation between the two 

(2) sources can be expected, as the information in the phone log is not as clean and accurate as 

CSXT implies. Inspection of this directory reveals that CSXT' s assertion of 654 "unique 

individuals" is uncertain at best.38 Duplicate names appear in the directory, such as on pages 59 

and 76.39 Moreover, the claim that the phone numbers represent individuals is also suspect, 

given that the selected G&A phone numbers include listings for inanimate objects.40 

As shown above, CSXT' s own evidence reveals that CSXT is flatly incorrect in its 

I assertion that TPI used invalid data for the CNW 1994 G&A headcount. The addition of non-

38 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-84. 
39 These directory page numbers correspond to PDF page numbers 17 and 34. 
40 See, e.g., directory pages 46 and 47 ("help desk PDA'', "facsimile machine", and "computer room (wkend/nite"). 
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G&A positions into its Reply comparison resulted in CSXT creating a flawed critique of TPI' s 

evidence. 

5. Mischaracterization of TPl's 
Position on Railroad Competition 

As part of its argument regarding marketing and advertising staff for the TPIRR, CSXT 

claimed that TPI believes "the TPIRR does not face competition."41 This claim is a 

mischaracterization of TPI's position. TPI never stated that the TPIRR would not face 

competition; instead, TPI merely explained that "more competition" existed in 1994 compared to 

today.42 Specifically, TPI explained that Class I railroads in 1994 experienced more competition 

because they were smaller-meaning that a single long-haul movement had more routing options 

available to it in 1994 compared to the same movement today.43 

B. STAFFING 

The TPIRR consists of 12,281 miles of track and 506 miles of trackage rights for a total 

of 12,787 miles. As mentioned above, TPI relies on a bottom-up approach to measure the G&A 

requirements of the TPIRR. This approach resulted in the 304 G&A staff included in Opening. 

CSXT, employing its top down approach based on today's inefficient CSXT, develops 760 G&A 

staff for the TPIRR, which more than doubles TPI' s Opening headcount. TPI has carefully 

evaluated CSXT's Reply evidence by job function and title to determine if valid arguments exist 

for the additional employees included by CSXT. This evaluation of CSXT's Reply evidence has 

resulted in TPI increasing its overall G&A staff for the TPIRR in Rebuttal by 44 people. A 

summary comparing the parties' TPIRR staffing of G&A is included in Table 6 below. 

41 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-93. 
42 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 12. 
43 Ibid 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 6 

Summary of Rebuttal G&A Headcount 

De~artment O~ening Re~ly Rebuttal 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Executive 30 59 33 
2. Sales and Marketing 56 215 60 
3. Finance and Accounting 100 242 109 
4. Law 45 155 73 
5. Information Technology _]]_ ~ _]]_ 
6. Total 304 760 348 

Source: workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Com G&A.xls". 

TPI rejects many of the management reconfigurations and most of the additional staffing 

(and additional compensation) proposed by CSXT for the TPIRR, and continues to rely upon the 

G&A staffing that it submitted in Opening, with the exception of the following major changes: 

• Marketing staff is increased to reflect the needs of the TPIRR; 

• An E-business function is added to Sales and Marketing to ensure efficient 
staffing in Sales, Customer Service and Revenue Accounting; 

• Marketing Services staff has been increased to address the needs of Pricing and 
Interline/Shortline contracting; 

• Tax staff has been increased to address the needs of the TPIRR; and, 

• A Communications Center and Security function have been added to the Police 
Department to address needs on the TPIRR. 

With the foregoing as background, TPI addresses below the differences between the 

parties' staffing for each department as summarized in Table 6 above. 

1. Executive 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI proposed an Executive Office consisting of 30 people 

including the President, Administrative staff, the Board of Directors, a Corporate Secretary, 
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Corporate Communications and Government Affairs staff, Human Resources staff, Corporate 

Quality Improvement/ Assurance staff, and a Manager- Planning. 

In Reply, CSXT included 59 staff in the Executive Office, nearly doubling TPI's 

Opening head count. A significant change made by CSXT in Reply is to add a VP-Executive to 

oversee a new AVP-Corporate Communications and the existing AVP-Human Resources. 

CSXT's new AVP-Corporate Communications would oversee Corporate Relations, Government 

Affairs, and Quality Assurance. As a result, the new VP- Executive would only have two (2) 

direct reports. CSXT's reason for adding this VP-Executive is that the President, who already 

has five (5) direct reports for Operations, Sales and Marketing, Finance and Accounting, Law, 

and IT, could not also oversee an A VP-Administration and an A VP-Human Resources. 

TPI agrees that seven (7) direct reports would be challenging for the President. However, 

TPI disagrees with having a VP-Executive managing only two (2) direct reports (A VP-

Corporate Communications and A VP-Human Resources). In Rebuttal, TPI proposes to add the 

new VP, but to change the title from VP-Executive to VP-Administration reporting to the 

President. Reporting to this VP- Administration will be the newly added A VP-Corporate 

Communications and the A VP-Human Resources, and a Manager-Administration. CSXT, in 

Reply, proposes an additional Manager-Administration44
, but does not mention this added 

Manager in the narrative portion of its evidence. Without any explanation or support for this 

added Manager- Administration, TPI excludes this position. 

Since this VP-Administration is under-utilized with just two (2) AVP direct reports and 

possesses executive management skills, TPI proposes that the VP-IT be eliminated and replaced 

44 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xlsx" at sheet "G&A Personnel" . 
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with an AVP-IT reporting to the VP-Administration. It is not uncommon for IT to report to a 

Chief Administrative Officer for companies of this size.45 This solution addresses CSXT's 

concern by leaving the President with five (5) direct reports and the newly added VP-

Administration with four (4) direct reports. The newly added AVP-Corporate Communications 

will oversee Corporate Relations, Government Affairs, and Corporate Quality 

Improvement/ Assurance. 

Table 7 below summarizes the parties' staffing of the Executive Office. 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 7 

Summary of Rebuttal Executive Office Headcount 

Grou~ O~ening Re~l:y Rebuttal 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Outside Directors 5 6 5 
2. President & Admin Support 4 3 2 
3. VP-Administration 0 1 1 
4. A VP-Administration 1 0 0 
5. Corporate Communication 3 8 4 
6. Government Affairs 2 7 2 
7. Quality Improvement/ Assurance 2 2 2 
8. Human Resources __Ll_ 22 _l1 
9. Total 30 59 33 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Com G&A.xls". 

A description of TPI' s Rebuttal Executive Office headcount as well as an assessment of 

CSXT's Reply headcount are provided below. 

45 Examples of companies who list IT responsibilities under Administration on their websites include American 
Electric Power, CA Technologies, Coming, Inc., Dynegy, Inc., Spectra Energy, and Westar Energy, Inc. 
Dynegy, Inc. and Westar Energy, Inc. are listed in KCS 's 2012 Proxy Statement as members ofKCS' s Peer 
Competitive Market Group for compensation. 
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a. Corporate Relations 

CSXT includes seven (7) Corporate Relations staff reporting to an AVP-Corporate 

Communications.46 While CSXT accepts TPI's use of two (2) Directors, it also adds four (4) 

Managers to the existing Manager-Corporate Communications position included by TPI in 

Opening. A common theme displayed throughout CSXT's Reply evidence is apparent here, 

which is that CSXT expresses a "need" for added headcount to support a "railroad of TPIRR's 

size and scope"47 without describing the loss of revenue or added cost that will be incurred by 

TPIRR if the added headcount is not included. To simply say a position is needed or that the 

actual CSXT has this many or that many of some position does not provide justification for the 

need on TPIRR. As mentioned above, TPI developed TPIRR from the ground up and examined 

needs, gave thought based on experience as to what would be required to fill the need, and 

developed staffing to fill the need. CSXT added four ( 4) Managers to Corporate Relations that 

do not fit the description of a need. The first Manager added is responsible for branding and 

advertising. CSXT does not support the assertion that this position is a requirement for the 

TPIRR, nor does CSXT quantify or describe the benefit of having this function. What CSXT 

calls a "need" appears to be more of a preference. This Manager is excluded from TPI' s 

Rebuttal evidence. The next Manager CSXT added "will focus his or her efforts on social 

media".48 This does not sound like much of a job, especially one that could keep a person busy 

full-time. Also, understanding and utilizing social media should be a primary job requirement of 

46 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-92. 
47 Ibid. 
48 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-94. 



PUBLIC Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Page 27 of79 

TPIRR GENERAL & ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE 

any communications professional today.49 Because CSXT fails to adequately provide a 

reasonable need for this position, it is excluded in TPI's Rebuttal evidence. CSXT fails to 

describe what the other two (2) added Managers would do other than to claim they are 

"needed".50 TPI does not include these additional two (2) Managers as CSXT has failed to 

support the alleged need. 

In its discussion of Corporate Relations, CSXT says it "accepts TPI's proposal that the 

TPIRR's functional areas will have primary responsibility for communications to each TPI 

I constituency".51 However, CSXT unnecessarily adds three (3) Communications professionals 

throughout the TPIRR52 to handle outside communications for their respective groups. Then 

I CSXT includes a Director-Messaging and a Manager- Messaging within Corporate Relations to 

"support and coordinate with functional areas" on their communications. 53 CSXT apparently 

believes that TPIRR' s Executives, AVP' s, and Directors will not talk directly with their 

constituents, but rather they will solicit the aid of a middleman who likely knows much less 

about the constituents' relationship than the Executive, AVP, or Director who is responsible for 

the relationship. Pursuant to TPI's staffing plan, TPIRR' s executives (directors and above) are 

responsible for managing relationships with outside constituents and, as such, will communicate 

directly with those constituents, with coordination provided by the Corporate Relations staff. 

49 In a 2013 study of senior level public relations and communications professionals in the United States, the 
Annenberg School for Communication and Journalism (at the University of Southern California) found that 
88.8% of communications professionals already use social media to communicate with external audiences, See 
Rebuttal workpaper "Communications Generally Accepted Practices Study.pdf' at page 65 . 

5° CSXT mentions five (5) Corporate Relations managers at the bottom of page III-D-92, but only describes jobs 
for three managers on the ensuing pages. 

51 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-93. 
52 CSXT includes Directors - Communications in the Treasurers group and in the Sales and Marketing group. 

CSXT also includes a Manager - Communications in the HR group. See, Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating 
Expenses_ Reply.xls". 

53 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-93. 
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Directors and above on the TPIRR, as in any successful and efficient company, will necessarily 

possess communications skills. TPl's staff of two (2) Directors and one Manager will be 

involved with and aware of communication with external parties to ensure consistent corporate 

communication. In addition; this staff will lead communications with outside media and internal 

corporate messaging. Exclusion of the three (3) additional "middleman" communications staff 

placed throughout the TPIRR by CSXT will be described in each of their functional areas. 

With the changes identified above, TPl's Rebuttal includes a staff of four (4) for 

Corporate Relations, consisting of an AVP, two (2) Directors and one Manager. 

b. Government Relations 

CSXT increases TPl's Government relations staff by five (5) Managers, which are in 

addition to two (2) Directors included by TPI in Opening. s4 CSXT assigns two (2) employees to 

cover Federal Government Relations and five (5) employees to cover State and Local 

Government Relations. CSXT justifies its government relations staff of seven (7) by 

emphasizing the lobbying function needed at the federal and state level.ss Under the Constrained 

Market Pricing ("CMP") principles used by the Board, the stand-alone cost is the "least cost" at 

which the SARR "could provide the service necessary" to serve the SARR traffic group. s6 The 

federal and state lobbying expenses included by CSXT are not necessary to serve the SARR. 

54 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-95 . 
55 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-95-97. 
56 Nevada Power II at, 260 (n. 5) (1994). See also PPL Montana, LLC v. Surface Transportation Board, 437 F.3d 

1240, 1242 (D.C. Cir. 2006) ("A SAC analysis seeks to determine the lowest cost at which a hypothetical 
efficient carrier could provide service to the complaining shipper or a group of shippers that benefits from 
sharing joint and common costs.") (emphasis added) (citation omitted). 
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In support of its assertion that lobbyists are needed, CSXT refers to its own lobbying 

costs and also the claim that "[ e ]very Class I railroad" has lobbyists. 57 However, CSXT has not 

shown that these costs are necessary to serve the SARR traffic group-which is the proper 

standard for inclusion in stand-alone costs. As long as the SARR meets the needs of the traffic 

group, the SARR can be designed "in a manner that is different from, and more efficient than, 

the incumbent railroad's service."58 

In regard to lobbying, U.S. railroads have a strong advocate at the Federal level in the 

American Association of Railroads ("AAR"), which focuses on representing the interests of 
{ 

railroads before Congress and Federal regulators. CSXT asserts that a staff of five (5) is needed 

at the state and local level to communicate with state and local government representatives on 

issues affecting TPIRR. Since TPIRR is a newly built railroad, many of the state and local issues 

that affect the railroad would have been dealt with in the design, permitting, and construction of 

the railroad, and therefore the extra state and local lobbyists proposed by CSXT are not included 

in Rebuttal. 

TPI included two (2) government relations employees to deal with issues raised by 

federal, state, and local government entities. 59 The Board should reject CSXT' s claim that 

lobbying is necessary to serve the SARR traffic group. The Board should accept TPI's two-

person government relations department as sufficient for the TPIRR. 

57 See, CSXT Reply p. III-D-96-97. 
58 McCarty Farms, 2 STB p. 468. See also Coal Rate Guidelines at 542 ("although many different SAC 

calculations could be offered, we will be guided in individual cases by the least cost (theoretically) feasible SAC 
model"). 

59 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 4. 
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c. Corporate Quality and 
Improvement/ Assurance 

CSXT accepts TPI Opening staffing of the TPIRR' s Corporate Quality and 

Improvement/ Assurance group. 

d. Human Resources 

CSXT includes a Human Resources ("HR") staff of 32 employees, which is 19 

employees more than the HR staff presented by TPI in Opening.60 Ten (10) of CSXT's staff in 

Reply are in Medical roles, which, as described below, are not required on the TPIRR. 

Excluding Medical staff, CSXT's HR staff equals 22, which is nine (9) more than the staff 

included by TPI.in Opening. TPI accepts CSXT's non-medical staffing of the HR department, as 

included in its development of operating expenses, with two (2) exclusions. 

First, TPI excludes the Manager-Communications because, as described above, 

communications for the group are handled by management with coordinating assistance from the 

Corporate Communications group. 

The second exclusion is the Training group consisting of four ( 4) staff. This staff is not 

needed because the Operations department includes a staff of seventeen (17) in its Rules, Safety, 

and Training group that are responsible for onboarding new Operations personnel and overseeing 

training for certifications. CSXT accepts these Operations personnel in Reply. 

Onboarding of G&A employees will be handled by HR Planning staff. CSXT proposes 

an attrition rate { { } } depending on the job, allegedly based on 

CSXT' s own numbers. 61 The workpaper support for these figures is just a list of numbers on a 

60 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-99. 
61 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-100. 
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page, which is entitled to little or no weight.62 Moreover, CSXT asserted that the Board "held" 

in WFA I that the three (3) percent attrition rate used by TPI was "outdated and unrealistic."63 

This assertion represents a misreading of WF A I. It was BNSF, not the Board that found the 

complainants' attrition rate to be "outdated and unrealistic."64 The three (3) percent rate used by 

TPI is much closer to the figures that have been used in prior cases as well as independent real-

world sources.65 The Board should use the three (3) percent included by TPI in its Opening 

Evidence. 

By accepting CSXT's non-Medical HR with the two (2) exceptions noted above, TPI's 

HR staff increases to 1 7. 

CSXT, in Reply, includes 10 Medical staff in the HR department. CSXT claims that 

Medical staff is needed to: 1) assist with rehabilitation and return-to-work processing; 2) manage 

workplace health management; and 3) coordinate FRA mandatory drug testing. The first 

activity, assisting with rehabilitation and return-to-work processing, includes two (2) words that 

indicate the lack of a need for staffing this activity-assisting and processing. TPIRR's healthcare 

provider has the responsibility to ensure proper transition of employees returning back to work, 

thus this activity does not need to be staffed by TPIRR. The second activity, managing 

workplace health management, apparently consists of measuring health hazards, reporting to 

OSHA, and ensuring appropriate health and safety equipment is available for all employees. 

CSXT fails to acknowledge that a staff of 17 personnel in the Operations group "Rules, Safety, 

62 AEPCO p. 46 (fmding internal railroad e-mail directed to consultants to be "insufficient documentation for 
analysis by AEPCO's experts"). 

63 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-99. 
64 WFA I, p. 54 ("BNSF argues that this [attrition] rate is outdated and unrealistic"). 
65 See, e.g., WFA I at 54 (using 5.5% attrition); Otter Tail at C-18 and cases cited therein (5.5%). Publicly 

available information from BNSF indicates that its employees have an average tenure of over 16 years, which 
supports an attrition rate around 6%. See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "BNSF.employee.avg.tenure.pdf'. 
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and Training" already handles these responsibilities.66 For the third activity, coordinating FRA 

mandatory drug testing, CSXT admits that TPIRR Medical personnel will not handle actual 

testing, but will design, monitor, track, and report various aspects of drug testing.67 This is 

another unnecessary and duplicative "watchdog" assignment by CSXT that is already covered by 

TPIRR' s Safety and Training personnel. For the reasons described above, TPI excludes medical 

staff from TPIRR' s HR department. 

e. Board of Directors 

In Opening, TPI proposed a TPIRR Board of Directors consisting of seven (7) people, 

two (2) railroad executives and five (5) outside directors.68 CSXT suggests that the Board of 

Directors should be the same size (10) as that included in the STB' s decision in DuPont.69 

However, unlike the configuration included in the DuPont decision (five (5) railroad executives 

and five (5) outside directors), CSXT proposes to use four (4) railroad executives and six (6) 

outside directors. CSXT' s reason for adding an additional outside director is that "[g]ood 

governance requires a majority of board members to be outside directors".70 No support is 

provided for this statement, thus it is actually just CSXT's opinion. TPI, in Rebuttal, will adopt 

CSXT's proposal to be consistent with the STB' s decision in DuPont, including the use of five 

(5) railroad executives and five (5) outside members. Compensation for outside directors is 

discussed in Part C, below. 

66 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-1 , p. 10. 
67 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-104. 
68 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 13. 
69 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-106. 
70 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-106. 
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2. Sales and Marketing 

In its Reply, CSXT utilized a Sales and Marketing staff of 215, a count that is almost four 

(4) times greater than TPI's Opening headcount of 56.71 As with staffing elsewhere across 

TPIRR, CSXT relies on the actual CSXT as a benchmark for much of the Sales and Marketing 

staff. 72 As discussed above, CSXT is not an efficient benchmark from which to establish G&A 

staffing for the TPIRR. This is particularly true for Sales and Marketing staff. CSXT mentions 

the need for the TPIRR to compete with NS and says that "if TPIRR does not have an effective 

marketing and sales team it can expect to see its market share erode significantly over time".73 

However, NS does not spend nearly what CSXT does on Sales and Marketing. In fact, in 2013, 

NS spent only 0.4 percent of its net revenues less G&A on sales and marketing compared to 

CSXT's spend of 1.6 percent. 74 Clearly, CSXT is inefficient when compared to its largest 

competitor. Perhaps NS realizes that its exposure to competition is not worth the additional 

expense. 

CSXT' s assertion that significant personnel are needed specifically for sales functions is 

outdated and inefficient since very few direct sales calls are made by modem railroads. In all, 

CSXT includes 77 Sales professionals in the TPIRR commercial group, most of whom are 

unnecessary.75 In the only place CSXT refers to the responsibilities of Sales staff, CSXT states: 

The sales team will be responsible for maintaining and developing 
relationships with the current TPIRR customer base, including personal 

71 Id. p. III-D-120. 
72 Id. p. III-D-108. 
73 Id. p. III-D-113 . 
74 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Select Class I RR Data - 2010 to 2013 .xls" 
75 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses _Reply.xls''. 
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sales calls, development of business plans, tracking and expediting 
shipments as necessary, and reviewing customer equipment needs.76 

Each of the responsibilities used by CSXT to describe the Sales staff are already covered 

by staff elsewhere on the TPIRR. The development of business plans will be done by the 

substantial Marketing staff developed by CSXT (all of which TPI accepts in Rebuttal) and the 

Planning group. Tracking and expediting shipments will be handled by Customer Service, EDI 

with support from E-Business (the staffing of which TPI increases in Rebuttal), Field Sales staff 

(which CSXT does not include at all on TPIRR), and by Marketing personnel in certain cases. 

Review of customer equipment needs will be performed by a combination of the Equipment 

Distribution group, the Transportation Center, the Planning group and of course the Marketing 

group. Developing and maintaining the current TPIRR customer base begins with the Marketing 

group and is supported by TPIRR Field Sales staff. Based on CSXT's own description of the 77-

member Sales staff it proposed, the responsibilities are already covered by TPI' s Field Sales staff 

and other TPIRR groups. 

Railroads make very limited direct sales calls and TPI's traffic makeup has fewer major 

online customers, confirming that CSXT's proposal of 77 Sales personnel is unnecessary and 

inefficient for the TPIRR. Customers would have access to posted tariffs and rate quotes and, 

unless a customer is shipping a unit train or high volume move, there is no need for direct 

consultations on rates with the railroad personnel. TPI' s staff of nine (9) Sales personnel would 

be strategically located across the system to handle any direct sales calls. Sixty-five percent of 

TPI' s traffic is coal, auto and intermodal traffic, handled under contact, and the remaining 

movements will fall under pre-established tariffs and rate quotes. Consequently, the Sales 

76 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-110. 
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staffing included by CSXT is simply excessive, especially given TPI's substantial Rebuttal 

increase in staffing for the Sales and Marketing Department as a whole. 

In Rebuttal, TPI increases its Sales and Marketing staff from 56 to 60. Table 8 below 

compares the parties staffing ofTPIRR' s Sales and Marketing Department. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 8 

Summary of Rebuttal Sales & Marketing Headcount 

Group Opening Rep II Rebuttal 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. EVP and Support Staff 2 5 2 
2. Intermodal/ Auto 4 50 12 
3. Coal 3 3 3 
4. General Freight 13 91 9 
5. Planning 4 0 0 
6. Marketing Services 1 1 1 
7. Field Sales 9 0 9 
8. Equipment Distribution 7 14 6 
9. Damage, Loss Prevention 6 18 6 

10. E-Business 0 11 3 
11. Pricing (Rates), Interline/Shortline 6 21 8 
12. Information Systems _l _ 1 _1 
13. Total 56 215 60 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Com G&A.xls". 

A description of TPI's Rebuttal headcount as well as an assessment of CSXT's Reply 

evidence is provided below. 

a. General Freight 

CSXT takes the unusual step of combining all marketing and sales staff for traffic other 

than intermodal, coal, and auto into a group called General Freight. 77 This group includes a 

massive staff of 91 people.78 By contrast, TPI divides this function into four (4) commodity 

groups, consisting of: (1) Consumer, Forest and Paper Products; (2) Aggregates, Minerals, 

Metals and Scrap; (3) Chemicals; and (4) Food and Grain.79 TPI heads each of these groups with 

A VPs who are supported by a total of nine (9) Managers. Unlike TPI, CSXT does not describe 

what the specific responsibilities are for its massive General Freight staff, choosing instead to 

77 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-112-114. 
78 Id p. III-D-114. 
79 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 16-18. 
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lump all the function together based on the real world CSXT,80 which has already been proven to 

be the least efficient Class I railroad. The only other support CSXT provides for its large staff is 

the assertion that general freight "is a dynamic business that requires significant marketing 

support" and "is highly competitive."81 CSXT also relies upon 30-year old ICC decisions about 

competition between rail and trucks, 82 but these decisions are out of date and fail to account for 

the dramatic changes in the rail industry in the past three (3) decades, such as the rise in 

intermodal traffic. The decisions focus on boxcar service and manufactured goods, which are 

quite different from the grain, chemicals, minerals, and other bulk goods in many of the four ( 4) 

TPIRR commodity groups at issue here. As noted above, NS does not spend nearly what CSXT 

does on Sales and Marketing. 

Because CSXT does not adequately support and describe the responsibilities of the 91 

General Freight staff that it proposed, and because CSXT's overall assumptions on Sales and 

Marketing spend are unreasonable (as compared to NS), TPI does not adopt the 91 additional 

staff proposed. Nonetheless, in order to ensure that the needs of the TPIRR are met, TPI does 

accept a portion of the additional General Freight staff proposed by CSXT. TPI accepts the 

inclusion of one AVP' s and four (4) Marketing Directors. Two (2) Planning personnel are not 

needed as planning is a job function of marketing personnel. The 30 General Freight Marketing 

Managers included by CSXT are excessive for the TPIRR, which has a lower percentage of 

originated traffic than CSXT, thus less customer interaction. TPI includes four (4) Marketing 

Managers in Rebuttal, one supporting each Director. As augmented in this fashion, the staff 

proposed by TPI is sufficient for the needs of the TPIRR for the four (4) relevant commodity 

80 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-113-114. 
81 Id. p. III-D-113 . 
82 Id. p. III-D-113 (n. 260). 
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groups. As described above, TPIRR will utilize its Field Sales Staff to manage customer sales 

issues related to all commodities. 

b. Energy and Coal 

CSXT, in Reply, accepts TPI's Coal Marketing staff of three (3) people; one AVP and 

two (2) Managers. 83 

c. Intermodal and Autos 

CSXT includes a total of 50 people to staffTPIRR' s intermodal and automotive sales and 

marketing function. 84 Of these 50 people, 41 are dedicated to the intermodal function and nine 

(9) are dedicated to the automotive function. By comparison, TPI includes an efficient staff of 

four (4) people to man both the intermodal and automotive functions. 85 To support its inflated 

headcount for Intermodal and Auto marketing and sales, CSXT claims that the actual CSXT 

employs { {.}} intermodal and automotive sales and marketing personnel.86 As with other 

comparisons CSXT makes to its actual system, it proves helpful to dig into the claims and see 

who CSXT includes in its headcount of { {.}}. After removing employees from CSXT 

Intermodal, Inc., TDSI, Coal, operations, and customer service (which is manned in Operations), 

the 2013 CSXT head count for Commercial lntermodal and Automotive and Coal is { {.}} 

people. 87 Included in this headcount of { {.}} are { {.}} people responsible for Pricing, 

Planning, Systems, and E-Business,88 all of which are handled elsewhere in both TPI's and 

CSXT's staffing on the TPIRR. With these {{.}} people removed, CSXT, in 2013 , actually 

83 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-110. 
84 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-111-112. 
85 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp, 5, and 18. 
86 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-DI 10. 
87 See, workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xls". In 2013 , CSXT grouped Automotive and Coal sales and 

marketing functions together. 
88 Ibid. 
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had { {.}} staff members focused on Intermodal and Automotive/Coal Sales and Marketing, a 

count which is { {-}} less than that proposed by CSXT for TPIRR. Given CSXT' s proven 

inefficient spending on Sales and Marketing, it is unreasonable to assume TPIRR should bear the 

entire burden of CSXT' s-inefficiencies. In other words, the TPIRR should not base its staffing 

for Intermodal and Automotive Sales and Marketing on CSXT. 

Within TPIRR's Intermodal and Automotive group, CSXT proposed 20 Sales personnel. 

This is too many people for the amount and type of traffic that TPI is running. TPI' s intermodal 

and automotive traffic, which is mostly intermodal, is mainly dedicated or unit train movements. 

This traffic is easier to manage than the more diverse traffic that CSXT moves. 

For the TPIRR intermodal traffic under contract, the Marketing roles would be mainly 

maintenance and most of the Sales would be handled by the originating railroad, making 20 

Sales personnel very unnecessary for the operation. The Sales force proposed by TPI will be 

sufficient to handle the specific duties required for the TPIRR's actual traffic. The TPIRR's 

traffic also largely originates and terminates on other rail lines, whereas CSXT handles more 

origin and destination traffic, making a larger Marketing department necessary for CSXT. 

CSXT included a total of 14 Planning staff in Reply for the Intermodal and Autos 

group.89 This staff includes a Director in the Auto group and three (3) Directors and 10 

Managers in the Intermodal group. CSXT introduces new responsibilities for Planning personnel 

that are already being handled elsewhere. Specifically, CSXT includes Yield Management 

personnel in the Intermodal group who, according to CSXT, are responsible for monitoring and 

controlling prices offered in different lanes, balancing rate and service levels to maximize the 

89 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xlsx" at sheet "G&A Personnel". 
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TPIRR' s yield, and to develop and maintain pricing agreements and performance 

measurements.90 However, the Marketing group is responsible for maximizing yield and the 

Pricing group is responsible for balancing rate and service levels and developing and maintaining 

pricing agreements.91 Performance measurement is the responsibility of Sales and Marketing 

senior management. Therefore, the TPIRR does not need 13 additional staff dedicated to 

Intermodal yield management, as proposed by CSXT. 

TPI accepts CSXT's use of two (2) AVPs and 10 Marketing personnel to staff Intermodal 

and Automotive in Rebuttal. TPI rejects CSXT's additional planning staff. With these changes, 

TPI has included sufficient staffing for the Intermodal and Automotive Group. As described 

further below, TPIRR will use its Field Sales Staff to manage customer sales issues related to all 

commodities. In Rebuttal, TPI includes an Intermodal and Automotive Sales and Marketing 

staff of 12 employees on the TPIRR. 

d. Sales and Marketing Services 

Like TPI, CSXT includes a Marketing Services group led by an A VP-Marketing 

Services.92 Also like TPI, CSXT includes Pricing Service and Contracts (or Rate Management), 

Damage and Claims, Equipment Distribution, and Information Services within the Marketing 

Services group. Unlike TPI, CSXT excludes Field Sales all together and places Interline services 

into a new group named Marketing Partners, also led by an A VP. 93 CSXT also adds an E-

90 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-111. 
91 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 18-21. 
92 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 19; Reply at III-D-109. 
93 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-116. 
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Business function to Marketing Services.94 A description of TPI's Rebuttal staffing for 

Marketing Services as well as an assessment of CSXT's Reply evidence are provided below. 

i. Field Sales 

In Reply, CSXT completely excludes Field Sales staff on the TPIRR. CSXT instead 

includes a massive pool of 77 Sales staff in the Sales and Marketing department which is 

discussed above. As described above, the sales staff needs of a modem railroad are much less 

than that asserted by CSXT. TPI's Field Sales staff of nine (9) will include a Director as well as 

two (2) Managers and six (6) Sales Representatives that will be located across the TPIRR 

system.95 

ii. Pricing Services and 
Contracts 

CSXT includes a Director and seven (7) Analysts who will be responsible for managing 

the TPIRR' s rate authorities, including gathering and maintaining concurrences; publishing and 

distributing documents; obtaining and maintaining signatures where required; monitoring 

escalation cycles and ensuring proper increases are taken; and ensuring that rates are 

appropriately maintained in the rate databases.96 TPI accepts this staffing for Pricing and 

Contracts, or "Rate Management" as it is called by CSXT, with the exception of reducing the 

number of Analysts to two (2). 

94 Id. pp. III-D-115-116. 
95 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 5 and 20. 
96 Id. p. III-D-116. 
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iii. Damage Prevention and 
Freight Claims 

CSXT includes a staff of 18 to manage TPIRR's damage prevention and freight claims 

within the Commercial group. 97 CSXT claims TPI' s Opening staff of six ( 6) to handle freight 

claims is not sufficient, citing that CSXT actually staffs { {.}} employees to handle freight 

claims.98 In fact, CSXT in 2013 had a staff of { {.}} in its group named Load Engineering and 

Design Service ("LEADS").99 This real-world CSXT group includes { {.}} Manager-Freight 

Claims, { {-}} Freight Claims Specialists and { {-}} Freight Recovery Specialists. 100 

As for the remainder of CSXT's claimed headcount of { {.} }, it appears from the titles of the 

staff in the LEADS group that most LEADS staff provide ancillary services to customers. The 

following is stated on CSX' s website: 

Our Load Engineering and Design specialists will help you design loading 
patterns to protect your product from potential damage while getting the 
most out of your rail car capacity. When preparing to ship with CSX, 
contact LEADS to ensure that your product will be loaded safely and 
efficiently.101 

Since a majority of the LEADS group is focused on providing ancillary services to 

customers, and because TPI does not include revenues from these services for the TPIRR, 

CSXT's comparison of its claimed staff to TPI's is an "apples-to-oranges" comparison. In fact, 

I 

as mentioned above, CSXT has a staff of { {-}} focused on freight claims. Based on this I 
staffing and CSXT' s own claim that TPIRR handles nearly 70 percent of CSXT' s non-coal 

97 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-119. 
98 Ibid. 
99 See, workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". 
loo Ibid. 
101 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Load Engineering and Design Service - CSX Website.pdf'. 
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carloads,102 CSXT's proposed staffing of 18 to handle TPIRR' s freight claims is { {-

} } . In contrast, TPI' s Opening staffing of six ( 6) people to handle freight claims is 

{ {-}} CSXT's real-world staffing in 2013. For Rebuttal, TPI retains its Freight 

Claims staffing of one Director, one Manager, and four (4) Claims Agents. 

iv. Equipment Distribution 

CSXT proposes to staff the Equipment Distribution function with one Director- Fleet 

Management and five (5) Managers. 103 However, without any explanation, CSXT includes an 

additional eight (8) employees in the development of its operating expenses.104 CSXT does not 

mention these additional employees at all, let along mention why they are needed on the TPIRR. 

Considering that in Opening the TPIRR had only 35 percent105 of the railroad and leased car-

miles that CSXT did in 2010, Mr. Brown's staffing of six (6) described in CSXT's Reply text is 

sufficient. 106 In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's proposal of one Director and five (5) Managers 

for Equipment Distribution, which is one employee less than TPI proposed in Opening. 

v. Information Services 

CSXT accepts TPI' s use of one Manager-Information Services. 

102 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-119. 
103 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-118-119. 
104 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xls" at sheet "G&A Personnel" (showing the 1 

Director-Fleet Management and, 5 Managers-Fleet Management, but also 1 A VP-Equipment Management, 1 
Director-Car Distribution, and 6 Managers-Car Distribution). 

105 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Car-mile Comparison.xls". 
106 When the figures used in a party's narrative do not match its workpapers, the Board has directed parties to rely 

upon the narrative. AEPCO at 74. 
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vi. Interline, Shortline and 
Transload 

Compared to the TPIRR staffing proposed by TPI m its Opening Evidence, CSXT 

included an entirely new group called Marketing Partners with a staff of 13. 107 This group would 

be led by an A VP and have functions divided into three (3) categories: Interline, Shortline and 

Transload. While CSXT provides a reasonable description of the duties of this group, TPI is 

unable to identify support for this group within CSXT's 2013 organizational structure. 

Specifically, CSXT's real-world structure does not include any sales or marketing job 

descriptions related to Interline or Transload, 108 and the Shortline positions referred to by CSXT 

are actually in the Emerging Markets group, which is a group neither party includes on the 

TPIRR. 

Nonetheless, the Interline and Shortline functions described by CSXT are valid and need 

to be included on the TPIRR. However, for a small group that is focused and requires little 

supervision, CSXT's inclusion of an A VP and two (2) Directors is overkill. Thus, TPI staffs the 

Interline/Shortline group with one Director, one Manager-Interline and one Manager-Shortline. 

TPI excludes the Transload function altogether in the Marketing group. CSXT claims 

that as TPIRR will be handling transload traffic, this group is needed to replicate some part of the 

CSXT organization to handle this business. 109 TPIRR will not own, operate, or receive revenues 

from terminal operations. Most transload providers are established facilities and would not need 

any ongoing oversight, but even for new transload operations, no TPIRR oversight would be 

necessary because they would be operated by independent entities. Most transload facilities now 

107 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-116-118. 
108 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "CSXT Organization Spreadsheet.xlsx". CSXT Reply, p. III-D-117. 
109 See, CSXTReply, p.III-D-117. 

I 
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have their own Marketing and Sales staff and build their own traffic, while the railroad itself 

only provides service. 

vii. Customer Service 

CSXT misunderstood TPI' s inclusion of two (2) Managers-Customer Service within the 

Marketing Services group. 11° CSXT seems to think that these Customer Service Managers were 

related to its effort to place Communications professionals throughout the TPIRR. For reasons 

described above, CSXT's Director-Communications is not needed in the Sales and Marketing 

group and is excluded by TPI. 

Contrary to CSXT' s interpretation of TPI' s Opening evidence, these Managers will 

coordinate customer inquiries of a commercial nature, working closely with the Customer 

Service staff in Operations, Sales, and Pricing to ensure customer issues are resolved. 111 These 

Managers will survey customers on customer service impressions and coordinate with other 

TPIRR departments to improve overall customer service and problem resolution. This position 

develops customer service performance reports for the A VP and develops strategies to improve 

service. TPI retains these two (2) Managers as they are needed to coordinate between the 

Marketing department and the Customer Service group in Operations, which allows for efficient 

staffing of Customer Service needs across TPIRR. 

viii. E-Business 

CSXT includes a Director and 10 Analysts to facilitate customer use of EDI for all 

functions including billing, car orders, and car and shipment tracing. 112 TPI agrees that this 

function is critical, especially to facilitate efficient Sales, Customer Service, Revenue 

110 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-116. 
rn See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 23-24. 
112 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-115. 
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Accounting functions as laid out by TPI in this Rebuttal evidence. However, given the 

expectation that all TPIRR marketing staff will be versed in E-commerce as a tool, CSXT's 

inclusion of 10 Analysts is excessive. TPI includes an E-Business consisting of a Director and 

two (2) Analysts in Rebuttal. 

3. Finance and Accounting 

In Reply, CSXT includes a Finance and Accounting staff of 242, which is 142 employees 

more than the headcount developed by TPI in Opening. 113 CSXT attempts to demonstrate how 

TPI' s Finance and Accounting staffing is unreasonable by comparing it to the staffing included 

in previous cases. Specifically, CSXT compares Opening and Reply finance and accounting 

staff per $100 million revenues to previous cases.114 As CSXT does in other comparisons to 

previous cases, CSXT assumes that the support that underlies previous cases applies in this case. 

The Board's reasoning for accepting Finance and Accounting evidence in previous cases varies 

and CSXT fails to identify sufficient similarities between the underlying facts that would justify 

similar staffing. The simplest way to demonstrate the reasonableness of TPI's Finance and 

Accounting staffing is to use CSXT' s actual headcount per $100 million in revenue. According 

to CSXT's discovery document "2013 Org Chart.xis", there were { {.}} employees in CSXT's 

Finance group, which includes all finance and accounting related functions for the entire CSXT. 

Given CSXT's 2013 revenues of $11.7 billion, its finance and accounting headcount per $100 

million equals { { } } . According to CSXT, the same metric 

for the TPIRR was 1.5 based on TPI's Opening and 3.73 based on CSXT's Reply, 115 proving that 

CSXT's staffing of the TPIRR Finance and Accounting group is unreasonable and that TPI's 

113 Id. p. III-D-137. 
114 Id. Table III-D-21. 
115 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-121. 

I 

I 



I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PUBLIC Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Page 47 of79 

TPIRR GENERAL & ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE 

staffing, considering the staffing inefficiencies described above for the actual CSXT, is very 

reasonable and far closer to reality. 

Table 9 below compares the parties' staffing of TPIRR's Finance and Accounting 

Department. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 9 

Summary of Rebuttal Finance & Accounting Headcount 

Groue Oeening Reel~ Rebuttal 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. EVP and staff 2 2 2 
2. Treasurer 4 13 4 
3. Controller 1 2 1 
4. Revenue 39 141 39 
5. Accounts Payable 21 21 21 
6. Accounting Systems 6 6 6 
7. Financial Reporting 4 10 6 
8. Tax 11 24 18 
9. Internal Audit 7 7 7 

10. Planning & Analysis _5 _lQ _5 
11. Total 100 242 109 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp G&A.xls". 

The specific differences between TPI and CSXT's staffing of the Finance and 

Accounting departments are discussed below. 

a. Treasurer 

In Reply, CSXT included a Treasurer staff of 13, which is nine (9) more than that 

proposed in TPI's Opening. 116 CSXT's staff includes a Director- Communications because 

according to CSXT, "TPI has proposed that communications responsibilities will be distributed 

among the TPIRR' s Departments" and "TPIRR requires staff to interact with its investors and 

lenders and to respond to inquiries and requests for financial reports" . 117 TPIRR senior 

management, throughout the company, do not require communications specialists to manage 

relationships with their most important constituents. This will especially be true for investment 

116 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-123-125 ; TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 6. 
11 7 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-125. 
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staff and investors, who will want to speak directly to each other and not through a 

communication specialist. 

TPI has stated that one of the duties of the Treasurer is to maintain executive-level 

relationships with investors. 118 Moreover, two (2) of the ten (10) directors of the TPIRR ar-e 

representatives of investors. 119 Thus, TPI has already provided for investor relations in its 

original staffing for the TPIRR. In its Rebuttal, TPI excludes the Director-Communications 

proposed by CSXT. 

CSXT also included 12 employees to manage cash, debts, investments, credit and 

insurance. This number is excessive when compared to the actual treasury, credit, and insurance 

staff included in CSXT's real-world Finance group, which consists of just { {-}} 

employees excluding VP's and A VP's. Included in this group of { {-}} are { {­

} }.
120 This 

staff { { } } CSXT's proposed staff for TPIRR of four (4) Directors, (4) Managers, 

and four ( 4) Analysts. 121 Thus, CSXT' s staff for TPIRR is excessive when compared to the 

actual CSXT. Moreover, CSXT does not explain why the Treasury staff needs to be so large. 

TPI, in Rebuttal, maintains the Opening Treasury staff of four ( 4) for the reasons described 

above and in Opening. 

b. Controller 

CSXT included the Tax, Internal Audit, and Economics and Planning functions under the 

Controller. This would leave the Controller with seven (7) direct reports and the CFO with only 

118 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 25. 
119 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 13 . 
120 See, workpaper "TPI Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xls". 
121 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xlsx" at tab "G&A Personnel". 
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(2) direct reports, the Treasurer and the Controller. Because this proposed structure unevenly 

allocates responsibilities and workload, TPI retains the structure provided for the Controller in 

Opening. This structure has the Treasurer, Controller, A VP-Taxes, Director-Internal Auditing, 

and Director-Cost and Economic Analysis reporting to the CF0.122 

Excluding Tax, Internal Audit, and Economics and Planning, CSXT proposed 174 staff 

for the TPIRR' s Controller organization.123 This level of staffing is plainly excessive because 

the real-world CSXT system included only { {. }} staff in the Controller organization in 

2013. 124 In other words, CSXT contemplates the TPIRR having { {.}} more Controller 

personnel that the actual CSXT in 2013. A breakout of this difference is provided below. 

i. Revenue 

CSXT included a staff of 141 to manage accounts receivable for the TPIRR, 125 an amount 

that { {-}} the actual CSXT's staffing for its entire Controller organization. CSXT's 

Revenue headcount for the TPIRR is 102 employees more than TPI provided in Opening. 126 

When compared to CSXT' s 2013 actual Revenue headcount, CSXT' s headcount for the TPIRR 

is { {-}} than CSXT's actual staffing according to 2013 data provided by CSXT in 

discovery. 127 

122 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 24. 
123 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xls", tab "G&A Personnel'', cell Al02. 
124 See, workpaper "TPI Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". The count of "Controllers" under Level 3 Description equals 

141. 
125 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xls" at tab "G&A Personnel" . 
126 See, workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp G&A.xls" . 
127 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". CSXT claims that the actual CSXT's Revenue 

staff is 131 (p. III-D-128), however a review of CSXT's Discovery document "2013 Org Chart.xis" reveals only 
68 staff. 
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Freight Revenue and Billing. CSXT included an astounding 116 staff to handle Freight 

Revenue on TPIRR. 128 This is 77 people more than the 39 included by TPI in Opening and 

{ {.}} people more than the { {.}} people CSXT had for its entire real-world Revenue group 

in 2013 .129 CSXT claims the TPIRR requires significant Freight Revenue staff, even more than 

the actual CSXT because of the following reasons: 

• TPIRR has lower percentage of direct billed traffic; 

• TPIRR has a relatively smaller portion of CSXT' s coal traffic; 

• TPIRR's "leapfrog" cars will be difficult for TPIRR accounting; 

• TPIRR traffic could have multiple possible routes, which will be difficult for 
TPIRR accounting; and 

• TPIRR will not have proper accounting systems to efficiently account for freight 
revenues. 130 

CSXT also claims, without support, that direct billing is the simplest way to handle 

traffic. 131 In contrast to CSXT's claim, the Board recognized in DuPont that interline traffic 

might need fewer employees than local traffic, 132 which would be direct-billed. The TPIRR has 

a much higher percentage of interline traffic than CSXT,133 thus indicating that the TPIRR 

should need fewer employees as the Board has suggested. 

CSXT's claim that "leapfrog" cars will be difficult for TPIRR accounting is unsupported. 

This claim is unfounded given TPIRR reliance on RMI for systems and support for the 

128 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xlsx" at tab "G&A Personnel" (showing 86 
Analysts-Freight & Customer Accounting and 30 Managers-Freight Revenue). 

129 See, workpaper "TPI Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xls". See also Opening Exhibit III-D-2 at 6 (showing 39 
employees, inclusive, under the Assistant Controller- Revenue). 

130 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-127. 
131 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-127. 
132 DuPont, pp. 85-86. 
133 TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR CSX Traffic Comparison.xlsx" (in folder III-D-3) showed that TPIRR is 13.9% 

local traffic, and CSXT is 83 .5% local traffic. 
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integration of transportation, revenue, intermodal and car hire activities. Integrated RMI systems 

handle numerous transactions much more efficiently than actual staff pushing paper. 

CSXT's claim that TPIRR traffic could have multiple possible routes, making accounting 

difficult, is a hollow statement that does not consider that the TPIRR is a simpler system than the 

actual CSXT and that automation and computer systems used by modem railroads make routing 

tasks manageable with limited personnel. Moreover, CSXT itself has far more multiple routing 

options than does TPIRR because of CSXT's more complex and duplicative rail lines. 

CSXT's claim that TPIRR will not have the proper systems to efficiently account for 

freight revenues completely ignores the EDI and interline settlements systems, which will be tied 

together. As described above, TPI has accepted CSXT' s proposal of an I I-member staff for E-

business. 

Because CSXT's arguments for its excessive revenue group are unsupported, and because 

TPI' s staffing of 39 is consistent with CSXT' s-actual 20 I 3 staffing { { .. }}, 134 TPI retains the 

39-member staffing under the Assistant Controller-Revenue that it proposed in its Opening 

evidence. 135 

Car Accounting. CSXT erroneously contends that TPI completely excluded Car 

Accounting in its Opening. 136 As a result, CSXT includes I I staff members in the Revenue 

group to handle Car Accounting. 137 Since actual Car Accounting deals with payables as well as 

receivables, and since Car Accounting is almost assuredly a net payable for the TPIRR, car 

accounting activities are included by TPI under Accounts Payable. CSXT, according to its 2013 

134 The TPIRR would have less traffic than the real-world CSXT, meaning that fewer employees are needed. 
135 See, TPI Opening Exhibit IIl-D-2, p. 6. 
136 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-129. 
137 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xls" . 
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staffing, also treats car accounting as a net payable given the title of its car accounting group, 

which is "Car Accounting & Disbursements". 138 In Reply, CSXT accepts TPI's Accounts 

Payable staff. 139 Thus, TPI does include Car Accounting, and in the same place as does the real-

world CSXT. 

In its Opening Evidence, TPI described how the TPIRR would use an RMI car hire 

accounting system at a cost of $0. 7 million annually to process payables and receivables with 

foreign railroads.140 Given that this system and the 21-member staff are already in place in 

Accounts Payable, 141 TPI rejects CSXT's inclusion of 11 additional staff members for Car 

Accounting. 

ii. Accounts Payable 

CSXT accepts TPI's 21 employees to staff the TPIRR' s Accounts Payable group. 142 In 

TPI's design, the TPIRR Accounts Payable Group covers the need for car accounting among its 

many activities. This organization mimics the real-world CSXT, which had a {{.}}-member 

"Car Accounting & Disbursements Group" within its {{.}}-member Accounts Payable staff in 

2013. 143 For the TPIRR, CSXT inexplicably places its Car Accounting staff in the Revenue 

group. 144 On Rebuttal, TPI continues to keep the car accounting function in Accounts Payable, 

just like the real-world CSXT. 

138 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "2013 Org Chart.xis". 
139 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-130. 
140 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 47. 
141 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 6 (showing 21 positions, inclusive, under the Assistant Controller-

Accounts Payable). 
142 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-130. 
143 See, workpaper "TPI Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis" . 
144 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-126-129. 
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iii. Accounting Systems 

CSXT accepts TPI's six (6) employees to staff the TPIRR' s Accounting Systems 

group. 145 For reasons that are not clear, CSXT includes this group with the Economics and 

Planning group. TPI continues to leave this group under the Controller. 

iv. Financial Reporting 

CSXT staffs the Financial Reporting group with 10 employees, which is six (6) more 

than TPI in Opening.146 TPI agrees with CSXT's staffing of Financial Reporting with two (2) 

exceptions. First, CSXT includes a Manager and two (2) Accountants that are responsible for 

accounting research and analysis. 147 TPI excludes these three (3) additional positions for several 

reasons. First, the ability to research and analyze should be part of the job description for every 

accounting professional. In addition, TPIRR already has a separate Analysis function within the 

Finance organization.148 Also, { { 

-} }.
149 For these reasons, TPI excludes the three (3) Accounting Research and 

Analysis staff. 

The second exception is related to CSXT' s use of a Manager dedicated solely to 

overseeing issues relating to the Sarbanes Oxley Act of 2002 ("SOX") compliance. 150 With a 

Manager and an Accountant already assigned full-time to external and regulatory findings, 151 and 

with an Internal Audit staff that will also be responsible for SOX compliance, 152 this Manager is 

145 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-135 . See also CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xlsx" at 
tab "G&A Personnel". 

146 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-130-132, 
147 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-132. 
148 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 29. 
149 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". 
150 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-133. 
151 Id. p. III-D-132. 
152 Id. p. III-D-133. 
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not needed on the TPIRR. Thus TPI excludes this Manager-SOX Compliance from its Rebuttal 

headcount. 

c. Taxes 

The Tax group developed by CSXT includes 24 staff, which is 13 more than included by 

TPI in Opening. 153 By comparison, the real-world CSXT, in 2013, had a Tax staff of { {.}} for 

its entire system. 154 Among the reasons asserted by CSXT for its 24-member Tax Group, CSXT 

claims that both Federal income taxes and state ad valorem taxes are time intensive. 155 CSXT 

makes the mistake of double-counting property tax staff. CSXT identifies one Director-Property 

Tax supported by two (2) Managers and two (2) Accountants that would cover property tax 

issues. 156 However, CSXT also identifies a Director-State Tax supported by two (2) Managers 

and three (3) Accountants that would address State and local taxes. 157 This group is made 

redundant by the Property Tax group since, as described by CSXT, states charge an ad valorem, 

or property tax. TPI, in Rebuttal, accepts CSXT's staffing of the Tax group, with the exclusion 

of the redundant State Tax staff. This brings TPI's Opening Tax staff from 11 up to 18. 

d. Internal Auditing 

CSXT accepts TPI's staffing for TPIRR's Internal Audit group. 158 However, CSXT 

rejects TPI' s use of 0.03 percent of Revenue for outsourced Internal Audit functions. 159 Instead, 

CSXT claims a higher percentage of 0.04 percent is justified.16° CSXT asserts that the Board 

153 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 7; CSXT Reply, p. III-D-135 . 
154 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis". 
155 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-134. 
156 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-135. 
157 Id. p. IIl-D-135. 
158 Id. p. III-D-133. 
159 Ibid. 
16° CSXT actually calculates outsourced Audit costs to be $3.237 million, which reflect a percent ofrevenue equal 

to 0.05. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR G&A Outsourcing_Reply.xls". To confuse matters more, CSXT, 
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should reject the 0.03 percent figure used by TPI because the source for the 0.03 figure cites a 

range of 0.03 percent to 0.20 percent of revenues for internal audit outsourcing, and also explains 

that companies "that pay at the top of the range typically are highly regulated". 161 This is a 

misleading quotation taken out of context. The entire cited sentence reads: 

Companies that pay at the top of the range typically are highly regulated, 
decentralized entities with facilities spread across the globe. 

Obviously, the TPIRR would not fit the description in the cited sentence. The TPIRR 

would not be a decentralized entity with facilities spread across the globe. Furthermore, the 

TPIRR would be no more regulated (and perhaps less regulated) than other companies in the 

U.S. from an internal audit standpoint. Also, contrary to the cite referred to by CSXT to support 

its percentage, TPIRR is not decentralized nor does TPIRR have facilities spread across the 

globe. In sum, CSXT has provided no defensible support for its position. Moreover, the TPIRR 

is entitled to use the lowest feasible price. 162 Finally, the Board's recent decision in DuPont 

relies on 0.03 percent of revenues for outsourced internal audit costs. 163 The Board should 

continue to use 0.03 percent of revenue for the internal TPIRR audit costs. 164 

e. Cost and Economic Analysis 

CSXT staffs the Cost and Economic Analysis group (which it refers to as Economics and 

Planning) with 16 personnel, including an AVP, three (3) Directors, six (6) Managers, and six (6) 

deviated from its own assertion of0.04 percent by using 0.03 percent ofrevenues, or $1.942 million, in 
calculations used to feed total outsourced costs. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR G&A 
Outsourcing_ Reply .xis". 

161 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-133 . 
162 AEP-Texas II, slip op. p. 100; AEPCO, slip op. p. 46. 
163 See, Norfolk Southern Reply at IIl-D-110, in DuPont v. NS (filed Nov. 30, 2012) and DuPont 97. 
164 CSXT provides workpapers showing the calculation of outsourced Internal Audit costs based on 0.05 percent of 

revenue, but then actually includes outsourced Internal Audit costs based on 0.03 percent ofrevenue in its 
operating costs. See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR G&A Outsourcing_ Reply.xis". Despite its Reply 
narrative, in the final analysis, CSXT uses, and thus accepts, TPl's 0.03 percent ofrevenues for Outsourced 
Internal Audit costs. TPI continues to rely on this amount in Rebuttal. 
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Analysts. 165 CSXT's staffing is 11 more than that provided by TPI in Opening. 166 CSXT 

recognizes that TPI' s proposed personnel develop and maintain corporate budgets, perform 

economic analysis, and other related functions.167 CSXT goes on to "largely" accept TPI's 

staffing for these activities, and even removes two (2) Managers from TPI' s Cost and Economic 

Analysis group, leaving the responsibility for managing corporate buclgeting, economic analysis, 

and other related functions on the TPIRR to a staff of three (3). 168 CSXT then adds 13 staff 

members to the group to assist other TPIRR departments with the development of their 

budgets. 169 CSXT apparently assumes that TPIRR departmental management are unable or not 

qualified to develop their own departmental budgets for submission to the Cost and Economic 

Analysis group for consolidation into a corporate budget. CSXT makes this assumption even 

though it also staffs many departments with planning personnel whose responsibility is to 

develop departmental budgets. 170 It is unnecessary to include dedicated staff within Finance and 

Accounting to develop all of the departmental budgets for the TPIRR. In contrast, TPI' s 

proposal is reasonable; departmental budgeting would be a core requirement of TPIRR' s senior 

management and department heads, as they are the ones that own and have to meet their budgets. 

In support of its Reply, CSXT cites to its real-world Commercial Finance and Operations 

Finance groups. CSXT claims there are { {.}} employees currently in its Operations and 

165 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-135-137. See also Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xlsx" at tab 
"G&A Personnel". 

166 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 29. 
167 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-135. 
168 Ibid. 
169 Id. p. III-D-136. 
17° CSXT accepts TPI's use of three (3) personnel in Operations specially assigned to developing budgets. Reply p. 

III-D-67. CSXT also includes 16 planning staff in the Sales and Marketing group. See, CSXT Reply workpaper 
"TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xls". 
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Commercial Finance groups. 171 A review of CSXT's 2013 data shows that there were { {.}} 

employees in the Operations and Commercial Finance groups. 172 Out of these { {.}} 

employees, only { {.}} employees appear that they might be part of the Cost and Economic 

Analysis group based on their titles.173 The remaining Operations and Commercial Finance 

personnel have titles that indicate they are responsible for performance analysis, credit, systems 

development, treasury, and network service quality. 

For the reasons described above, TPI retains its staff of five (5) for the Cost and 

Economic Analysis group, including the two (2) Managers eliminated by CSXT. 

4. Law 

CSXT includes a total of 155 personnel to cover TPIRR's legal, real estate, claims, 

police, and environmental activities. 174 By comparison, TPI included 45 personnel to staff the 

Law Department. 175 CSXT claims to have restructured the department by adding an A VP-Law 

and Claims and an A VP-Asset Protection, citing the VP-Law's inability to manage his/her 

responsibilities without help. 176 However, upon review of CSXT's workpapers and operating 

expenses going into its DCF model, CSXT actually does not include the A VP-Law and 

Claims.177 Compared to the TPIRR staffing proposed by TPI in its Opening Evidence, CSXT 

also significantly increases staffing for the Claims, Police, and Environmental functions. 

Table 10 below compares the parties staffing of TPIRR' s Law department. 

171 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-136. 
172 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 201 3 Org Chart.xis". 
173 Ibid. 
174 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xls" . 
175 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses.xls". 
176 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-137. 
177 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expenses_Reply.xls". 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 10 

Summary of Rebuttal Law Department Headcount 

Grou~ O~ening Re~ly Rebuttal 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. VP and staff 2 2 2 
2. Legal 7 7 7 
3. Real Estate 3 5 3 
4. Claims 7 20 7 
5. Police 26 91 38 
6. Environmental _Q 30 _lQ 
7. Total 45 155 73 

Source: wor a er "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp G&A.xls" . 

TPI's Rebuttal staffing of the Law department as well as an assessment of CSXT's Reply 

staffing is discussed below. 

a. Legal 

In its Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's Legal staffing of six (6) attorneys and one 

paralegal. 178 However, CSXT rejected TPI's calculation of total legal expenses for the 

TPIRR. 179 Based on a third-party benchmark, TPI calculated total TPIRR legal expenses to be 

0.1482 percent of revenues. 18° CSXT instead offered a higher figure of 0.24 percent and 

criticized TPI for selecting the lowest percentage benchmark for legal spending. 181 As part of its 

Opening Evidence, TPI offered independent third-party benchmarks for legal spending182 and 

178 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-138. 
179 Id. pp. III-D-138-139. 
180 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 30. 
181 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-138. 
182 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 29-30. 
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TPI is entitled to use the lowest benchmark. There is no justification for ignoring the lowest 

feasible cost, as CSXT has done. 183 

Moreover, the benchmark selected by CSXT is inappropriate for the TPIRR. The TPIRR 

revenues equal $6.2 million in the Base Year. Review of the workpaper supporting CSXT' s 

benchmark for legal spending shows that 3 7 percent of the companies participating in. the survey 

have revenues of less than $6 billion. 184 In contrast, the four (4) benchmarks used by TPI in 

Opening all relate to companies with revenues that exceed $5.0 billion annually, 185 thereby more 

closely matching the TPIRR's annual revenues. 

In addition to not allowing TPI to use the lowest feasible legal cost, CSXT commits 

errors in the calculation of its 0.24 percent for outside legal expenses. Specifically, CSXT claims 

to have taken the average of all benchmarks to arrive at 0.24 percent. 186 However, averaging of 

all the benchmarks results in 0.23 percent, not 0.24 percent (average of 0.1482, 0.19, 0.20, 0.20, 

and 0.41 ). 187 Because TPI is entitled to use the lowest feasible cost and because CSXT made 

errors in calculating its legal costs, the Board should use the figure proposed by TPI in its 

Opening Evidence-0.1482 percent of revenues. 188 

b. Real Estate 

CSXT, in Reply, accepts TPI's staffing of the Real Estate group, with the exception of 

including two (2) Managers-Development. 189 CSXT claims these Managers would be engineers 

and would handle activities such as design and engineering, permitting, and scheduling of 

183 See, e.g., AEPCO at 46 ("AEPCO correctly asserts that it may choose the lowest feasible cost for each category 
of expense"). 

184 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "CSXT Legal Benchmarking Survey.pdf', p. 3. 
185 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Legal Benchmarks.pdf'. 
186 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-139. 
187 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Legal Benchmarks.pdf'. 
188 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 30. 
189 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-142. 
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construction. 190 As has been mentioned elsewhere in this Rebuttal testimony, design and 

construction staff are not needed in the G&A Department of the TPIRR during the 10-year SAC 

analysis period because the railroad is completely designed and newly constructed to meet the 

Peak Year .traffic of that 10-year period. In any case, any unexpected needs would be handled by 

TPIRR' s office of "Structures" in its Engineering Department. Thus, TPI excludes the two (2) 

Managers-Development from the Real Estate group. 

c. Claims 

CSXT included 20 personnel to staff the TPIRR Claims group. 191 CSXT correctly 

acknowledged that this group' s primary function is to manage claims related to TPIRR 

employees. 192 CSXT incorrectly described TPI's proposed TPIRR staffing in this area, and failed 

to acknowledge TPI's inclusion of a Labor Relations staff in HR. 193 TPI described, in Opening, 

how the Legal group works with Labor Relations, Human Resources, and outside counsel to 

resolve FELA claims which become lawsuits. 194 Therefore, TPI's Opening staffing for the 

Claims and Labor Relations group combined includes 13 personnel. 195 It is clear that CSXT 

failed to understand the role of the Labor Relations staff proposed by TPI because CSXT found 

TPIRR' s inclusion of Labor Relations staff "odd" and, in fact, excluded Labor Relations staff. 196 

CSXT develops a need for 15 Claims Agents by taking CSXT' s actual average casualty 

events from 2012 and 2013 and dividing by the number of CSXT' s route miles. 197 This ratio is 

then applied to TPIRR route miles to arrive at an estimated { {.}} events for the TPIRR. 

190 Ibid. 
191 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-141. 
192 Id. p. III-D-139. 
193 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 15. 
194 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 29. 
195 See, workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp G&A.xls''. 
196 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-98 (n. 228). 
197 Id. p. III-D-140. 
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CSXT goes on to assume that each Claims Agent can handle { {.}} events and, consequently, 

that the TPIRR would need 15 claims agents. There are two (2) problems with CSXT's 

approach. First, CSXT assumes that a newly designed and constructed railroad would have the 

same number of casualty events, on a road mile basis, as the aged CSXT railroad. While 

certainly the TPIRR will have casualty events, it is unreasonable to assume a new railroad will 

have as many events per-mile as an existing railroad that has old track and infrastructure for a 

substantial portion of its system. Secondly, CSXT's assumption that each employee can handle 

only { {.}} events a year is unreasonable. Assuming an employee works roughly 2,000 hours 

per year, the average time spent solely on one claim would be { { } }, which is 

an excessive amount oftime, even if a Claims employee needed to travel to interview staff. 

CSXT also includes route miles as the metric with which to benchmark CSXT's actual 

casualty events to the TPIRR. 198 The more appropriate benchmark would be track miles as 

claims occur for events in yards and switch tracks as well. When track miles are used in CSXT' s 

approach (with TPIRR having 40 percent of CSXT track miles), the "implied" number of claims 

for TPIRR becomes { {.}} claims. Even assuming CSXT' s unsupported assumption of 

{ {.}} events per employee, this results in about 12 employees. This aggressive estimate is well 

below CSXT's staffing of 20 for the Claims group and proves CSXT's claims staffing to be 

excessive. 

For the reasons stated above, TPI maintains its staffing of seven (7) employees in the 

Claims group and six (6) employees in its Labor Relations group. 

198 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-140. 
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d. Police 

CSXT proposed 91 police staff for the TPIRR compared to 25 for TPI. 199 CSXT's 

staffing included not only Police personnel, but also Communications Center personnel, Security 

personnel, and a Technical Special Crimes staff.200 Each of these functions report to an AVP 

Asset Protection under CSXT' s structure. Of CSXT' s Asset Protection staff, 65 are involved 

with Police work, 11 with the Communication Center, six (6) with Security, and seven (7) with 

the Technical Special Crimes Unit. There are also two (2) administrative personnel.201 As 

described below, TPI adds staffing to the Police Department in this Rebuttal and also adopts 

CSXT's use of an A VP-Asset Protection. Each of the areas under the A VP-Asset Protection are 

discussed below. 

i. Police Department 

CSXT contends that a police force of 65 is necessary to engage in tasks such as the "need 

to accompany trains with special needs such as certain hazmat trains or trains with government 

cargo."202 However, CSXT's tariffs state that "CSXT does not furnish security, escort, or guard 

services for Hazardous Commodities."203 Under standard SAC principles, the TPIRR should not 

be required to incur costs for police escorts because CSXT itself does not incur such costs. 

Moreover, as a tax-paying entity, TPIRR is entitled to the support and cooperation of local and 

state police forces when assistance is required. Given the extensive range of the TPIRR' s 

properties, it is virtually impossible for the TPIRR to constantly monitor and patrol all of its 

track and facilities without such cooperation and assistance. 

199 Compare Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 7 and CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-149. 
200 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-145-147. 
201 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xlsx" at tab "G&A Personnel". 
202 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-145. 
203 See, tariffCSXT-4049 (p. 6). 
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CSXT supports its police staff by citing to {{-}} "events" which CSXT real-world 

police "reported" in 2012 and 2013.204 Evaluation of the supporting workpaper shows that 

{ {-}} of these events were "inspection" (and { {-}} of the inspections were for 

"trai-n").205 Other inspection categories are audit, fuel oil, facility security, and survey. It is 

unclear what constitutes "train inspection," and why police are necessary. It cannot be for 

trespassers hitching rides on freight trains, because there is a separate police category for 

trespassing. CSXT's website indicates that CSXT "actively inspect[s] CSX trains ... for 

hazardous material compliance."206 Presumably these inspections would be undertaken not by 

the police~ but by the operating personnel ( carmen) and/or environmental group included by 

CSXT in the TPIRR staffing.207 Without support and additional information on the cited 

inspections, such as what constitutes an inspection and why the police force is inspecting the 

trains, it is impossible to assess what events might be included in CSXT's claim of { {-}} 

real-world inspections. On the surface, such a large number of inspection events by Police staff 

seems quite excessive. The Carmen, not the police, are responsible for inspecting the trains and 

noting any exceptions. Modem rail yards are much more secure than in the past and are stricter 

about not allowing trespassers in or around the facility. CSXT is also a much larger railroad 

overall than the TPIRR.208 With less originating and terminating traffic qn the TPIRR compared 

to CSXT, there will be less opportunities for incidents to occur. 

204 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-143 . 
205 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Police Activity Report 2012-2013". 
206 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "CSXT,inspects.trains.for.hazmat.compliance.pdf'. 
207 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-155 (CSXT states that its TPIRR Environmental Group would "perform 

environmental monitoring and inspections"). 
208 The real-world CSXT has approximately 30,500 track miles, while the TPIRR has about 12,583 track miles. 
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In its Opening Evidence, TPI included a staff of 25 to handle Police and Communications 

with personnel strategically placed in major cities and yards.209 It is also common modem 

practice for railroads to utilize local police forces to supplement their o\vn forces, as opposed to 

the past where railroads had their own massive police forces. The real-world CSXT has { { • 

• -} } personnel to cover Police duties,210 which is more in line with the older model for 

railroads, but CSXT also has twice the route miles and almost three (3) times the total track 

mileage as the TPIRR. There is no reason for the TPIRR to have the number of Police and 

Communications personnel that CSXT proposed in its Reply. CSXT has 17,248 route miles and 

30,500 total miles of track while TPI has 6,912 route miles and only 12,583 total miles of track. 

Since CSXT has over twice the route miles and nearly three (3) times the total track miles of the 

TPIRR, CSXT' s much larger operation may need a larger police force. The large number of 

CSXT track miles may also explain why CSXT has so many occurrences reported. In addition to 

having less track mileage, the TPIRR also has fewer yards and facilities than CSXT, which is 

where the security risks are greater, making a CSXT-sized police force unnecessary for the 

TPIRR. 

For the reasons described above, TPI retains its staffing level of 25 for the TPIRR's 

Police Department. 

ii. Communications Center 

CSXT includes two (2) Managers and a staff of nine (9) for TPIRR' s Asset Protection 

Communication Center, which is manned 24/7.211 TPI agrees with the need for this function and 

includes the two (2) Managers but limits the 2417 coverage to one person per shift rather than the 

209 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 31. 
2 10 See, workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal 2013 Org Chart.xis" . 
211 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-145 . 
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two (2) people per shift implied by CSXT's staffing of nine (9) for 24/7 coverage. One person 

per shift will provide sufficient coverage given that there will also be a Manager. As a result, 

TPI uses one Manager and a 24/7 staff of five (5) to man the Communications Center. 

iii. Security 

CSXT includes a Manager and five (5) Specialists to man TPIRR' s Security group.212 

This group is responsible for providing 24/7 security at the TPIRR headquarters building in 

Atlanta and with supporting security issues system-wide. TPI, in Rebuttal, accepts CSXT's 

staffing of the Security group. 

iv. Technical 

CSXT, in Reply, adds Technical staff to the Police Department to assist with special 

investigations and community outreach.213 According to CSXT, this Technical staff will also 

support training and administrative functions. 214 This Technical group includes a staff of seven 

(7) that "assist" and "support" other Police functions. 215 Because CSXT proposed that these 

personnel merely duplicate the responsibilities of other TPIRR employees, TPI excludes them 

from the TPIRR's Police Department. 

e. Environmental 

CSXT includes a total of 30 Environmental professionals on the TPIRR to oversee 

management of TPIRR's environmental issues and compliance.216 TPI, in Opening, included 

environmental personnel in various groups within Operations and G&A. TPI's Opening 

environmental personnel totaled six (6) people and included two (2) Directors-Environmental 

2 12 Id. p. III-D-146. 
213 Id. p. III-D-147. 
2 14 Ibid. 
21s Ibid. 
2 16 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-149-157. 
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Controls from the Transportations Department, a Manager-Testing and Environmental from the 

Mechanical Department, a Director-Environmental Operations and an Environmental Engineer 

from MOW, and a Manager-Environmental Services from the Law Department. 

In Rebuttal, TPI excludes its Opening Environmental personnel and accepts 16 of the 30 

environmental positions proposed by CSXT in Reply. TPI accepts CSXT's inclusion of a 

Director-Environmental and a Manager each for Field Services, Remediation and Technology, 

and Hazardous Materials. While CSXT presented support for the organization and 

responsibilities of TPIRR' s Environmental group, it did not provide support for the excessive 

number of engineers within the group. In particular, CSXT's use of 15 Field Service Engineers 

is quite excessive, since this many field engineers would be stepping over each other as they 

inspect and monitor air, water and ground quality. TPI limits the number of Field Service 

Engineers to four (4) as to ensure efficient coverage monitoring and inspection needs in Rebuttal. 

While TPI accepts three (3) Remediation and Technology Engineers, it reduces CSXT's count of 

seven (7) Hazardous Materials Compliance Officers to five (5), which will be sufficient coverage 

for the TPIRR. CSXT also included a Manager-Project Administration to ensure special 

projects undertaken by TPI comply with environmental, safety and security issues. This 

Manager-Project Administration is unnecessary because the other 16 personnel in the TPIRR' s 

Environmental Group are more than adequate to advise special projects on environmental issues. 

Also, Safety and Security staff in Operations and G&A can advise special projects of issues 

related to their respective areas. Thus, a dedicated position established for the sole purpose of 

advising on special projects is unnecessary. 
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In Rebuttal, TPI excludes the environmental staffing placed throughout the TPIRR in 

Opening and accepts CSXT' s Reply environmental staffing except for 11 Field Service 

Engineers, two (2) Hazardous Materials Compliance Officers, and the Manager-Project 

Administration. 

5. Information Technology 
Department 

CSXT includes an IT staff of 89 in Reply, which is 16 people more than that included by 

TPI in Opening.217 CSXT attributes the difference in IT staffing to the larger overall G&A 

staffing proposed by CSXT, claiming that more IT staffing will be needed to serve a larger G&A 

staff.218 More specifically, CSXT "scales up" staffing for PC/Help Desk Support, Network, and 

Security based on the ratio of CSXT's Reply TPIRR employees to TPI's Opening TPIRR 

employees. Given the efficient size of the IT staff and minimal TPIRR staffing increases in 

Rebuttal, TPI retains the Opening staffing levels for the IT group. 

A comparison of the parties staffing of TPIRR' s IT department is included in Table 11 

below. 

2 17 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-159. 
218 Id p. III-D-158 . 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 11 

Summary of Rebuttal IT Headcount 

Gron~ O~ening Re~ly Rebuttal 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. VP I A VP and staff 2 2 2 
2. Technical Support 26 35 26 
3. Network & Security 21 28 21 
4. IT Applications 24 24 24 
s. Total 73 89 73 

Source: workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp G&A.xls". 

C. COMPENSATION 

In Reply, CSXT accepted TPI's approach to using CSXT's Wage Form A and B data to 

calculate salaries for non-executive personnel.219 This approach is maintained in Rebuttal and is 

used for any new non-executive positions added to Opening headcounts. CSXT does not agree 

with compensation levels for Executives and for non-executive members of the Board of 

Directors. These disagreements are discussed below. 

1. Executive Compensation 

CSXT uses information for KCS executives to develop compensation for TPIRR 

executives.220 Specifically, CSXT gathered information from KCS Proxy Statements for 2010 

through 2013. CSXT relies on various components of executive compensation, including base 

salary, stock awards, option awards, non-equity incentive plan compensation, and other 

compensation.221 In its recent DuPont and SunBelt decisions, the Board changed course from 

previous decisions and allowed non-salary compensation for executives in the form of stock 

219 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-159. 
220 Id. pp. III-D-159-163 . 
221 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-161. 
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awards and stock options.222 In light of these recent decisions, TPI is including additional 

compensation for certain executives. But because this new precedent for allowing additional 

non-salary executive compensation occurred after TPI' s filing of Opening Evidence, TPI relies 

on evidence provided by CSXT in discovery and in Reply to develop a fair and representative 

compensation structure for TPIRR executives. 

CSXT makes several errors when calculating executive compensation. First, it develops 

an average compensation for three (3) KCS Executive Vice Presidents and then inappropriately 

applies this average to ten (10) TPIRR Vice Presidents.223 CSXT relies on compensation for 

KCS executives identified in KCS' s Proxy Statements as "Named Executive Officers", or 

"NEO's".224 The KCS positions identified by CSXT are cited as NEO' s in KCS's Proxy 

Statements.225 Specifically, NEO' s include the President/CEO, Executive Vice President 

("EVP")/CFO, EVP/COO, and EVP/Sales and Marketing. CSXT develops compensation for the 

President individually and for the EVP' s collectively, establishing an average EVP annual 

compensation of $1 ,511 ,775 based on years 2010 through 2013.226 CSXT then incorrectly 

applies this EVP compensation to ten (10) TPIRR VPs. TPI agrees with the use of KCS data for 

EVPs, but only for a COO, CFO, and EVP Sales & Marketing to remain consistent with the 

underlying KCS data provided by CSXT. Thus, in Rebuttal, TPI recognizes these three (3) key 

senior executive positions as EVP' s on the TPIRR. However, TPI rejects EVP-level salaries for 

the regular VPs, which are unreasonable and not supported in the evidence. Nowhere in its 

Reply evidence does CSXT discuss the development of benchmark salaries specific to VPs other 

222 See, SunBelt, p. 61 and DuPont, p. 82. 
223 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-163. 
224 See, CSXT Reply workpapers "04-0l-13Proxy2013.pdf' and "Proxy2014.pdf'. 
225 See, CSXT Reply Table III-D-28 and Reply Table IIl-D-29 
226 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-163 . 
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than EVPs. As a result, while TPI accepts the use of KCS EVP compensation for TPIRR's 

COO, CFO, and EVP Sales and Marketing, TPI rejects the use of KCS average EVP 

compensation for TPIRR' s other VPs and continues to rely on the VP compensation developed 

in Opening. 

The second error CSXT makes involves the use of 2010 through 2013 average EVP 

compensation for Base Year salaries, which CSXT escalates from 2010 in its DCF model. This 

approach both overstates EVP compensation and is inconsistent with the salaries for non-

executives, which are based on 2010 data. To remedy this error, TPI relies on CSXT's EVP 

compensation developed by CSXT,227 but only compensation for 2010. For the President/CEO, 

TPI uses base year compensation of $3,992,796 and for the three (3) EVP' s on TPIRR, TPI uses 

base year compensation of $1 ,336,747.228 

2. Outside Directors 
Compensation 

CSXT develops compensation for Outside Directors based on how KCS compensated its 

Outside Directors between 2010 and 2013.229 The KCS Outside Directors, who are the basis for 

CSXT's compensation benchmark, are either former KCS executives or independent directors.230 

In Rebuttal, TPI's proposed make-up of the TPIRR' s Board of Directors includes five (5) 

executive directors, one independent director, two (2) investor representatives, and two (2) 

shipper representatives.231 The investor representatives and shipper representatives have a 

227 See, CSXT Reply Tables III-D-28 and III-D-29 at Reply pages III-D-163-163. 
228 In Reply Table III-D-29, CSXT only shows 2010 compensation for the KCS EVP/CFO of$1 ,292,193. CSXT 

excludes 2010 compensation of$1 ,381 ,301 for the KCS EVP- Sales and Marketing which is included in its 
workpapers (see Reply workpaper "04-03-12Proxy2012.pdf'). TPI includes the KCS EVP - Sales and 
Marketing' s 2010 compensation in its averaging, arriving at a value of$1 ,336,747 for KCS EVPs in 2010. 

229 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-163-164. 
230 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Proxy2014.pdf'. 
231 See, TPI Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-1 at Section B(l)(e). 
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significant and direct interest in the TPIRR' s success, and as such, will not require the same level 

of compensation as an independent director. The Board recognized this distinction in SunBelt 

where it decided that investor and shipper representatives serving on the SBRR Board of 

Directors would only receive minimal compensation.232 

TPI agrees to compensate the independent director at the 2010 value of $203,391 derived 

by CSXT,233 but continues to include compensation of $40,000 per year for investor and shipper 

representatives to cover the costs of meeting, travel and entertainment, and other incidental costs 

associated with serving on TPIRR' s Board of Directors. 

D. MATERIAL, SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 

CSXT generally accepts TPI's approach to calculating material, supplies and equipment 

expenses and made adjustments to most expenses based on its Reply TPIRR headcount.234 The 

exception to this adjustment was automobiles expenses. In Rebuttal, TPI continues with this 

same approach to calculating expenses other than automobiles, making adjustments based on 

overall TPIRR headcount. 

CSXT significantly increased the number of automobiles for G&A staff in a manner that 

is disproportionate to simply adjusting based on increased headcount. CSXT included a total of 

103 Ford Explorers and 144 Ford Taurus for a total annual cost of $2.5 million.235 TPI, in 

Opening, included five (5) Ford Explorers and 31 Ford Taurus for a total annual cost of $0.3 

million.236 CSXT rationalizes this huge increase in automobiles by claiming the added vehicles 

2°2 , See, SunBelt, p. 62. 
233 See, CSXT Reply, Table III-D-30 
234 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-165. 
235 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Reply.xls". 
236 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_ Open.xis". 
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are for employees that need to travel to do their jobs such as claims agents and police.237 TPI 

included vehicles for police personnel. Thus, the additional personnel that received cars in 

CSXT's Reply are all personnel that had already been assigned travel expenses. According to 

CSXT's own source for travel expenses, the Runzheimer Whitepaper,238 travel expenses include 

daily car rental cost information. CSXT overstates expenses by then assigning travel expenses 

that include car rental costs and assigning company cars to travelers. CSXT's double counting of 

automobile expenses is unreasonable and unsupported. In Rebuttal, TPI retains the automobile 

count provided in Opening. 

E. OTHER 

1. IT Systems 

The TPIRR's Opening IT systems, as developed by Mr. Kruzich, were designed on the 

basis of currently available technology best suited for the TPIRR's needs.239 Much of the 

technology provided (82 percent of IT Operating Cost) is through RMI outsourcing, including 

systems and support for transportation, revenue, intermodal and car hire activities.240 TPIRR 

has provided IT systems that are equal to those of other Class I Railroads, and is using many of 

the same packages as Class I railroads. In its Reply, CSXT accepted the IT systems proposed by 

TPI, but has made several adjustments which significantly increase IT costs.241 TPIRR has also 

made adjustments to the IT systems and will discuss them below. The expenses associated with 

IT systems are summarized in Table 12 below. 

237 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-Dl 70, (n. 387). 
238 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Runzheimer White Paper.pdf' . 
239 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 42-52. 
240 See, Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal IT Operating Budget.xls". 
241 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-165-167. 
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Exhibit III-D-1 
Table 12 

Capital And Operating Costs For SBRR IT and Communications Systems 

TPI O~ening CSXTRe~l:y 

Capital Capital 
Cost Ex~ense Cost Ex~ense 

(2) (3) (4) (5) 

$28,870, 707 $32,600,920 $32,952,148 $34,706,547 

280,111 1,189,928 305,807 1,984.721 

$29,150,818 $33, 790,848 $33,257,955 $36,691,268 

TPI Rebuttal 
Capital 

Cost Ex~ense 

(6) (7) 

$29,689,023 $32,628,720 

257,414 1,498,963 

$29,946,437 $34,127,683 

Source: TPI Rebuttal work a ers "TPIRR Rebuttal IT 0 eratin Bud et.xis" and "TPIRR Rebuttal IT Ca ital Bud et.xis". 

a. Computer Equipment 

CSXT increased the amount of computer equipment used in TPI's Opening. Specifically, 

CSXT increased the number of servers and related network equipment, desktop computers, 

1 d . 242 aptop computers, an pnnters. CSXT concurs with the equipment proposed by TPI in 

Opening but suggests that the equipment cost should be increased to meet the needs of the larger 

workforce proposed by CSXT.243 In Rebuttal, TPI increases the computer equipment costs based 

on the total Rebuttal employees in a manner similar to CSXT's approach in Reply. 

b. Routers & Firewall Security 

CSXT adds routers and firewall security at each TPIRR facility including headquarters, 

transportation field offices, and all crew on duty points.244 Mr. Kruzich concurs that routers and 

firewall security should be installed at these locations. Additions have been made in TPI's 

Rebuttal Capital Budget to provide for this need. 

242 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-165. 
243 Ibid. 
244 Id. p. III-D-166. 
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c. Desktop Computer and Printer 

In addition to increasing the number of desktop computers and printers to serve a larger 

staff, CSXT proposed the inclusion of a desktop computer, desktop printer, and line printers at 

I each location where TPIRR crews would go on duty.245 Specifically, CSXT includes 155 

computers, 155 desktop printers, and 158 line printers at crew change points.246 TPI, in Opening, 

includes 188 desktop computers and 188 desktop printers at crew change points.247 Mr. Kruzich 

I, agrees that a desktop computer and line printer should be at each of these locations but disagrees 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

that a desktop printer should also be at all locations. Mr. Kruzich feels that a line printer should 

be sufficient at all the crew change locations. Therefore, TPI accepts CSXT's 155 desktop 

computers at crew change points in Rebuttal. TPI also accepts CSXT' s total count of 1 72 line 

printers, which includes 155 line printers at crew change points.248 

d. M-obile Crew Devices 

CSXT proposed a mobile crew device for each conductor.249 In Opening, TPI provided 

1,390 mobile crew devices, enough for each conductor plus another 76 for T&E crew. TPI 

maintains 1,390 total mobile crew devices in Rebuttal and agrees to CSXT's proposal for a four 

( 4) year life for the devices. 

245 Ibid. 
246 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "IT Requirements for Field Ops Offices.xis". 
247 See, TPI Opening workpapers "TPIRR-Desktop Computer-Final.xis" and "TPIRR - Desktop Printers-Final.xis". 
248 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "IT Requirements for Field Ops Offices.xis". 
249 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-166-167. 
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e. Telecom Tl Backup 

TPI concurs with CSXT that the Telecom Tl back-up should be reported in the Operating 

Budget rather than the Capital Budget. 250 This was an unintentional error and has been corrected 

in the Rebuttal Operating and Capital Budgets. 

f. Employee E-mail Service 

TPI concurs with CSXT' s proposed Google email cloud solutions and accepts the cost of 

$50.00 per employee per year.251 TPI includes this cost in its Rebuttal Operating Budget based 

on the Rebuttal staffing. 

2. Other Out-Sourced Activities 

TPI's Rebuttal outsourcing expenses are discussed in their respective portions of this 

Rebuttal filing. 

3. Start-Up and Training Costs 

CSXT, in Reply, develops start-up and training costs in a manner similar to TPI's 

approach in Opening, except that CSXT adjusts these costs to reflect its Reply headcount for the 

TPIRR, its fringe benefit ratio of 50.2 percent, and its attrition rate { { 

-} }, depending on department.252 TPI, in Rebuttal, continues to develop start-up and 

training costs in the same manner as Opening, but adjusts the costs to reflect the TPIRR 

headco&'1t developed in Rebuttal. 

250 Id. p. III-D-167. 
251 Ibid. 
252 See, CSXT Reply, pp. III-D-167-168 and CSXT Reply workpaper "CSXT Attrition.pdf'. 
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4. Travel and Entertainment 

In its Reply, CSXT included $3.5 million for travel expenses and $0.2 million for 

entertainment expenses.253 The travel expenses proposed by CSXT exceed TPI's Opening travel 

expenses by $2.5 million.254 CSXT claims TPIRR travel and entertainment expenses are 

understated due to too few employees traveling, too low of a cost per traveling employee, and the 

exclusion of entertainment expenses.255 Each of these issues are addressed below. 

Number of employees traveling. CSXT designated 332 employees as travelers, a 

number that is 234 more than TPI in Opening.256 TPI's Opening count of 98 travelers generally 

reflects Director-level and above.257 CSXT described TPIRR travelers excluded by TPI that 

would need to travel. These employees include HR medical staff, Marketing Managers, Sales 

Managers, Freight Claims Agents, Shortline and Interline Managers, Casualty Claims Agents, 

and Environmental staff.258 In Rebuttal, TPI agrees to designate these employees as travelers to 

the extent they are included in TPIRR's Rebuttal staffing. As a result, TPI designates 148 

traveling employees within G&A staffing.259 

Cost per traveling employee. While TPI and CSXT use the same source for average 

travel costs per employee (a 2010 Runzheimer International Survey), CSXT choose to use an 

average of 2010 through 2012 costs rather than just 2010, as was done by TPI.260 As a result, 

CSXT's travel cost per employee is $10,573 while TPI uses $10,475. Because CSXT does not 

253 See, CSXT Reply, Table III-D-32. 
254 See, Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 55 . 
255 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-168. 
256 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-169. 
257 See, Opening Exhibit III-D-2, p. 55. 
258 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-169. 
259 See, workpaper "TPIRR Operating Expense_Rebuttal.xls" . 
260 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-170. 
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index 2011 and 2012 costs back to 2010 in its averaging, TPI continues to rely on the 2010 cost 

of $10,475 per employee for travel expenses. 

Entertainment Expense. CSXT notes that TPI excludes entertainment expenses m 

Opening.261 This omission is corrected in Rebuttal. CSXT bases entertainment expense for the 

TPIRR on its own experience, applying 5.4 percent to travel costs to arrive at entertainment 

expenses.262 In using this factor, CSXT completely ignores its own support for how TPI 

excluded entertainment expenses. Specifically, CSXT cites a 2009 Runzheimer study to show 

that travel expenses, including entertainment expenses, average $10,039 per employee while 

travel expenses excluding entertainment expenses average $9, 7 51 per employee. 263 Based on 

CSXT's own support, entertainment expenses should be 2.95 percent of travel expenses 

[($10,039 --;- $9,751)-1]. TPI uses this 2.95 percent of travel expenses to calculate entertainment 

expenses as this measure is consistent with the source for travel expenses and is provided as 

support by CSXT. 

When the changes to travel and entertainment expenses described above are incorporated, 

Rebuttal expenses increase to $2.1 million. 

5. Bad Debt 

CSXT included an expense for bad debt equal to 0.08 percent of revenue for the 

TPIRR.264 CSXT develops this percent from its own experience from 2010 through 2012. CSXT 

also included historical data allegedly showing an average bad debt figure of 0.13 percent for the 

261 Id. p. III-D-171. 
262 Ibid. 
263 Ibid. 
264 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-174. 
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time period from 2004 through 2013. 265 TPI developed bad debt cost in Opening based on 

CSXT's 2009 through 2011 actual experience.266 CSXT points out that its bad debt figure for 

2009 reflects a one-time adjustment made because of improved collection and a stabilizing 

economic environment.267 

The Board should reject CSXT's figure of 0.08 percent because it is based only on the 

years 2010 to 2012. CSXT has provided no justification for ignoring the most recent year for 

which data is available-2013. The most recent data is the most probative for the TPIRR' s 

experience during the 2010-2020 operating period, yet CSXT has ignored it. 

The Board should also reject CSXT's 2004-2013 calculation for bad debt based on 

CSXT' s own admission that data prior to its "improved collections" in 2009 is non-

representative. Given CSXT' s comments regarding 2009 bad debt and its acknowledgment of 

improved collections, TPI has recalculated bad debt as a percentage of revenue based on CSXT' s 

actual experience for 2010 through 2013. The percentage over this time equals 0.07 percent.268 

The Board should accept TPI's figure because, unlike CSXT's figure, it includes all years since 

the 2009 change in CSXT collection practices. 

265 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-173. 
266 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-2, pp. 55-56. 
267 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-173-174. 
268 See, workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Bad Debt.xls." 
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TPI's maintenance-of-way ("MOW") plan for the TPIRR is described m Opening 

Exhibit III-D-3 . TPI's plan was prepared using a "bottom-up" approach based on the needs of 

the TPIRR, with TPI comparing its proposed MOW staffing plan to the comparable staff 

positions and staffing levels of the existing CSXT MOW Department (Engineering Department). 

In Reply, CSXT's expert claims TPI fell short of its burden to present evidence of likely 

TPIRR MOW staffing and expenses that is consistent with real-world railroading. CSXT 

asserts that TPI's comparison of the TPIRR MOW staff to the CSXT was flawed based on an 

improper number of track miles, and based on flawed data provided to TPI in discovery. TPI 

disproves CSXT's assertion in this Rebuttal. 

CSXT proposes a MOW plan with a staffing level that is 72 percent greater than TPI's 

Opening plan. The Board should reject this plan because it is based on flawed assumptions, 

substantially unsupported, and bloated with new positions and extra personnel that would not be 

required for the MOW operations and annual maintenance of the TPIRR. TPI's expert reaffirms 

his approach to MOW staffing and annual costs taken on Opening, and strongly disagrees with 

CSXT' s assertions that the TPIRR is understaffed. 

In Part A of this Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2, TPI explains how CSXT relies on errors in its 

own data to justify excessive staffing and attack TPI's proposed staffing. In Part B, TPI explains 

how CSXT' s has taken an "apples-to-oranges" approach to comparing its own staffing to the 

TPIRR's. Part C addresses how CSXT fails to tailor its MOW plan to the needs and 

characteristics of the TPIRR. In Parts D through G , TPI addresses the specific aspects of 

CSXT's MOW Plan. 
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A. CSXT RELIES ON ERRORS IN ITS OWN 
DATA TO JUSTIFY EXCESSIVE TPIRR 
STAFFING 

CSXT uses errors in its own MOW workforce data to suppmt its proposed TPIRR MOW 

staffing and attack TPI' s proposed staffing. 1 Both parties assess TPIRR _staffing by using 

CSXT' s own staffing as a benchmark. As the parties recognize, when comparing TPIRR and 

CSXT staffing levels, including CSXT positions that are not necessary on the TPIRR or are 

already included elsewhere in the SAC analysis (e.g., capital projects) will render the comparison 

invalid. To identify these unnecessary positions and create an "apples-to-apples" comparison, 

TPI reviewed each job in the CSXT MOW workforce data provided during discovery. On 

Reply, CSXT identifies for the first time incorrect job description codes in this data and strongly 

criticizes TPI for relying on the data to determine whether individual positions should be 

excluded from the comparison. Instead of fixing these errors, CSXT throws its hands up and 

claims that its departmental MOW staffing figures should be used for benchmarking purposes. 

But under this approach, CSXT MOW positions that even CSXT does not deem necessary for 

the TPIRR or includes elsewhere in the SAC analysis are included in CSXT's MOW staff for 

comparison purposes. 

The Board should reject CSXT's criticism of TPI's use of flawed CSXT data, because 

TPI reasonably relied on the data. Board precedent clearly establishes that a party in a Board 

proceeding is entitled to reasonably rely on data that the other party produces in discovery.2 To 

support its claim that TPI's reliance on the data was unreasonable, CSXT asserts that the data 

1 See, CSXT Reply e-workpaper "Note on CSXT Workforce Data Produced.docx". 
2 See, e.g., AEPCO II at 103; AEP Texas II at 81, 83; PSCo!Xcel II at 93, 103. 
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errors are obvious. But its prime example of the data errors conflicts with this characterization. 

Additionally, CSXT implies that the errors were not significant, stating that "some coding 

errors" cannot justify TPI's proposed staffing.3 

TPI's reliance on the MOW data was reasonable, because the errors were not obvious as 

CSXT alleges. CSXT's prime example of the obvious data errors is that the data included 

{ {.}} communications and signals gang foremen but no signal workers for the foremen to 

supervise. But CSXT's own Rebuttal evidence acknowledges that the data listed { { .. }} 

Signal Maintainers.4 Thus, it is not apparent that signal workers were absent in the data. 

Moreover, if the errors were as blatantly obvious as CSXT asserts, CSXT should have caught 

them while compiling and reviewing the data during discovery. Instead, CSXT first noticed the 

errors after reviewing TPI' s Opening Evidence. 

CSXT's claim that TPI should have asked questions about the data errors is irrelevant. 

TPI was under no obligation to correct CSXT' s own data. A party receiving data in discovery is 

not required to verify that the data are correct or supported. 5 The responsibility for producing 

correct CSXT MOW data rests squarely with CSXT. Moreover, CSXT has an ongoing 

responsibility to correct data it produced in discovery. 49 C.F.R. § 1114.29(b). Even now, after 

identifying the errors, CSXT has not attempted to correct them, probably so it can avoid 

excluding more CSXT positions from any benchmarking and thereby make TPI's MOW staffing 

appear insufficient. CSXT must know how many people work for it and in what role. 

3 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-184. 
4 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Note on Correction ofTPI Estimates ofCSXT MOW Workforce per Main Track 

Mile.docx". 
5 See, WFA/Basin, slip op. at 111 (n. 395). 

I 
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B. CSXT'S COMPARISON OF TPIRR TO 
THE ACTUAL CSXT IS INVALID 

In Opening, TPI presented an analysis developed by witness Crouch that shows what 

CSXT's track-mile to MOW employee ratio would be if CSXT MOW staff were reflective of the 

needs of a new railroad like the TPIRR. Witness Crouch determined in Opening that an adjusted 

CSXT track-mile to MOW employee ratio would be { {.}}.6 In Reply, CSXT spends 

significant effort to show that, while an "apples-to-apples" comparison to the CSXT is 

appropriate, the track-miles and the MOW employee count used by TPI in Opening were 

I incorrect. After making adjustments and "correcting" TPI's analysis, CSXT arrives at an 

I 
I 

adjusted CSXT track-miles to MOW employee ratio of {{.}}.7 In "correcting" TPI's apples-

to-apples analysis, CSXT makes several mistakes which have been corrected here in Rebuttal. 

1. CSXT Ignores Track Miles 
Maintained by its MOW 
Employees to Artificially 
Depress its Staffing Ratio 

CSXT artificially depresses its staffing ratio by ignoring track miles maintained by its 

MOW employees. It claims that TPI overstated the number of CSXT track miles and uses 

21,684 track-miles to develop its staffing ratio.8 But CSXT's track-miles figure includes only 

main line tracks and sidings-it excludes the approximately 10,000 additional track miles of 

yard, set-out, and helper tracks that CSXT's MOW staff maintains, which has the effect of 

understating CSXT's Track miles per MOW employee. 

6 See, TPI Open Exhibit III-D-3, Table 2, Column (3), Line 5. 
7 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-180. 
8 TPI's Opening track-miles value of 31,674, while much closer to the correct value than CSXT's Reply value, 

was incorrect and is corrected here. 
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To avoid distortion, staffing levels should be calculated using all operated track miles. 

MOW employees maintain all track miles that a railroad operates, main track and yard, set-out, 

and helper tracks alike. Indeed, all of the tracks that are owned by CSXT are maintained as 

directed by the CSXT Engineering Department Maintenance of Way Field Manual, page i.9 

Ignoring certain track miles will reduce the number of track miles, on average, that each MOW 

employee maintains. This creates a distortion for railroads having a low proportion of main track 

miles to track miles, because all MOW employees will appear to maintain main track miles even 

though a significant number do not. When staffing levels of railroads with different proportions 

of main track miles to track miles are compared, this distortion becomes amplified. 

CSXT's use of main track miles significantly distorts its staffing level compared to TPI's 

proposed TPIRR MOW staffing. CSXT has 21,684 miles of main line track10 and, according to 

its 2010 Annual Report Form R-1 , operates 30,500 track miles. 11 Table 1, below, restates CSXT 

Reply Table III-D-35 to include all track miles that CSXT operates. 

9 See, Rebuttal workpaper "intro to CSXT MOW Field Manual.pdf'. 
10 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-181. 
11 CSXT 2010 Annual Report Form R-1, Sch. 700 Column (i), line 57 minus line 28. See, also, CSXT Reply 

Workpaper "Note on Management workforce - Analysis of Class I Railroads 2010.xls'', tab "_Data", line 438. 
I 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 1 

Track Miles Maintained by CSXT in 2010 

Passing, 
All Cross- All Track 

2nd Other overs and Switching Tracks Maintained 
Road Main Main Turnouts Wa~ Yard byCSXT 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

21 ,063 4,835 722 928 631 8,928 xxx 
3,815 1,179 622 248 72 671 xxx 

17,248 3,656 100 680 559 8,257 30,500 

* Not maintained by CSXT 
Sources: 
Line 1 and Line 2: 2010 CSXT Annual Report Fonn R-1 , Schedule 700. 
Line 3: Column (2 throu Column (7) Line l - Line 2; Column (8 , Sum of Line 3, Column (2 throu h Column (7). 

Just by using main track miles to calculate its staffing level, CSXT makes its MOW employees 

appear to maintain 29 percent less track on average.12 Using CSXT's Reply figures for the 

purpose of argument only, the TPlRR operates 10,283 main track miles and 12,583 track miles.13 

Using main track miles to calculate TPIRR staffing will make TPIRR MOW employees appear 

to maintain 18 percent less track on average. 14 When comparing TPIRR and CSXT staffing, the 

use of main track miles alone makes CSXT staff appear to maintain 13 percent less track miles 

than TPlRR staff. 15 This distortion poisons CSXT' s comparison of its own staffing levels to 

those TPl proposed for the TPlRR. 

The distortion is also evident in CSXT's Reply Table 111-D-34 and Reply Figure 111-D-1 

comparing the TPlRR to other SARRs. CSXT developed these charts using the main track miles 

12 b (30~00) = 21:84; b = 0.71. 
13 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-B-15. 

14 b (12~83) = 10~83; b = 0.82. 
15 0. 71x = 0.82bx; b = 0.87. This equation assumes equal staffing ratios (x) to isolate the effect of switching to 

main track miles. 
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of previous SARRs, resulting in an "apples-to-oranges" comparison to the TPIRR. In addition, 

these charts are inconsistent. 16 Specifically, the staffing figures for DuPont, AEP Texas, and 

PSCo!Xcel are different between both charts. The ratio of track miles to MOW staff for DuPont 

is 4.96 in Reply Table III-D-134 while it is 4.9 in Reply Figure III-D-1. AEP Texas is 3.4 in 

Reply Table III-D-34, 3.7 in Reply Figure III-D-1. PSCo!Xcel is 3.1 in Reply Table III-D-34, 

3 .3 in Reply Figure III-D-1. CSXT does not explain these differences. 

CSXT has provided no substantive reason for using main track miles to distort its staffing 

level. It merely notes that the STB's decision in WFA!Basin I excluded yards, set-out tracks and 

helper tracks when it calculated the number of track miles maintained per employee. 17 The 

WF A/Basin I decision does not, however, explain why the Board excludes these tracks. 18 

Moreover, because in WF A/Basin I the difference between track miles and main track miles was 

14 percent, 19 less than half of the 29 percent difference that exists for CSXT, the use of main 

track miles resulted in dramatically less distortion. 

2. CSXT Poisons its Comparison by 
Including Unnecessary Positions 

To skew comparison of CSXT's and TPI's proposed TPIRR MOW staffing, CSXT 

overstates the number of comparable CSXT MOW positions that the TPIRR needs to replicate. 

This makes CSXT's own staffing levels appear dramatically higher than the TPIRR's, even 

though much of CSXT's MOW positions are unnecessary on the TPIRR or accounted for outside 

the MOW construct. 

16 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-176 (n.402). 
17 Id 
18 See, WFA!Basin I at 57. 
19 Id p. 26. 

I 
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The parties agree that CSXT's staffing levels must be adjusted before they can be used as 

a benchmark for the TPIRR.2° CSXT's own MOW staff contains many positions that are 

unnecessary on the TPIRR. Also, TPI accounted for certain CSXT MOW positions in the DCF 

model (e.g., capital work, contracted work). Including these MOW positions in CSXT's MOW 

staffing figures would make the TPIRR's staffing appear deficient in a comparison, even though 

TPIRR staffing for these MOW positions is unnecessary. 

CSXT's adjustments to its count of its own MOW employees are insufficient. CSXT 

claims that the proper CSXT MOW employee count for comparison purposes is { { .. }}, 

which is {{ .. }}employees more than the 3,261 MOW employees in TPI's Opening count for 

CSXT. To arrive at this number, CSXT simply removed the Communications & Signals 

("C&S") workforce devoted to construction and the following subdivisions, which are not 

engaged in maintenance: Design, Construction & Capacity, Fixed Plant Engineering, MOW 

Capital Projects, and Program Construction. CSXT failed to remove Transportation department 

employees from its MOW workforce count, which alone would have caused the figure to have 

been { { .. }} employees. Moreover, claiming errors in its data, which TPI addresses in Part A 

above, CSXT self-servingly failed to critically look at its own staffing on a position-by-position 

basis to eliminate positions that are unnecessary on the TPIRR. 

In Opening, TPI identified multiple adjustments to CSXT' s staffing count that CSXT 

overlooked in its Reply: 

Example (1): CSXT 2010 MOW staff had {{.}}Bridge Tenders. The TPIRR has no 
Bridge Tenders in either the TPI MOW plan or the CSXT TPI MOW plan because the 
moveable bridges on the TPIRR are controlled by remote control, and not manually. The 

20 See, CSXT Reply III-D-181. 



PUBLIC Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Page 12 of70 

TPIRR MAINTENANCE OF WAY EXPENSES 

total 2010 CSXT MOW employee count was reduced by {{.}}employees for the 
companson. 

Example (2): CSXT 2010 MOW staff had { {.}} B&B Carpenters. The TPIRR has no 
Timber Bridges, or any Bridges with timber components. Also, building maintenance is 
already covered as outlined by TPI, and accepted by CSXT in Reply, so there is no need 
for B&B Carpenters. B&B Carpenters were not needed or included in either the TPI 
MOW plan or the CSXT TPI MOW plan for the reasons discussed above. The total 2010 
CSXT MOW employee count was reduced by { {.}} employees. 

Example (3): CSXT 2010 MOW staff list included employees that were actually 
Transportation Department Employees, and were classified as such in the 2010 CSXT 
data. Tl:_ie comparison was made for Engineering Department (MOW) employees, so 
employees from the Transportation Department were removed from the MOW Employee 
data. The total 2010 CSXT MOW employee count was reduced by { {.}} 
Transportation Department employees. 

Example ( 4): In the CSXT 2010 MOW staff data, many CSXT employees were properly 
coded as "MOW Capital Projects" employees. Since TPI uses the DCF Model to account 
for future maintenance, and all program work is performed by Contractor forces, there is 
no need for the CSXT MOW Capital Project Employees in this comparison. Capital 
Project Employees were not needed or included in either the TPI MOW plan or the 
CSXT TPI MOW plan for the reasons stated above. The total 2010 CSXT MOW 
employee count was reduced by { { .. }} Capital Project employees. 

The sum of2010 CSXT MOW employees included in the four (4) examples above equals 

a reduction of { { .. }} employees. Excluding only these employees would result in a ratio of 

track miles to MOW staff for the existing CSXT of { { } }, 

which is significantly higher than { {.}}, the ratio derived from CSXT's evidence.21 Separate 

workpapers have been developed to further explain the employee comparison made by TPI in 

Opening.22 

21 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-184, Table III-D-36. This figure was determined using total track miles. 
22 See, TPI Rebuttal workpapers "Rebuttal 2007 Engineering Dept Employees sorted.xis"; "Rebuttal CSXT 

Employee Data from 2010 Sorted Local Crews.xis"; and "Rebuttal Note on CSXT Workforce Data 
Produced.doc". 
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Although CSXT claims that TPI's exclusions are "unreasonable and unsupported," TPI's 

exclusions are straightforward and justified. To support its claims, CSXT asserts that TPI 

incorrectly excluded { {.}} contract foremen. 23 But these foremen positions did not directly 

relate to local track crews or other positions on the TPIRR. CSXT uses many foremen for 

flagging on reimbursable third party projects, like highway overpasses, and flagging for other 

public projects. CSXT also uses its own forces for PTC and signal construction crews, none of 

which are needed on the TPIRR. Including these foremen positions that are unnecessary on the 

I TPIRR would unfairly pad CSXT's MOW staff count to throw a comparison with TPI's 

proposed TPIRR staffing in CSXT' s favor. 

CSXT also asserts that TPI incorrectly excluded certain floating crew employees because 

I TPI assumed the employees are associated with system crews and program capital 

maintenance.24 According to CSXT, floating crews and catch-all positions are often associated 

with ordinary maintenance, and "floating" simply means a position does not have an assigned 

headquarters location. CSXT fails to provide evidence of how many local crews are currently 

used on the CSXT, and fails to provide evidence as to the composition of local crews. 

Regardless, neither CSXT nor TPI include floating crews the TPI MOW Plans. Thus, to make 

an "apples-to-apples" comparison to CSXT, these employees should be excluded from CSXT's 

MOW workforce. 

Using the corrected CSXT track miles and the Rebuttal MOW work force, Table 2 below 

I compares the TPIRR MOW work force to that of the existing CSXT. 

23 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-183. 
24 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-182. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 2 

Com~arison of MOW Personnel On a Track Mile Basis 

2010 TPI CSXT 
Item CSXT OJ!ening Re(!ly 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. MOW Staff {{ .. }} 1,146 1,966 
2. Total Track Miles 30,500 11,823 12,583 

3. Track Miles per MOW Employee {{.}} 10.3 6.4 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 TPIRR MOW.x,ls". 
Note: As included in the workpaper, CSXT's 2010 MOW staffing equaled { {-} }. The CSXT 
headcount above excludes contract foremen and Signal Maintainers listed at headquarters. 

TPI 
Rebuttal 

(5) 

1,144 
12,281 

10.7 

Applying the necessary MOW employee adjustments to the CSXT data yields a CSXT 

track-mile-to-MOW-employee ratio of { {.} },25 which is comparable to TPI's Rebuttal MOW 

staffing ratio of 10.7 for the TPIRR. It far exceeds the TPIRR MOW ratio of 6.4 with CSXT's 

proposed staffing. This valid and useful "apples-to-apples" comparison of the TPIRR to CSXT 

demonstrates that TPI's MOW staffing is appropriate and CSXT's Reply MOW staffing is 

excessive. 

C. CSXT EXP ANDS THE MOW STAFF AND 
ANNUAL EXPENSES WITHOUT 
CONSIDERING THE ACTUAL NEEDS AND 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TPIRR 

CSXT proposes to almost double the TPIRR's annual MOW expense, from $209.8 

million in Opening to $404.3 million in Reply. CSXT also proposes to increase the TPIRR's 

office and field MOW personnel by 72 percent, from 1,146 employees to 1,966 employees, or 

an increase of 820 employees. This grossly overstates the TPIRR's MOW needs for the reasons 

discussed below. 

25 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal CSXT Employee Data from 2010 Sorted.xis". 
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1. CSXT's MOW Plan Was Not 
Properly Developed 

CSXT's development of a MOW plan relies on a top down approach, starting with the 

existing CSXT staff, and "whittling" away employees. CSXT also added many positions not 

listed in the 2010 or 2007 CSXT MOW employee data, without defining their roles or functions 
' 

in any detail, and without providing evidence that the positions are used on CSXT's real world 

railroad. 26 Rather than outlining the positions needed on the TPI and providing a detailed 

discussion of the responsibilities for each employee as TPI did in Opening,27 CSXT's expert 

used this "whittling" approach to guess the staffing needs for the TPIRR MOW Department. He 

then arbitrarily further reduces the workforce without explanation of the TPI' s needs or basis for 

making the arbitrary cuts. 

CSXT's use of the actual CSXT as a starting point for TPIRR's MOW staffing includes a 

level of inefficiency not realized by other Class I carriers. By comparing CSXT' s 2013 expenses 

for way and structures salaries on a track-mile basis to other Class I carriers (see Table 3 below), 

it becomes evident that CSXT is much less than efficient than the other carriers. Thus, CSXT' s 

staffing is a poor starting point from which to base MOW staffing for a least cost, most efficient 

railroad. 

26 See, CSXT Discovery 2010 Employee Data (e.g. ACE Process Inspection Engineer not included in 2010 data; 
Assistant Engineer Bridges not included in 2010 data; Capital Project Managers not included in 2010) Also refer 
to Rebuttal e-workpaper "Rebuttal TPI MOW Employee Positions and Descriptions.xis" for other examples of 
positions not listed in CSXT's 2010 data. 

27 See, TPI Opening workpaper "TPI MOW Employee Positions and Descriptions.xis". 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 3 

Comparison of CSXT's 2013 
Way & Structures Salaries Expenses per 
Mile of Track to Other Class I Carriers 

W&S Salaries W&S Salary 
and Wages Track Miles Expense per 

Carrier {$000} O~erated Track Mile 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. CSX $409,875 30,014 $13,656 
2. NS 202,214 28,957 6,983 
3. CNGT 94,328 9,346 10,093 
4. BNSF 444,509 40,346 11 ,017 
5. KCS 27,669 4,019 6,885 
6. CPSOO 51,565 5,488 9,396 
7. UP 417,830 43,208 9,670 

Sources: e-workpaper "TPI Rebuttal Select Class I RR Data - 2010 to 2013 .xls". 
Col (2): R-1 Sch. 410, Line 151 Col. (b). 
Col (3): R-1 Sch. 700 Total miles less Class 5 miles. 
Col (4): Col (2)..,. Col (3) 

As can be seen from Table 3 above, CSXT has the highest spend on way and structures 

salaries, on a track mile basis, than any other Class I carrier. In fact, CSXT's 2013 spend on way 

and structures salaries was nearly double its primary competitor, NS, and the most efficient 

carrier, KCS, on a track mile basis. So clearly, basing TPIRR's MOW staffing on the actual 

CSXT introduces inefficiencies not seen by existing, efficient carriers, let alone a new, least cost, 

most efficient carrier like TPIRR. 

In Reply, CSXT included a completely unnecessary layer of management. CSXT 

included many engineers, engineering managers, a Chief Engineer Public Projects, four (4) 

Managers - Capital Projects, and other engineering designers and managers that are not 

required ·because their functions are not needed on the TPIRR. Specifically, this staff is 

unnecessary because the TPIRR has been designed and constructed to transport the proper peak 
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period capacity and to serve all existing industries, thus eliminating the need for the design, 

mapping, GIS, and other services that this staff primarily provides. That is, CSXT failed to 

acknowledge that, because the TPIRR was properly modeled and sized for the operating needs 

of the TPIRR, many management, design and other technical staff are not actually needed. 

Thus, the only reason that these-positions were added was to inflate the size of the TPIRR MOW 

staff. 

2. CSXT's MOW Plan and Costs 
Fail to Account for the New 
Condition of the TPIRR 

As discussed above, CSXT's MOW plan in Reply was not properly developed to fit the 

needs of the TPIRR, rather it was developed based on the existing CSXT with its aged 

infrastructure and legacy maintenance programs. This approach creates entirely unnecessary 

positions and increases the number of employees in needed roles without demonstrating a need 

for more employees specific to the TPIRR. In addition, the CSXT's expert' s plan reflects his 

experience with Amtrak, which is a passenger railroad, not a freight railroad like the TPIRR. 

The existing CSXT system was originally constructed to a lower standard than today's modem 

infrastructure, requiring costly upgrades and additional maintenance over time. In addition, the 

CSXT system has undergone phases of deferred maintenance and roadbed and track joint 

pumping, was constructed using archaic construction techniques, and has existing defects and 

age-related maintenance needs. CSXT's expert essentially imputes these characteristics on the 

TPIRR in CSXT's MOW plan and, in some cases, overlooks the new condition of the TPIRR. 

Because the CSXT expert has decades of experience maintaining older, aging infrastructure, he 

fails to properly align the staff needed for the maintenance needs of the newly constructed 
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railroad infrastructure of the TPIRR. TPI acknowledges that the real world CSXT replaces some 

worn rail and crossties annually, and the TPIRR provides for that as well in the DCF Model. 

However, the two railroads' infrastructures cannot be considered equal in their needs. In 

Opening, TPI presented evidence that rail defects are almost nonexistent with new rail, and that 

the probability of having a rail defect increases-very gradually with time.28 CSXT ignores this 

fact. Rail defects generally do not develop until at least 40 to 50 GMT of traffic has been 

reached. Because rail defects are extremely rare in new rail, there should be limited need for 

replacements, very few corresponding field welds required, and much less welding repair 

required. TPI plans the safe course by flaw testing all mainline rail annually, although the 

probability of defects is still relatively low in the 50 to 80 MGT range, and increases slightly in 

time with additional tonnage. 

Indeed, CSXT's Reply treats the TPIRR as if it were like the CSXT system, constructed 

in the late 1800's or early 1900's, with the same infrastructure conditions and inherent problems 

and flaws. In addition, CSXT's MOW expert fails to recognize the significance of having a 

completely new railroad with respect to annual maintenance needs and staffing. Although 

CSXT's expert acknowledges that the TPIRR bridges will require less maintenance because they 

are new steel and concrete bridges, CSXT's expert fails to acknowledge that the TPIRR's track 

and roadbed will also require very little maintenance in the ten year life of the TPIRR, 

because they are also new. The CSXT expert sets a double standard by taking this 

approach, without explaining why new track and roadbed require more maintenance than 

28 See, TPI Opening, Exhibit IIl-D-3, p. 17. 
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new bridges. Although CSXT claims that new track settles requiring additional maintenance,29 

TPI expert Crouch' s experience, as an NS Project Engineer, with many major capital freight 

railroad track projects across the southeast, and with more than 250 new track projects since 

1991, settling of new track that has been properly constructed and tamped has never caused 

issues requiring additional maintenance. In addition, TPI's operating witness had the real 

experience of assigning the maintenance staff needed for a completely new FRA Class IV freight 

railroad in the mid- l 980's: C&NW's WRPI, serving the Southern Powder River Basin coal fields, 

currently operated by Union Pacific. During the first 10 years of its operation, WRPI's track 

speed never fluctuated from its 50 mph loaded I 60 mph empty timetable speed while handling 

up to 32 loaded and 32 empty unit coal trains per day. Not one single derailment of any kind 

occurred during that time. Mr. Crouch patterned TPI's maintenance staff, in consultation with its 

operating witness, after that of C&NW's WRPI. CSXT's expert's experience and opinion is 

based on a California project that has no bearing on the TPIRR. 

The TPIRR, being new, does not face the same challenges that the existing CSXT does 

on replicated lines. The TPIRR has a sound, newly constructed, undamaged roadbed, unlike the 

existing CSXT roadbeds which have failures and weaknesses due to archaic construction 

techniques at the tum of the century, having not been constructed with a crusher run sub-ballast 

cap and having had jointed rail in the past, deferred maintenance over the course of decades in 

the mid-1900' s, and poor drainage in the past. TPIRR culverts and bridges are new, and are not 

failing due to the age of the structures, or due to the type of material used originally. There are 

no timber structures or timber components. Also, the TPIRR will not be maintaining rail that 

29 See, CSXTReply, p. III-D-179. 
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was laid 10, 20, 30, 40 or more years ago. Since the TPIRR is constructed with all new ties, the 

tie life cycle on the TPIRR is completely different from the aged ties in the existing CSXT main 

lines, sidings, and othertracks. Even spot maintenance needs will be drastically lower with a 

newly constructed TPIRR system compared with an older, aging track system, like the CSXT. 

Thus, CSXT's expert' s use of CSXT's existing maintenance needs, or the maintenance needs of 

any existing carrier with which he is familiar, as a basis for the needs of the TPIRR is 

unreasonable and illogical. 

In addition, while CSXT claims that the TPI MOW plan defers maintenance, scrimps on 

maintenance, and depresses maintenance, 3° CSXT agrees with TPI' s methodology and cost 

approach on a majority of the contracted service categories.31 As is discussed below, CSXT 

accepts outright TPI's costs for geometry testing, rail flaw detection, ditch cleaning, storm debris 

removal, derailments, wreck clearing, washouts, environmental cleanups, and bridge 

maintenance. In addition, CSXT accepts TPI's methodology for calculating costs for equipment, 

yard cleaning, vegetation control, building maintenance, and communication system 

maintenance, but disagrees with either miles used to develop costs or with initial 

acquisition/construction costs. For CSXT to, on the one hand, generalize that TPI's MOW costs 

are insufficient, even for a new railroad, then, on the other hand, accept TPI's costs or approach 

to cost development on almost all items, is contradictory. 

Table 4 below, identifies significant differences between the TPIRR and CSXT 

infrastructure that the CSXT expert fails to reflect in their MOW plan. 

30 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-175. 
31 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xis". 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 4 

Comparison of the TPIRR and CSXT Infrastructure 

New TPIRR Infrastructure 
(1) 

• New, sound, well compacted roadbed, 
built with modern equipment, no 
damage from past operations 

• New compacted crusher run sub-ballast 
cap, shaped to drain, less track surfacing 
required 

• New, clean working ditches, less need 
for cleaning 

• Right-of-way completely cleared and 
grubbed, no trees, new grass, less 
maintenance required 

• New track, new rail (CWR), new 
crossties, new clean ballast, new 
fasteners all requiring little to no 
maintenance / 

• Less rail movement and fewer track 
gage problems 

• Premium head hardened rail in curves 3 
degrees and over 

• New turnouts and switch ties, new frogs 
and switch points, brace plates, switch 
plates, switch stands, etc. requiring less 
welding 

• New insulated joints 
• Fewer joints in track 
• New grade crossings 
• New culverts, all aluminized steel 

materials, excellent condition 
• New retaining walls 
• New bridges built with concrete and 

steel, requiring very, very little 
maintenance 

Existing CSXT System Infrastructure 
(2) 

• Old, weaker roadbed built with mules 
and drag pans, poorer compaction, 
soft spots from prior jointed rail 
pumping 

• No crusher run sub-ballast cap in 
original construction, poor drainage 
& track surface 

• Old ditch lines, sedimentation over 
time, requiring more maintenance 

• Trees outside 20-25 ' from centerline, 
heavy vegetation, more maintenance 
effort 

• Old track, components vary in age, 
older rail with more defects, older 
crossties, fouled ballast, and more 
maintenance required 

• More rail/plate movement and more 
track gage problems due to age 

• Limited use of head hardened rail or 
premium rail in curves 

• Older turnouts and switch ties, worn 
frogs, switch points, switch plates, 
and switch stands, requiring more 
welding maintenance 

• Older insulated joints 
• More joints in track 
• Older grade crossings 
• Older culverts, corroded steel, clay or 

older stone masonry material 
• Older retaining walls 
• Older bridges, many timber, older 

steel, re uirin on oin maintenance 

In contrast to CSXT, TPI in Opening presented a workable, reasonable plan for the 

TPIRR MOW department based upon the projected maintenance needs of the TPIRR. TPI's 

plan reflects the reduced tasks and costs associated with a newly constructed railroad operation, 
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the use of new materials and a properly built roadbed in the TPIRR's construction. The type of 

track materials, bridges, and other components used in construction, the TPIRR' s use of modem 

technology and equipment, the projected annual tonnage on the TPIRR, the absence of union 

restrictions on TPIRR staffing, the ten-year life of the TPIRR, the TPIRR's use of contractors to 

perform most annual testing and program maintenance, and the inclusion of long term 

maintenance items such as rail replacement in the DCF model are also incorporated into the 

TPIRR MOW plan. In addition, TPI's plan separates the tasks and costs of capital projects 

performed by contractors. 

The Board' s review and evaluation of the TPIRR MOW staffing plan and 

maintenance costs should account for the fact that the TPIRR is a "new" railroad with new 

roadbed, new ditches, a crushed stone sub-ballast roadbed cap, complete right-of-way clearing 

and grubbing, all new track and turnouts, new culverts and new concrete and steel bridges, etc. 

Even though the maintenance costs for new railway infrastructure construction would be 

significantly less for most items, such as rail , rail and joint welding, and associated repairs 

within the first 10 years of service, TPI used real world staffing levels for all of the 

maintenance tasks required, and designed the annual maintenance programs such as rail grinding, 

to extend asset life and reduce long term maintenance costs, just as CSXT does in the real world. 

However, while using actual CSXT MOW headcounts for the TPIRR, CSXT's expert 

failed to compare the proposed staff level of the TPIRR with the real world CSXT operation on a 

miles-of-road-operated basis having illogical results. Use of main-track miles results in 

overstaffing of MOW functions on the TPIRR. For example, there are { {.}} Assistant 

Roadmasters on the entire CSXT system of 30,500 track miles ( { {.}} track miles per 
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Assistant):32 however, CSXT uses 84 Assistant Roadmasters for the 12,583 Reply track mile 

TPIRR system (150 track miles per Assistant). There are only { {.}} total CSXT real world 

MOW track laborers (track inspectors and motor vehicle operators) listed in discovery. Based on 

{ {.}} laborers, CSXT can only muster { {.}} 3-man crews consisting of a foreman and two 

(2) laborers (smaller crews than on the TPIRR, with each crew covering 124.5 track miles). In 

Reply, CSXT uses (156 foremen and 468 laborers - almost as many as on the 30,500 mile CSXT 

system - covering 75.8 track miles per crew). CSXT's approach is excessive and does not 

reflect the staff of the real world CSXT system. 

In addition, CSXT fails to support its development of the number of smoothing and 

ditching crews in Reply. In fact, CSXT fails to provide data for the number of smoothing gang 

or ditching gang employees or equipment on the real world CSXT system in discovery or Reply. 

CSXT did not quantify or explain why it used the number of crews it did in Reply. CSXT failed 

to explain why TPI's crew numbers were insufficient and provided no evidence to the contrary. 

Since CSXT's MOW staffing plan was not supported by evidence in Reply, its MOW 

staffing Plan should not be used. Thus, the Board should refrain from deriving the cost of 

maintaining a newly constructed TPIRR from the cost of maintaining an existing railroad that 

is staffed to maintain older infrastructure with many imbedded deficiencies. 

3. CSXT's Implication That TPI Has 
Scrimped on Maintenance and 
Deferred Costs is Unfounded 

CSXT' s implications that TPI has scrimped on, or depressed, maintenance costs as well 

as deferred maintenance costs are unfounded. In fact, in Reply, CSXT agrees with TPI's MOW 

32 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply CSXT Employee Data from 2010 Sorted.xis". 
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approach, methodologies, and costs for almost all of the MOW work required for the TPIRR, 

including Track Geometry Testing, Ultrasonic Rail Testing, Rail Grinding, Yard Cleaning, 

Vegetation Control, Crossing Repaving, Communications System Inspection and Repair, Major 

Bridge Inspection and Maintenance, Building Maintenance, Storm Debris Removal, 

Derailments, Clearing Wrecks, Washouts, and Environmental Cleanup. TPI has made some 

minor corrections to costs in Rebuttal based on the use of CSXT' s 2010 route miles as reported 

in the 2010 CSXT Annual Report Form R-1. However, CSXT has accepted TPI's cost 

methodologies for the items mentioned. The fact that CSXT agrees with TPI's annual MOW 

Programs makes it unreasonable for CSXT to then argue that TPI is scrimping on or deferring 

maintenance. Also, CSXT fails to acknowledge that TPI captures the future cost of rail 

replacement and other work in the DFC Model. 

TPI's MOW Plan submitted in Opening does not scnmp on maintenance, defer 

maintenance, or depress maintenance on the TPIRR. TPI outlined all tasks to be performed, and 

included the proper staff levels for performing the work. TPI then compared its staff levels to 

the real world CSXT MOW staff performing the same functions in order to have a real world 

comparison. In fact, CSXT agrees with many of the staff positions and staffing levels in the TPI 

MOW plan submitted in Opening. As discussed above, there are several employee positions on 

the TPIRR for which CSXT uses unrealistically high employee numbers compared to the real 

world CSXT. 

D. TPIRR OPERATING STAFF 

In Opening, TPI presented a total MOW staff of 1,146 as compared with a MOW staff of 

1,966 presented by CSXT in Reply. The majority of this 820 additional MOW staff, examples of 
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which will be discussed below, is either unsupported by CSXT or not required for the TPIRR. 

TPI in Rebuttal reduces TPIRR's MOW staffing to 1,144. A comparison of Opening, Reply, and 

Rebuttal MOW staffing by Department is included in Table 5 below. 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 5 

Comparison of TPIRR Opening, 
CSXT Reply and TPI Rebuttal MOW Staffing 

TPI CSXT TPI 
De~artment O~ening Re~ly Rebuttal 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1. Office of VP 22 16 15 
2. Track Department 

a. General Office Staff 4 38 4 
b. Field Staff 726 1,307 726 

3. Communications & Signals Dept. 
a. General Office Staff 5 31 8 
b. Field Staff 336 513 335 

4. Bridges & Buildings Dept. 
a. General Office Staff 1 5 2 
b. Field Staff 52 56 54 

5. Total MOW Staff 1,146 1,966 1,144 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xls." 

1. Office of the Vice President 

The administrative and support staff located at TPIRR's headquarters includes the VP-

Engineering, Manager-Administration and Budgets, Manager-Safety/Training, Administrative 

Assistants/Clerks, Director-Environmental Operations, and Environmental Engineer. On Reply, 

CSXT accounts for environmental staff in G&A, adds a Manager-Administration and Budgets 

and reduces the number of Administrative Assistants/Clerks from thirteen (13) to seven (7).33 

33 In Opening, Administrative Assistants/Clerks were allocated between HQ Administrative and Support staff(5) 
and Track Department General Office staff (8). CSXT includes all Administrative Assistants/Clerks in HQ 
Administrative and Support staff. 
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In Rebuttal, TPI accepts CSXT's additional Manager-Administration and Budgets and 

CSXT's reductions of Administrative Assistants/Clerks to seven (7). TPI also agrees to reflect 

Environmental personnel in G&A. Including Public Projects staff, the Office of the VP has a 

headcount of 15 in Rebuttal. 

2. Track Department 

a. General Office Staff 

The general office staff for the Track department are located at TPIRR's headquarters. 

TPI, in Opening, included four (4) Track department general office staff, including a Chief 

Engineer, Engineer-Programs and Contracts, Manager-Work Equipment and a Manager-

Welding and Grinding. In Reply, CSXT adds another 34 staff to support the TPIRR' s Track 

department. A comparison of Opening, Reply, and Rebuttal Track Department general office 

staff is included in Table 6 below. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 6 

Comparison of TPIRR Opening, CSXT Reply 
and TPI Rebuttal Track Department General Staffing 

TPI CSXT 
De~artment O~ening Re~l;r 

(1) (2) (3) 

Chief Engineer & Support 1 19 
Inspection Process Engineering 0 6 
MOW Capital Projects 1 6 
Work Equipment 1 5 
Welding _l _2 
Total Track Dept. General Staff 4 38 

Source: e-workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xis." 

i. Chief Engineer and Su1mort 

TPI 
Rebuttal 

(4) 

1 
0 
1 
1 

_l 
4 

In addition to a Chief Engineer-Track, CSXT includes a Director-Operations Support, 

two (2) General Engineering Inspectors, and two (2) Managers-Systems Engineering, but fails to 

explain what each of these staff members do for the TPIRR. Since these positions were not 

included by TPI in Opening and are unsupported by CSXT in Reply, TPI cannot determine if 

they are needed or not, and thus does not include them in Rebuttal. 

CSXT also includes 13 MOW Trainees without explaining why they are needed and what 

they will do. It is clearly CSXT's preference to retain MOW Trainees, where it says trainees are 

ultimately a cheaper solution than having to externally recruit higher-level employees every time 

a position opens.34 CSXT provides no support for how carrying 13 loaded salaries is cheaper 

than recruiting, nor does CSXT discuss any reduction made to G&A recruiting expenses in light 

of carrying these trainees. CSXT fails to demonstrate the need or the benefit of including 

34 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-192. 
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trainees, thus TPI excludes them in Rebuttal. In addition, the STB rejected the inclusion of 

MOW Trainees by the defendant in DuPont and Sunbelt.35 Specifically, the Board rejected the 

defendants ' proposed 24 Trainees in DuPont and three (3) Trainees in SunBelt. 

TPI, in Rebuttal, includes only the Chief Engineer-Track and excludes support personnel 

proposed by CSXT for TPIRR' s headquarters. 

ii. Inspection Process Engineering 

In Reply, CSXT adds an entirely new department, MOW Inspection Process 

Engineering, to oversee testing on the TPIRR. The TPI MOW plan places responsibility for 

assessing various inspection data on the Division Engineer, as is the practice on many railroads. 

Mr. Hughes adds an Assistant Chief Engineer ("ACE"), and five (5) other new employees, but 

fails to provide a description of the different employee positions, duties, and responsibilities. 

Mr. Hughes also places a position used by TPI (Manager, Contracts) in this new department. 

There is certainly no need for an ACE level manager in this position, and TPI asserts that this 

function is easily, and regularly handled on the Division level. TPI disagrees with CSXT 

incorrect assertion that there is no TPI staff to oversee and manage testing, record keeping, or 

assessment of testing results in the TPIRR. 

TPI, in Rebuttal, retains the Engineer-Programs and Contracts and excludes CSXT' s 

proposed HQ Inspection Process Engineering staff, as the functions for this staff as described by 

CSXT are covered at the Division level and CSXT has not explained the functions of each 

proposed position. 

35 See, DuPont, Table A-8, p. 122 and SunBelt, Table A-9, p. 88. 
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iii. MOW Capital Projects 

CSXT asserts that TPI provides no staff for overseeing MOW Capital Projects even 

though TPI provided for project planning to be completed at the Division level, with reviews 

conducted _at the Chief Engineer Track level.36 At the Headquarters level, the Manager of 

Budgets and the Manager of Contracts administer the bid processes. At the Division level, the 

Track Engineer and his Assistant, with support from the Roadmasters, administer specific 

programs, which is typical on most railroads. Large capital programs will be infrequent on the 

newly designed and newly constructed TPIRR, and the cost of the programs, including 

supervision, have been included in the DCF Model. 

TPI, in Rebuttal, excludes CSXT's proposed MOW Capital Projects staff at headquarters, 

as this additional layer of management is unnecessary. 

iv. Work Equipment 

CSXT overstates the need for MOW related equipment, and thus Work Equipment staff 

due to its inflated MOW staff size. CSXT states that it has { {.}} employees in its headquarters 

office for work equipment.37 Where TPI calls for one (1) Manager - Roadway Equipment, 

CSXT calls for four (4). This additional staffing is unnecessary because the volume of true 

roadway equipment is very small on the TPIRR. In contrast, CSXT has large system gangs that 

require a higher level of staffing, but when analyzing the true needs of the TPIRR, there are 

relatively few pieces of roadways equipment. Excluding trucks, trailers, and tools, there are only 

110 pieces of equipment on the TPIRR. 38 As explained in Opening, it is common practice for 

36 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-3, p. 11. 
37 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-194. 
38 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 TPIRR MOW.xls". 
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the individual machine operators to perform daily inspection and maintenance on their 

equipment. With equipment being replaced every five (5) years, the volume of work on 

equipment maintained by a separate mechanic should be very low. Thus, the demand on 

management is also low. 

In Rebuttal, TPI retains a Manager-Work Equipment and excludes CSXT' s proposed 

additional Work Equipment staff at headquarters. 

v. Welding 

CSXT includes two (2) Managers-Welding.39 Since 2010 data for actual CSXT staffing 

shows { {-}} Managers-Welding for the entire system, and since TPIRR track miles are 

roughly one-third that of CSXT's, TPI rejects CSXT's proposal for an additional Manager-

Welding. 

b. Field Staff 

In Reply, CSXT includes a total of 1,307 field staff in TPIRR's Track Department. This 

reflects an increase of 581 over TPI's Opening staffing. As described below, a major reason for 

CSXT' s increased Track Department staffing is the unnecessarily small sizing of Roadmaster 

districts. A comparison of Opening, Reply, and Rebuttal Track Department field staff is 

included in Table 7 below. 

39 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-194. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 7 

Comparison of TPIRR Opening, CSXT Reply 
and TPI Rebuttal Track De[!artment Field Staffing 

TPI CSXT 
De(!artment O(!ening Re(!l:y 

(1) (2) (3) 

1. Track Engr., Asst. Track Engr. & Support 8 24 
2. Roadmasters & Asst. Roadmasters 102 156 
3. Track Crews 408 624 
4. Roadway Machine Operators 55 88 
5. Welder/Helper/Grinders 52 144 
6. Rail Lubricator Repairmen 14 36 
7. Roadway Equipment Mechanics 4 36 
8. Ditching Crews 32 70 
9. Smoothing Crews -21 ___l22 

10. Total Track Dept. Field Staff 726 1,307 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xls." 

i. Track Engineer, Assistant 
Track Engineer, and Support 

TPI 
Rei:>uttal 

(4) 

8 
102 
408 

55 
52 
14 
4 

32 
-21 
726 

CSXT, in Reply, accepts TPI's use of a Track Engineer (with the name Division 

Engineer) and increases the count of Assistant Track Engineers from four (4) to 16. CSXT also 

includes four (4) Staff Engineers to support the Track Engineer and Assistant Track Engineers.40 

TPI provided an Assistant Track Engineer for each of the four (4) Divisions, which on 

average cover 3,070 track miles each.41 Considering CSXT's 12,583 Reply track miles, 

CSXT's 16 Assistant Track Engineers would cover only 786 miles each. In contrast, the real 

world CSXT has { {-}} Assistant Division Engineers for 11 divisions, or { { .. }} 

CSXT track miles per Assistant Division Engineer.42 TPI assigned Assistant Track Engineers on 

40 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
41 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 TPIRR MOW.xls", Table 8. 
42 Id. 
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every Division, so that each Assistant Track Engineer covers one-third fewer miles than on the 

real world CSXT System. TPI's approach is very conservative. CSXT's headcount for Assistant 

Track Engineers is clearly infeasible since each Assistant would cover less than 20 percent of the 

track miles covered by actual CSXT Assistants. 

CSXT suggests the inclusion of four (4) Staff Engineers are to replace TPI's Opening 

staff of Administrative Assistants.43 Since CSXT does not explain what these Engineers do and 

since TPI and CSXT both account for MOW Administrative Assistants in the Office of the VP, 

CSXT's four (4) Staff Engineers are excluded by TPI in Rebuttal. 

Based on the arguments presented above, TPI in Rebuttal retains its four ( 4) Track 

Engineers and four (4) Assistant Track Engineers and excludes CSXT's four (4) Staff Engineers. 

ii. Roadmasters and Assistant 
Roadmasters 

CSXT includes 72 Roadmasters and 84 Assistant Roadmasters.44 These are significant 

increases over the 51 Roadmasters and 51 Assistant Roadmasters included by TPI in Opening.45 

CSXT claims TPI' s Roadmaster staffing is out of line with the real world CSXT because of 

TPI' s sizing of Roadmaster districts. The sizing of Roadmaster District is critical to CSXT' s 

claim that TPI's Opening MOW plan is inadequate and that maintenance costs oil the TPIRR 

should be increased over Opening levels. CSXT's compression of the Roadmaster district size 

results in unrealistically high and unsupported numbers of Roadmasters, Assistant 

Roadmasters, local crews, smoothing crews, ditching crews, etc., and their equipment. As 

a result, TPIRR's Roadmaster district sizing is the main driver of difference in the costs of 

43 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-204. 
44 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
45 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRRRebuttal Comp MOW.xlsx". 
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the CSXT and TPI MOW pl?fis. By decreasing the existing CSXT Roadmaster track mile 

territory from 232 track miles to 164 track miles, CSXT artificially, arbitrarily, and without 

supporting evidence, increases MOW staffing. These increases are shown in Table 8 below. 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 8 

Increased Headcount Resulting 
From CSXT Roadmaster District Sizing 

TPI CSXT 
De~artment O~ening Re~l:y Increase 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I. Roadmaster 51 72 21 
2. Assistant Roadmaster 51 84 33 
3. Local Crew Foremen 102 156 54 
4. Local Crew Laborers 306 468 162 
5. Roadway Machine Operators 55 88 33 
6. Welders & Helpers 52 144 92 
7. Rail Lubricator Repairmen 14 36 22 
8. Roadway Equip. Mechanic 4 36 32 
9. Ditching Crew Foremen 16 35 19 

10. Ditching Crew Operators 16 35 19 
11. Smoothing Crew Foreman 17 43 26 
12. Smoothing Crew Operators -11. ___8_Q -2 
13. Total Increased Headcount 718 1,283 565 

Source: TPI Rebuttal workpa er "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xls." 

Simply by decreasing TPI's Opening Roadmaster territory size of 232 track miles (which, 

as discussed below, is slightly higher than the existing CSXT territory size) to CSXT's proposed 

TPI territory size of 164 track miles, Mr. Hughes added 565 employees and all of the equipment, 

tools, and other costs related to the support of those employees. Examples of these additions 

include 21 additional rubber-tired backhoes and 54 additional hy-rail trucks for the Roadmasters 

and Assistant Roadmasters. 
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Mr. Hughes commits an error in his analysis of Roadmaster District sizes which 

apparently leads him to believe the TPIRR could support so many Roadmasters. Specifically, 

Mr. Hughes relies on 21 ,684 track miles for the actual CSXT to develop his comparisons to 

previous cases.46 Mr. Hughes' s track mile mistake is discussed in detail above. Had Mr. Hughes 

used the correct CSXT track miles (30,500), he would have arrived at an actual CSXT 

Roadmaster District size of roughly 200 miles, making his comparison to previous cases 

worthless. Instead, Mr. Hughes provides an incorrect measure for the actual CSXT in an attempt 

to hide the proper comparison. 

In Opening, TPI provided one Roadmaster for every 232 TPIRR track miles.47 In 

contrast, the real world CSXT has 149 to 150 Roadmasters (depending upon the year data used), 

or 203 CSXT track miles per Roadmaster.48 Thus, the actual CSXT has Roadmaster districts that 

are on average 39 miles longer than those CSXT proposes for TPIRR, and only 29 miles shorter 

than TPI's in Opening. Considering the CSXT is proven to have inefficient staffing when 

compared to other Class I carriers (see Table 3 above) and that TPIRR is designed to be least 

cost, most efficient, TPI's district sizes for TPIRR are more in line with real-world railroading 

than CSXT's proposed district sizes. Also, TPI's Roadmaster territories reflect the MOW needs 

of the TPIRR, the size of existing CSXT territories, and that there would be less work required to 

maintain the newly constructed TPIRR than the existing CSXT. Maintenance needs are not just 

lower because the TPIRR is new. Maintenance crew needs are lower because significant local 

maintenance crew work effort on the existing CSXT is used to prepare for, assist, support, and 

46 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-206, Table III-D-44. 
47 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 TPIRR MOW.xls'', Table 8. 
48 Id. 
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clean up after program maintenance and capital project work that is performed by contractors on 

the TPIRR, or otherwise accounted for in the DCF Model. Because rail and other track assets 

start out new, the occurrence of rail defects is very low, statistically, resulting in a lower rate of 

welding, rail replacement, and other related repairs. 

In Reply, CSXT attempts to bump up the number of Roadmasters for the TPIRR, 

ignoring their own real world track mile to Roadmaster ratio, using 72 Roadmasters on 12,583 

track miles (ratio of 175 track miles per Roadmaster). CSXT provides no evidence in Reply to 

support the increased number of Roadmasters and related crews other than Mr. Hughes' s 

opinions. Mr. Hughes typical top-down approach somehow fails to account for the existing 

CSXT track mile to employee ratios and CSXT provides no explanation or evidence for why. 

Mr. Hughes proposed staffing far exceeds the actual track mile to employee ratios on the real 

world CSXT in many categories. 

In Reply, CSXT uses 84 Assistant Roadmasters (150 track miles per Assistant) for 72 

proposed Roadmasters, which does not conform to its own existing MOW Staff model and 

should be rejected. The real world CSXT has { {.}} Assistant Roadmasters, which amounts to 

{ {.}} CSXT track miles per Assistant Roadmaster, over three (3) times the number of track 

miles per employee than on the TPIRR,49 and less than { {.}} Assistant Roadmaster for every 

{ {-}} Roadmasters ( { {.}} Assistants serving { {.}} Roadmasters ). so 

49 Id 
50 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal CSXT Employee Data from 2010 Sorted". 
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TPI provided an Assistant Roadmaster for every 232 track miles of track in the TPIRR 

System. 51 Also, like many Class I railroads, such as Norfolk Southern, the TPIRR MOW plan 

assigned one Assistant Roadmaster to each Roadmaster. 52 The Assistant acts as a back-up for the 

Roadmaster, trading out "on call" time, and covering for each other on vacation. Thus, TPI's 

proposal is feasible, as demonstrated by CSXT' s own staffing and the practices of other Class I 

railroads. 

Because CSXT's Roadmaster Districts are unsupported and unreasonable, and because 

CSXT's headcount for Assistant Roadmasters is in complete disagreement with real world 

railroading, TPI, in Rebuttal, retains the 51 Roadmasters and 51 Assistant Roadmasters on the 

TPIRR. 

iii. Track Crews 

CSXT includes a total of 156 track maintenance crews, each with a Foreman and three 

(3) Crew Members. Of CSXT's 156 crews, 136 are assigned to mainline track, eight (8) are 

assigned to branch lines, and 12 are assigned to major yards. 53 The approach used by Mr. 

Hughes to develop crew counts was to establish metrics around what he considered determinants 

of how many mainline miles a crew could cover. These metrics were developed by TPIRR 

segment and include gross tons per track mile, minutes between train per track, percent of 

mainline track with curves of between three (3) and six (6) degrees, percent of mainline track 

with curves greater than six (6) degrees, number of switches per route-mile, number of 

51 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 TPIRR MOW.xls", Table 8. 
52 TPI witness Crouch' s personal experience as an NS Track Supervisor. 
53 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-208. 
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lubricators per route-mile, and finally, number of crossings per route-mile.54 Despite developing 

all of these supposed metrics, Mr. Hughes does not have a quantitative approach to developing 

mainline miles per crew, rather he makes observations about each TPIRR segment based on his 

metrics and qualitatively assigns an assumed mainline miles per crew figure to each segment. 

The observations made by Mr. Hughes are referred to as "Evaluation of Work Load per Mile" in 

CSXT's workpaper_ "TPIRR System MOW Workload.xis." Because this approach is 

speculative, Mr. Hughes's assumed mainline miles per crew are clearly unsupported. 

The metrics Mr. Hughes uses to develop his observations regarding crew requirements 

for a TPIRR segment are flawed and/or infeasible. First, the two (2) metrics related to track 

curvature as well as the metrics related to switches, lubricators, and crossings are useless for 

determining crew sizes because maintenance activities related to each of these metrics are 

handled by contractors and other MOW crews and personnel, not TPIRR local crews. 

Second, the two (2) remaining metrics relied on by Mr. Hughes to determine mainline 

miles per crew are easily proven to be improper. The gross ton per track mile developed by Mr. 

Hughes relies on peak year density (gross tons). However, when peak year gross tons in Mr. 

Hughes's workpaper "TPIRR System MOW Workload.xis" are divided by peak year trains for 

the various segments, absurd results occur. For example, on Segment 1 from Chicago to 

Buffalo, Mr. Hughes shows 120.3 million peak year gross tons and 76,413 peak year trains. The 

tons per train calculated using these numbers is 1,575 tons per train (120,300,000 gross tons 

divided by 76,413 trains). This suggests, based on Mr. Hughes analysis, that the average train on 

the Chicago to Buffalo segment weighed only 1,575 tons. Assuming 143 gross tons per car, Mr. 

54 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "TPIRR System MOW Workload.xis". 
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Hughes average peak year trains would have only 11 cars. This result is clearly incorrect. 

Rebuttal workpapers "Rebuttal Base Year Trains by Crew Districts.xis" and "Rebuttal TPIRR 

System MOW Workload.xis" show the implied peak year cars per train for each segment 

included in Mr. Hughes analysis. Because of the incorrect densities assumed by Mr. Hughes, the 

observations he drew using these densities clearly cannot be trusted. 

Mr. Hughes also develops minutes between trains per track by dividing minutes in a day 

by peak year trains per track per day. With this approach, Mr. Hughes makes the unrealistic 

assumption that trains are evenly spaced throughout a day. To the contrary, real world trains are 

typically grouped together to achieve higher capacity and efficiency, following much closer than 

15 minutes apart (as Mr. Hughes estimates for the Chicago to Buffalo segment), creating larger 

windows of track time than Mr. Hughes would suggest. Thus Mr. Hughes's minutes between 

trains per track per day is unrealistic. 

Furthermore, the real world CSXT MOW department only lists a total of { {.}} 

Laborers (track inspectors and motor vehicle operators). 55 If CSXT were to use a foreman and 

three (3) laborers as on the TPIRR, CSXT would only have { {.}} four-man crews on the 

entire CSXT system. Even if CSXT utilized three-man crews, it could only muster { {.}} 

crews on its own system. Yet, Mr. Hughes uses an overinflated 156 crews on the TPIRR, which 

is one-third the size of the actual CSXT. Mr. Hughes's number of crews for the TPIRR is clearly 

unsupported and excessive in comparison to CSXT's own staffing. 

Given the unrealistic assumptions and infeasible metrics used by Mr. Hughes to 

. arbitrarily assign mainline track miles per crew, combined with the fact that Mr. Hughes is 

55 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rebuttal 2007 Engineering dept Employees sorted.xis". 
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ultimately guessing at crew counts, the crew counts provided by Mr. Hughes in Reply should not 

be used as they are unsupported and based on incorrect data. TPI, in Rebuttal, continues to use 

102 Track Crew Foreman and 306 Track Crew members. 

iv. Roadway Machine Operators 

Excluding Ditching and Smoothing crews, CSXT includes 88 Roadway Machine 

Operators. Included in this headcount are 72 Backhoe Operators, four ( 4) Dozer Operators, and 

12 Speedswing Operators.56 By comparison, TPI, in Opening, includes 51 Backhoe Operators, 

four (4) Dozer Operators, and no Speedswing Operators.57 

CSXT agrees with TPI's ·proposal to have one backhoe and operator for each Roadmaster 

District. CSXT also agrees with TPI's use of one dozer and operator per division. Unlike TPI in 

Opening, CSXT includes a Speedswing and operator for each hump yard. CSXT claims 

Speedswings are needed to support maintenance gangs with general lifting of switch and other 

track material, and to assist signal maintenance gangs with maintaining retarders. 

Speedswings are not needed on the TPIRR for two (2) reasons. First, CSXT improperly 

assesses the need for Speedswings. Mr. Hughes quotes SunBelt for "[a] Speedswing is important 

for. .. efficient operations in the SBRR's hump yard, and it c~nnot be replaced by a crew truck or 

I backhoe."58 This quote is not a true, realistic, or accurate statement. Many railroads use rubber 

tired backhoes and crew trucks to change rails in hump yards and lift switch materials. A rubber-

I 
I 

tired backhoe, which TPI includes with each Roadmaster, is much more versatile than a 

Speedswing. Second, hump yard maintenance demands will be low rendering Speedswings 

56 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
57 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xlsx". 
58 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-211. 
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unnecessary. The existing CSXT Yards were mostly built using used rail that cascaded down 

from the main line or branch line tracks, it is often jointed rail, and has historically been older 

and in much worse condition than TPI's new rail. So changing rail in a hump yard is likely a 

more frequent occurrence on the real world CSXT than would be on the TPIRR, where brand 

new rail is used. The actual CSXT' s ties and turnouts are also in an older life cycle. 

In Rebuttal, TPI maintains the same level of Roadway Machine Operators as in Opening 

and excludes CSXT's proposal for the use of Speedswings. 

v. Welder/Helper/Grinders 

On Reply, CSXT includes 72 Welders/Helpers/Grinders which is 20 more than that 

included by TPI in Opening.59 In addition, CSXT includes 72 Welder Foremen, bringing the 

total staff up to 144. An examination of CSXT's actual staffing in 2010 shows { {.}} 

Welder/Helper/ Grinder personnel.6° Clearly, CSXT's number of staff for TPIRR is excessive 

since it significantly exceeds CSXT's actual staffing. Given that TPIRR track miles are roughly 

40 percent of CSXT' s, 61 a staff of 52 for the TPIRR is more than adequate when compared to the 

{ {.}} staff on the CSXT. Moreover, TPI's Opening evidence shows that rail defects are not 

statistically probable in new rail, and that the probability of defects increases slightly over time.62 

With all new continuous welded rail track and turnouts, and few defective rails expected over 

time, there will be very little need for welders on the TPIRR. 

59 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx" . 
60 See, CSXT Reply e-workpaper "Reply CSXT Data from 2010 Sorted.xis", Tab "Reply Pivot 2010 sorted for 

TPI", Row 59. 
61 TPIRR track miles of 12,281-;- CSXT 2010 track miles of30,500 = 0.40 or roughly 40 percent. 
62 See, TPI Opening Exhibit IIl-D-3 , p. 43 . 
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TPI continues to rely on a staff of 52 Welders/Helpers/Grinders in Rebuttal, which better 

reflects real-world levels on the CSXT. 

vi. Rail Lubricator Repairmen 

In Reply, CSXT adds 22 Rail Lubricator Repairmen to TPI's count of 14, resulting in a 

total of 36 repairmen.63 While CSXT accepted TPI's inclusion of 1,795 rail lubricators, CSXT 

claims that 14 Rail Lubricator Repairmen, each covering 490 route miles, is unrealistic. CSXT 

provided no supporting evidence m discovery to show how many lubricator 

repairmen/maintainers are used on the existing CSXT system, or how many lubricators are 

maintained per repairman. Nor did CSXT provide any evidence to support its claim that one 

repairman cannot maintain 128 lubricators. TPI explained in Opening that the Assistant 

· Roadmasters and Track Inspectors assist in the task of inspecting and repairing lubricators, 

which is a standard practice on railroads such as NS.64 

CSXT also claims that since the Board accepted NS's operating plan in DuPont, and thus 

NS's MOW personnel in DuPont, that the repairman count used by NS in DuPont of 38 should 

be used as a benchmark here.65 The Board never offered an opinion specifically about Rail 

Lubricator Repairmen nor mentioned the approaches used by DuPont or NS in their development 

of repairmen, so it is unreasonable for CSXT to imply there existed some support related to 

repairmen that was accepted by the Board- there was not. 

To demonstrate that 14 Rail Lubricator Repairmen are reasonable on the TPIRR, it is 

important to discuss the rail lubrication needs of the TPIRR. Each Lubricator grease reservoir 

63 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
64 TPI witness Crouch's personal experience as an NS Track Supervisor. 
65 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-214. 
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holds 42 gallons of grease (or 320 lbs.), as confirmed by CSXT in Reply.66 But the key factor 

for determining maintenance needs is the grease consumption rate, which CSXT did not mention 

and is 0.75 lbs. per 1,000 axles.67 For a lubricator grease tank that holds 320 lbs. , the number of 

axles over the lubricator between fillings is 426,667 (320 lbs./0.75 lbs. x 1,000 axles= 426,667 

axles). The TPIRR carries 286,000 lb. gross weight rail cars, each having four (4) axles. I 
Therefore, the gross weight over the lubricator between fillings is 15.3 MGT (426,667 axles/4 

axles per car x 286,000 lbs.fear I 2,000 lbs./ton = 15,253 ,333 tons). At this rate of consumption, 

for many sections of the TPIRR, lubricators would require filling once a year or less. On a line 

segment carrying 60 MGT, lubricators would have to be filled four (4) times a year. Even 

servicing every lubricator on the TPIRR four (4) times per year and assuming a repairman works 

four (4) days a week, 50 weeks per year (200 work days), a repairman would service 2.56 

lubricators per day (128 lubricators x 4 times per year I 200 working days per year = 2.56 

lubricators per day). One man can certainly inspect and maintain between two (2) and three (3) 

lubricators per day. TPI's expert Crouch has personally maintained rail flange lubricators as a 

Track Supervisor for Norfolk Southern. CSXT's statement that 128 lubricators cannot be 

maintained by one person is unrealistic and lacks relevant support. 

In Rebuttal, TPI maintains 14 Rail Lubricator Repairmen. 

66 See, CSXT Reply Section III-D, Cite 470 Portee Rail Products, Inc., "Hydraulic Wayside Lubrication System: 
Portec-M&S 761 Hydraulube," available on http://www.lbfosterrailtechnologies.com/pd£' 
brochures/7 61 Hydraulube.pdf. 

67 Id. 
I 
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vii. Roadway Equipment Mechanics 

CSXT includes 36 Roadway Equipment Mechanics ("REM"), which is 32 more than 

provided by TPI in Opening. 68 CSXT claims that the Board has accepted an industry standard of 

I one (1) REM for every two (2) Roadmaster districts.69 But, based on the experience of TPI's 

witness Crouch, the mechanics will primarily work on smoothing equipment and ditching 

equipment, because the TPIRR does not have system gangs. With 110 pieces of equipment 

spread over four (4) divisions, there are roughly 28 pieces of machinery per division. It is highly 

I unlikely that every piece of machinery will require repairs, and certainly will not require repairs 

every month. Between having new equipment, regular inspection and maintenance by the 

operator, and warranties on new equipment, one mechanic can definitely support 28 pieces of 

equipment. The TPIRR does not keep any equipment more than five (5) years, which is not the 

case on the existing CSXT. TPI rejects Mr. Hughes "top-down' staffing approach, and points 

out that Mr. Hughes does not explain what equipment is being serviced, or the actual repair 

I needs. 

Maintenance requirements for roadway equipment will be low on the TPIRR. As 

described in Opening, each individual machine operator is responsible for daily inspection and 

routine, preventative maintenance on their machine. Operators routinely perform lubrication, 

inspections, change hoses, etc. on their machines. This is a common work practice on Class I 

railroads and results in fewer major breakdowns. Also, TPI provided an annual equipment 

maintenance cost equal to five (5) percent of the purchase cost, per year, which CSXT accepted 

68 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
69 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-214. 
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in Reply.7° CSXT attempts to inflate the annual equipment cost beyond the five (5) percent 

amount by adding additional personnel for equipment maintenance. 

In Reply, CSXT claims that the number of Roadway Equipment Mechanics used by TPI 

at Opening is infeasible. 71 CSXT's claim is based on an assertion that it would take a mechanic 

3.5 working days to drive the 1,716 miles from one end of the territory to the other, suggesting 

that spreading a mechanic that thin would result in down time and delays. This is not true. TPI 

stationed one REM in centralized locations within the four (4) MOW Divisions. The most 

extreme driving distances spanning the entire TPIRR system would include traveling across two 

(2) entire division territories (e.g. , Chicago, IL to Plant City, FL = 1,169 miles, or 17 hours of 

driving; or, New Orleans, LA to Buffalo, NY = 1,235 miles, or 18 hours of driving). Even the 

1,235 mile drive from New Orleans to Buffalo falls about 500 miles short of the drive distance 

claimed by CSXT per REM in Reply. In evaluating the drive time between centralized locations 

spread across the TPIRR, maximum drive times for REMs are common in the three (3) to four 

(4) hour range, with the highest possible around six (6) hours. It is reasonable to assume that one 

REM per MOW division is adequate to assist in the maintenance of the TPIRR equipment. 

In discovery, CSXT provided employee data from 2007 and 2010. Based on this data, 

there are 11 diesel mechanics,72 or 2,773 track miles per mechanic on the real world CSXT (not 

including system gangs or program employees). This is similar to the TPIRR track mile to REM 

ratio of 2,956, which is higher than CSXT's own ratio because the TPIRR has far less MOW 

equipment than the real world CSXT and the annual maintenance cost for equipment has already 

70 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-233 . 
71 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-214. 
72 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply CSXT Employee Data from 2010 Sorted.xlsx". 
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been included in the TPIRR MOW annual cost. Although CSXT argues that its own data are 

incorrect because the employees were not properly classified, it failed to provide a corrected 

number of REMs or evidence contrary to the data provided in discovery. 

On each Division, many employees are assigned equipment, mostly standard manufacture 

trucks, with or without hy-rail equipment. Class I railroads such as Norfolk Southern use 

dealerships and other contract repair shops for routine maintenance of this equipment. Also, 

vehicles are only kept for five (5) years on the TPIRR, which means there will be a lesser degree 

of maintenance. In addition, the cost of equipment maintenance is already covered by the five 

(5) percent additive, which as discussed above, was accepted in Reply by CSXT. CSXT 

attempts to add to the agreed-upon five (5) percent cost by adding more REM staff on the 

TPIRR, which is a double-count for equipment maintenance. TPIRR affirms that one REM per 

MOW Division is appropriate and conservative because of the smaller number of equipment on 

the TPIRR than on the real world CSXT, and because the cost of equipment maintenance is 

already covered by the five (5) percent annual charge. As a result, TPI maintains the use of four 

(4) Roadway Equipment Mechanics in Rebuttal. 

viii. Ditching Crews 

CSXT and TPI agree on the proposed Ditching crew size and equipment per crew. But 

CSXT added more crews in Reply without any evidence to support the higher number of crews. 

Because CSXT failed in discovery to provide any evidence regarding the number of existing 

ditching equipment or crews and failed to identify what specific MOW employees were engaged 

in ditching activities in 2010 or 2007, TPI rejects the unsupported addition of more crews as 

excessive. 
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In Reply, CSXT agreed with TPI's annual cost of ditch maintenance.73 But CSXT's 

argument on Reply pages III-D-215 through III-D-217 seems contrary to this acceptance. In 

discussing the TPIRR's ditching needs, CSXT fails to acknowledge that the newly constructed 

track and roadbed, which have improved drainage structures and all new seeding and mulching, 

will have very little in the way of ditching needs for many, many years. TPI cannot be expected 

to pay the full cost of all new railroad roadbed and slope stabilization, and then be expected to 

pay to maintain it as if it were maintaining the existing CSXT which has many problems that 

have developed over more than a century through improper initial construction and poor 

maintenance. Culverts on the TPIRR are less likely to become clogged since the right-of-way 

has been cleared during construction, and vegetation control has been in place to reduce the 

growth of trees along the railroad. TPI rejects the claim made by Mr. Hughes that 200 miles of 

railroad will have 200 miles of ditches to maintain. 74 Mr. Hughes fails to provide evidence other 

than an unsupported formula, which is a guess, and not based on any facts or evidence. TPI also 

rejects the argument that rainfall will create a greater need for ditching. Rainfall keeps properly 

built ditches free from sediment and debris. The ditches and culverts are new, and have been 

designed for the proper hydrology and hydraulics. The new ditches should have less needs than 

the existing CSXT. 

Given the arguments above, TPI maintains the use of 16 Ditching Crew Foreman and 16 

Ditching Crew members in Rebuttal. 

73 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xis". 
74 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-216. 
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ix. Smoothing Crews 

In Reply, CSXT includes 43 Smoothing Crews, which is 26 more than the 17 proposed 

by TPI in Opening. 75 CSXT failed in discovery to provide any evidence regarding the number of 

existing smoothing equipment or crews, and failed to identify what specific MOW employees 

were engaged in smoothing activities in 2010 or 2007. TPI rejects the unsupported addition of 

more crews due as unnecessary. Most track surfacing is accomplished in capital and 

maintenance program work, which is accounted for on the TPI in the DCF Model. That means 

that the actual need for surfacing on the TPIRR is only for spot surfacing, where roadbed 

stability problems develop, where new turnouts are installed, or where there are heat kinks in the 

track. Since the TPIRR has all newly constructed track, all of the track has been distressed for 

temperature during construction (in accordance with Federal Railroad Administration rules). 

There should be little to no track movement from heat since the track was properly distressed. 

Since the TPIRR is all newly constructed track on newly constructed roadbed, all of the roadbed 

have been properly constructed and compacted, virtually eliminating sources of roadbed 

problems and track surface problems. There should be little to no track movement from roadbed 

instability causes on the TPIRR since the track and roadbed were properly constructed for 

286,000 pounds car loadings. Note that the CSXT roadbed and track were originally constructed 

to a much lower load capacity standard, without sub-ballast on the roadbed, and with jointed rail 

track, all of which creates pockets of poor roadbed stability and pumping. The needs for the 

TPIRR are much lower than CSXT for those reasons. Mr. Hughes' opinions are guesses that 

75 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
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overlook the construction methods and conditions on the TPIRR as compared to the existing 

CSXT. 

Given the arguments above, TPI maintains the use of 17 Smoothing Crew Foreman and 

34 Smoothing Crew members in Rebuttal. 

2. Communications & Signals 
Department 

CSXT in Reply includes a total of 544 Communications and Signals ("C&S") staff on 

TPIRR, a number that exceeds TPI's Opening staffing by 203. 76 In additional to substantially 

increasing C&S staffing at headquarters, CSXT also significantly increases the number of Signal 

Maintainers. CSXT's Reply staffing additions as well as TPI's Rebuttal staffing are described 

below. 

a. General Office Staff 

CSXT proposes increasing TPI's general office C&S positions by 26 for a total of 31 

staff. 77 As discussed below, most of these positions are redundant or not needed on the TPIRR, 

with some having been rejected by the STB in previous cases. A comparison of Opening, Reply, 

and Rebuttal staffing of TPIRR's C&S general office staffing is included in Table 9 below. 

76 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
77 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xlsx". 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 9 

Comparison of TPIRR Opening, CSXT Reply 
and TPI Rebuttal C&S Department General Office Staffing 

TPI CSXT 
Gron~ O~ening Re~l:y 

(1) (2) (3) 

Chief Engineer 1 1 
Testing Staff 0 3 
Design Staff 0 2 
PTC Staff 0 3 
Additional C&S Staff 0 17 
Call Desk -1. ~ 
Total C&S General Office Staff 5 31 

Source: e-workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xis." 

i. Chief Engineer 

TPI 
Rebuttal 

(4) 

1 
0 
0 
3 
0 
4 
8 

Like TPI in Opening, CSXT includes a Chief Engineer-Communications and Signals at 

TPIRR' s headquarters. 

ii. Testing Staff 

CSXT adds three (3) staff for signal testing because, according to CSXT, Signal 

Maintainers do not have the specialized skills to perform signal tests. This presumption conflicts 

with CSXT evidence, where it states "[i]nstallation of PTC will increase the recordkeeping, 

testing, troubleshooting, and maintenance workload on maintainers."78 Based on this statement 

from CSXT, Signal Maintainers do perform testing. In addition, 2010 data for CSXT's actual 

78 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-220. 
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staffing79 does not include separate staff for testing signals. TPI rejects CSXT's proposal to 

include three (3) signal testing staff. 

iii. Design Staff 

CSXT adds design and engineering staff that are not needed for the newly constructed 

TPIRR. These added positions include Manager-Signal Design and Director-Hump Yard 

Engineering. CSXT fails to provide support for why these positions are needed on a newly 

constructed railroad. In addition, these positions were identified by the STB as unnecessary in 

DuPont. 80 Thus TPI has excluded these positions in Rebuttal. 

iv. PTC Staff 

CSXT in Reply includes a Director and two (2) Engineers to address PTC technical 

issues, critical configuration control, and inventory record keeping. TPI acknowledges the need 

for staff to manage PTC issues and accepts CSXT's proposal for a Director-PTC and two (2) 

Engineers-PTC in Rebuttal. 

v. Additional Communications Staff 

CSXT has included 1 7 new staff who will be responsible for assisting Communication 

staff with their communications. Included in this additional staff of 1 7 are nine (9) 

Communications Specialists that complement CSXT's 32 Communications Technicians in the 

field. 81 CSXT' s combined 41 technicians (32 field staff and nine (9) communications specialists) 

match the number of field staff Communications Technicians provided by TPI in Opening. 82 

79 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply CSXT Data from 2010 Sorted.xlsm", Tab "Reply Pivot 2010 sorted for 
TPI". 

80 See, DuPont at 110. 
81 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-224. 
82 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-3, p. 24. 

I 
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-Of the remaining eight (8) added communications staff, CSXT includes a Director-

Communications and four ( 4) Managers-Communications to manage Communications 

Technicians.83 CSXT claims that TPI's Communications Technicians are inappropriately 

managed by an Assistant Communications Engineer and four (4) Signal Maintainers. 84 This 

claim of CSXT's is completely false as TPI's Communications Technicians are managed by four 

(4) Communications Supervisors.85 CSXT contradicts itself claiming in one case that these 

Supervisors do not exist86 then acknowledges in another TPI's use of the four (4) 

Communications Supervisors. 87 As TPI does include supervisory staff for Communications 

Technicians, CSXT's Director and four (4) Managers are unnecessary and unsupported. 

CSXT also adds a Director-Network Operations and two (2) Managers-Network 

Operations to TPIRR's C&S general office staff. This staff will be responsible for performing 

contract maintenance responsibilities that contract communications maintenance providers do 

not perform as expected and required. CSXT claims Network Operations staff is necessary and 

that "TPI failed to provide any staff for this function, possibly assuming that the TPIRR could 

simply contract out communications maintenance."88 TPI does assume communications 

maintenance is contracted out and includes the expenses for such services, as does CSXT in 

Reply. Since CSXT accepts TPI's approach to developing communication maintenance 

expenses, it must understand that these positions are covered by communications maintenance 

expense. To confuse matters even more, CSXT claims "no Class I railroad would rely entirely 

83 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-200. 
84 Id. 
85 See, TPI Opening Exhibit IIl-D-3, p. 23. 
86 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-223. 
87 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-219 (n. 481). 
88 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-199. 
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on a communications maintenance supplier to ensure that critical operational communications 

went on uninterrupted. "89 CSXT fails to provide support for this statement or to explain why a 

railroad should not rely on a communications maintenance supplier to ensure that critical 

operational communications went on uninterrupted. Given CSXT' s expectation that TPIRR 

would spend almost $8 million annually on contracted communications maintenance,90 it is 

unreasonable to assume a service provider will not do its job. 

For the reasons described above, TPI rejects CSXT's inclusion of three (3) Network 

Operations staff, the Director- Communications, and the four (4) Managers-Communications in 

TPIRR' s C&S general office staff. The nine (9) Communications Specialists included by CSXT 

in C&S general office staff are part of TPI's 41 Communications Technicians located in the 

field. 

vi. Call Desk 

CSXT claims TPI's call desk staffing with four (4) Dispatch Coordinators is insufficient 

and, as a result includes four (4) Call Desk Supervisors. However, CSXT excludes the four (4) 

Dispatch Coordinators. It is excessive to have supervisors with no one to supervise and it would 

certainly be excessive to have four (4) supervisors supervising four (4) people, so TPI retains the 

four (4) Dispatch Coordinators and excludes CSXT's four (4) Supervisors. CSXT also adds a 

Manager- Call Desk. Since, based on CSXT's own 2010 data, CSXT only has { {-}} call 

s9 Id. 
90 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-227, Table IIl-D-47. 



PUBLIC Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Page 55 of70 

TPIRR MAINTENANCE OF WAY EXPENSES 

desk staff for its entire system,91 TPI rejects CSXT's inclusion of a Manager-Call Desk and 

retains its staff of four ( 4) for the Call Desk. 

b. Field Staff 

CSXT includes a total of 513 Communications and Signals field staff, which is 177 more 

than the 336 personnel included by TPI in Opening.92 The predicates for this increase are 

CSXT's elevated headcounts for all positions proposed by TPI and CSXT's inclusion of a staff 

I lof Signalmen. Table 10 below compares the Opening, Reply, and Rebuttal TPIRR staffing for 

I 

C&S field staff. 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 10 

Comparison ofTPIRR Opening, CSXT Reply 
and TPI Rebuttal C&S Department Field Staffing 

Group 
(1) 

1. Signal Engineer & Support 
2. Signals Supervisors & Maintenance 
3. Signalmen 
4. Communications Supervisors/Tech. 
5. Total C&S Field Staff 

TPI 
Opening 

(2) 

5 
286 

0 
-12 
336 

Source: wor aper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xis." 

i. Signal Engineer and Support 

CSXT 
Reply 

(3) 

4 
407 
66 

__]Q 
513 

TPI 
Rebuttal 

(4) 

4 
286 

0 
-12 
335 

CSXT includes four (4) Signal Engineers on the TPIRR. CSXT expresses dismay over 

TPI's use of four (4) Assistant Signal Engineers for the management of C&S Supervisors, 

questioning who the individuals assist. To avoid doubt, the Engineers are assistants to the Chief 

91 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply CSXT Data from 2010 Sorted.xlsm'', tab "Reply Pivot 2010 sorted for 
TPI". 

92 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xis." 
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Engineer-Signals and Communications. CSXT itself includes Assistant Chief or Division 

Engineers elsewhere in MOW staffing, so CSXT's replacement of TPI's Assistants with more 

expensive engineers is confusing and unsupported_ 

In Rebuttal, TPI maintains the use of four (4) Assistant Signal Engineers. 

ii. Signals Supervis_ors & 
Maintainers 

CSXT includes a total of 30 Signals Managers and 377 Signals Maintainers on the 

TPIRR, 11 of which are technicians at hump yards and five (5) of which man a 24/7 desk in the 

Dispatch Center. CSXT's Reply count exceeds TPI's Opening staff by eight (8) and 113, 

respectively. CSXT agrees with TPI's proposal for roughly 12 Signal Maintainers per 

Supervisor, but substantially increases the number of Maintainers. According to CSXT, TPI's 

264 Signal Maintainers are inadequate because the assumption that an average maintainer can 

maintain 1, 7 50 American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association 

("AREMA") signal units is inconsistent with common practice and with Board precedent.93 The 

Board has recognized that 1, 100 AREMA units per maintainer is a reasonable estimate of signal 

maintainer capacity. 94 

After reviewing CSXT's Reply evidence related to Signal Maintainers, TPI disagrees that 

the 1, 100 AREMA units per maintainer standard should apply to the TPIRR for several reasons. 

First, as stated in Opening, TPI Witness Victor Grappone established the count of 1,750 signal 

units per maintainer based on his real world experience with the Long Island Railroad. Second, 

CSXT again fails to account for less maintenance activities associated will a newly designed and 

93 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-219. 
94 Id p. III-D-220. 
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constructed railroad. Newly constructed signals will not require the same maintenance as those 

on existing railroads, allowing maintainers to assume responsibility for more signals. Lastly, 

CSXT in Reply fails to prove how 1,750 signal units per maintainer, a number based on real 

world experience, is not sufficient. 

TPI also disagrees with CSXT's unnecessary inclusion of 11 technicians at hump yards 

and five (5) technicians in the Dispatch Center. CSXT claims the 11 signal technicians are 

required at hump yards to maintain processor-based control systems and related interfaces.95 

I These technicians are an unnecessary addition given the presence of 361 Signal Maintainers and 

30 Signal Supervisors across the system who can perform the same responsibilities. CSXT adds 

five (5) signal technicians in the Dispatch Center to keep signal, communications, and computer 

equipment critical to the control of trains in operation without interruption.96 These positions are 

not needed as the TPIRR already employees sufficient staffing of Signal Maintainers, 

Communications Technicians, and IT Technicians as well as communications systems 

maintenance contractors. 

Because TPI's standard of 1,750 signal units per maintainer is based on real world 

experience, is suitable for a newly constructed railroad, and was not proven infeasible by CSXT 

I in Reply, TPI retains its Opening headcount for Signal Maintainers and Supervisors. 

iii. Signalmen 

CSXT includes 66 Signalmen, or six (6) Signalmen per hump yard, to maintain and test 

I master, group, and skate retarders at hump yards.97 CSXT in Reply included the proper number 

95 Id. p. III-D-222. 
96 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-223 . 
97 Id. p. III-D-222. 
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of signal maintainers for the number of signal units on the TPIRR. Adding a new category of 

signal maintainers to maintain signal units in hump yards that are already covered in the total 

number of signal units results in a double-count in hump yards for the maintenance of the 

number of signal units in service. TPI excludes Signalmen in Rebuttal. 

iv. Communications Supervisors 
& Technicians 

In Reply, CSXT includes four (4) Communications Supervisors and 32 Communications 

Technicians. Although CSXT agrees with TPI's inclusion of four (4) Communications 

Supervisors from Opening, it contradicts itself by stating that TPI' s 41 Communication 

Technicians have no one to whom to report.98 To remedy this incorrect assumption that TPI's 

Technicians lack supervision, CSXT not only includes TPI's four (4) Communications 

Supervisors, but adds a Director-Communications and four (4) Communications Engineers at 

headquarters.99 As discussed above under C&S General Office Staff, CSXT's own contradictory 

evidence, with the mistaken assumption that TPI excludes four (4) Supervisors, proves the added 

Director and four (4) Engineers are unnecessary. In all, CSXT includes 36 Communications 

Supervisors and Technicians, not including the nine (9) Communications Technicians CSXT 

included in its C&S General Office Staff. Thus, TPI's staffing of Communications Supervisors 

and Technicians equals CSXT's Communications staffing when its nine (9) technicians in 

General Office staff are considered. 

98 Id. p. III-D-223 . 
99 Ibid. 
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3. Bridge & Building Department 

CSXT, in Reply, includes a total of 61 staff in the Bridges and Buildings ("B&B") 

Department, five (5) in general office staff and 56 in field staff. Table 11 below compares the 

Opening, Reply:, and Rebuttal TPIRR Bridge and Building staff. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Table 11 

Comparison ofTPIRR Opening, CSXT Reply 
and TPI Rebuttal Bridge & Building ("B&B") Staffing 

Group TPI CSXT 
Opening Reply 

(1) (2) (3) 

General Office Staff 
a. Chief Engineer 1 1 
b. Director-Bridges 0 1 
c. Engineer-Facilities Design 0 1 
d. Engineer of Bridges & Buildings 0 1 
e. Manager-Facilities Maintenance _Q __l 
f. Total B&B General Office Staff 1 5 

Field Staff 
a. Assistant Division Engr. -Bridges 0 4 
b. Manager Bridges 8 8 
c. Bridge Inspectors 8 8 
d. Bridge-Machine Operators 4 4 
e. Bridge & Building Foreman 8 8 
f. B&B Repairmen/Welders, & Helpers 24 24 
g. Total Field Staff 52 56 

Source: e-workpaper "TPIRR Rebuttal Comp MOW.xls." 

TPI 
Rebuttal 

(4) 

1 
0 
0 
1 

_Q 
2 

2 
8 
8 
4 
8 

24 
54 

While CSXT agrees with much of TPI' s Opening field staff for B&B, CSXT does not 

agree with TPI's Opening B&B general office staffing. These differences are addressed below. 

a. General Office Staff 

CSXT includes four (4) new staff on the TPIRR to assist the Chief Engineer at 

headquarters. One of these additions, the Director-Bridges is added to supervise the eight (8) 

Managers-Bridges located in the field. 100 This addition is confusing because CSXT also adds 

four (4) Assistant Division Engineers to manage these same eight Managers-Bridges. 101 TPI, on 

100 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-195. 
101 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-224. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PUBLIC Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 
Page 61of70 

TPIRR MAINTENANCE OF WAY EXPENSES 

Rebuttal, excludes the Director-Bridges and addresses CSXT' s valid concern about the need for 

additional management below under Field Staff. 

An Engineer-Facilities Design is added by CSXT to address facility expansions and 

modifications on the TPIRR. Since the TPIRR is already designed to meet the traffic needs over 

the 10-year DCF time period and since CSXT does not provide support for why the TPIRR 

facilities would need to be modified or expanded, TPI excludes the Engineer-Facilities Design. 

CSXT also adds an Engineer-Bridges and Structures and a Manager-Facilities 

Maintenance, both of whose responsibilities focus on the management of outside service 

providers. TPI recognizes the need for the management of outside contracts within the group 

and includes just the Engineer-Bridges and Structures for this role. This addition to the existing 

Chief Engineer-Bridges doubles TPI's Bridges and Building staff at headquarters to two (2) 

personnel. 

b. Field Staff 

Citing a need for managers to manage managers, CSXT adds four (4) Assistant Division 

Engineers to manage eight (8) Managers-Bridges and Buildings. This new layer of management 

added by CSXT is in addition to the four (4) staff CSXT adds at the headquarters for Bridges and 

Buildings. One of those headquarter staff, the Director-Bridges is included by CSXT to manage 

the eight (8) Managers-Bridges and Building, who apparently will also be managed by the four 

(4) Assistant Division Engineers. TPI, while recognizing the need for management between the 

Chief Engineer and the eight (8) Managers-Bridges, believes the inclusion of a total of five (5) 

managers (the Director-Bridges and the four (4) Assistant Engineers) to manage eight (8) 

Managers-Bridges and Building is excessive. TPI, in Rebuttal includes two (2) Assistant 
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Division Engineers-Bridges to manage the eight (8) Managers- Bridges, resulting in four (4) 

direct reports per manager as opposed to the 1.6 direct reports per manager suggested by CSXT. 

Each Assistant Division Engineer-Bridges will be assigned two (2) divisions and will each have 

four (4) managers reporting to them. Four (4) direct reports is a reasonable number, especially 

considering the direct reports are themselves also managers. 

With the additions described above, TPI's Field Bridges and Buildings staff increases to 

54 personnel. 

4. Allocation of MOW Personnel 
Between Operating Expense and 
Capital Expense 

In Reply, CSXT rejects TPI's proposal to allocate, on average, roughly one-third of 

administrative and general office MOW salaries to capital expense. TPI states in Opening that 

one-third of the time of all the TPIRR's MOW administrative and support staff would be spent 

evaluating, planning, and helping to execute capital MOW projects, as well as program 

contractor supervision. 102 CSXT claims that TPI's approach to allocating MOW salaries to 

capital expenses is impossible to reconcile with TPI's simultaneous assertion that all MOW work 

other than routine maintenance will be performed by outside contractors. 103 CSXT goes on to 

claim that TPI arbitrarily allocates one-third of every employee's time to capital expense and 

suggests rather it is more appropriate to focus on the functions of each individual headquarters 

employee to determine where the employee spends his or her time. 104 CSXT then identifies 

employees who are fully dedicated to capital projects, assumes the rest have no involvement with 

102 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-3, p. 53. 
103 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-225 . 
104 Id. 
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capital projects and develops the percent of all headquarters employees focused only on capital 

projects. CSXT then applies this percentage to the VP-Engineering and his/her support staff to 

getermine how much of their salaries can be charged as capital expenses. The result is that 

CSXT assigns only three (3) percent of MOW headquarter salaries to capital expense. 105 

CSXT's approach is severely flawed for two (2) reasons. First, CSXT assumes that 

except for the VP-Engineering, only outside contractors will be involved with capital project 

evaluation, planning, and execution. To support this claim, CSXT cites TPI's Opening evidence 

where TPI simply states that TPIRR ''contracts its program work to contractors". 106 CSXT 

inappropriately concludes from this statement that no one other that contractors will be involved 

with capital project evaluation, planning, and execution. This conclusion by CSXT is clearly 

unreasonable as TPIRR staff will need to be involved with evaluation and planning for 

contractors to understand project scope. In addition, it is unreasonable to assume the VP-

Engineering will oversee all contractor agreements and project execution- this responsibility will 

fall to MOW management staff. 

The other reason that CSX's approach to developing capitalized salary expense is flawed 

involves CSXT's claim that TPI arbitrarily allocates one-third of salaries for all employees to 

capital expense, and that the proper approach would be to focus on each employee's contribution 

to capital projects. CSXT's claim that TPI arbitrarily allocates one-third of all employees is 

false. In fact, TPI in Opening did what CSXT proposes in Reply-it focused on the functions of 

each individual headquarters employee to determine where that employee spends his or her time. 

105 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xis" . 
106 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-3 , p. 7. 
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Even a quick examination of TPI's opening workpaper "Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xis" 

shows that allocations of administrative and general office salaries to spot maintenance vary by 

positions, only to result, on average to one-third allocated to capital expenses. So clearly, 

CSXT's claim that TPI's approach is arbitrary and not proper is incorrect-TPI uses the same 

position by position approach proposed by CSXT. In reality however, CSXT does not really 

evaluate capital project work for most positions, rather it arbitrarily assumes that the majority of 

administrative and general ·office positions (76) would have nothing to do with capital 

projects. 107 Not only does this claim defy logic on a capital intensive railroad such as TPIRR, but 

CSXT does not support why these MOW employees would not be involved in capital projects or 

who, other than contractors, would evaluate, plan, and oversee execution of projects. CSXT's 

assumption that nearly all MOW management would have nothing to do with capital projects has 

no merit. TPI uses an allocation approach similar to that used by the Complainant in DuPont, an 

approach that was accepted by the Board. 108 

CSXT fails to demonstrate why TPI' s allocations are unsupported and CSXT assigns 

allocations to headquarter positions that are not consistent with how capital projects are handled 

on the TPIRR. In Rebuttal, TPI retains its Opening allocation percentages for developing 

capitalized MOW personnel expenses. 

107 See, CSXT Reply, p. IIl-D-226. 
108 See, DuPont, p. 123. 
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5. TPIRR Total Maintenance of 
Way Operating Staff 
Compensation 

A review of CSXT's workpapers shows that CSXT has accepted TPI's use of Wage Form 

A&B data for non-executive compensation for TPIRR's MOW employees. 109 Compensation for 

TPIRR's VP's, including the VP-Engineering is discussed in Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2. 

E. NON-PROGRAM MOW WORK 
PERFORMED BY CONTRACTORS 

1. Planned Contract Maintenance 

a. Track Geometry Testing 

CSXT accepted TPI' s geometry testing cost of { {-}}. 

b. Ultrasonic Rail Testing 

CSXT accepted TPI' s rail testing cost of { {-}}. 

c. Rail Grinding 

CSXT accepted TPI's rail grinding cost of { {-}},but rejects TPI's proposal to 

capitalize grinding costs. 11° CSXT claims that, as a matter of practice, it began expensing rail 

grinding costs in 2010. TPI does not agree that rail grinding should be expensed, despite current 

CSXT practice and previous Board precedent. Rail grinding is performed with the primary 

intent of extending rail life. On the TPIRR, grinding will occur on rails requiring treatment, not 

as a course of routine maintenance, as TPIRR's rails will be new and free of defects initially. So 

while capitalizing rail grinding is more complicated than expensing, it is the proper approach for 

109 See, CSXT Reply workpaper "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xls". 
uo See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-228. 
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a new railroad as rail grinding extends asset life of rails and it is not routinely required. In 

Rebuttal, TPI continues to capitalize rail grinding costs. 

d. Yard Cleaning 

CSXT accepted TPI' s methodology for calculating yard cleaning costs but disagrees with 

the route miles used by TPI. In Rebuttal, TPI corrects the route miles and the prorated yard 

cleaning amount per year. 

e. Vegetation Control 

CSXT accepted TPI' s methodology for calculating vegetation control costs but disagrees 

with the route miles used by TPI. In Rebuttal, TPI corrects the route miles and the prorated 

vegetation control amount per year. 

f. Crossing Repaving 

CSXT accepted TPI's cost for crossing repaving of { {-} }, but rejects TPI's 

proposal to capitalize these costs.. On Rebuttal, TPI agrees to expense these costs. 

g. Shoulder Ballast Cleaning 

In Opening, TPI asserted that shoulder ballast cleaning is not needed within the first ten 

(10) years of operation, and did not include costs for shoulder ballast cleaning. 111 Shoulder 

ballast cleaning is not needed on every line and, to the extent it is needed, is needed on differing 

schedules, based on roadbed and drainage conditions and the amount of coal hauled on each line 

segment. In Reply, CSXT argued that shoulder ballast cleaning is needed, and as a result 

included an arbitrary cost per year. 112 In Reply, Mr. Hughes submitted an "estimate" of ballast 

cleaning needs and costs based on his experience, but failed to provide any true evidence of 

111 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-3 , p. 46 
112 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-230. 
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needs or costs. Also, CSXT failed to provide any ballast cleaning costs in discovery. Since Mr. 

Hughes fails to prove the need for shoulder ballast cleaning, and since both Mr. Hughes and 

CSXT failed to provide any evidence of annual ballast cleaning costs in discovery or in Reply, 

TPI continues to exclude ballast cleaning costs from its MOW program. 

h. Equipment Maintenance 

CSXT accepts TPI' s proposal that annual cost of equipment maintenance will equal five 

(5) percent of the equipment purchase price. 113 

i. Communications System 
Inspection and Repair 

CSXT accepts TPl's proposal that the annual cost for inspection and maintenance of the 

communications system will equal two (2) percent of the original purchase cost. 114 As 

mentioned above, Mr. Hughes added many employee positions in his TPIRR plan that were 

intended for Communications System inspection and maintenance. These employees duplicate 

the agreed upon two (2) percent of construction cost, and should be rejected. 

i. Bridge Inspections 

CSXT accepted TPI's cost for major bridge inspections.115 

j. Building Maintenance 

CSXT accepted TPI's proposal that the cost of building maintenance would equal two (2) 

percent of the total building costs. 116 However, CSXT uses all facilities cos-ts to calculate 

building maintenance costs. Specifically, CSXT includes as building costs all pavement, 

113 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-233 . 
114 Ibid. 
115 Ibid. 
116 See, TPI Opening Exhibit III-D-3, p. 49. 
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lighting, and drainage costs for TPIRR facilities. 117 TPI, in Rebuttal, continues to develop 

building maintenance costs on the construction costs of buildings only. 

2. Unplanned Contract 
Maintenance 

a. Snow Removal 

In Opening, TPI asserted that snow removal could be accomplished using MOW staff, 

MOW backhoes, ballast regulators which are equipped with plows, and dump trucks to remove 

snow as needed. Also, turnouts in the northern divisions are equipped with switch heaters. In 

Reply, Mr. Hughes submitted an arbitrary, unsupported "estimate" of snow removal costs based 

on his experience, but failed to provide any true evidence of needs or costs in Reply. 118 Also, 

CSXT failed to provide any evidence of snow removal costs in discovery. Since both Mr. 

Hughes and CSXT failed to provide any supporting evidence of annual snow removal needs or 

costs in discovery or in Reply, TPI continues to exclude these costs in Rebuttal 

b. Storm Debris Removal 

CSXT accepted TPI' s cost of { {-}} for storm debris removal. 119 

c. Building Repairs 

CSXT accepted TPI' s assumption that building repairs would be subsumed within the 

building maintenance costs discussed above. 120 

117 See, CSXT Reply workpapers "Reply Exhibit III-D-3 CSX TPI MOW.xls" and "III-F Total CSXT Reply.xls". 
118 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-233. 
119 Id. p. III-D-234. 
120 Id p. III-D-234. 
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3. Large Magnitude Unplanned 
Maintenance 

a. Derailments and Clearing 
Wrecks 

CSXT accepted TPI' s cost of { {-}} for derailments and clearing wrecks. 121 

b. Washouts 

CSXT accepted TPI' s cost of { {-}} for washouts. 122 

c. Environmental Cleanups 

CSXT accepted TPI' s cost of { {-}} for environmental cleanups. 123 

F. PROGRAM MAINTENANCE 

1. Surfacing 

The parties agree with the distinction between smoothing crews that are expensed and 

surfacing crews that are capitalized.124 

2. Rail Grinding 

As discussed above, TPI agrees that rail grinding costs should be expensed. 

3. Crossing Repaving 

As discussed above, TPI agrees that routine crossmg repavmg costs should be 

expensed. 125 

121 Ibid. 
122 Ibid. 
123 Ibid. 
124 Ibid. 
125 See, CSXT Reply, p. III-D-235. 
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4. Bridge Substructure and 
Superstructure Repair 

CSXT accepted TPI's cost of { {-}} per major bridge per year and accepted that 

these costs would be capitalized. 126 

G. EQUIPMENT 

CSXT overstates the amount of equipment required for the TPIRR for multiple reasons, 

including the arbitrary increasing of work crews associated with the increased number of 

Roadmasters and the smaller Roadmaster territories proposed by CSXT. TPI recognizes the 

need to make some limited corrections based on valid CSXT criticisms and has made the 

appropriate changes in this Rebuttal. 

In Rebuttal, TPI changes the purchase cost of vehicles as noted by CSXT in Reply but 

eliminates the cost of hydraulic tools since they were already included in CSXT' s costs. TPI 

accepted CSXT' s vehicle costs for track and bridge crew trucks, REM trucks, and Welder 

trucks.127 

126 Ibid. 
127 See, TPI Rebuttal workpaper "Rebuttal Exhibit III-D-2 TPIRR MOW.xis" . 
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I. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

TPIRR ROAD PROPERTY INVESTMENT 
($ in Millions) 

TPI CSXT 
Item Ogening 1/ Regl:i:: 2/ 
(1) (2) (3) 

Land $3,956.40 $5,412.20 
Roadbed Prep 3,746.38 6,138.86 
Track construction 8,494.26 10,990.38 
Tunnels 1,595.70 1,629.80 
Bridges 3,437.91 5,270.55 
Signals and Communications 1,554.15 2,853 .69 
Buildings and facilities 966.91 1,492.43 
Public Improvements 243 .96 463.34 
Subtotal $23 ,995 .67 $34,251.25 

Mobilization 541.06 880.71 
Engineering 2,003.93 2,864.67 
Contingencies 2,258.42 3,239.21 
Total Road Property Investment $28,799.08 $41 ,235.84 

11 TPI Opening workpaper "IIl-F Total.xlsx" 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-F-1 
Page 1of1 

TPI 
Rebuttal 3/ 

(4) 

$3 ,807.37 
3,781.16 
9,233 .87 
1,629.80 
3,924.94 
1,878.04 

921.59 
359.18 

$25,535.95 

586.67 
2,172.86 
2,448.81 

$30,744.29 

21 CSXT Reply workpaper "IIl-F-Total.xlsx" plus 2011-2015 PTC Investment from 
CSXT Reply, p. IIl-F-158, Table IIl-F-19 

31 TPI Rebuttal workpaper "IIl-F Total Rebuttal.xlsx" 
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REBUTTAL REPORT 

AND APPRAISAL REVIEW OF 

RETROSPECTIVE APPRAISAL OF LAND FOR 

TOTAL PETROCHEMICALS & REFINING USA, INC. (TPI) 
STAND ALONE RAILROAD (SARR) 

6,889.6 MILES IN 17 EASTERN STATES 
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

NOVEMBER 5, 2014 

FOR 

L. E. PEABODY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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HARPS & HARPS, INC. 
MERIT REAL ESTATE ANALYSIS, INC. 

Mr. Thomas D. Crowley 
Pre sident 

RAIL TRAC ASSOCIATES 
1111 l 41

h Street, NW, Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005-5603 

Tel. 202-682-2194 Fax 202-682-1579 

November 5, 2014 

L. E. Peabody & Associates, Inc. 
1501 Duke Street, Suite 200 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 

Re: Rebuttal Report and Appraisal Review of: 
82,644.8 acres of land, located in 17 eastern states and the 
District of Columbia, representing a hypothetical right-of­
way for a 6,889.6 mile "stand alone railroad", for a 
proceeding before the Surface Transportation Board 

Dear Mr. Crowley: 

In accordance with your request, we have reviewed the 
retrospective appraisal report by FTI Consulting dated July 21, 
2014, concerning the underlying land value for the hypothetical 
Total Petrochemicals & Refining USA, Inc. (TPI) standalone 
railroad, for a proceeding before the Surface Transportation 
Board, docketed as STB Docket Number 42121. 

The attached report serves not only as a review appraisal 
report for the above-mentioned appraisal by FTI Consulting, but 
also serves as a rebuttal of the land valuation section of the 
Reply filed with the Surface Transportation Board by CSX 
Transportation in July 2014. 

This report also references the land valuation portion of 
the Opening Evidence, the Retrospective Appraisal of Land for 
the TPI SAR, dated February 9, 2014. This land valuation 
report, and the supporting work files included in the Opening 
Evidence, are included by reference. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebut tal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysi s , Inc., Rail Trac Associates 
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The analysis and reasoning leading to the conclusions, which 
may be material, are set forth within the attached report. We 
trust this information is of assistance to you. If you have any 
questions or comments, please contact us. Thank you for this 
opportunity to be of service. 

Attachment 

Very truly yours, 

Harps & Harps, Inc. 
Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc. 
Rail Trac Associates 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis , Inc., Rail Trac Associates 
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CERTIFICATION 

The Undersigned do hereby certify that, to the best of our 
knowledge and belief: 

The statements of facts contained in this report are true and 
correct; 

The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions are limited only 
by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are his 
personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analysis, opinions and 
conclusions; 

We have no present or prospective interest in the property that 
is the subject of this report, and have no personal interest with 
respect to the parties involved; 

We have performed no other services, as an appraiser or in any 
other capacity, regarding the property that is the subject of this 
report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance 
of this assignment. We have no bias with respect to the property that 
is the subject of this report or to the parties involved with this 
assignment; 

Our engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon 
developing or reporting predetermined results; 

Our compensation is not contingent on an action or event 
resulting from the analyses, opinions, or conclusions in this review 
or from its use; 

Our compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent 
upon the development or reporting of a predetermined assignment 
results or assignment results that favors the cause of the client, the 
attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent 
event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal review; 

The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, 
and this review report has been prepared, in conformity with the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice; 

The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, 
and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the requirements 
of the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute; 

One or more of the undersigned inspected various portions of the. 
hypothetical right-of-way and relied on Google Earth aerial imagery 
for the balance; 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5- 2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac As sociates 
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No one provided significant appraisal, appraisal review, or 
appraisal consulting experience to the persons signing this 
certification; 

The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the 
Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly authorized 
representatives. 

As of the date of this report, Richard R. Harps and Elizabeth W. 
Vandermause have completed the continuing education program for 
Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute. 

As of the date of this report, Daniel C. Vandermause has 
completed the Standards and Ethics Education Requirements for 
Practicing Affiliates of the Appraisal Institute. 

As of the date of this report, John G. Pinto has completed the 
Standards and Ethics Education Requirements for Candidates of the 
Appraisal Institute. 

Disclosure of the contents of this appraisal review report is 
governed by the by-laws and Regulations of the Appraisal Institute. 

Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report 
(especially any conclusions as to value, the identity of the 
appraisers or the firm with which they are connected or the MAI or SRA 
designation) shall be disseminated to the public through advertising 
media, public relations media, news media, sales media or any other 
public means of communications without the prior written consent and 
approval of the undersigned. 

Signed by: 

Richard R. Harps, MAI, CRE 

John G. Pinto, CRE 

Elizabeth W. Vandermause, MAI 

Daniel C. Vandermause 
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INTRODUCTION 

This rebuttal report and appraisal review document is 
intended to serve two purposes: 

l.A review of the appraisal of the land underlying the 
TPI SAR, dated July 21, 2014, and submitted by FTI 
Consulting (referred to in this document as the "CSXT 
appraiser"). A review appraisal is governed by the 
provisions of the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practicel (USPAP). This report also 
references the land valuation portion of the Opening 
Evidence, the Retrospective Appraisal of Land for the 
TPI SAR, dated February 9, 2014. This land valuation 
report, and the supporting work files included in the 
Opening Evidence, are included by reference. 

2.A rebuttal of the document titled "TPI's 
Misclassification of Land" submitted as Exhibit III-F-
2 in July 2014 by FTI Consulting (referred to in this 
document as the "CSXT appraiser"). This is a review 
of four examples of supposed errors in designating 
land that appeared in the Retrospective Appraisal of 
Land for the TPI SAR, dated February 9, 2014 and 
submitted by Harps & Harps, Inc., Merit Real Estate 
Analysis, Inc., and Rail Trac Associates. 

How to Read this Report 

The next section of this report is titled EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY: TPI LAND VALUATION VS. CSXT LAND VALUATION. This 
section provides an overview of the information included in this 
report. References are provided for each main point, referring 
to the section in this report that contains the detailed 
analysis and conclusions to support the main point. This allows 
the reader to determine the level of detail needed to comprehend 
each main point, and to understand the differences between the 
two land valuations and to e xplain from a purely appraisal 
standpoint the real issues. 

1 Unifo rm Sta nda rds of Pro fe s siona l Apprais a l Practice (USPAP), 2014-
2015 Edition, The Appraisal Foundation. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5 - 2 014 
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Scope o f the Appraisal Review 

• Review and critique the approach to value to determine if 
the methods and techniques applied by the CSXT appraiser 
are not misleading and consistent with the data presented. 

• Check of mathematical calculations; and 

• Pr ovide a conc lusion as to whether the value conclusions by 
the CSXT appraiser are supported by the data and are 
presented in a manner that is not misleading. 

The overriding conclusion of our review of the CSXT 
appraiser's land valuation is that the CSXT appraiser developed 
and applied a purely mathematical and highly mechanized 
approach, without considering basic appraisal principles, 
resulting in a discontinuity between the real-world data (land 
sales) and their value conclusions . Thus, the conclusions 
reached by the CSXT appraiser are unreliable and unsupported. 

Even though the CSXT appraiser des c ribes the process 
undertaken in their analysis as a mass appraisal methodology, 
t hese supposedly sophisticated data techniques did not absolv e 
the CSXT appraiser of the responsibility to be sure that the 
data was being handled in a manner that is consistent with the 
appraisal problem being addressed. By ignoring basic 
characteristics of land sales, characteristics that every 
appraisal should consider, the CSXT appraiser failed in their 
responsibility to produce valuation conclusions that are 
supported and not misleading. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebutta l 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc ., Merit Real Estate Analys i s , I nc. , Rail Tra c Associa tes 
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Land Valuation: Surmnary 

Based on our review, we have concluded that the CSXT 
appraiser's land valuation is based on a flawed approach, and 
the land value conclusions produced by this flawed analysis are 
not supported and do not produce a realistic land valuation for 
the TPI SAR. 

We conclude that our original land valuation, presented in 
the February 2014 TPI SARR Opening Evidence, is the best 
representation of the value of the land required for the TPI 
SAR. However, based on the CSXT Reply, several adjustments are 
required for the land valuation: 

• Addition of 23.66 miles, in five locations, along with 
a corresponding increase in acreage required for 
communications facilities. 

• Modifications, deletions and additions to the land 
required for yards and other supporting facilities. 

• Correction of a land use error in the Chicago area, 
resulting in an increase in land value of $4.65 
million. 

Taking the above modifications into account, the following 
table surmnarizes our valuation of the land required for the TPI 
SAR: 

ADJUSTMENTS TO VALUATION 
TPI STAND ALONE RAILROAD (SAR) 

Component of Total Total Avg. Value Estimate of Value 

Valuation Miles Acres per Acre as of July 1, 2010 

TPI Stand Alone Railroad. Fee Sim pie Land Value 6,894.66 81 ,423.4 $43,254 $3,521,900,000 

Less: Adjustment for System Mileage Variation (5.06) (59.8) $43,254 ($2,600,000) 

TPI SAR. Fee Sim pie Land Value (Adjusted for Mileage Variation) 6,889.60 81,363.6 $43,254 $3,519,300,000 

Plus: Land for Communications Facilities - 570.0 $56,789 $32,370,000 

Plus: Land for Yards & Other Support Facilities - 8,824.3 $79,213 $699,000,000 

Less: Fee Simple Land Value for Easement Areas -- (8,113.1) $54 ,652 ($443,400,000) 

Net Land Valuation for TPI Stand Alone Railroad 6,889.6 82,644.8 $46,068 $3,807,270,000 

Net Land Valuation for TPI Stand Alone Railroad (rounded) $3,807,000,000 

TPI SARR Land Valuatio n Re buttal 11-5-2014 
Ha rps & Ha r ps Inc., Me rit Re al Estate Anal ysis, Inc., Rail Trac Assoc iate s 
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The Appraisal Process 

Developing the land valuation for the TPI SARR consists of 
producing discrete land valuations for multiple property types 
(residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, rural town 
and restricted uses) across 17 eastern states and the District 
of Columbia, for a 6,889.6-mile SAR, with a total acreage of 
about 82,645 acres. 

The appraisal firms developing the land valuation for L. E. 
Peabody and Associates, representing Total Petrochemicals & 
Refining USA, Inc. (TPI), consist of a team that includes Harps 
and Harps, Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., and Rail Trac 
Associates. 

The scope of work for this appraisal assignment involved 
the typical steps of: 

• Subject Property Description 

• Data Collection 

• Data Analysis 

• Development of Opinion of Value 

To define the subject property, we divided the TPI SARR 
into 4,711 line segments, with an average segment length of 1.48 
miles. But in more densely-developed urban areas, the average 
line segment length was typically 0.50 to 0.75 miles long. 
Defining the across-the-fence property uses on both sides of the 
TPI SARR created more than 9,400 land valuations. 

Inspection of the subject property included on-the-ground 
inspection in 16 urban areas, covering 452 miles of the 
hypothetical railroad right-of-way. Over 1,700 geo-coded 
photographs documented the on-the-ground inspections. The 
remainder of the inspection of the hypothetical right-of-way was 
performed using the aerial imagery of Google Earth Pro, 
including ground-level photography of many of the areas. 

Collection of sales data for such a vast geographic area 
consisted, by necessity, of using available electronic sales 
databases. For . this assignment, about 7,000 sales from 
Costar/Comps and 30,000 sales from CoreLogic were obtained. 
However, even with this large database of land sales, there were 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac Associates 
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property type/geographic area combinations that were thinly 
represented in the sales data. 

Development of the opinions of value for the land needed by 
the TPI SARR involved a ke y appraisal concept, as stated in 
Standards Rule 1-6 of the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice: 

In developing a real property appraisal, an appraiser must. .. reconcile the quality 
and quantity of data available2 (emphasis added) 

In this appraisal assignment, the consideration of the 
quantity and quality of the sales data available was often a key 
determinant in the methodology followed in producing the opinion 
of land value for the TPI SAR. 

In our land valuation, consideration was always given to 
the quantity and quality of sales data available. When 
sufficie nt sales data was not available, supportable and logical 
choices were made to use c omparable sales data from similar 
nearby jurisdictions. In addition, benchmark data from 
published sources, like the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
local appraisers and local assessors, was also used as a quality 
check of the land valuations developed using comparable sales. 

The process followed in developing the land valuation was 
not a mechanical process that was followed lockstep. Instead, 
the quantity and quality of the sales data available dictated 
the process used in developing the land valuation, to ensure the 
most accurate and reasonable values. 

Each individual land value was not considered in isolation 
- relationships among the property types were considered, as 
well as value conclusions reached in nearby, similar 
jurisdictions. We consistently reviewed the valuation estimates 
throughout the process to produce a reliable conclusion. 

By virtue of the appraisal process performed in our 
analysis, and set forth in our appraisal, previously submitted 
to the Surface Transportation Board, we produced a land 
valuation for the hypothetical TPI SARR that is reasonable, 
supported and reliable. 

2 Unifo rm St a nda r ds of Pro f e ssional Appra isa l Practice, 2 01 2 - 2 013 
Ed ition , The Apprai sal Fo unda tio n, page U-20. 

TPI SARR Land Va luation Re butta l 11-5- 20 14 
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In the nex t section we will review the land valuation 
produced by the appraiser for CSX Transportation (FTI 
Consulting, which will henceforth be referred to in this report 
as the "CSXT appraiser"). Early in the appraisal process, the 
CSXT appraiser did not adequately consider the quantity and 
quality of the data available for their analysis. 

The CSXT appraiser then used the sales data in a manner 
that over-represented the sales with the higher unit prices. 
The CSXT appraiser then applied analysis techniques that 
resulted in land valuations that were unsupported by the sales. 
Thus, the conclusions reached by the CSXT appraiser are 
nece ssarily unreliable and unsupported. 

As with many professions, real estate appra isal is as much 
an art as it is a science, and individual appraisers may differ 
in the way they approach the process. However, there are 
certain truths in the appraisal process that cannot be denied or 
ignored. In this instance, one of the key appraisal truths 
about land valuation is that there is usually an inverse 
relationship between land area and unit price - all other things 
being equal, the smaller parcels of land tend to sell for higher 
unit prices (price per acre or price per square foot of land), 
and larger parcels of land tend to sell for lower unit prices. 
Ignoring this significant relationship leads to serious issues 
in the resulting CSXT land valuations. 

TPI SARR Land Valua tio n Re buttal 11-5-2014 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: TPI LAND VALUATION VS. CSXT LAND VALUATION 

Opening Evidence vs. CSXT Reply 

The land valuation for the TPI SAR, which was presented in 
Opening Evidence in February 2014, is summarized in the table 
below: 

ADJUSTMENTS TO VALUATION 
TPI STAND ALONE RAILROAD (SAR) 

Component of Total Total Avg. Value Estimate of Value 

Valuation Miles Acres per Acre as of July 1, 2010 

TPI Stand Alone Railroad - Fee Simple Land Value 6,871 .00 81.203.5 $42,674 $3,465,300,000 

Less: Adjustment for System Mileage Variation (5.06) (59.8) $42,674 ($2,600,000) 

TPI SAR - Fee Simple Land Value (Adjusted for Mileage Variation) 6,865.94 81,143.7 $42,674 $3,462, 700,000 

Plus: Land for Communications Facilities -- 568.0 $56,162 $31,900,000 

Plus: Land for Yards & Other Support Facilities -- 7,328.8 $123,499 $905, 100,000 

Less: Fee Simple Land Value for Easement Areas - (8,113.1) $54,652 $ (443,400,000) 

Net Land Valuation for TPI Stand Alone Railroad 6,865.9 80,927.4 $48,887 $3,956,300,000 

Net Land Valuation for TPI Stand Alone Railroad (rounded) $3,960,000,000 

In terms of land valuation for the TPI SAR, CSXT accepted 
the TPI Opening Evidence land valuation for about 95% of the 
mileage and acreage for the TPI SAR: 

TPI SAR Land Valuation 
Miles and Acres 

Urban SAR SAR 

Area Miles Acres 

Atlanta, GA 48.81 524.28 

Baltimore, MD 33.44 354.41 

Chattanooga, TN 19.73 194.81 

Chicago, IL 34.92 315.63 

Jacksonville, FL 59.85 680.39 

Nashville, TN 66.26 756.42 

Pittsburgh, PA 27.59 311 .72 

Washington, DC 64.16 654.36 

Total: 8 Urban Areas 354.76 3,792.02 

TPI Opening Evidence: Entire SAR* 6,865.94 81,143.70 

% of Entire SAR Re-Valued by CSXT* 5.2% 4.7% 

% of Entire SAR Accepted by CSXT* 94.8% 95.3% 

*Basic SAR routes only -- not including land for yards, communication 

facilities, and adjustments for land use agreement/easement areas. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis , Inc., Rail Trac Associates 

14 



I 
I 

I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 15of169 

The remaining 5% of the mileage and acreage for the TPI 
SARR is located in eight urban areas, as shown above. The 
exhibit below summarizes the land valuation developed by the 
CSXT appraiser for the eight urban areas, compared to the TPI 
Opening Evidence: 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 , Difference % 
Area (millions) (millions) (millions) Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171.7 $91 .0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211 .1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1 ,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2 356.6 $2 811.9 $455.3 19% 

See Table III-F-2 from CSXT Reply III-F- 8 

The majority of this document will be an analysis and 
discussion of land valuations by the CSXT appraiser in the eight 
urban areas. 

Step 1: Understand the Appraisal Assignment 

This document includes a detailed discussion of appraisal 
technique and the resulting land valuations, as developed by the 
CSXT appraiser, compared to the land valuations presented by TPI 
in Opening Evidence. 

To properly understand the distinctions and the rationale 
between the two competing appraisal approaches, it is important 
to keep in mind the appraisal assignment: 

• The appraiser is asked to provide a land 
valuation of over 82,000 acres of land, spread 
out over 17 states and the District of Columbia. 

• The land valuation must recognize the type of 
land use (residential, industrial, commercial, 
agricultural, etc.) 

TPI SARR Land Valuat i on Rebutta l 11-5-2014 
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• The location of the land to be purchased is only 
generally defined: based on the current right of 
way of CSX Transportation, and based on the 
generic land uses encountered on either side of 
the existing CSXT right of way. 

• The appraiser does not know specific information 
about the properties from which the SARR will 
purchase land for the right of way. 

o Individual parcels of land are not identified 

o Individual parcel sizes and shapes are not 
identified 

o The specific square footage of land to be 
purchased from each parcel is not identified 

• The appraisal assignment, then, is not to produce 
specific land values for specific parcels of 
land. Rather, the appraisal assignment is to 
estimate the overall value of land to be 
purchased by the TPI SAR. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac Associates 

16 



I 
I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 17of169 

Step 2: Understand the Subject Property 

Just because the appraiser is not valuing specific 
properties in this assignment, does not mean that the appraiser 
can ignore the basic characteristics of the subject property 
(the properties from which the TPI SARR will purchase land for 
the SARR right of way) . 

One of the most basic characteristics of the properties 
through which the TPI SARR must pass is that the properties will 
vary signific antly in size. 

Examine any portion of the TPI SARR and the variation in 
property size becomes apparent: 

The yellow line above is a 763-foot long portion of the 
SARR in Jacksonville, FL. This section of the SARR passes 
through a neighborhood consisting of a mix of industrial and 
residential properties (note the blue property type symbols from 
Google Earth Pro) . 

Eleven properties are adjacent to the SAR. Note that the 
properties adjacent to the SARR are anything but equal in size. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebutta l 11-5-20 14 
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The percentage of land to be purchased: from each of the 11 
properties ranges from a h i gh of 23.3% of the total purchased, 
down to only 0.7% of the total l and purchased: 

The SAR Purchases More Land from the Larger Properties 
(Jacksonville, FL example) 

• 1 

• 2 

• 4 

• 5 

• 7 

• 8 

• 9 

• 10 

• 11 

• ROADS 

The p i e chart above p rovides a graphic illustratioR that,. 
since propert y sizes differ substantially i n real l ife, the SARR 
will generally purchase more land from the larger parcels 'than 
from the smaller parcels. 

The appraisal proifession recognizes, that the size of the 
land parcel can have a s i gnificant effect on the unit price 
~price per square foot or ~ere of l and) of that parcel. The 
Appraisal Insti tute i in their book, The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, states: 

"Size differences can affect value and are considered In site analysls ..... Generally 
as size Increases, unit prices decrease. Conversely, as size decreases, unit 
prices Increase. "3 

3 The Apprai sal of Real Estate, fourteenth edition, The Appraisal 
Institute, page 198. 
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In this appraisal assignment, it is critical to ensure that 
the methodology used in the development of the land values 
recognizes these two key points: 

• Generally, the TPI SARR will purchase more land 
from the larger parcels, and less land from the 
smaller parcels, and 

• Generally, size differences in properties can 
affect value 

Step 3: Design a Consistent Appraisal Methodology 

• The appraisal methodology must match the 
appraisal assignment 

• The appraisal methodology must be consistent with 
what is known about the subject property 

The appraisal technique s employed in this particular 
appraisal assignment are key to understanding the validity and 
reasonableness of the land appraisal for the TPI SAR. Appraisal 
techniques that may have applicability in other types of 
appraisal assignments may be incorrect or inadequate in this 
specific appraisal assignment. 

In the next section, issues and problems that were 
identified with the CSXT appraiser's land valuation will be 
summarized, and compared to the TPI Opening Evidence land 
valuation. References will be provided in this summary to 
direct the reader to more detailed discussions of each point. 

TPI SARR La nd Valuation Rebutta l 11-5-2014 
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Summary of Land Valuation Issues: Opening Evidence vs. CSXT 
Reply 

Issue #1: Failure to Account for Variations in Land Size 

As summarized above, as a general rule, the TPI SARR will 
purchase mo r e land from the larger parcels, and will purchase 
less land from the smaller parcels (see pie chart in previous 
section) . 

In ge neral, land values can vary significantly by the size 
of the property. The appraisal profession re c ognizes that the 
size of the land parc el can hav e a significant effect on the 
unit price (price per square foot or a c r e of land) of that 
parcel. The Appraisal Institute, in their book, The Appraisal 
of Real Estate, states: 

"Size differences can affect value and are considered in site analysis ..... Generally 
as size increases, unit prices decrease. Conversely, as size decreases, unit 
prices increase. " 4 

Because the CSXT apprai s er utilized an averaging technique 
(a straight-average) that gave equal weight to each sale, 
regardless of property size, the result was to over-emphasize 
the smaller properties, with higher value s per a c re. 

The result of ignoring the differences in land size is that 
the average land values developed b y the CSXT appraiser tend to 
overstate the value of the land to be purchased by the TPI SAR, 
often by a significant amount. 

Basically, by giving each sale an equal weight, the CSXT 
appraiser was saying that the TPI SARR would purchase an equal 
amount of land from each parcel, regardless of the size of the 
parcel. A real-world e xamination of the mix of property sizes a 
TPI SARR would encounter proves the assumption by the CSXT 
appraiser to be incorrect. 

In contrast, the land valuation in the TPI Opening Evidence 
utilized an averaging technique that takes into account the 
relative size of each property. Consistent with what the TPI 
SARR will encounter when purchasing land from individual 

4 The Appra i sa l o f Re a l Es tate , f ourteenth edition , The Appraisal 
Ins ti t ute , page 1 98 . 
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properties, the larger parcels are given relatively more weight 
in the analysis. 

For this appraisal assignment, the weighted average, as 
used for the TPI Opening Evidence is a superior and reliable 
technique, better matched to the types of properties the TPI 
SARR will purchase land from for the SARR right of way. 

A more detailed analysis and discussion of this issue can 
be found starting on Page 44 . . 

TPI SARR La nd Valuat i o n Rebutta l 11-5-2014 
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Issue #2: Smaller Parcels are Over-Represented in Average 

As described in Issue 1 (above), the CSXT appraiser 
utilized a straight-average technique that tends to over­
represent smaller properties, which also tend to have high 
values per acre than larger properties. 

An example of this can be seen below, involving commercial 
land sales in Nashville, TN: 

40% +-----

30% +----

20% +----

SMALL PARCELS ARE OVER-REPRESENTED IN CSXT AVERAGE VALUE 
CSXT Sales - Nashville, TN - COMMERCIAL 

(sales divided into quarters by property size: smaller on LEFT, larger on RIGHT 

84% 

• % of Total Acreage 

• %of CSXT Avg. Value 

$902,140 $722,524 $304,855 $118,601 

AVERAGE PRICE PER ACRE 
CSXT Sales Divided into Quarters 

(Smaller properties on LEFT/ Larger properties on RIGHT) 

The CSXT appraiser provided 115 commercial land sales 
(including 12 land sales from the Chattanooga area). The above 
exhibit divides these 115 sales into quarters, or 
quartiles, based on the size of each parcel. Smaller properties 
are shown on the left, while the largest parcels are shown on 
the right. 

Note that the smaller land sales accounted for only 2% of 
the acreage, but had a 44 % weight in calculating the straight 
average commercial land value for Nashville. 

In general, the TPI SARR will purchase more land from the 
larger parcels. However, these larger commercial parcels, seen 
on the right of the above exhibit, influence only 6% of the 
straight average land value used by the CSXT appraiser. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
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Nashville, TN COMMERCIAL Sales (115 sales) 
Cumulative Sales Prices for 115 sales: 

Actual Prices vs. Prices as Calculated by CSXT Appraiser 
$500,000,000 -,...--------------------,---------­

$463,747,190 

$450,000,000 +---------------- ---

ID $400,000,000 +-------------------
~ 
~ $350,000,000 +-------------------.. 
-: $300,000,000 +------------------­., 
.~ 

~ $250,000,000 +-------------------
"' GI 

~ $200,000,000 +-------------------
~ 
~ $150,000,000 +------~~~~---------
::> $117,364,747 
E a s100.ooo.ooo +-----

$50,000,000 +-----

$0 +-----
Actual Sales Prices Calculated Sales Prices 

The CSXT appraiser had 115 commercial land sales in 
Nashville. The actual cumulative sales price for these 115 
sales was $117.36 million (left bar on above exhibit). 

A straight-average price per acre of $515,451 was 
calculated for these 115 sales. This was the value per acre 
that was used by the CSXT appraiser to value commercial land in 
Nashville. 

To test the validity of this straight-average, the $515,451 
per acre can be used to "purchase" the 115 properties included 
in the sales data. If you use the average price, as calculated 
by the CSXT appraiser, the cumulative purchase price for these 
same 115 sales is $463.7 million, almost four times the actual 
sales prices for the 115 sales. Why would the TPI SARR purchase 
land for $463 million that had a market price of only $117 
million? 

The impact of the straight-average technique, as used by 
the CSXT appraiser, is that the smaller properties are over­
represented in the average. The result, in general, is to over­
state the land values for the TPI SAR. 

In contrast, the weighted-average, as used in the land 
valuation in the TPI Opening Evidence, does not over-represent 
the smaller parcels, and produces an average that is consistent 
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with the reality that a TPI SARR would purchase more land from 
the larger parcels, therefore these larger parcels should have a 
relatively higher weight in the analysis of the comparable 
sales. 

A more detailed analysis and discussion of this issue can 
be found in the Nashville, TN and the Jacksonville, FL sections 
of this report. 

Issue #3: "Outlier Sales" - Volatility and Inconsistency 

In any data set, there are observations that lie outside 
the normal or typical data - these are the "outliers". How 
outliers are handled in an analysis can affect the consistency 
and reliability of the results. 

As shown above, the straight-average technique, as used by 
the CSXT appraiser, tends to over-emphasize the smaller sales, 
which typically have the higher prices per acre. Not only does 
this affect the resulting average, but it also creates a high 
degree of volatility in the average by excluding the highest 
value per acre sales. 

For example, looking at the same Nashville commercial land 
sales that were discussed in Issue #2: 

Volatility of CSXT Averaging Technique 
Nashville, TN 

COMMERCIAL Sales 

CSXTSales Number of CSXT Calculation of 

Data Sales Averaae Price oer Acre 

All Sales 115 $515,451 

Remove 5% of Sales 109 $375,593 

(highest unit value sales) 

Change in Average Value -27% 

The above exhibit illustrates how volatile the straight­
average, as used by the CSXT appraiser, can be. Out of a total 
set of 115 land sales, the straight-average price is $515,451 
per acre. Now, remove the 5 % highest unit-price sales. In the 
case of a 115 sale dataset, 5 % would be 6 sales. Removing only 
6 sales from the analysis reduces the resulting straight-average 
by 27 %. 
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This illustrates that great care must be exercised in 
determining which high value per acre sales will be 
included/excluded in the analysis. 

The CSXT appraiser did indicate on the valuation 
spreadsheets (included in evidence), which sales were excluded 
as "outliers", but no evidence was provided as to the logic of 
these exclusions, except to have identified the excluded sales 
as "outliers". Why were these specific sales treated as 
"outliers"? 

This creates many questions about the resu~ting straight­
averages computed, since the inclusion/exclusion of just a few 
sales can have a significant impact on the resulting average. 

In one instance, it is clear that the CSXT appraiser's 
handling of "outliers" is inconsistent and misleading, and 
produced unreliable results: 

In the Washington, DC area analysis, an example is 
discussed concerning commercial land sales. In the Washington 
area, the CSXT appraiser developed both jurisdiction-specific 
average land values, as well as average values for the entire 7-
jurisdiction area. 

For valuing commercial land in the District of Columbia, 
the CSXT appraiser had 80 District commercial land sales. Of 
the 80 sales, the CSXT appraiser identified the 15 highest unit 
price sales (priced over $1,000 per square foot of land) as 
"outliers" that were too pricey to include in the average 
commercial land value for the District of Columbia. 

On the next page is a graph, showing the prices per acre 
for the 80 commercial land sales in the District of Columbia: 
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District of Columbia - Commercial Land Sales 
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Price per Square Foot of Commercial Land 

Note on the graph above that the 15 highest price per 
square foot sales were excluded from the calculation of the 
average commercial land price in the District of Columbia. The 
CSXT appraiser concluded that these 15 sales were simply too 
pricey to be included in this analysis of land within the 
District. 

However, the same 80 commercial land sales were then 
combined with commercial land sales from the other six 
jurisdictions in the Washington area, including jurisdictions in 
both Maryland and Virginia, producing a regional average 
commercial land value. 

The graph on the next page shows the prices per square foot 
distribution for the commercial land sales for all seven 
jurisdictions combined: 
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The above graph shows the price per square foot 
distribution of commercial land sales for the seven 
jurisdictions used to create the combined regional average 
price. The BLUE portion of the line shows the prices per square 
foot for the 259 commercial land sales in the six jurisdictions 
outside of the District. The highest commercial land sale for 
these six jurisdictions was about $574 pe~ square foot. 

The RED line shows the 32 District of Columbia commercial 
land sales that e xceeded any other land sale unit price in the 
other six jurisdictions. Clearly, the District of Columbia has 
the highest commercial land sales prices in the region. 

So, if the 15 District of Columbia commercial land sales 
were identified as "outliers", and too pricey to be included in 
a District of Columbia average land value, then surely in terms 
of the seven-jurisdiction regional average, these 15 District 
sales should be considered as "super-outliers". Apparently this 
logic escaped the CSXT appraiser. 

When the CSXT appraiser calculated the average value for 
commercial land for the seven-jurisdictions combined, 12 of the 
15 high-priced District land sales, that were previously 
identified as "outliers", were now deemed applicable to include 
in the seven-jurisdiction average. 
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"Outlier Sales" Are Included/Excluded with No Consistency 
Commercial Land Sales used by CSXT Appraiser 
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Note in the above graph that the $1,000 per square foot 
cutoff used in creating the District of Columbia average was 
changed to a $1,800 per square foot cutoff for the regional 
average, even though District of Columbia commercial land sales 
are clearly the highest in the region. 

This is equivalent to saying that an item that is too 
pricey to be sold in a high-price store like Neiman Marcus, is 
simultaneously not too pricey to be sold at Target! 
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If the 1 2 high price per acre District of Columbia land 
sales had been handled consistently by the CSXT appraiser, and 
had been e x cluded from the regional average, the regional 
average would decline by 22 .5 %: 

Result of Including 12 High-Price DC Sales 
in the 7-Jurisdiction Commercial Land Average 

$180.00 
$167.52 

$160.00 

$140.00 

$120.00 

$100.00 

$80.00 

$60.00 

$40.00 

$20.00 

$0.00 

Including 12 DC Sales Excluding 12 DC Sales 

Removing the 12 DC "outliers" in the regional average 
causes the regional average to decline from $167.52 per square 
foot, down to $1 2 9.86 per square foot - a decline of 22.5 % in 
the regional average. 

This illustrates not only the high volatility in the 
straight average caused by including/excluding a small number of 
sales, but it also illustrates a definition of "outliers" by the 
CSXT appraiser that shows a lack of consistency, and makes no 
sense from an appraisal standpoint. 

By contrast, in the land valuation in the TPI Opening 
Evidence, the analysis of outliers is presented in a clear 
fashion, enabling the reader to see the impact of the outliers, 
and the eventual decision by the appraiser in terms of 
including/excluding those sales. 
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For example, the exhibit below is a portion of the TPI 
Opening Evidence valuation spreadsheet for industrial land in 
Montgomery County, MD: 

l8n<I ---··· . . ·~ •? • . .. . 
[ Pric:OIAC SlloOalo 

·- ·~ 
Siio Pnce 

$1 960000 4/n/07 0.10 $196000 

$2613636 5l23I07 022 $515000 

•157068i 6115/07 1.9i $3000000 

$729.891 11116/07 10.07 $7 350000 

$693,396 11121J07 10.(i() $7.3W.OOO 

22.90 $18.471.000 22.90 $18471 .000 0.673 

•s 1w 101 1111/08 0 .69 $4 000000 

$149,254 11/1811l8 5.36 SB00.000 

6 .05 S4 800,000 6.05 $4.800.000 0.730 

. .. . 

11 0.92 acre saletit>$9 D.155/acre 
I $90,16$ 1115'09 110.~ $ 10,000.000 pot1 -

$2,038.462 12/IMJ<) 0.13 .$265,000 

0.13 $265,000 0.13 $265,000 0.949 Wat Ava. n..r Acre 
II ~CLUDINGI Pink Sale 

·Sl,551 ,724 1114110 0.29 s4so.ooo 

~ 
/ 

0.29 $450,000~ $450,M< 1.000 WITllPH< ~ 

&188"" 

ssso.ooc 
Wgt Avg. per Acre WrfHOlJIT Pink Sale ~ 

Final Value Estimate: $550,000 per acre 

On the above exhibit, note there were industrial land sales 
for 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010. The size of each parcel is 
shown in the YELLOW column. 

Note that one 2009 sale was a large parcel, 110.92 acres, 
with a price of $90,155 per acre (shown in PINK). All the other 
industrial land sales were 10 acres or smaller, so there was 
some concern about the impact of this one large sale on such a 
small data set. 

To test the impact of the 110.92-acre sale on the overall 
average, the average is calculated with and without the large 
sale. Without the large sale, the average price was $566,444 
per acre. Including the one large sale drops the average price 
to $186,232. This is a significant impact on the average by 
only one sale. The final estimate of value for industrial land 
in Montgomery County, MD was $550,000 per acre. This average 
gives some, but not too much weight to the one large sale. 

This method of clearly showing the impact of "outliers", 
and the resulting valuation decision, is included in all of the 
sales spreadsheets provided in Opening Evidence, and reflects a 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc ., Merit Real Es tate Ana lys is, Inc ., Rail Trac Associates 

30 

.. 



I 

I 
I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 31 of 169 

balanced consideration of the data, and a transparent approach 
to handling "outliers" in the sales data. 

Issue #4: Land Values Included for Water Crossings 

The CSXT appraiser included full land value for water 
crossings for the TPI SAR: 

In the 8 urban areas valued by the CSXT appraiser, a total 
of 14 significant water crossings were included. The CSXT 
appraiser valued the land over the water at $94.5 million. 

Urban 

Area 

Baltimore, MD 

Chattanooga, TN 

Chattanooga, TN 

Chattanooga, TN 

Chicago, IUIN 

Jacksonville, FL 

Jacksonville, FL 

Nashville, TN 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Total-8 Urban Areas 

CSXT Appraiser Applied Land Values to Water Crossings 

Jurisdiction 

Baltimore City 

Hamilton 

Hamilton 

Hamilton 

Lake 

Clay 

Clay 

Davidson 

Prince George's 

Washington 

Washington 

Alexandria 

Fairfax 

Prince William 

TPI 

Segment 

17 

22 

24 

26 

9 

33 

38 

14 

Body of 

Water 

Jones Falls 

Chickamauga Creek 

Chickamauga Creek 

Chickamauga Creek 

canal 

Black Creek 

Peters Creek 

Cumberland River 

25 Anacostia River 

24 Anacostia River 

35/41 Potomac River/Tidal Basin 

1 Four Mile Run 

30 Occoquan River 

11 Neabsco Creek 

Acres Over CSXT 

Water Valuation/Acre 

0.45 $217,800 

0.43 $291,416 

0.91 $145,821 

0.91 $145,821 

0.45 $239,580 

1.82 $412,731 

0.53 $265,280 

1.27 $233,917 

1.45 

1.64 

4.45 

0.91 

1.21 

1.33 

17.78 

$537,095 

$3,258,724 

$17,329,910 

$7,297,171 

$2,106,126 

$165,125 

CSXT Valuation 

Over Water 

$98,010 

$126,441 

$132,564 

$132,564 

$108,900 

$750,420 

$141,483 

$297,713 

$781 ,229 

$5,332,457 

$77,196,874 

$6,633,792 

$2,552 ,880 

$220,166 

$94,505,493 

This TPI SARR land value over bodies of water is incorrect 
and should not be relied upon. 

Generally, the TPI SARR will not be required to purchase 
land for a water crossing beyond the bank or tide area at the 
shore. 

In contrast, the TPI Opening Evidence followed reasonable 
and recognized guidelines that properly stated the land 
acquisition needs for the TPI SARR at water crossings: 

J 

• Minor water crossings (typically less than 0.1 
mile) had full land values applied, based on the 
adjacent land uses. 
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• Water crossings wider than about 0.1 miles were 
valued as follows: 

o Full land value was applied up to the edge of 
the water, using Google Earth. Even if a 
railroad bridge structure started farther 
back from the shore, full land values were 
developed right up to the water's edge. 

o A separate line segment was defined for the 
water crossing, and was shown on the 
valuation spreadsheets with a land use of RIV 
(river), with no land value. 

Issue #5: Many Values-No Sales 

For three of the urban areas valued by the CSXT appraiser, 
a totally different technique was used to produce land 
valuations. This technique involved development of multiple 
values (dollars per square foot) for each land use. No 
information was provided in evidence to support or explain these 
multiple values or how they were subsequently assigned to 
segments of the TPI SAR. The three urban areas where the 
"multiple values" methodology was employed were: 

• Chicago, IL 

• Atlanta, GA 

• Baltimore, MD 

A detailed analysis and discussion of this technique is 
included in the sections of this report for the above three 
urban areas. An example from the Chicago area is summarized 
below: 

In Chicago, instead of using an average unit value by land 
use type, the CSXT appraiser applied many discrete unit values 
for each land use type: 
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Land Use 

T raiser · 

Residential 24 

Industrial 17 

Commercial 19 

The fact that the CSXT appraiser developed so many discrete 
land unit values would lead to the conclusion that the CSXT 
appraiser was able to find many land sales in the proximity of 
the SAR, enabling the CSXT appraiser to discern changes in land 

l 

value as you proceed along the SAR. This technique would 
require a tremendous number of sales located in proximity to the 
SAR, to enable the appraiser to discern this many changes in 
land value. 

However, the land sales used by the CSXT appraiser were not 
numerous enough, and not in proximity to the TPI SAR, to support 
the many discrete land unit values developed. 

For example, the exhibit below shows the 30-miles of the 
TPI SARR (ORANGE line) in the Chicago area. The WHITE dots are 
the geo-coded industrial land sales used by the CSXT appraiser. 

For this exhibit, the width of the ORANGE SARR line has 
been set at a width of about ~ mile, or a width of about ~ mile 
on each side of the centerline of the SAR. 
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Note the small number of industrial land sales (small WHITE 
dots) that fall within ~ mile on either side of the SAR. 
Several points can be made here: 

• Only 6 industrial land sales were within ~ mile 
of the SAR. 

• Those six land sales were only located at the 
northern portion of the 30-mile SARR in Chicago. 

• In an urban area, even a sale within ~ mile may 
be too distant to enable the appraiser to develop 
a value for land right up against the SARR right 
of way. 

With very few sales within ~ mile of the SAR, the CSXT 
appraiser developed many discrete land values unsupported by 
close-by land sales: 

Land Use Values/Sq Ft Developed Sales Within 

Type by CSXT Appraiser 1/4 Mile of SAR 

Residential 24 3 

Industrial 17 6 

Commercial 19 17 
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It should be stre sse d that NO documentation was provided in 
evidence by the CSXT appraiser to explain how these multiple 
values per square foot were developed, and NO documentation was 
provided to e xplain how these multiple values were applied to 
the TPI SAR. With NO documentation provided by the CSXT 
appraiser, it is not possible to determine the reasonableness of 
the technique and the application to the SAR. 

Not only did the CSXT appraiser develop many discrete land 
values that were not supported by sales, but the land values 
were applied to the SARR on a fr e quently-changing basis, 
cre ating a pattern of widely-varying land values in the same 
g e ographic area. 

For example, the graph below illustrates the industrial 
land values per square foot developed by the CSXT appraiser. 
The land values are shown in geographic order as you proceed 
along the SAR, generally from south to north: 

Chicago: Industrial Land Values by CSXT Appraiser 
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Line Segments Used by CSXT Appraiser 

Again, keep in mind that the CSXT appraiser was able to 
find only six industrial land sales within ~ mile of the SARR in 
Chicago. And yet the land valuations graphed above show a 
tremendous amount of variability, even within the same narrow 
geographic area. The sales selected by the CSXT appraiser 
clearly cannot support the pattern of valuations shown in the 
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above graph. There are simply not enough sales provided by the 
CSXT appraiser. 

This pattern of: 

• First, creating multiple land values per square 
foot, with very few sales available to support 
the multiple unit values, and then 

• Applying those multiple land values in a widely­
varying pattern, even within narrow geographic 
areas, 

is repeated by the CSXT appraiser for all three major land 
use types in the Chicago area: 

Land Use 

T 

Residential 

Industrial 

Commercial 

24 

17 

19 

raiser 

6 

17 

182 

128 

60 

raiser 

For residential land, the CSXT appraiser had only 3 land 
sales within ~ mile of the SAR, from which 24 different land 
values per square foot were calculated. These 24 different land 
values per square foot were then applied to the SARR in Chicago, 
creating 182 changes in residential land value as you proceed 
along the 34.9-mile SARR route in Chicago. 

For industrial land, the relevant numbers are 6 sales 
within~ mile of the SAR, 17 different land values per square 
foot, and 128 changes for industrial land values as you proceed 
along the 34.9-mile SARR route. 

For commercial land, the CSXT appraiser had only 17 land 
sales within ~ mile of the TPI SAR. A total of 19 different 
values per square foot of commercial land were developed, and 
these values were applied with 60 value changes as you proceed 
along the SARR route in Chicago. 
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On page 11 of the CSXT appraiser's report 5 the appraiser 
states: 

"I have relied entirely upon the Sales Comparison Approach 
as the basis for establishing "across-the-fence" market value." 

In the Sales Comparison Approach to valuing land, it is 
essential that the appraiser provide evidence showing that the 
actual sales data selected by the appraiser as the comparable 

\ 
sales in fact do support the value conclusions developed by the 
appraiser. 

It should be stressed that NO documentation was provided in 
evidence by the CSXT appraiser to explain how these multiple 
values per square foot were developed, and NO documentation was 
provided to explain how these multiple values were applied to 
the TPI SAR. With NO documentation provided by the CSXT 
appraiser, it is not possible to determine the reasonableness of 
the technique and the application to the SAR. 

In the Chicago, Atlanta and Baltimore urban areas, the land 
valuations by the CSXT appraiser were not supported by actual 
sales data, and cannot be relied upon. 

Issue #6: Other Issues with CSXT Land Valuation 

Other issues with the land valuation by the CSXT appraiser 
are discussed in this report, including: 

• Use of a seven-jurisdiction average (involving 
sales in Maryland, the District and Virginia all 
in one average) to value land in the Washington, 
DC area (see the Washington, DC section of this 
report) 

• Combining land sales from two discrete urban 
areas, and using the combined average to value 
land in both urban areas (see the 
Nashville/Chattanooga section of this report) 

• Not valuing a 2.88-mile section of the TPI SARR 
in Chattanooga, TN. No explanation was provided 

5 FTI land appraisal report dated July 21, 2014 and included as Exhibit 
III-F-1. 
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by the CSXT appraiser as to the rationale for not 
valuing this portion of the SARR (see the 
Nashville/Chattanooga section of this report) 

• Valuing a rural section of the Pittsburgh area, 
while not valuing the more urban portion of the 
TPI SARR in Pittsburgh, and 

• Allowing urban area land values to be used in 
valuing land in a rural area (see the Pittsburgh 
section of this report) 

• A significant land use error and land value 
conclusion in Baltimore, MD (see the Baltimore 
section of this report) 

Summary: Opening Evidence vs. CSXT Reply 

In each of the issue areas outlined above, and detailed 
throughout this report, problems with the CSXT land valuation 
have been explained, and the impact on land value conclusions 
has been documented. 

On the whole, the design and execution of the land 
valuation provided in Opening Evidence, is a better-supported 
and, more reliable estimate of land costs for the TPI SAR. 

The TPI Opening Evidence land valuation is a more reliable 
and better-supported land valuation in multiple ways: 

• The methodologies used match the appraisal 
assignment 

• The transparent handling of "outliers" in the 
sales data 

• Properly handling water crossings 

• Properly identifying land with limited or no 
development potential 

• Not employing regional averages, to avoid the 
issues of mixing urban and rural areas, and 
issues of mixing land values for jurisdictions 
with differing zoning regulations, differing land 
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use regulations, and differing market 
characteristics. 

The land valuation provided in the TPI Opening Evidence 
should be accepted and relied upon, and the land valuation 
provided in the CSXT reply should be rejected. 

TPI Opening Evidence Did Not Misclassify Restricted Land 

In a separate document, labeled Exhibit III-F-2, the CSXT 
appraiser provided four examples of supposed misclassification 
of land that has limited or no development potential. 

In the section of this report titled "Land Us~ 
Classification for Restricted Land", the four examples are 
analyzed. 

The land ~se classifications provided in Opening Evidence 
for three of the four examples are shown to be correct. 

In the fourth example, there was in fact a land 
misclassification in TPI Opening Evidence, and this correction 
is reflected in the revised land valuation provided at the end 
of this report. 
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CSXT APPRAISER APPLIED LAND VALUES TO WATER CROSSINGS 

On Page 19 of the CSXT appraiser's land valuation report 
(Exhibit III-F-1) it states: 

"riparian rights were included as part of adjoining 
Val ua ti on Uni ts and valued as such" 

Stated simply, the CSXT appraiser calculated land values 
for the locations where the TPI SARR crosses bodies of water. 

The extension of land costs across bodies of water is incorrect. 

The rights of land owners that own property abutting a body 

of water are complex, and involve multiple federal and state 
laws and regulations. However, the Dictionary of Real Estate 
Appraisal defines "riparian rights" as follows: 

"riparian rights: The right of the owner of land bordering 
a non-navigable (emphasis added) lake or stream to the use and 
enjoyment of the water that flows across their land or is 
contiguous to it."6 

The Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land 
Acquisition includes the following concise statement: 

"The navigable waters are United States public property and 
because of this, the great inland waterways have long been 
deemed national assets rather than the private property of 
riparian owners. In this connection, the Supreme Court has 
stated ' ... that the running water in a great navigable stream is 

capable of private ownership is inconceivable. '" 7 

Generally, the TPI SARR will not be required to purchase 

land for a significant water crossing beyond the bank or tide 
area at the shore. 

The method that water crossings were handled by TPI in 
Opening Evidence followed reasonable guidelines that properly 

state land acquisition needs for the TPI SAR: 

6 The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, The Appraisal 
Institute, page 173. 

7 The Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition, 
published by the Appraisal Institute in cooperation with the United States 
Department of Justice, page 55. 
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• Minor water crossings (typically less than 0 .1 
mile) had full land values applied, based on the 
adjacent land uses. 

• Water crossings wider than about 0.1 miles were 
valued as follows: 

o Full land value was applied up to the edge of 
the water, using Google Earth. Even if a 
railroad bridge structure started farther 
back from the shore, full land values were 
developed right up to the water's edge. 

o A separate line segment was defined for the 
water crossing, and was shown on the 
valuation spreadsheets with a land use of RIV 
(river), with no land value. 

An example of the handling of water crossings is the TPI 
SARR crossing of the Potomac River between Washington, DC and 
Virginia: 

This is a view of the rail bridge over the Potomac River, 
taken from Ohio Drive in Washington DC. 
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The YELLOW line shows the portion of the TPI SARR that is 
located over the Potomac River. This portion of the SARR 
requires no purchase of land. Note that the PURPLE segments of 
the SARR come right up t~ the water's edge, even if the railroad 
bridge starts farther inland 
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A portion of the railroad bridge over the Potomac River 
crosses Ohio Drive in Washington. This portion of the SARR was 
given full land value, up to the water's edge. (Note that the 
purple line (areas where the SARR purchases land) and yellow 
line (area over water - no land value) that were shown on the 
aerial photo are also shown on the Ohio Drive photo. Although 
not quite to scale on the Ohio Drive photo, it clearly shows 
that TPI in Opening Evidence applied full land value to the 
portion of the bridge over land. 

In the 8 urban areas valued by the CSXT appraiser, a total 
of 14 significant water crossings were included. The CSXT 
appraiser valued the land over the water at $94.5 million. 

CSXT Appraiser Applied Land Values to Water Crossings 

Urban TPI Ac~es Over CSXT CSXT Valuation 

Area 

Baltimore, MD 

Chattanooga, TN 

Chattanooga, TN 

Chattanooga, TN 

Chicago, IL/IN 

Jacksonville, FL 

Jacksonville, FL 

Nashville, TN 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Washington Area 

Total-8 Urban Areas 

Jurisdiction 

Baltimore City 

Hamilton 

Hamilton 

Hamilton 

Segment 

17 

Body of 

Water Water Valuation/Acre Over Water 

Lake 

Clay 

Clay 

Davidson 

Prince George's 

Washington 

Washington 

Alexandria 

Fairfax 

Prince William 

22 

24 

26 

9 

33 

38 

14 

Jones Falls 

Chickamauga Creek 

Chickamauga Creek 

Chickamauga Creek 

canal 

Black Creek 

Peters Creek 

Cumberland River 

25 Anacostia River 

24 Anacostia River 

35/41 Potomac River/Tidal Basin 

1 Four Mile Run 

30 Occoquan River 

11 Neabsco Creek 

0.45 $217,800 

0.43 $291,416 

0.91 $145,821 

0.91 $145,821 

0.45 $239,580 

1.82 $412,731 

0.53 $265,280 

1.27 

1.45 

1.64 

4.45 

0.91 

1.21 

1.33 

17.78 

$233,917 

$537,095 

$3,258,724 

$17,329,910 

$7,297,171 

$2 ,106,126 

$165,125 

Including land value for the TPI SARR crossings over 
significant bodies of water is incorrect and should not be 
relied upon. 

$98,010 

$126,441 

$132,564 

$132,564 

$108,900 

$750,420 

$141,483 

$297,713 

$781,229 

$5,332,457 

$77,196,874 

$6,633,792 

$2,552,880 

$220,166 

$94,505,493 

In contrast, the TPI Opening Evidence followed reasonable 
and recognized guidelines that properly stated the land 
acquisition need for the TPI SARR at water crossings, and should 
be relied upon. 
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REVIEW OF CSX TRANSPORTATION'S APPRAISAL 

Failure to Account for Variations in Land Area 

The unit price (price per acre or price per square foot) 
paid for land can be affected by many factors. Some of these 
factors are specific to particular types of land. For example, 
for gas station/convenience store sites, the price paid may be 
impacted by how much automobile traffic passes that site each 
day, at which corner of the intersection the site is located, 
and the size and shape of the site. For other land types, the 
factors affecting unit price will be totally different. 

However, one factor that is recognized by the appraisal 
profession as almost always being a significant factor affecting 
unit price paid for land is the size of the land parcel. The 
Appraisal Institute, in their book, The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, states: 

"Size differences can affect value and are considered in site analysis ..... Genera//y 
as size increases, unit prices decrease. Conversely, as size decreases, unit 
prices increase. " 8 

For those not involved in land valuation or pricing, there 
is a familiar example in the housing market. Take two sales in 
your neighborhood - a single family detached house, and a 
residential condominium unit: 

Type Living Area Sales Unit Price: 

Property (Square Feet) Price $I Sq Ft 

Single Family Detached 2,750 $650,000 $236 

Residential Condo Unit 1,100 $450,000 $409 

The single family detached home has a much higher sales 
price, but the unit price, the price per square foot of living 
area, is much higher for the smaller condo unit. This is the 
same general relationship found in most land sales: the larger 
the tract of land, the lower the unit price. 

8 The Appraisal of Real Estate, fourteenth edition, The Appraisal 
Institute, page 198. 
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If you only looked at the unit price (price per square 
foot), you might conclude that the single family detached home 
is "less expensive" than the condo unit. 

Now, let's say you wanted to know what the average price of 
housing was in your neighborhood. If these were the only two 
sales in the neighborhood, you could take the two prices per 
square foot, and compute the average: 

$236 + $409 = $645 divided by 2 sales = $322.50 per sq. ft. 

Is this really the average price of housing in the 
neighborhood? To check, we can multiply the average price per 
square foot calculated above by the total square footage of 
homes sold: 

$322.50 avg price/sq. ft. x 3,850 sq. ft. sold= $1,241,625 

However, notice on the table below that the total price of 
the two houses sold was only $1,100,000: 

Type Living Area Sales Unit Price: 

Property (Square Feet) Price $I Sq Ft 

Single Family Detached 2,750 $650,000 $236 

Residential Condo Unit 1,100 $450,000 $409 

TOTAL (2 sales) 3,850 $1, 100,000 

Using the average of the prices paid per square foot 
($322.50), the total price of homes sold was computed as 
$1,241,625. But, this is about 13 % too high ($1,241,625 vs. 
$1,100,000 = 12.88 % too high). 

You can account for the size of each home in developing the 
average price, by calculating a "weighted average". This is an 
average that takes into account a relevant factor, such as the 
size of the home. In our simple example, the weighted average 
price is calculated like this: 

$1,100,000 total sales I 3,850 sq. ft. $285.71 per sq. 
ft. 

Notice that the weighted average of $285.71 is lower than 
the simple average of the unit prices of $322.50. 

When the size of real estate plays a key part in 
determining the unit price, it is important to account for this 
phenomenon in the appraisal of that real estate. In the next 
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section, it will be shown that the CSXT appraiser failed to 
properly take into account the size of the land parcels in their 
comparable sales, leading to an overstatement of value. 

CSXT Appraiser Used an Inappropriate Averaging Technique 

A major difference between land valuation in the TPI 
Opening Evidence and the CSXT land valuation is the way in which 
the average prices of the comparable land sales were computed. 

The CSXT appraiser developed average unit prices for their 
sales (price per square foot of land) by calculating a straight 
average. In a straight average, each sale is given equal weight 
(e.g. if there are 54 sales, each sale is given a 1/54 weight). 

In contrast, our land valuation utilized a weighted 
average, whereby the size of the land parcel was taken into 

account. The larger the parcel involved in a sale, the more 
weight was given to that sale in computing the average sales 
price. 

At first glance, this would seem like two reasonable 
approaches to developing an average sales price. However, for 
this land valuation task, the weighted average is clearly the 
superior methodology. 

The methodology used by the CSXT appraiser gives too much 
emphasis to the highest unit-value (price per square foot) 
sales, leading to inflated land values when applied to the land 
acquired for the TPI SAR. 

To better understand the differences between the two 
averaging techniques, some simple examples will be discussed 
first, and then some actual data from the CSXT appraiser's land 
valuation report will be discussed. 

To compute a straight-average, each value in a set of 
data is summed, and is divided by the total number of 
observations in the data, to create the straight average: 
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ACTUAL SALES 

Sales Price/ 

Price Acres Acre 

$5,000 50 $100 

$8,000 40 $200 

$3,000 10 $300 

$2,000 5 $400 

105 

In this simple example, calculate the straight-average by 
adding the prices per acre and dividing by the number of sales: 

$100 + $200 + $300 + $400 = $1,000 divided by 4 sales= $250 

As simple as calculating an "average" sounds, there are 
difficulties with a straight average. By giving each sale equal 
weight, this averaging technique does not take into account the 
impact of parcel size on the price per acre. 

The appraisal profession recognizes that the size of the 
land parcel can have a significant effect on the unit price of 
that parcel. The Appraisal Institute, in their book, The 
Appraisal of Real Estate, states: 

"Size differences can affect value and are considered in site analysis ..... Generally 
as size increases, unit prices decrease. Conversely, as size decreases, unit 
prices increase. 119 

This relationship between parcel size and unit price can be 
caused by many factors, but larger parcels typically include 
some unusable areas (steep slopes, wetlands or streams, etc.) or 
require the provision of internal roads and other facilities 
that reduce the amount of land area for building improvements. 
Also, some property types, such as large residential tracts, 
wil~ require development over time, resulting in discounting of 
the unit price to account for the time value of money during the 
development period. 

9 The Appraisal of Real Estate, fourteenth edition, The Appraisal 
Institute, page 198. 
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To account for the impact of the size of the parcel on the 
unit price, a "weighted average", that takes into account the 

size of each parcel, can be utili zed : 

ACTUAL SALES 

Sales Price/ 

Price Acres Acre 

$5,000 50 $100 

$8,000 40 $200 

$3,000 10 $300 

$2,000 5 $400 

105 

To calculate a weighted average, the sales prices are 
summed, and divided by the number of acres: 

$5000 + $8000 + $3000 + $2000 = $18,000 I 105 acres= $171.43 

To judge the impact of each type of averaging technique, 
let's say we will now "purchase" these same four properties, 

using the two different average prices we have developed: 

ACTUAL SALES AS CALCULATED BY CSX USING WEIGHTED AVERAGE 

Sales Price/ Times: Computed Times: Computed 

Price Acres Acre Acres CSX Avg. Sales Price Acres WgtAvg Sales Price 

$5,000 50 $100 50 $ 250 $ 12,500 50 $171.43 $8,571 

$8,000 40 $200 40 $ 250 $ 10,000 40 $171.43 $6,857 

$3,000 10 $300 10 $ 250 $ 2,500 10 $171.43 $1,714 

$2,000 5 $400 5 $ 250 $ 1,250 5 $171.43 $857 

105 105 $ 26,250 105 

CSX Average Price= $100+$200+$300+$400 = $1000 / 4 sales= $250 per acre 

Weighted Average Price= $18,000 / 105 acres= $171.43 per acre 

Note on the table above that when the straight-average (as 
used by the CSXT appraiser) is used to "purchase" the actual 
sales, the straight average produces a total expected sales 
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price of $26,250 for the four sales, compared to the actual 
sales price of $18,000 for the four sales. Thus, if the 
straight average of $250 were used to appraise these four 
properties, the appraised value would overstate the summation of 
the actual values by 45.8 %. 

On the other hand, if the weighted average of $171.43 per 
acre were used to "purchase" the above four properties, the 
estimated value for the four properties would be $18,000 which 
is equal to the actual summation of the sales prices for the 
four sales. 

This same impact on estimated sales prices can also be seen 
in the actual sales data utilized by the CSXT appraiser: 

RESIDENTIAL SALES FOR ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PA 

Sale Pittsburgh Sales Price CSX Average = Weighted Avg= 

Date Area Price Acres per Acre $69,363/acre $33,771/acre 

5/20/08 Mckeesport $105,000 9.28 $11,315 $643,686 $313,391 

10/31/07 Sewickley $2,460,000 156.00 $15,769 $10,820,582 $5,268,218 

3/20/07 Crescent $1,200,000 20.00 $60,000 $1,387,254 $675,413 

12/29/07 Pittsburgh $3,149,650 33.00 $95,444 $2,288,969 $1,114,431 

8/28/08 North Versailles $575,000 3.50 $164,286 $242,769 $118,197 

TOTAL 221.78 $15,383,261 

CSX Avg= $11 ,315 + $15,769 + $60,000 + $95,444 + $164,286 = $ 346,814 / 5 sales= $69,363 per acre 

Weighted Avg= $7,489,650 total sales price/ 221 .78 total acres= $33,771 per acre 

The above table shows the five residential land sales that 
the CSXT appraiser used to calculate an average land value for 
the Pittsburgh, PA area. The five land sales had an aggregate 
sales price of $7,489,650. 

Using the straight average, the CSXT appraiser produced an 
estimated value of $69,363 per acre. When this estimate of 
value is applied back to the five actual sales, the CSXT 
appraiser would "purchase" these same five properties for 
$15,383,261. This is over twice the actual sales price of 
$7,489,650. 

However, the weighted average produces an estimated value 
of $33,771 per acre. When this estimate of value is applied 
back to the five sales these five properties would have a 
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I 

valuation sum of $7,489,650 - identical to the actual sale 
prices of these five sales. 

The reason that the straight-average produces such erratic 
value conclusions is that the unit prices of the smaller sales 
are having a disproportionately large impact on the overall 
average. 

There are some situations where use of a straight average, 
as used by the CSXT appraiser, would be acceptable. However, in 
this case, a straight average, as used by the CSXT appraiser, 
basically assumes that the SARR will purchase just as much land 
area from a small property as from a large property. Therefore, 
giving each sale equal weight, regardless of the size of the 
property, is presented by the CSXT appraiser as an acceptable 
averaging technique. Even a cursory analysis of the types of 
properties along the SARR route proves the above assumption 
incorrect. 

For example, the exhibit below shows a portion of the TPI 
SARR in the Jacksonville, FL area: 

The yellow line above is a 763-foot long portion of the 
SAR. This section of the SARR passes through a neighborhood 
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consisting of a mix of industrial and residential properties 
(note the blue property type symbols from Google Earth Pro). 

Note that the properties adjacent to the SARR are anything 
but equal in size: 

Averaging Example: Jacksonville, FL 
Frontage Width (ft) Square Feet Percent of 

SAR Purchased Purchased Total Sq Ft 

Property (Feet) for SAR for SAR Purchased 
1 356 75 26,700 23.3% 
2 68 75 5,100 4.5% 

3 62 75 4,650 4.1% 

4 63 75 4,725 4.1% 

5 182 75 13,650 11.9% 

Road 32 75 2,400 2.1% 

Subtotal-North 763 57,225 

6 310 75 23,250 20.3% 
7 53 75 3,975 3.5% 

8 10 75 750 0.7% 

9 227 75 17,025 14.9% 

10 57 75 4,275 3.7% 

11 30 75 2,250 2.0% 

Road Z2 75 5,700 5.0% 

Subtotal-South 763 57,225 

TOTAL 114,450 100.0% 

There are a total of eleven different properties adjacent 
to the SAR. The column on the far right (in yellow) shows how 
much of the total land purchased for this segment of the SARR is 
purc hased from that particular property. 

(Note: for purposes of clarity, the road/ highway rights of 
way adjacent to the SARR (marked ROAD in the above exhibit) are 
kept separate. In the actual TPI SARR land valuations, these 
road areas would be split evenly between the two adjacent 
properties, and would be valued using the land use types of 
those two properties) . 

The percentage purchased from each property ranges from a 
high of 23.3 % of the total purchased, down to only 0.7 % of the 

total land purchased: 
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The SAR Purchases More Land from the Larger Properties 
(Jacksonville, FL example) 

• 1 

• 2 

• 3 

• 4 

• 5 

• 6 

• 7 

• 8 

• 9 

• 10 

• 11 

• ROADS 

The pie chart above provides a graphic illustration that, 
since property sizes differ substantially in real life, the SARR 
will generally purchase more land from the larger parcels than 
from the smaller parcels. 

In this situation, where parcel size determines the amount 
of land to be purchased from each parcel, a weighted average, as 
used in the TPI Opening Evidence, is the correct average to use. 

The straight-average, as used by the CSXT appraiser, 
assumes that the pie chart above would consist of equal s ize 
slices of the pie for each parcel. This assumption by the CSXT 
appraiser is in conflict with the real-world situation that 
would be encountered by the TPI SAR. 
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The above example from Jacksonville, FL shows a 
neighborhood with both industrial properties and residential 
properties. But, even within the same property type, 
substantial differences can exist in property size: 
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The SAR Purchases More Land from the Larger Properties 
(Jacksonville, FL Example -- Industrial Properties) 

750 

8 9 

Property Number 

26,700 

The five industrial properties along this segment of the 
SARR differ substantially in size. The SARR would purchase 
26,700 square feet of land from Property 1, while only 
purchasing 3,975 square feet of land from Property 7, and only 
750 square f eet of land from Property 8. 
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Even in a reside ntial neighbo rhood, significant differences 
can be found in property si zes. For e xample, here is a 69 3-foot 
portion of the TPI SARR in Robertson County, TN (near 
Nashville): 

Note that on the south side of the SAR, four residential 
lots of basically the same size are adjacent to the SAR. On the 
north side of this segment, a single parcel of undevel oped 
residential land is adjacent to the SAR. Of the total land 
purchased for the SARR in this segment, 1/2 will come from the 
large undeveloped parcel on the north side of the SAR, and only 
1/8 will come from each of the lots on the south side. 

These are not isolated examples. Go to the Google Earth 
files of the SARR and zoom in on any random section of the SARR 
and it will be seen that significant differences in adjacent 
property sizes are the rule, not the e xception. 

In a valuation assignment, it is critical to understand the 
appraisal situation being analyzed. In this case, we are 
appraising the value of over 80,000 acres to be purchased from 
properties with significant variations in property size. By 
ignoring property size in calculating the average price per 
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acre, the CSXT appraiser has made a significant error, which 
will tend to overstate land values by a significant amount. 

A straight average (as used by the CSXT appraiser) and a 
weighted average (as used in the TPI Opening Evidence) are both 
single measures of a group of data. Both averages have their 
place, but given the important relationship between land size 
and unit price, in this instance the weighted average (as used 
in the land valuation in the TPI Opening Evidence) is the most 
accurate and reliable form of averaging. 

When attempting to arrive at a reasonable value sum for a 
large number of widely varying properties, an assignment where 
there cannot, by definition, be any single individual parcel to 
appraise, the weighted average is the only measure that can 
reasonably be used. 

Therefore, size of each parcel must be taken into account 
in developing an overall average to be applied to the SARR 
acreage. Utilizing a weighted average (as was utilized in the 
TPI Opening Eviden~e) produces a land valuation that meets this 
criterion and is both supportable and reasonable. 

Volatility of the Straight Average 

To develop the straight-average price for a group of sales, 
the CSXT appraiser first sorts the sales data from low to high 
by price per square foot (unit price). 

Then, the CSXT appraiser may or may not remove some of the 
highest unit price sales (highest prices per square foot of 
land). The criteria or rationale for removing particular high­
unit-price sales is not provided in evidence. 

To illustrate the process used by the CSXT appraiser to 
develop the straight average price per square foot, note the 
exhibit below: 
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.-~---- -- ------ ----------- ------ ·-- -~·-- -
PRINCE WILLIAM, VA COMMERCIAL LAND SALES 

~~~~~-~~:_-S~~~u=n~u:::: -Sol~ ~::l==~~~=._-: J~aii~-hlsFjnnied o;;iiier 
------ ------ ___ ,_ ________________ I -·------·- -----~--- --·----· ----

03131106 Woodbridae VA Commercial $~7 500 48.32 13.50% ______ $1 .8_~ ,___ __ 
__ Q1_!9J!LQ§~_nass~-- '0_ .fE.!"mercial _____ -~1,~37 ,66~ __ ----~~8 __ ._ __ j§,QQ~ _ ----~;?..~ ------· 

12105/07 Manassas VA ~al $2,9Q9,000_ '---- _ 27.83 ._ _ ___Q,Q~ _ _ ___ $2.3_2_ '---
02/28/06 Manassas VA Commercial _ $654,206 __________ !Ul_ _1§~ _ _12.8~- ·--··--

,_..9,§!1§!Q8 ~Y!!12d5~t__ ,Y.6_ g_9!I!f!l!'J.9i.'![. ____ _ _lliQ,QQ_O_ ~--- ___ __§_,__"!_§ ___ Q_Q-9! • ___ $ 3 1 O 
06/14/06 Woodbridge VA ~'!lf!!_ercial $1 250,000 ____ !QJQ ___ 1Q~~.'.& _ ------"$"'3.'-'1--'-4__,_ ___ , 
09/14/06 Manassas VA Commercial $20750,000 158.23 ~ 6.00% $3.19 ____ _ 

__Qj1!!,~ Manassas __ Y../i_ Commercial ___ _E 250,Q_OO _ __11~ 6.0Q~~- __ $Y.1 ____ _ 
.__Q1!_1_~ Manassas __ '0.._ ~mer~--- J§_,_5QQ.Q_!!.Q ______ __ 4§:.9Q ___ _9j1~ _______ _J3.2~ h-----

09(~ Manassas VA Commercial ____ .1.12QQ.QQQ_+-------------LX!_t _____ §_OO!! ,_____ ---~1~- ------
_Q_8/25/06~an~as __ '0 __ .f_e~merci&____ _g§_1_3_,_6_QQ_.J- ______ _!~Q_Q_ ___ z_~ _ ----~4 3Q_ >----

06/06/08 Dumfries VA Commercial $400 ooo ~----i.Q.Q_ l __ Q_oor~ ._ ___ $i2_~'----
,__09/18!Q§ M~~~~- Y} __ ,f.2.'!!.!)2~£!!!! ______ L..E2.QQ..9.QQ.{-. _____ 5g_,_~_0_1-_ _§:Q~ _ -----~i?.Q. ------

03131106 Havmarket ___ VA Commercial ._l~,850,000 I ____18.0§_ ~· __ __ $4.69 ____ _ 
___ 09/0 !!Q§ _Mana~~as VA Commer_£@!_ ____ -~ 0§11, 0D_Q_ _ ----~§_3 ~ __§.00°~ __ ~11- _ ·----

'-· 041!~.Q§ Ma~§£_ ~--&2-"l~rciaj_ ___ J_1_,_1_Q.Q.QQ9 _________ ,.?jl~ __ !_3. 59~ _______ J_5.0~- -----
06124108 Woodbridae VA ~ercia l ___ _gi_,Q_QQ.QQQ_.__ __ _2Ui~ __ OJl_Q!! _ ---~.}1 -----
07/21/06 Bristow _ VA Commercial $3,800,000 ._ 16.97 §)~ -~ __ 
08122106 Woodbridg!!___~_ ,fommercia l $4,_900,000 _____ _1L~~ _ 7 . 50~ ___ --~§JlL ------

___.Q§!,1_3!9~ ~oodbridg!!___ Y.!LS:..Q!!!DJ~~L_ _____ $_1.§Q_Q,_QQQ_j__ ... ___ 2'.1L __ _Q_QQ_°t!_ ________ _!~j!2_ -----
- 12127/06 Woodbrida_e_ y__~- Commercial -~,L§.§,000 I _ --~§~- ___ 1~ __ ---~6-?Q. -----
_19.L!.1!9.§ M.2nas~~- VA commercial __ 1~l~...!1w------1~~sff --4.~~._ ____ J§.JL ---
0911~!Q§ M2!!.~. v_A --~mercial _____ _!1,901 JQL ____ _J_ll_,_?_5 . __ 6. 0_D~ __ -~§,_3() _ ------
05/11/07 Manassas VA Commercial __ _!§,052,960 _______ 15.?_1 _o.o_~,__- _j7 .3~ ----

07/13/06 Woodbridae VA Commercial $1,_® 1,046_[ ____ .J_§.£~---~ ______ $7,~ ~--
_ _Q6/11/07 Gainesville VA Commercial $12,850,QQO I 36.9g_ ~- 0 00% $7.99 

09/06/06 Manassas VA Commercial $_1~ =--=== 4.3Q+-=----$~ _:__:__ -- --$827 ~_:_:_: 
_ _Q1!Q~Q? '{1(£.~!?.(]9_g~_ ':f_/i_ Com_'!l~rc_@! ______ --~£7,8()? ________ _2._~i __ 1§ 00!! _ _ --~jl,§ _____ _ 

.__Q1/27/06 Manassas VA Commercial $850 000 2.32 18.00% $9.92 
07126107 Manassas VA 1commercial $2 450,000 ____ ?A_3 0.00~ __ $10.36 

__ Q§£13/08 ~qpdbrjgg!!___ y_A __ ~!:!)~.£i~I ______ -~§_~,p_Q.Q_t _________ _L~~ __ _Q_QQ_°t!_ ,_ _____ $10J!?. ----
~~?!}107 ]!'{oodbri9~--YL ~[£!_!!!_ ___ _ Jl.Z.9.Q,QQQ ____ -----~&?. __ 

1 

__ -~ ----------~JUA. 1 ______ _ 
05125106 Dumfries VA Commercial $4 500,00D__ ________ 10.20_. __ j~ _ _ __ fil~ ____ _ 
04/02/0BWoodbridae VA Commercial $500000 ____ 1.00 ___ 0.00% _ _ $11.4~ ____ _ 
03/28/07 WoodbridQ!L_~- Comm!!!:_cial ____ ~54 850_'9.QQ_ ------~-90 ____ QQ°-'.?'2. _____ j_!;_?_~ -------

~- ~~:~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~=~g~~~=~~}~ ------- --H:~~~~= -=-====IJ~- -..=-:.t~~+-:-~- tr<li _ _:_~~=-
03/25/08 Dumfries VA iCommercial ___ :gj_QQ.QQQ. ______ 3fil __ _Q.OQ'.L _ ___lli_li~ __ _ 

~11!£~9? ~'<-'l)fr~~--- Y..fi_ l <e.?.!!'~~§L ____ -~J93,ooo ___ __ --111.t--.?~ ___ !!§2.§ ___ _ 
01/10/07 Woodbridge VA Commercial $4 550,000 5.90 i 0.00% $17.70 

_ 05/10/06 Manassas VA_ Commercial $j ,210,000 _____ 1,§~J __ gQ~ ______ j-1.~L -.... __ _ 
'-08/_~Y:f2odbridg_Ly_~-~-mmer_£i_al ______ $850_,.9..Q:Q_ _____ _19_~f_o. o~,__ __ $_19.5!_ __ _ 

07/12/06 Gainesville VA __ &£!"m~cial ______ j 15,500,00_Q _ _ ___ _1_9" L6 t __ g,QQ'.?'2-1- - ~20 £1,_ __ _ 
06127106 Woodbridge VA Commercial __ _1!,300,0_QQ_I_ _ _l!O _ -~ __ $23.56 __ 

---~~~;;~; ~_;;;~~~~ -- ~~ -~-~~~:~~1;1 ___________ J~,:~,~~~ *~ -------~~;;. . -3~~i~"=_-.: __ ;.iig= == 
08/10/06 Manassas VA Commercial $1 550,000 ______ _;_,_~ _ __ 7 .50_~ ____ $26,e§_ -----
04126106 Dumfries VA Commercial $1 800 000 __ _J,75 __ 13.5Q.'.& ____ -~ ___ _ 
09/14/06~~§31.~ Y..L Commercial_ ______ $1 ,850,000 ________ j,§2_ .§~ ___ $27.28 ____ _ 
03/13/07 Woodbridl)e VA $8,000 000 _____ ____§2Q ~ _ _QJ)_Q~ -~~_1_§ ____ _ 
12/20/06 Woodb~e VA Commercial $1417 000 0.94 1.50% $35.13 __ _ 

_ Q§/15/06~oodbridge VA Commercial $1,404,500 ,___ __ 0.9~ 12.00% $38.83 .__ 
...__Q.1104107 Gainesville VA Commercial ill@.§,.1Q~ ____ J ..:X.? ___ O"~ ---- $41 .0?_._ __ _ 
__ Q§!f1f-9?.~£<!P!JO!.g~-- Y!> ___ &£~!)).~£!!!! _____ ~1&QQ_.QQQ.j-- ______ g,~o_ _ 12, q_g~ _____ ~~_!:?_0_, _______ _ 

09/08/06 Manassas VA Commercial __ ._!1,254 ,8~---· 0.70 .__6.0~,____ _$43.62~-----
12/12/06 Woodbridge VA Commercial $2110000 . ----1.:2§._ -~ _ __j46.38 __ 

,_..9.§i!~Q? g~n_~~~-,Yti_ £2-'1l!!l!'J.9i.'![. _____ g&>O OQ_O_ .--.--- ___ ..9Jl.1 .- ___ Q._00% ___ ___!§_~~ _L _ 
12120106 Woodbridg!!__ V~-.f~c;iaj__ -·------ $2 ,16(.QQQ. ____________ __Q_,_~ ___ L 50% _ _ ___EE?_,~1__ __ J __ 

_ _Q§l.Q?JQ§ i:rJang~--- YA_ Qgi!)DJ~L<;!~L __ ___ ---~?j_Q,_D__O_Q _ _ 0.20 JhQQ!o ~81 .50 _1_ 
06127107 Woodbridae VA Commercial $5 300 000 _ ~7 . -9-9~ ~- __ $88.81 _j_ 
03/30/06 Dumfries VA !Commercial __ J.1.J.~Q,Q_@ _________ J,98__ 15.00%+- $94.29 1 __ 
01/24/07 Gainesville VA Commercial $4 297 000 0.85 0.00%t $116.05 I 1 

_Q_~1.Q!9§ "Yflodbridg!'_ '0 __ ,f_e~~~.£@_____ _£®1>.QQ 
1 
_____ _Q_Q.~ _Jb.QQ'.?'-T---l~1-£~1_L 

~===-~:=====~= -- ~~CLUD~.:::!LE~~~~~----_ls~~~~~~~~a9_9.:_ _____ !__ _ _!~~_:~:~- --~--~~ 
56 jSales fweighted Average: l $289,217 

,_____ __ ,____ I I I -·-

~~=-~=-=~==~=:==-·= ~L~S!~ES Sl~al;~ -- -i~~:::~~~::~a:e: t $1~;:: :~:- --- _J ,______ __ !--~---- k-._.._ ______ _,, ____ __,_ _____ _;; ___ _._ ____ _, __ _J 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 57 of 169 

The table above is taken from the CSXT appraiser's sales 
worksheet. A few columns of data have been removed for clarity, 
but otherwise this is a depiction of the sales data as presented 
by the CSXT appraiser in evidence. This particular set of sales 
data is for commercial land in Prince William County, VA. Note 
on the far right column that the CSXT appraiser has sorted the 
data from low to high in terms of dollars per square foot of 
land. 

There are a total of 63 commercial land sales, ranging in 
sales price (adjusted for market conditions by the CSXT 
appraiser) from $1.88 per square foot up to $244.26 per square 
foot. However, note that the first 56 sales are colored BLACK -
this indicates that the CSXT appraiser included these land sales 
in their calculation of the straight average. 

There were an additional 7 sales (shown in RED above) that 
were excluded by the CSXT appraiser from the calculation of the 
average because they were "outliers" ("outlier" is the term used 
by the CSXT appraiser) . Basica+ly 11% of the available sales 
were excluded by the CSXT appraiser, and these represented the 
sales with the highest unit prices, ranging from $68.0 2 per 
square foot up to $244.26 per square foot. 

This is the pattern seen in all of the CSXT appraiser's 
sales spreadsheets - the only sales excluded from the 
calculation of the average are the highest price sales. 
Sometimes no sales are excluded, and sometimes several sales are 
excluded. It is always the highest price sales that are 
excluded as "outliers". 

This is a curious technique, and one that is not supported 
either by logic, or by accepted appraisal practice. 

There is no general appraisal theory that says that to 
produce a reasonable average price estimate, you should only 
remove high unit-price sales. Even if the goal was to eliminate 
the extremes of a price distribution, the appraiser would remove 
both low price and high price extremes. 

The CSXT appraiser did not reveal in evidence the 
mechanical or mathematical process that was used to determine 
which higher-priced sales would be e xcluded, but it raises 
questions as to why the "outlier" sales are always defined as 
the highest price sales. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 58of169 

One possible explanation goes back to the discussion in the 
previous section about the volatility of using a straight 
average in developing an average price for a group of sales. 
Because every sale, even sales representing very small parcels 
of land, get equal weight in computing an straight average, 
these small acreage sales can have a disproportionate impact, 
and will increase the average price. 

Note in the above table that we have calculated some 
average prices per acre for this data set. For the 56 land 
sales that were included in the CSXT appraiser's average, the 
straight average price is $607,326 per acre. This was the 
actual price per acre used by the CSXT appraiser in valuing 
commercial land in Prince William County, VA. However, note 
what happens to the CSXT average (the straight average) when you 
include all 63 commercial land sales - it increases to 
$1,071,855 per acre, an increase of 76.5 %. 

The weighted average is also calculated in the above table 
for both the 56 included sales and the entire set of 63 sales. 
Note that the weighted average for the 56 sales included is 
$289,217 per acre. The weighted average for all 63 land sales 
increases to $311,442 per acre, an increase of only 7.7 %. And 
both weighted average prices per acre are well below the 
straight average prices. 

This is a key point: The technique utilized by the CSXT 
appraiser of excluding sales with higher unit prices did not by 
design result in lower land value conclusions. By starting with 
the straight-average (which favors higher unit price sales), and 
then excluding a varying proportion of higher unit price sales, 
the CSXT appraiser produced a land value conclusion that was 
disconnected from the sales data -- value conclusions that are 
not supported, and cannot be relied upon. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 59 of 169 

Commercial Land Sales in Prince William County, VA 
$1,200,000 

$1,071,855 

$1,000,000 

~ 
u $800,000 c( ... 
QI 
c. 
QI 

• 56 Included Sales ·~ $600,000 
~ 

QI • 63 Total Sales 
b.O .. ... 

$400,000 QI 

$289,217 $311•442 ~ 

$200,000 

$0 

Straight Average Weighted Average 

The above graph shows the volatility in the averages 
calculated using the CSXT appraiser's straight-average 
technique, and the relativ ely low volatility of the weighted 
average. The graph also illustrates the tendency of the 
straight-average to inflate the average price for a group of 
land sales. 

In the above example o f actual data from the CSXT 
appraiser's report, note that 11 % of the available sales were 
excluded from the calculation of the average value of commercial 
land in Prince William County, VA. What is the rationale for 
removing data from one end of the pric e spectrum? It does serve 
as a "dial" to enable the CSXT appraiser to adjust the average 
price, simply by excluding more or less high price sales. This 
kind of technique has no parallel in standard appraisal 
practice. 

In contrast, the land valuations produced by TPI in Opening 
Evidence were based on weighted averages, where the size of the 
parcel is taken into acc ount in determining each sale's weight 
in developing the average price per a c re. In the valuation 
spreadsheets, included in Opening Evidence, the impact of 
"outliers" is clearly shown, and the appraiser's decision to 
include or exclude the impact of these "outlier" sales is shown. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 60 of 169 

For example, the exhibit below is a portion of the TPI 
Opening Evidence valuation spreadsheet for industrial land in 
Montgomery County, MD : 

l.arid ~ 
. . . - .,. -' . -· ... ·~ ... ,. •.•...•..... ,. ... . 

I Price/AC SaloOalll ...• ,.,, Salo Price ~""' 
.,,,,,,,_,~ 

' $1 960.00o 0.10 · 41~7 S!96000 

$2 613 636 5/>"l.ffY7 0.22 $57SOOO 

$15)0681 6/IS/67 1.91 $3 000.000 

$129 891 11116/07 1007 $1 350000 

$693.396 11121/07 10.GO $7.JW.000 

22 ... $18.471.000 22.0f' $18.471 .000 0.67J 

•s 191 101 1/11/08 .0 .69 $4 000000 

$149,254 11118/08 5.36 saoo.ooo 
l 6.05 $4 800.000 6.05 $4.800.000 0.730 

11i0.92 acre salet8> $9 ~ 1'65/acre 
I $90,1* 1ft5JW 110,!/2 ' 10,000.coo P.11 -

$2,038,462 12'10I09 0 .13 S26S.OOO , ' 0 .13 $265.000 0.13 $26$,000 °'949 ,. ....... Wat Ava. oer Acre 
ll~CLUDINGI Pink Sale 

$1,551,724 1114110 o.:29 $450,000 

~· 
./ , 

$450,00o 1.ooO ~ 0.29 $450000 0.29 WITll PINK ..... 
SP? i 1188"" 

SSSO.IW 
Wgt. Avg. per Acre wlTHOt T Pink Sale ~ ,... 

final Value Estimate: $550,000 per acre 

On the abov e exhibit, note there were industrial land sales 
for 2 007, 200 8 , 200 9 , and 2010. The size of each parce l is 
shown in the YELLOW column. 

Note that one 2009 sale was a large parcel, 110.92 acres, 
with a price of $90,155 per acre (shown in PINK). All the other 
industrial land sales were 10 acres or smaller, so there was 
some concern about the impact of this one large sale on such a 
small data set. 

To te s t the impact o f the 110.92-acre sale on the overall 
average, the average is calculated with and without the large 
sale. Without the large sale, the average price was $5 66,444 
per acre. Including the one large sale drops the average price 
to $1 8 6, 232. This is a significant impact on the average by 
only one sale. The final estimate of value for industrial land 
in Montgomery County, MD was $550,000 per acre. This average 
gives some, but not too much weight to the one large sale. 

This method of showing the impact of "outliers", and the 
resulting valuation decision, is provided in all of the sales 
spreadsheets provided in Opening Evidence, and reflects a 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 61 of 169 

balanced consideration of the data, and the reasonableness of 
the resulting average price per acre. 

CSXT Appraiser was Inconsistent with "Outlier Sales" 

On page 12 of the CSXT appraiser's report (Exhibit III-F­
l), the following statement is made: 

"Sales data transactions that were clearly inconsistent 
with the volume of market activity (i.e. transactions with 
pricing well above the range of the predominate volume of 
transactions); as well as incomplete data were deletedn 

However, examination of the data provided by the CSXT 
appraiser indicates that the criteria upon which sales were to 
be excluded was not applied consistently. 

As will be described in detail in the Washington, D.C. 
section of this report, the CSXT appraiser developed land values 
for multiple jurisdictions in the greater Washington region: 

The map above shows the TPI SARR routes in the Washington, 
DC area that were valued by the CSXT appraiser. TPI SARR routes 
where the CSXT appraiser accepted the land values in the TPI 
Opening Evidence are not shown on the above map. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac Associates 

61 



Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 62 of 169 

The routes valued by the CSXT appraiser are located not 
only in the District of Columbia, but also in two Maryland 
Counties (Montgomery and Prince George's),and four jurisdictions 
in Virginia (Arlington County, City of Alexandria, Fairfax 
County, and Prince William County). A total of 7 jurisdictions 
are included in the Washington area SARR routes revalued by the 
CSXT appraiser. 

To value the land needed for the TPI SARR in the Washington 
area, the CSXT appraiser developed average price per acre values 
and applied them as follows: 

Washington, DC Area Residential Land Valuation by CSXT Appraiser 

State Jurisdiction Residential Industrial Commercial 

DC District of Columbia Combined Combined x 
- -

MD Montgomery x Combined x -
MD Prince Georges x x x 

- - - - -

VA Alexandria Combined Combined Combined 
-

VA Arlington Combined nla Combined - - -

VA Fairfax Combined Combined x 
- -

VA Prince William x x x 
X: CSXT Appraiser used Sales from That Jurisdiction Only 

Combined: CSXT Appraiser used Sales from All 7 Jurisdictions Combined 

The table above summarizes the source of the sales data 
used to value the three basic land-use types (residential, 
industrial, and commercial) for the seven jurisdictions. An "X" 
in the above exhibit indicates that the CSXT appraiser utilized 
sales of that land use type from that particular jurisdiction. 
For example, for Montgomery County, MD residential land, the 
CSXT appraiser developed an average value per acre using only 
residential land sales in Montgomery County, MD. 

However, for the cells in the above exhibit labeled 
"Combined", the CSXT appraiser valued land in that jurisdiction 
by calculating the average price per acre for land sales from 
all seven jurisdictions combined. 

For purposes of this discussion, note on the table above 
that commercial land values in the District of Columbia were 
developed using only DC commercial land sales. However, for 
valuing commercial land in the Virginia jurisdictions of 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 63 of 169 

Alexandria and Arlington, the 7-jurisdiction combined sales data 
was used. 

.,, 
c 
!I 

District of Columbia - Commercial Land Sales 
$6,000.00 ~------------------------------------

$5,000.00 +------------------------"----------------

iii $4,000.00 +--------------------------------------
1! .. 
E 
E 
8 
0 

15 Sales Excluded from Calculation of Average Price 

0 $3,000.00 +----------------------~~--------------

& 
~ .. 
" 5f 
~ 

Ks2.ooo.oo +---------------------------------~ .... -----..-

~ 

si.ooo.oo +-------C_ut_-O_ff_P_oi_nt_f_or_S_ale_s_= Approx. $1'-,0_00_,p_e_r s_,qu_a_re_f_oo_t ______ ~~----t,_..~ ... l-H,....-1-

$0.00 ...,....-,-,,_,.,..,.,..,.,.....,.,...,..,..,.,..,.,.....,.,...,..,..,.,..,..,..,..,..,..,....,...,..,_,.......,..,.,..,.,.....,.,...,..,..,.,..,.,.....,.,...,..,..,...,.. ........ ,..,..,~_,..-.......... .,.,. ....... ,...,...,,..,.., 

to~"'',.<$>~~ .&>~<t-'f' oo/ r:v~ -f'"J"';l'.V..,~~~~"'~<f>~ e<?...,.,"..,l' .. .f?"'..-f'~'l.,,.9 r:v~o><f .al' .. {Jt_...,.~.t-'!>~'!>.,~~'/' ~'"'~~ ~<t .rS>" r:v"".&:.'/'_,..,,~~~~'&,<?"'~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~o/~~~~~~~~~~~o/~-~~-~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ 

Price per Square Foot of Commercial land 

-------------------------·-------------

To create a straight-average price for commercial land in 
the District of Columbia, the 80 land sales in DC were sorted by 
price per square foot, and then the CSXT appraiser excluded 15 
of the 80 sales, based on a cut-off of about $1,000 per square 
foot of land. 

The graph above shows the 80 commercial land sales in DC 
and the 15 highest price (price per square foot) sales that were 
excluded from the average, presumably because the CSXT appraiser 
felt that these 15 sales were "outliers" that did not represent 
the remainder of the DC commercia1 land market. No discussion 
or documentation was provided by the CSXT appraiser to support 
the decision to cut off sales at $1,000 per square foot. 

Then, the CSXT appraiser calculated a 7-jurisdiction 
combined commercial land average, combining the commercial land 
sales fro~ the District of Columbia with sales from two counties 
in Maryland and four jurisdictions in Virginia. 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 64 of 169 

Of these seven jurisdictions, the central part of the 
District of Columbia has the highest land values in the region. 

The TPI SARR cuts through DC just to the south of the Mall, 
encountering some prime commercial real estate along its path. 

Since the District of Columbia has some of the highest real 
estate values in the region, and since the CSXT appraiser 
decided that 15 of the DC commercial land sales were too high to 
be included in the average price for DC commercial land, it 
would be logical to assume that these same 15 DC commercial land 
sales would also be considered "outliersn in the regional 
average. 

Range of Prices Approximate 

CSXT Appraiser's for Total Sales Cut-off Point 

Sales Total ($per Sq Ft) Sales Sales % for Excluding 

Data Set Sales Low High Included Excluded Excluded Sales ($/Sq Ft) 

District of Columbia (alone) 80 $16.42 $5,245.29 65 15 19% $1,000 
I• u .. <. 

····· . ~ 
... 

District of Columbia 80 $16.42 $5,245.29 77 3 4% $1,800 

Plus: 6 Other Jurisdictions 259 $0.20 $573.92 259 0 0% 

All 7 Jurisdictions Combined 339 $0.20 $5,245.29 336 3 1% $1,800 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 65 of 169 

The top line on the above exhibit shows what the CSXT 
appraiser did to develop the average commercial land value for 
the District of Columbia only. As noted above, 15 sales (or 19% 
of the total sales available) were excluded, with a cut-off 
point of about $1,000 per square foot. 

The next three lines on the above exhibit illustrate how 
the 7-jurisdiction regional average was calculated. For the 
regional average, now the CSXT appraiser decided that 12 of the 
15 DC land sales that were excluded as outside a normal price 
range in calculating an average land value for the District of 
Columbia, now were considered within a normal regional range! 

$2,000.00 

$1,800.00 

-g $1,600.00 
5 
0 $1,400.00 

g $1,200.00 ... 
~ $1,000.00 
:I 
CT $800.00 VI ... ., 
Cl. $600.00 ., 
.!:! 

$400.00 ct 
$200.00 

$0.00 

Washington DC Land Sales Have the Highest $/acre Prices in the Region 
Commercial Land Sales used by CSXT Appraiser 

Highest Regional Sale (Excluding Wash DC)= $574 per square foot 

0 so 100 150 200 250 

Number of Commercial Land Sales 

- sales in 6 Counties Other Than DC - 32 DC Sales ABOVE Highest Regional Sale Price 

300 

The above graph shows the price per square foot 
distribution of commercial land sales for the seven 
jurisdictions used to create the combined regional average 
price. The BLUE portion of the line shows the prices per square 
foot for the 259 commercial land sales in the six jurisdictions 
outside of the District. The highest commercial land sale for 
these six jurisdictions was about $574 per square foot. 

The RED line shows the 32 District of Columbia commercial 
land sales that exceeded any other land sale unit price in the 
other six jurisdictions. Clearly, the District of Columbia has 
the highest commercial land sales prices in the region. 
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"Outlier Sales" Are Included/Excluded with No Consistency 
Commercial Land Sales used by CSXT Appraiser 
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f 
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Number of Commercial Land Sales 

- sales in 6 Counties Other Than DC -32 DC Sales ABOVE Highest Regional Sale Price 

When deciding which high-unit-price sales to exclude from 
the straight average calculation, the CSXT appraiser decided: 

• When calculating a straight-average price for the 
District alone, any sale over about $1,000 per 
square foot was unrepresentative of the DC 
commercial land market. 

• But, when calculating a straight-average price 
for the relatively lower-priced region as a 
whole, now the cut-off for excluding sales was 
raised from $1,000 a square foot, up to $1,800 a 
square foot. 

This introduced 12 high-unit-price DC sales into the 
regional average - the same 12 sales that were considered too 
high to include in the average for DC alone. 

This makes no sense from an appraisal standpoint. If these 
12 DC land sales were considered "outliers" in the high-priced 
DC market, how can they suddenly become "non-outliers" in the 
regional average, when ALL of the land sales from the other six 
jurisdictions had LOWER prices per square foot than the price 
level of these 12 DC land sales? If anything, these 12 DC land 
sales are "super outliers" in the region. 
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Result of Including 12 High-Price DC Sales 
in the 7-Jurisdiction Commercial Land Average 

$180.00 ~------$-16-7-.5-2 _____________________ _ 
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Removing the 12 DC "outliers" in the regional average 
causes the regional average to de c line from $167.52 per square 
foot, down to $129.86 per square foot - a decline of 22. 5 % in 
the regional average. 

This illustrates not only the high volatility in the 
straight average caused by including/excluding a small number of 
sales, but it also i llustrates a definition of "outliers" by the 
CSXT appraiser that shows a lack of consistency, and makes no 
sense from an appraisal standpoint. 
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Summary: Averaging 

When analyzing the land valuations by the CSXT appraiser, 
there are two significant impacts from this disconnect between 
parcel size and the calculation of an average price per acre: 

1, The use of a straight-average (as employed by the CSXT 
appraiser) will tend to overstate the value of land to be 
purchased for the SAR. 

2. The over-emphasis on small, high price per acre sales 
results in significant volatility in calculating the 
straight average price per acre, by including/excluding a 
small number of sales at the high end of price per acre. 

A straight average (as used by the CSXT appraiser) and a 
weighted average (as used in the land valuation in the TPI 
Opening Evidence) are both single measures of a group of data. 
Both averages have their place, but given the important 
relationship between land size and unit price, in this instance 
the weighted average (as used in the land valuation in the TPI 
Opening Evidence) is the most accurate and reliable form of 
averaging . 

When attempting to arrive at a reasonable value sum for a 
large number of widely varying properties, an assignment where 
there cannot, by definition, be any single individual parcel to 
appraise, the weighted average is the only measure that can 
reasonably be used. 

Therefore, size of each parcel must be taken into account 
in developing an overall average to be applied to the SARR 
acreage. Utilizing a weighted average (as was utilized in the 
TPI Opening Evidence) produces a land valuation that meets this 
criterion and is both supportable and reasonable. 

By contrast, the use of the straight-average by the CSXT 
appraiser produces land valuation conclusions that cannot be 
relied upon. 

TPI SARR Lan d Valuatio n Rebut tal 11-5-2 014 
Harps & Harps Inc ., Me rit Real Estate Analysi s , Inc., Rail Trac Associate s 

68 



I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 69 of 169 

EIGHT URBAN AREAS WHERE CSXT APPRAISER VALUED LAND 

In terms of land valuation f q r ~he TPI SAR, CSXT accepted 
the TPI Opening Evidence land valuation for about 95% of the 
mileage and acreage for the TPI SAR: 

TPI SAR Land Valuation 
Miles and Acres 

Urban SAR SAR 

Area Miles Acres 

Atlanta, GA 48.81 524.28 

Baltimore, MD 33.44 354.41 

Chattanooga, TN 19.73 194.81 

Chicago, IL 34.92 315.63 

Jacksonville, FL 59.85 680.39 

Nashville, TN 66.26 756.42 

Pittsburgh, PA 27.59 311.72 

Washington, DC 64.16 654.36 

Total: 8 Urban Areas 354.76 3,792.02 

TPI Opening Evidence: Entire SAR* 6,865.94 81,143.70 

% of Entire SAR Re-Valued by CSXT* 5.2% 4.7% 

% of Entire SAR Accepted by CSXT* 94.8% 95.3% 

*Basic SAR routes only-- not including land for yards, communication 

facilities, and adjustments for land use agreement/easement areas. 

The remaining 5% of the mileage and acreage for the TPI 
SARR is located in eight urban areas, as shown above. The 
exhibit below summarizes the land valuation developed by the 
CSXT appraiser for the eight urban areas, compared to the TPI 
Opening Evidence: 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area I millions) I millions) lmillionsl Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171.7 $91 .0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211.1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2 356.6 $2 811.9 $455.3 19% 
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Two different methodologies were used by the CSXT appraiser 
to value land in the eight urban areas. No explanation was 
provided by the CSXT appraiser for the use of two different 
methodologies. 

The first methodology involved development of a straight­
average value (dollars per square foot of land) by property type 
(residential, industrial, commercial, etc.). This average was 
then applied to every SARR segment for that property type. The 
CSXT appraiser utilized straight-average values in five of the 
eight areas valued for the TPI SAR: 

• Jacksonville, FL 

• Nashville, TN 

• Chattanooga, TN 

• Pittsburgh, PA 

• Washington, DC 

For the other three areas valued by the CSXT appraiser, a 
totally different technique was used to produce land valuations. 
This technique involved development of multiple values (dollars 
per square foot) for each land use. No information was provided 
in evidence to support or explain these multiple values or how 
they were subsequently assigned to segments of the TPI SAR. The 
three urban areas where the "multiple values" methodology was 
employed were: 

• Chicago, IL 

• Atlanta, GA 

• Baltimore, MD 

No rationale or justification was provided by the CSXT 
appraiser for using two distinctly different methodologies in 
different locations. 

In the following sections of this report, the five areas 
where straight-averages were employed will be discussed in 
detail, followed by the three areas where the CSXT appraiser 
employed the "multiple values" technique in valuing the land for 
the TPI SAR. 
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Jacksonville, FL 

The CSXT appraiser valued 59.85 miles of the TPI SARR in 
the Jacksonville, FL area, producing a land valuation of $171.7 
million. This land value for Jacksonville was more than twice 
the land value developed by TPI in Opening Evidence of $80.7 
million: 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area , lmillionsl lmillionsl lmillionsl Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 . $24.1 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171 .7 $91.0 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211 .1 $91.4 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 

Washington DC $1,623. 1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) 

8 Urban Areas $2 356.6 $2 811 .9 $455.3 
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The TPI SARR routes that were valued by the CSXT appraiser 
can be seen on the map below. 

Only the SARR routes that were valued by the CSXT appraiser 
are , shown on the map. The SARR routes where the CSXT appraiser 
accepted the TPI Opening Evidence land valuation are not shown 
on the map. 

The CSXT appraiser's land valuation for the Jacksonville, 
FL area utilized a straight-average value (dollars per square 
foot of land) for each land use type (residential, industrial, 
commercial, etc.). In addition to the general issues created by 
the CSXT appraiser's use of a straight-average land value, there 
are other issues with the Jacksonville land valuation that will 
be discussed below. 

Jacksonville, FL - Residential Land 

For the valuation of residential land in Duval County, FL 
(Jacksonville), the CSXT appraiser selected 60 comparable 
residential land sales in Duval County, and calculated an 
average land value of: 

$6.21 per square foot of land, or 

$270,415 per acre of land (1 acre = 43,560 sq ft) 
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The 60 residential land sales can be divided into quarters, 
or quartiles (15 sales in each quarter), based on the size of 
the land parcel for each sale. For each quarter (or quartile) 
of sales, we can calculate: 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

• The % o'f total acreage ( acreage for ~ of the 
sales, divided by the total acreage for the 60 
sales) 

• The relative importance of each quartile of sales 
in calculating th e average value for the total 60 
sales. 

SMALL PARCELS ARE OVER-REPRESENTED IN CSX AVERAGE VALUE 
CSXT Sales - Duval, FL (Jacksonville) Residential 

1% 

$562,047 

(sales divided into quarters by property size: smaller on LEFT, larger on RIGHT) 

$297,189 $181,915 

AVERAGE PRICE PER ACRE 
CSXT Sales Divided into Quarters 

(Smaller properties on LEFT/ Larger Properties on RIGHT) 

$40,507 

• %of Total Acreage 

• %of CSXT Avg. Value 

The above graph shows the four quarters of sales data, with 
the smallest sales (in terms of acres) on the left, and the 
largest sales on the right. The BLUE bars show the percentage 
of the total acreage represented by each quartile of sales data. 
The RED bars show the relative importance of each group of sales 
in calculating the straight-average, as used by the CSXT 
appraiser. 

Note that the smallest acreage sales (far LEFT bars) 
account for only 1% of the total acreage, but account for 52 % of 
the average price per acre. The largest acreage sales (far 
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RIGHT bars) account for 87 % of the total acreage, but influence 
only 4% of the average land value, based on the way the CSXT 
appraiser calculates the average. 

This total disconnect between parcel size and relative 
importance in calculating the straight-average is a significant 
flaw in the land valuation methodology used by the CSXT 
appraiser. 

As has been shown previously, the general rule for the SARR 
is that more property will be purchased from larger parcels, 
than from the smaller parcels. As the graph above illustrates, 
the CSXT appraiser has developed average land values based on 
the exact opposite situation - where the smaller parcels have 
the greater influence on average land value. 

There are two significant results from this disconnect 
between parcel size and calculation of an average price per 
acre: 

• The use of a straight-average (as employed by the 
CSXT appraiser) will tend to overstate the value 
of land to be purchased for the SAR. 

• The over-emphasis on small, high price per acre 
sales results in significant volatility in 
calculating the straight average price per acre, 
by including/excluding a small number of sales at 
the high end of price per acre. 
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The first issue is illustrated by the graph below: 

Duval, FL Residential Sales (60 sales) 
Cumulative Sales Price for 60 sales: 

Actual Prices vs. Prices As Calculated by CSXT Appraiser 
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Cumulative Sales Prices for All Sales 

In the SARR process, once an average price per square foot 
is calculated, then the CSXT appraiser applies that average to 
the total acreage of residential land in Jacksonville that the 
SARR requires. 

The CSXT appraiser selected 60 residential land sales as 
representative of the types of residential properties that the 
SARR would purchase. To test the validity of the CSXT 
appraiser's average land value, you can use the average price to 
"purchase" the same 60 parcels of residential land. The 60 
sales had an actual cumulative purchase price of $241.1 million. 
However, when you apply the straight-average price for 
residential land that the CSXT appraiser used for the SAR, these 
60 residential land sales have a calculated price of $1.56 
billion! 

Using the weighted average (that was utilized in the TPI 
land valuation in Opening Evidence) for these 60 residential 
land sales, produces the same cumulative prices as the actual 
sales prices: $241.1 million. 

The SARR is not purchasing individual parcels in this 
analysis - the SARR is purchasing acreage from multiple parcels. 
The CSXT appraiser, in utilizing a straight-average value that 
gives an equal weight to each parcel, regardless of each 
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parcel's size, is fundamentally at odds with the premise of the 
SARR analysis. 

Not only does the CSXT appraiser's use of a straight 
average tend to cause an over-statement of land va lues, but the 
straight average is very volatile, with significant changes in 
the straight-average price per acre with the addition/deletion 
of a small number of sales in the sales database. 

Volatility of CSXT Averaging Technique 
Duval County, FL (Jacksonville) 

Residential Sales 

CSXT Sales Number of CSXT Calculation of 

Data Sales Average Price per Acre 

All Sales 60 $270,415 

Remove 5% of Sales 57 $191,622 

(hiQhest unit value sales) 

Change in Average Value -29% 

The above exhibit shows that the 60 residential land sales 
selected by the CSXT appraiser have a straight-average price of 
$270,415 per acre. This was the actual straight-average land 
value used by the CSXT appraiser to value residential land 
purchased by the SARR in Duval County, FL . 

But note what happe ns to the straight-average when only 3 
of the highest price-per-acre sales (5 % of the 60 sales) are 
removed from the analysis. With 57 sales (95% o f the total land 
sales) remaining in the data, the straight-average price per 
acre falls by 29%. This illustrates the over-emphasis of the 
high price per acre sales in the average land values calculated 
by the CSXT appraiser. 

The two main issues with using a straight-average in this 
SARR analysis: 

• The use of a straight-average (as employed by the CSXT 
appraiser) will tend to overstate the value o f land to 
be purchased for the SAR. 

• The over-emphasis on small, high price per acre sales 
results in significant volatility in calculating the 
straight average price per acre, by 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebutta l 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac Associates 

76 



I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 77 of 169 

including/excluding a small number of sales at the 
high end of price per acre. 

These two significant issues are reflected in all the sales 
data and resulting straight averages calculated by the CSXT 
appraiser in Jacksonville. This same analysis is presented 
below for the commercial and industrial land valuations produced 
by the CSXT appraiser for the Jacksonville, FL area: 

Jacksonville, FL - Commercial and Industrial Land 

The same analysis described above for residential land is 
shown below for both commercial land and industrial land in 
Jacksonville. For the sake of brevity, the exhibits are 
presented in the same order as in the residential land analysis, 
but with limited text. If the reader requires additional 
explanation of the e xhibits, please refer to the more detailed 
tex t in the residential section. 

The land sales can be divided into quarters, based on the 
size of the land parcel for each sale. For each quarter (or 
quartile) of sales, we can calculate: 

• The % of total acreage (acreage for ~ of the sales, 
divided by the total acreage for all the sales) 

• The relative importance of each quartile of sales in 
calculating the straight-average value for the total 
sales. 
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SMALL PARCELS ARE OVER-REPRESENTED IN CSXT AVERAGE VALUE 
CSXT Sales - Duval, FL (Jacksonville) Commercial 

40% -----

30% +-----

20% +--- -

10% +----
1% 

0% +------
$1,112,453 

(sales divided into quarters by property size- smaller on LEFT, larger on RIGHT) 

$728,464 $409,568 

AVERAGE PRICE PER ACRE 
CSXT Sales Data divided into Quarters 

(Smaller Properties on LEFT/ Larger Properties on RIGHT 

$214,753 

• %of Total Acreage 

• %of Average Value 

SMALL PARCELS ARE OVER-REPRESENTED IN CSXT AVERAGE VALUE 
CSXT Sales - Duval, FL (Jacksonville) INDUSTRIAL 

(sales divided into quarters by property size: smaller on LEFT, larger on RIGHT 

90% ~---------------------------------
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$240,464 $140,421 $115,420 

AVERAGE PRICE PER ACRE 
CSXT Sales Divided Into Quarters 

(Smaller properties on LEFT I Larger Properties on RIGHT) 

82% 

$67,380 

• % of Total Acreage 

• % of CSX Avg. Value 

The above graphs show the four quarters of sales data, with 
the s ma llest s a l es (in t e rms of a cres) on the left, and the 
large s t sales on the right. The BLUE b a r s s h ow the perc entage 
of the t o tal a c reage represented b y eac h quartile of sales data. 
The RED b a rs s how the rela t i v e importanc e of eac h group of s ales 
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in calculating the straight average, as used by the CSXT 
appraiser. 

Note that the smallest acreage sales (far LEFT bars) 
account for only 1 % of the total acreage, but account for 43 % to 
45 % of the average price per acre. The largest acreage sales 
(far RIGHT bars) account for 82 % to 88 % of the total acreage, 
but influence only 9% to 12 % of the average land value, based on 
the way the CSXT appraiser calculates the average . 

This total disconnect between parcel size and relative 
importance in calculating the straight average is a significant 
flaw in the land valuation me thodology used by the CSXT 
appraiser. 

As has been shown previously, the general rule for the SARR 
is that more property will be purchased from larger parcels, 
than from the smaller parcels. As the graph above illustrates, 
the CSXT appraiser has developed average land values based on 
the exact opposite situation - where the smaller parcels have 
the greater influence on average land value. 

There are two significant results from this disconnect 
between pa r cel si ze and calculation of an average price per 
acre: 

• The use of a straight-average (as employed by the CSXT 
appraiser) will tend to overstate the value of land to 
be purchased for the SAR. 

• The over-emphasis on small, high price per acre sales 
results in significant volatility in calculating the 
straight average price per acre, by 
including/ex cluding a small number of sales at the 
high end of price per acre. 

The first issue is illustrated by the graphs below: 
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Duval, FL COMMERCIAL Sales (227 sales) 
Cumulative Sales Price for 227 sales: 

Actual Prices vs. Prices As Calculated by CSXT Appraiser 
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Duval, FL INDUSTRIAL Sales (56 sales) 
Cumulative Sales Price for 56 sales: 

Actual Prices vs. Prices As Calculated by CSXT Appraiser 
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In the SARR process, once an average price per square foot 
is calculated, then the CSXT appraiser applies that average to 
the total acreage of commercial and industrial land in 
Jacksonville that the SARR requires. 

The CSXT appraiser selected these commercial and industrial 
land sales as representative of the types of properties that the 
SARR would purchase. To test the validity of the CSXT 
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appraiser's average land value, you can use the average price to 
"purchase" the same parcels df land. Note in the above two 
graphs, that when you apply the average price per square foot, 
as calculated by the CSXT appraiser, back against the sales, 
that the resulting "calculated sales price" is significantly 
higher than the actual sales prices for those sales. 

However, using the weighted average (that was used in the 
TPI SARR land valuation in Opening Evidence) to calculate sales 
prices for the comparable sales, produces the same cumulative 
prices as the actual sales prices. 

The SARR is not purchasing parcels in this analysis - the 
SARR is purchasing acreage from multiple parcels. The CSXT 
appraiser, in utilizing an average value that gives an equal 
weight to each parcel, regardless of each parcel's size, is 
fundamentally at odds with the premise of the SARR analysis. 
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Not only does the CSXT appraiser's use of a straight 
average tend to cause an over-statement of land values, but the 
straight average is very volatile, with significant changes in 
the price per acre with the addition/deletion of a small number 
of sales in the sales database. 

Volatility of CSXT Averaging Technique 
Duval County, FL (Jacksonville) 

COMMERCIAL Sales 

CSXT Sales Number of CSXT Calculation of 

Data Sales Averaae Price per Acre 

All Sales 227 $617,220 

Remove 5% of Sales 215 $529,230 

(hiahest unit value sales) 

Change in Average Value -14% 

Volatility of CSXT Averaging Technique 
Duval County, FL (Jacksonville) 

INDUSTRIAL Sales 

CSXT Sales Number of CSXT Calculation of 

Data Sales Average Price per Acre 

All Sales 56 $140,921 

Remove 5% of Sales 53 $125,686 

(highest unit value sales) 

Change in Average Value -11% 

The above exhibits show that the impact of removing just 5 % 
of the highest unit value (price per acre) sales from the data. 
Removing only 5 % of the sales reduces the average by 11 % to 14 %. 

This volatility for commercial and industrial land in 
Jacksonville is not as high as the 2 9% change seen in the 
residential land sales, but it still illustrates the over­
representation of the smaller parcels with high prices per acre 
on the average. Even with over 200 commercial sales, removing 
5 % of the highest unit price sales results in a 14 % decline in 
the overall average. 

TPI SARR Land Va luation Rebut tal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc ., Merit Real Esta te Analysis, Inc. , Rail Trac As s ociates 

82 



I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 83 of 169 

Summary - Jacksonville, FL Land Valuation 

The land valuation for the TPI SARR in the Jacksonville, FL 
area, as developed by the CSXT appraiser, cannot be relied upon. 
The main issues with the CSXT appraiser's land valuations in the 
Jacksonville, FL area are: 

• The use of a straight-average (as employed by the CSXT 
appraiser) will tend to overstate the value of land to 
be purchased for the SAR. 

• The over-emphasis on small, high price per acre sales 
results in significant volatility in calculating the 
straight average price per acre, by 
including/excluding a small number of sales at the 
high end of price per acre. 
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Nashville, TN and Chattanooga, TN 

Because of issues in the land valuations by the CSXT 
appraiser in the Nashville, TN and Chattanooga, TN areas, these 
two urban areas will be discussed together in this section. 

In the Nashville, TN area, the CSXT appraiser valued 66.26 
miles of the TPI SAR: 

The TPI SARR route in the Nashville area extends for a 
considerable distance outside of Nashville proper, extending 
into Rutherford County, TN to the southeast of Nashville, and to 
Robertson County, TN to the northwest of Nashville. 
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In the Chattanooga, TN area, the CSXT appr aiser valued 
1 9 .73 miles of the TPI SAR: 

Note the RED line on the above map of the Chattanooga, TN 
area. This 2.88-mile section of the TPA SAR, near the center of 
Chattanooga, was missed by the CSXT appraiser. For no apparent 
reason, these 26.1 8 acres of SARR right of way were not valued. 

In contrast, the TPI Opening Evidence included land 
valuations for this 2.88-mile portion (TPI line segments 
Hamilton-7 to Hamilton-11) of the TP1 SARR in the center of 
Chattanooga. 
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The 2.88 miles of missing SARR are the least of the issues 
with the CSXT appraiser's land va luations in Nashville and 

Chattanooga. 

In developing land values for both Chattanooga and for 
portions of Nashville, the CSXT appraiser combined land sales 
from Nashville with land sales from Chattanooga: 

Nashville and Chattanooga, while in the same state, are 
hardly considered a single market area. rhe two urban areas are 
separated by 115 straight-line miles, and the TPI SARR route 
between the two urban areas is about 147 miles. 

No support was provided in evidence by the CSXT appraiser 
to justify the combining of land sales from two distinct 
markets. 
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Sales Data: TPI Opening Evidence vs. CSXT Appraiser 

Chattanooga, TN -Type Sales Used Sales Used for TPI Opening Evidence 
of by costar Core logic Total 

Land Sale CSXT Appraiser Sales Sales Sales 

Residential 0 0 54 54 

Industrial 6 2 1 3 

Commercial 12 1! 28 13 41 

Total 18 30 68 98 

The exhibit above surrnnarizes the comparable land sales 
selected by the CSXT appraiser for Chattanooga, TN (Hamilton 
County, TN), and the comparable land sales included in TPI 
Opening Evidence. 

The CSXT appraiser provided land sales only from the Costar 
database. However, in the TPI Opening Evidence, land sales were 
included not only from the costar database, but also from 
another real estate sales database, CoreLogic. 

The TPI Opening Evidence land valuations for the 
Chattanooga area were supported by a total of 98 land sales, all 

from the Chattanooga area (Hamilton County, TN). 

In contrast, the CSXT appraiser was working with only 18 
' total sales, including no residential sales for Chattanooga. It 

is not clear why the CSXT appraiser did not seek out other land 
sales sources, but the lack of Chattanooga area sales, 
particularly the absence of any residential land sales, may have 
been the motivation for combining land sales for Chattanooga and 
Nashville. 

Whatever the rationale, combining sales data for two urban 
areas located over 100 miles apart will produce land values that 
are representative of neither area. 
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Sales Data Used by CSXT Appraiser to 

Value Land in Chattanooga, TN 

Sales in Sales in % 

Chattanooga Nashville/Chattanooga Chattanooga 

Area Combined Sales 

Commercial Land 12 115 10% 

Industrial Land 6 32 19% 

Residential Land 0 13 0% 

The land valuations produced by the CSXT appraiser in the 
Chattanooga , TN area are based on land sales that are dominated 
by Nashville area land sales. Note in the exhibit above that, 
at best, Chattanooga sales represented only 19% (industrial) of 
the sales used to produce Chattanooga land va lues. For 
residential land, no Chattanooga area land sales were used by 
the CSXT appraiser to value residential land in Chattanooga. 

Combining data from two separate urban areas is n o t a 
recognized appraisal technique, and cannot be relied upon to 
produce values representative of either urban area. 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area (millions) (millions) (millions) Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171 .7 $91 .0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211.1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1 ,623.1 $1 ,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2,356.6 $2,811 .9 $455.3 19% 

Given the issues with mixing data from two distinct urban 
areas, it is not surprising to note on the above exhibit that 
the differential in land valuations between the TPI Opening 
Evidence and the land values developed by the CSXT appraiser are 
highest in Chattanooga and Nashville. 
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The land valuations produced by the CSXT appraiser for the 
Chattanooga, TN area cannot be relied upon. 

The same issue exists in reverse - Nashville land 
valuations by the CSXT appraiser are also tainted by the 
inclusion of land sales from another urban area. Just over 62% 
of the total dollar value for Nashville area land, as developed 
by the CSXT appraiser, was based on data that included 
Chattanooga land sales. 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area fmillionsl fmillionsl fmillionsl Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171.7 $91.0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211 .1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2,356.6 $2,811.9 $455.3 19% 

In comparing the land valuations provided by TPI in Opening 
Evidence with the land valuations produced by the CSXT 
appraiser, the Nashville, TN area has the largest differential. 
In fact, the $149.7 million dollar differential in land 
valuations for Nashville represents 33% of the $455.3 million 
differential for all eight urban areas. 

However, mixing Chattanooga land sale in with Nashville 
land sales is just the start of the issues with the CSXT 
appraiser's Nashville land valuations. 
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Commercial Land Value in Nashville 

In developing land valuations for the Nashville, TN area, 
the CSXT appraiser developed a straight-average value per square 
foot for cormnercial land. As discussed previously, this 
averaging methodology is not representative of the varying sizes 
of properties from which the TPI SARR will be purchasing land. 
The impact of this straight average is to overstate land values, 
by allowing small, high unit value (price per acre or price per 
square foot) parcels to be over-represented in the average price 
for land. 

250% 
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It is not surprising to note in the above exhibit that the 
urban areas where the straight-average technique was employed by 
the CSXT appraiser (RED bars above) produce the largest 
variances with the Opening Evidence land values. 

Note in the above graph that the land valuation for 
Nashville has the largest variance with the TPI Opening Evidence 
land value - a 230% increase in land value over the Opening 
Evidence. 
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SMALL PARCELS ARE OVER-REPRESENTED IN CSXT AVERAGE VALUE 
CSXT Sales - Nashville, TN - COMMERCIAL 

$902,140 

(sales divided into quarters by property size: smaller on LEFT, larger on RIGHT 

The smaller (and higher price per acre) parcels 

• only 2% of the acreage, but 
• drive 44% of the value conclusion 

$722,524 $304,855 

AVERAGE PRICE PER ACRE 
CSXT Sales Divided into Quarters 

(Smaller properties on LEFT/ larger properties on RIGHT) 

84% 

$118,601 

• % of Total Acreage 

• % of CSXT Avg. Value 

The CSXT appraiser provided 115 commercial land sales 
(including 12 land sales f r om the Chattanooga area) . The above 
e xhibit divides these 115 sales into quarters, or quartiles, 
based on the size of each parc el. Smaller properties are shown 
on the left, while the largest parcels are shown on the right. 

Note that the smaller land sales accounted for only 2% of 
the acreage, but had a 44 % weight in c alculating the straight 
a v erage commercial land value for Nashville. 

In gene r al, the TPI SARR will pur chase mo r e land from the 
larger parcels. However, these larger c ommerc ial parce ls, seen 
on the right of the above e xhibit, influence only 6% of the 
straight average land value used by the CSXT appraiser. 
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NashvilJe, TN COMMERCIAL Sales (115 sales) 

Cumulative Sales Prices for 115 sales: 
Actual Prices vs. Prices as Calculated by CSXT Appraiser 

$500,000,000 ~--------------------------­
$463,747,190 

$450,000,000 +--------- ---------

~ $400,000,000 +--------- --------­
n; 
VI 

~ $350,000,000 +------------------... 
:; $300,000,000 +-----------------­
~ 
;f $250,000,000 +---- ----- --------­
~ 
:iij $200,000,000 

~ 
::ffi $150,000,000 

" E 
$117,364,747 

a s100,ooo.ooo +-- --

$50,000,000 +----

$0 

Actual Sales Prices Calculated Sales Prices 

The 11 5 comme rcial l a nd sales have a c umulativ e a c tual 
sales price of $117. 3 6 million. However, if you apply the 
straight-average land value, as developed by the CSXT appraiser, 
t o these 115 sales, it produces an estimated cumulative sales 
price of $463.7 million. 

Not only does the straight-average tend to overstate land 
values, but it is also susceptible to significant changes, with 
the inclusion/exclusion of a relatively small number of sales: 

Volatility of CSXT Averaging Technique 
Nashville, TN 

COMMERCIAL Sales 

CSXTSales Number of CSXT Calculation of 

Data Sales Avera!'.le Price per Acre 

All Sales 115 $515,451 

Remove 5% of Sales 109 $375,593 

(hiahest unit value sales) 

Change in Average Value -27% 

Note in the e xhibit above that by remov ing just 5 %, or six 
of the highest unit-value sales (unit value = price per square 
foot or price per acre), the average value for the remaining 
sales drops by 27 %. 
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Industrial Land Value in Nashville 

The industrial land valuations developed by the CSXT 
appraiser in Nashville were also based on the straight-average 
land value, which has been described previously as tending to 
overstate land values by a significant amount. 

SMALL PARCELS ARE OVER-REPRESENTED IN CSXT AVERAGE VALUE 
CSXT Sales - Nashville, TN - INDUSTRIAL 

(sales divided Into quarters by property size: smaller on LEFT, larger on RIGHT) 

100% ----------------------------

90% -·!------------------·-------

80% +------------------------

70% +-----~T=he~sm=al=le"-r~a=n=d~h=i~h=e,,_r-"-"ri=ce"--=e=r~a=c~re~----­
parcels account for: 

GO% +-----~-~o~n~l~1u%~o~Ofut~h~e~a~cr~e~a~e...._..b~ut,,__ _______ _ 
- drive 21% of the value conclusion 

20% +------

10% +-----

1% 
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$347,534 $147,552 $246,356 

AVERAGE PRICE PER ACRE 
CSXT Sales Divided into Quarters 

(Smaller Properties on LEFT/ Larger Properties on RIGHT) 

Residential Land Value in Nashville 

90% 

$192,168 

• %of Total Acreage 

• %of CSXT Avg. Value 

The same issue of the CSXT appraiser not performing basic 
due diligence in determining if sales should be included in the 
analysis also applies to the handling of residential land sales 
in Nashville. 
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r------- ---·· ·-·· ·- ______ t ____________ ------ Tcilri-eiltuseil - --· · - ~- ·---·----- -·--· --··--· · 
-=-=i=~~-1!!!1.a..._'.t Sgl~_rice~ ·-~cr~s __ jlSF lntl~!ed ·--- --- ---- -

Data Source Sales Date __ Q.i!L _______ _M~!.~~---

costar 5/11/07 Antioch 5804 Pettus Rd ------------- ----~-- -------~--~----·-------- ;:~~~~~;-+ -;;~~;~---···!~:;~ -----;~;;-Co Star 12/21/06 Nashville 7515 Old Charlotte Pike -
costar _ 12/29/06 Antioch Anderson Rd Residential r $695,000 30.02 $0.58 

Costar 3/16/07 Nashville Newsom Station Rd-21 .84AC 

~.!fil__-~ 12/28/06 Nash'!~ le 103 Bellevue Rd --

_ Residential jl- $560,000_ ~=-~1_.84 ___ -=.=--$0.64 

~sidential $505,000 8.90 $1.43 

--~·;;,,;,, t -_i310 Ooo l -~ --_ $ 1_!i costar I 5/15/07 Nashville 2014 Brookview Dr 

Costar I 3/13/08 Murfreesb Shelbvville HwL_@ Volunte~ --
Costar I 12/8/06 Antioch Forest View Dr@ Murfreesbo I 

..BQ__1 Residential_ $1 ,400000 _ 19.04 ____ $1.~-

ro Rd 1Reside.!1tial _g.._175 000 __ 20.85 _____ $2~~ 
Co Star 2126107 Nashville 222 Orlando Ave 

l Co§!?L--~-- 2/15/08 ~Jigq1 108-169 Blackoool Dr . 

tCoStar _ 414107 Nashville 2004 Sunset HJ!~ Ter ___ 

Costar I 8/9/07 11100 Crystal Spring Ln (5 Pro 

-~ResidenJiil _ $850,000 _ 1,06 _$5.25 

13~§.i.Q~Q!ial _J __ j..1fQ.,.1.§Q. ___ J_&_1_+ ______ j 5.9!!_ 

_ __ Resid~!@!._[ ____ l~E.500 ___ ..?..:..1.9 ___ $]:.~ 
perties) f Residenllal j $146,500,000 i 207.10 $16.92 

Co Star 6/28/07 Nashville 1100 6th Ave N Residential $4,771 ,680 2.73 $42.47 . 

Shown above a re a ll 1 3 r e siden t i a l land s ale s that the CSXT 
apprais e r u sed to c r e ate an a v e r a ge land valu e for reside ntial 

land in Nas hv ille. Here are t h e s a me 1 3 sale s: 

Residential Land Sales - Nashville TN 
$45.00 .,-------------------------------,$-42_.4_7 

$40.00 +-----------------------------

$35.00 +------------- ---------- ------

..., 
~ $30.00 +-----------------------------

0 tr. $25.00 +-----------------------------
!!! 
"' :::J 
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~ .. 
<l. 

$16.92 

·~ $15.00 -<--------------------------­
<>. 

$10.00 +-------------------------:$.,-7.-c-37:--

6 8 

13 Land Sales Total 
10 11 12 13 

It i s c l e a r t hat Sale 1 3 stand s out fr om the others in 
terms of pric e per square fo ot. Sale 13 does appear to be a 
legitimate land sale. When the prop e rty s o ld in 2 007, it was 
improv ed with a fun c tioning wareh o u se . Subsequently , the 
property wa s r e developed with mul t i-family residentia l. 
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The problem with including a sale such as Sale 13 is that 
it dominates the average, especially the straight average as 
used by the CSXT appraiser. In fact, this sale drives 49 % of 
the CSXT appraiser's average value. Removing this one sale 
causes the straight-average (as used by the CSXT appraiser) to 
drop 45 %, from $6.69 per square foot, down to $ 3 .71 per square 
foot. 

Removing just this one "outlier" sale reduces the 
r e sidential land value for Nashville by $40 million (from $89.9 
million down to $49.9 million). 

It is a serious question whether a sale such as this should 
be given so much weight in the average. By leaving this sale in 
the analysis, the CSXT appraiser is basically saying that every 
13t h residential sale in the greater Nashville area is for new 
multi-family residential. There is not enough sales data 
provided by the CSXT appraiser to make such a claim. 

The CSXT appraiser's land valuation for the Nashville and 
Chattanooga areas is characterized by: 

• Including sales from both the Nashville, TN urban area 
and the Chattanooga, TN urban area to value land in 
both urban areas. 

• The use of a straight-average (as employed by the CS XT 
appraiser) will tend to overstate the value of land to 
be purchased for the SAR. 

• The over-emphasis on small, high price per acre sales 
results in significant volatility in calculating the 
straight average price per acre, by 
including/excluding a small number of sales at the 
high end of price per acre. 

Due to the above significant issues, the CSXT appraiser's 
land valuations in the Nashville, TN and the Chattanooga, TN 
areas cannot be relied upon. 
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Pittsburgh, PA 

In the Pittsburgh, PA area, the CSXT appraiser valued 27.6 
miles of the TPI SAR, producing a land valuation o f $15.7 
million. 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area (millions) (millions) (millions) Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171 .7 $91 .0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211.1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1 ,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2,356.6 $2,811.9 $455.3 19% 

Percelil't Difference In Land Value 
CSX land Value compared tc:> lPI Land Val we (2008 l~vel) 

Fc:>r 8 Urban Areas Analy:zied by CSX ·Appraiser 

2IO% 

Ar:eas where the CSX Appraise" used •'1 
AVERAGE land· value · er acre •RED 
slsnlficantly greater increases in land 

value were calculated. 

BLUE • 1\1'.'-H where<i:SX Appraiser 
~ted MANY DIFFERENTValuH per Acre. 

·2% ll: 
i:: 
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For the Pittsburgh area, the CSXT appraiser valued the TPI 
SARR land at $15.7 million, a 128 % increase over the TPI Opening 
Evidence land valuation in this portion of the Pittsburgh area. 
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The area selected by the CSXT appraiser to develop land 
values in Pittsburgh is curious. The CSXT appraiser accepted 
the TPI Opening Evidence land value for the portion of the SARR 
that passes through the urban area of Pittsburgh. 

The 27.6 miles that were valued by the CSXT appraiser are 
located well south of Pittsburgh, in the rural and older 
industrial river valleys of the Monongahela River and the 
Youghiogheny River: 

The above map shows the 27.6 miles of the TPI SARR valued 
by the CSXT appraiser (YELLOW lines), and the Pittsburgh area 
SARR routes where the CSXT appraiser accepted the TPI Opening 
Evidence land values (PURPLE lines). Note that the center of 
the Pittsburgh urban area is located about 10 straight-line 
miles north of the area valued by the CSXT appraiser. 

The only towns located along the YELLOW routes shown above 
are Glassport (population 4,470), Elizabeth (population 1,488) 
and Versailles (population 1,510). 

Using Urban Land Values in a Rural Area 

The selection of these basically rural routes by the CSXT 
appraiser causes some issues. The CSXT appraiser used the 
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straight average technique to produce an average price per acre 
for each land use type, using sales from Allegheny County, PA. 

Allegheny County, PA includes the urban areas of 
Pittsburgh, and the sales selected by the CSXT appraiser include 
many sales in the urban area. 

It is important to ensure that urban area land values are 
not applied in rural areas, but most of the sales used by the 
CSXT appraiser to develop the straight average values per acre 
were located more than 3 miles from the SARR routes being 
valued: 

Pittsburgh Area Sales 
Sales Used Sales Within % of Sales 

Land Use by 3 Miles Within 

Type CSX Appraiser of SAR 3 Miles 

Residential 5 1 20.0% 

Industrial 9 0 0.0% 

Commercial 74 10 13.5% 

With only 1 residential sale and no industrial sales within 
a 3-mile radius of the SAR, it is not possible to determine if 
the CSXT appraiser's land values for these two land use types 
have any validity at all. These values cannot be relied upon. 

But, even for commercial land, the CSXT appraiser used 74 
commercial land sales that were heavily influenced by land sales 
in the more urban areas of Pittsburgh. 
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The above exhibit shows the TPI SARR routes valued by the 
CSX appraiser in YELLOW. Commercial land sales used by the CSXT 
appraiser are also shown in YELLOW (dollars per square foot of 
land) . The PURPLE line is an approximation of 3-miles beyond 
the SAR. (Note: there were no sales to the east or south of the 
SAR, so the purple line is not drawn around that portion of the 
SAR) . 

There are 10 commercial land sales within a 3-mile radius 
of the TPI SAR. The straight-average price per acre for these 
10 sales is $286,140. Compare this to the straight-average 
price per acre of $561,924 for all 74 commercial land sales, 
including sales in the urban area of Pittsburgh: 

Commercial Land Value in Pittsburgh 
Number Straight-Average 

of Sales Price per Acre 

Used by CSXT Appraiser 74 $561,924 

Only Sales Within 3 Miles of SAR 10 $286, 140 

Difference in Price per Acre ($275,784) 

Commercial Acres Valued 6.64 

Change in Total Value ($1,829,996) 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac Associates 

99 



Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 100 of 169 

Using only land sales in the rural areas within 3 miles of 
the SARR results in a reduc tion in land value of $1. 83 million. 
This is a reduction of 49 % in commercial land value compared to 
the CSXT appraiser's comme rcial land value of $3.7 3 million for 
the Pittsburgh area. 

The CSXT appraiser's land valuations in the Pittsburgh area 
cannot be relied upon, due to the mix ing of urban land values 
and rural land values. 
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Washington, DC Area 

The CSXT appraiser valued 64.16 miles in the urban area of 
Washington, DC. Their total valuation for this urban area was 
$1,597.0 million. Compared to the other 7 urban areas valued by 
the CSXT appraiser, the Washington area is the only area where 
the CSXT appraiser developed a lower land valuation than the 
land valuation in TPI Opening Evidence. 
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Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area I millions) I millions) (millions) Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171 .7 $91 .0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211.1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2 356.6 $2 811 .9 $455.3 19% 

Percent Pilference in Llln'd Value 
CSX Lend Value ·compared to TPI Lend Value (2008 level) 

For 8 lJrban Areas Analyzed by CSX Appraiser 

.~reas wh•fe th• CSX Appraiser un~ an. 
AVERAGE and alue erecre · RED. 
.slanlllcant!y arnter ln.~••u In-land 

· \ . nlue w•r• cllculated. 

BLl,JE • Arfft whereCIXApj)rl!Hr 
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~ ~ l i ::! ! ·i" l!l 
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This is curious, since the CSXT appraiser utilized the 
average price per acre technique in valuing the SARR land in the 
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Washington area. In the other four cities where the CSXT 
appraiser used this average price technique (Nashville, 
Chattanooga, Jacksonville and Pittsburgh), the CSXT appraiser 
developed land values that were 113% to 230% higher than the 
land valuation by TPI in Opening Evidence. 

As detailed in the previous sections of this report, 
generally the straight-average technique used by the CSXT 
appraiser tends to overstate land values, due to over-emphasis 
on smaller, high-unit-value sales. This tendency to overstate 
land values by the straight-average approach can be seen in the 
four other urban areas where the CSXT appraiser used this 
averaging technique. 

However, there was another factor involved in the CSXT 
appraiser's land valuation of the Washington area: use of 
regional average land values. 

To understand how the CSXT appraiser's land valuation for 
the Washington area does not exhibit the overstated land values 
caused by the straight-average technique, first consider how the 
CSXT appraiser valued the SARR land in the Washington area. 

The map above shows the TPI SARR routes in the Washington, 
DC area that were valued by the CSXT appraiser. TPI SARR routes 
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where the CSXT appraiser accepted our land values are not shown 
on the above map. 

The routes valued by the CSXT appraiser are located not 
only in the District of Columbia, but also in two Maryland 
Counties (Montgomery and Prince George's),and four jurisdictions 
in Virginia (Arlirigton County, City of Alexandria, Fairfax 
County, and Prince William County). A total of 7 jurisdictions 
are included in the Washington area SARR routes revalued by the 
CSXT appraiser. 

To value the land needed for the TPI SARR in the Washington 
area, the CSXT appraiser developed average per acre values and 
applied them as follows: 

Washington, DC Area Residential Land Valuation by CSXT Appraiser 

State Jurisdiction Residential Industrial Commercial 

DC District of Columbia Combined Combined x ,_ -
MD Montgomery x Combined x 

-

MD Prince Georges x x x ,_ - - -
VA Alexandria Combined Combined Combined 

- -
VA Arlington Combined n/a Combined 

- - -

VA Fairfax Combined Combined x ,_ - - -

VA Prince William x x x 
X: CSXT Appraiser used Sales from That Jurisdiction Only 

Combined: CSXT Aooraiser used Sales from All 7 Jurisdictions Combined 

The table above summarizes the source of the sales data 
used to value the three basic land-use types (residential, 
industrial, and commercial) for the seven jurisdictions. An "X" 
in the above exhibit indicates that the CSXT appraiser utilized 
sales of that land use type from that particular jurisdiction. 
For example, for Montgomery County, MD residential land, the 
CSXT appraiser developed an average value per acre using only 
residential land sales in Montgomery County, MD. 

However, for the cells in the above exhibit labeled 
"Combined", the CSXT appraiser valued land in that jurisdiction 
by calculating the average price per acre for land sales from 
all seven jurisdictions combined. For example, residential land 
in the District of Columbia was valued using land sales from not 

/ 
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only the District, but also from the two jurisdictions in 
Maryland, and the four jurisdictions in Virginia. 

Seven-Jurisdiction Average Land Values 

Combining all seven jurisdictions into a single average 
land price creates significant issues: 

• First, these seven jurisdictions represent a 
broad spectrum of development density. In order 
of development density (from high to low), the 
approximate order would be: 

Washington, DC (highest density of deve lopment) 

Arlington County, VA 

Alexandria, VA 

Montgomery County, MD 

Fairfax County, VA 

Prince George's County, MD 

Prince William County, VA (lowest density) 

By mixing land sales from all seven jurisdictions 
together, urban land values are being mixed in with close­
in suburban land values, and farther-out suburban/rural 
land values. 

• A second significant issue created by the use of 
this seven-jurisdiction a v erage land value is 
that the CSXT appraiser is combining sales from 
Maryland, Virginia and the District of Columbia. 
Appraisers are well aware of the pitfalls of 
crossing state lines when gathering comparable 
sales. Ta x ation on real estate can var y 
substantially from state to state, and zoning and 
land use regulations can also be influenced at 
both the county level and the state level. 
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The table below summarizes the valuation issues caused by 
using a seven-jurisdiction average land value: 

Washington, DC Area Residential Land Valuation by CSXT Appraiser 

Jurisdiction being Residential 
Valued Acres 

· District of Columbia 45.7 

Montgomery, MD 64.0 

Prince Georges, MD 6.3 

Alexandria, VA 15.6 

Arlington, VA 13.0 

Fairfax, VA 21 .8 

Prince William, VA 34.1 

LEGEND 

Residential Sales Used by CSXT Appraiser 
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x Match between sales and jurisdiction being valued 

- Out-of-State sales used by CSXT appraiser 

X Mixing Urban I Suburban I and Suburban-Rural 

Mixing land sales from different states is probably the 
most serious issue (shown in RED above), but the free mixing of 
sales in heavily urbanized areas with sales in suburban and even 
suburban/rural areas is also of significant concern (shown in 
YELLOW above). 
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To understand the problems that develop when valuing land 
using a seven-jurisdiction average, we can look at residential 
land in the Washington area: 

Washington, DC Area Residential Land Valuation by CSXT Appraiser 

State Jurisdiction Residential Industrial Commercial 

DC District of Columbia Combined Combined x 
- -

MD Montgomery x Combined x ,_ -

MD Prince Georges x x x 
- _,_ - -

VA Alexandria Combined Combined Combined ,_ 

VA Arlington Combined n/a Combined 
,_ -

VA Fairfax Combined Combined x 
- - -

VA Prince William x x x 

X: CSXT Appraiser used Sales from That Jurisdiction Only 

Combined: CSXT Appraiser used Sales from All 7 Jurisdictions Combined 

The seven-jurisdiction average (shown as "Combined" in the 
above exhibit) was utilized by the CSXT appraiser to value 
residential land in four of the seven jurisdictions, including 
in the District of Columbia. 
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The exhibit below shows the composition of the residential 
land sales used to create the seven-jurisdiction average : 

Composition of CSXT Appraiser's Regional Average Value per Acre 
Washington, DC Area RESIDENTIAL Land 

(Jurisdicions in CAPS use this regional average land value) 

31% 

• DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Montgomery, MD 

• Prince Georges, MD 

• ALEXANDRIA, VA 

• ARLINGTON, VA 

• FAIRFAX, VA 

• Prince William, VA 

The CSXT appraiser used a total of 151 r e sidential land 
sales, from all seven jurisdictions, to calculate an ave rage 
value of residential land. For example, Montgome ry County, MD 
supplied 47 of the 151 land sales, or 31 % of the total. And 
keep in mind that this mass aggregation of land sales from seven 
different jurisdictions was used to value residential land in 
four of the jurisdictions (shown in CAPS in the above legend) 

This means, for example, that residential land in the 
District of Columbia was based on the seven-jurisdiction average 
land value. Reside ntial sales that we re actually in the 
District acc ounted for only 13 % of the 151 sales in the seven­
jurisdiction average. 

By contrast, in Montgomery County, MD, the CSXT appraiser 
used sales only from Montgomery County to value residential land 
in that county. But, then those same Montgomery County, MD land 
sales were used to comprise 31 % of the land sales in the seven-
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jurisdiction average. Thes e Maryland land sales had a 
significant impact on residential land valuations in not only 
the District of Columbia, but also in Alexandria, Arlington and 
Fairfax, VA. 

Residential Land Valuation by the CSXT Appraiser 
Washington, DC Region 

Value per Square Foot 

Number % of Jurisdiction- Regional 

Jurisdiction of Sales Sales Specific Average Difference 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 19 13% $298.05 $74.81 ($223.24) 

Montgomery, MD 47 31% $28.80 n/a 

Prince Georges, MD 29 19% $12.33 n/a 
-

ALEXANDRIA, VA 4 3% $110.22 $74.81 ($35.41) 

ARLINGTON, VA 12 8% $226.98 $74.81 ($152.17) 

FAIRFAX, VA 14 9% $40.04 $74.81 $34.77 
-

Prince William, VA 26 17% $7.57 n/a 

TOTAL (Regional Average) 151 100% $74.81 

Jurisdictions in CAPS were valued usinQ the ReQional AveraQe 

The table above shows the composition of the 151 
residential land sales used to create the average price per 
square foot of $74.81 for residential land. Using the sales 
selected by the CSXT appraiser for each of the seven 
jurisdictions individually, the above table also calculates an 
average price per square foot, based on land sales only from 
that jurisdiction. 

For example, in the District of Columbia, there were 19 
land sales, with an average price per square foot of $298.05. 
However, the CSXT appraiser actually used the seven-jurisdiction 
average of $74.81 to value residential land in the District. 
The regional average value is a 75 % reduction, compared to the 
average residential land value calculated using only District of 
Columbia land sales. 

For three of the four jurisdictions (District of Columbia, 
Alexandria, VA and Arlington, VA), the use of the seven­
jurisdiction average would appear to substantially reduce the 
resulting land valuations for those jurisdictions. 

Earlier in this report, it was described how the CSXT 
appraiser's use of a straight-average tends to significantly 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac Associates 

108 



I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 109 of 169 

overstate land values. However, of the five urban areas that 
were valued by the CSXT appraiser using this averaging 
technique, only the land values in the Washington, DC area were 
not significantly above the land values developed in Opening 
Evidence by TPI. 
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Even though the CSXT appraiser utilized the same technique 
of calculating a straight-average value per square foot, it is 
clear why the CSXT appraiser's land valuations in the Washington 
area were not significantly higher than the TPI land valuations 
in Opening Evidence - the use of the seven-jurisdiction average 
land value tended to produce artificially-low land valuations. 

Although the total land valuation for the Washington area 
as produced by the CSXT appraiser is similar to the Washington 
total land valuation by TPI in Opening Evidence, the 
similarities end there. 

TPI Washington area land valuations, as presented in 
Opening Evidence, were based on sound appraisal principles. 
Land valuations were produced by jurisdiction and by property 
type, using only land sales in that jurisdiction. State lines 
were not crossed to find sales, and no regional averages were 
used. 
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By contrast, the Washington area land valuations produced 
by the CSXT appraiser were flawed not only by the general issues 
created by their averaging techniques, but were further 
compromised by grouping sales involving different states, and 
different counties and cities, into one average land value that 
is not representative of land values in any particular 
jurisdiction. 

The land valuations produced by the CSXT appraiser in the 
Washington, DC area cannot be relied upon. 
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Chicago, IL 

In the Chicago area, the CSXT appraiser valued 34.9 miles 
of the TPI SAR, developing a land valuation of $156.0 million: 

The CSXT appraiser's land valuation of $156.0 million for 
Chicago is 31% greater than the land valuation in the TPI 
Opening Evidence: 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area (millions) (millions) (millions) Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171 . 7 $91.0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211.1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 
-

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2 356.6 $2 811.9 $455.3 19% 
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In Chicago (as well as in Atlanta, GA and Baltimore, MD), 

the CSXT appraiser did not estimate land values based on an 
average unit value ($ per square foot of land area) for each 
land use type (residential, commercial, industrial, etc.). 
Instead of using an average unit value by land use type, the 
CSXT appraiser applied many discrete unit values for each land 
use type: 

Land Use 

T 

Residential 

Industrial 

Commercial 

24 

17 

19 

raiser 

For example, the table below shows the 17 discrete unit 
values developed for industrial land by the CSXT appraiser: 
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Industrial Land: Values per Sq Ft 

Developed bv CSX Annraiser 

$1.50 

$3.00 

$3.50 

$4.50 

$5.00 

$5.50 

$7.00 

$8.50 

$10.00 

$11 .50 

$12.50 

$14.00 

$17.00 

$21 .00 

$24.00 

$28.00 

$35.00 

The fact that the CSXT appraiser developed so many discrete 
land unit values would lead to the conclusion that the CSXT 
appraiser was able to find many land sales in the proximity of 
the SAR, enabling the CSXT appraiser to discern changes in land 
value as you proceed along the SAR. 

However, the land sales used by the CSXT appraiser were 
nowhere near numerous enough to support the many discrete land 
unit values developed. 

For example, the exhibit below shows the 30-miles of the 
TPI SARR (ORANGE line) in the Chicago area. The WHITE dots are 
the geo-coded industrial land sales used by the CSXT appraiser. 

For this exhibit, the width of the ORANGE SARR line has 
been set at a width of about ~ mile, or a width of about ~ mile 
on each side of the centerline of the SAR. 
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Note the small number of industrial land sales that fall 
within ~ mile on either side of the SAR. 
made here: 

Several points can be 

• Only 6 industrial land sales were within ~ mile 
of the SAR. 

• Those six land sales were all located at the 
northern portion of the 30 -mile SARR in Chicago. 

• In an urban area, even a sale within ~ mile may 
be too distant to enable the appraiser to develop 
a value for land right up against the SARR right 
of way. 
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The same 

For residential land sales, the CSXT appraiser was only 
able to find THREE sales within ~ mile of the SAR, and all three 
sales were located at the north end of the 30-mile SARR route in 
Chicago. 
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For commercial land sales, the CSXT appraiser was able to 
find relatively more land sales within ~ mile of the SAR. But, 
even here, only 17 commercial land sales (over the 34.9-mile 
SARR route in Chicago) were l ocated within ~ mile of the SAR. 

With very few sales within ~ mile of the SAR, the CSXT 
appraiser developed many discrete land values unsupported by 
close-by land sales: 

Land Use Values/Sq Ft Developed Sales Within 
Type by CSXT Appraiser 1/4 Mile of SAR 

Residential 24 3 

Industrial 17 6 

Commercial 19 17 

It should be stressed that NO documentation was provided in 
evidence by the CSXT appraiser to explain how these multiple 
values per square foot were developed, and NO documentation was 
provided to explain how these multiple values were applied to 
the TPI SAR. With NO documentation provided by the CSXT 
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appraiser, it is not possible to determine the reasonableness of 
the technique and the application to the SAR. 

Not only did the CSXT appraiser develop many discrete land 
values that were not supported by sales, but the land values 
were applied to the SARR on a frequently-changing basis, 
creating a pattern of widely-varying land values in the same 
geographic area. 

For e xample, the graph below illustrates the industrial 
land values per square foot developed by the CSXT appraiser. 
The land values are shown in geographic order as you proceed 
along the SAR, generally from south to north: 

Chicago: Industrial Land Values by CSXT Appraiser 
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Line Segments Used by CSXT Appraiser 

Again, keep in mind that the CSXT appraiser was able to 
find only six industrial land sales within ~ mile of the SARR in 
Chicago. And yet the land valuations graphed above show a 
tremendous amount of variability, even within the same narrow 
geographic area. The sales selected by the CSXT appraiser 
clearly cannot support the pattern of valuations shown in the 
above graph. There are simply not enough sales provided by the 
CSXT appraiser. 
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This pattern of: 

• First, creating multiple land values per square 
foot, with very few sales available to support 
the multiple unit values, and then 

• Applying those multiple land values in a widely­
vary ing pattern, even within narrow geographic 
areas, 

is repeated by the CSXT appraiser for all three major land 
use types in the Chicago area: 

Land Use 

T 

Residential 

Industrial 

Commercial 

24 

17 

19 

raiser 

6 

17 

For residential land, the CSXT appraiser 
sales within ~ mile of the SAR, from which 24 

raiser 

182 

128 

60 

had only 3 land 
different land 

values per square foot were calculated. These 24 different land 
values per square foot were then applied to the SARR in Chicago, 
creating 182 changes in residential land value as you proceed 
along the 34.9-mile SARR route in Chicago. 

For industrial land, the relevant numbers are 6 sales 
within~ mile of the SAR, 17 different land values per square 
foot, and 128 changes for industrial land values as you proceed 
along the 34.9-mile SARR route. 

For commercia l land, the CSXT appraiser had only 17 land 
sales within ~ mile of the TPI SAR. A total of 19 different 
values per square foot of commercial land were developed, and 
these values were applied with 60 value changes as you proceed 
along the SARR route in Chicago. 

Several examples of these land valuation patterns developed 
by the CSXT appraiser are presented below for industrial land: 
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The exhibit below shows our line segment 45 (LIGHT GREEN 
line), located near Brighton Park in the Chicago area: 

Line Segment 45 is 1.33 miles long, and passes through an 
industrial area. 

The CSXT appraiser divided this same 1.33-mile portion of 
the SARR into 10 segments, applying industrial values (shown in 
WHITE above) . Where two dollar per square foot values are shown 
separated by a "/", this indicates an area where the CSXT 
appraiser applied different residential land value for each side 
of the SAR. 

The CSXT appraiser's industrial land values ranged from 
$10.00 per square foot up to $28.00 per square foot. This is a 
significant range in land values, equivalent to $435,600 per 
acre up to $1,219,680 per acre. 

~he industrial sales provided by the CSXT appraiser are 
shown in YELLOW above. There are two sales located fairly close 
to the southern portion of the light green line. These two 
sales vary widely, from $8.16 per square foot to $34.90 per 
square foot, providing little clarity in terms of the land 
pricing in this area. The only other sale provided by the CSXT 
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appraiser in this area is at $6.66 per square foot. This sale 
is located about 1.2 miles to the east of the SAR. 

With only three sales selected by the CSXT appraiser in 
this area, a total of five different industrial values per 
square foot were applied: 

$10.00 per square foot 

$11.50 per square foot 

$1 2 .50 per square foot 

$14.00 per square foot 

$28.00 per square foot 

There are no sales in proximity to the SARR that would 
indicate these changes in land value along this portion of the 
SAR. 

For convenience, the exhibit on the previous page has been 
repeated above. Notice the many changes in industrial land 
values, in areas with no supporting s ales to show value 
differences. Note in the middle of the light green line shown 
above that the CSXT appraiser was somehow able to discern a 
difference in industrial land values of $14.00 per square foot 
on one side of the SAR, and $10.00 per square foot on the other 
side of the right of way. Just to the north of this, the CSXT 
appraiser decided that $10.00 per square foot was the industrial 
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land value on both sides of the SAR. But, just to the north of 
that, the industrial land value changes to $11.50 per square 
foot, but only on one side of the SAR. And all of this 
variation in industrial land valuations is accomplished with no 
actual land sales to support the c hanges in value. 

The CSXT appraiser did not supply any evidence to support 
this wide range in industrial values in an area with few to no 
sales in prox imity to the SAR. The CSXT appraiser's land value 
conclusions are unsupported and cannot be relied upon. 

The exhibit above illustrates our Line Segment 53 (shown in 
LIGHT GREEN). This 0.37-mile segment of the SARR is located in 
an industrial area. 

Note that the CSXT appraiser had only two industrial land 
sales (shown in YELLOW): a $9.92 per square foot industrial 
land sale about 2/3 of a mile away from the SAR, and a $29.35 
per square foot industrial land sale about 1.1 miles away from 
the SAR. The CSXT appraiser had no other sales prox imate to the 
SAR. Other than one other industrial land sale not shown on the 
exhibit above that was located about 1-mile south of this line 
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segment (this sale= $2.91 per square foot), no other industrial 
land sale was within 2.5 miles of this line segment. 

However, even given the lack of industrial land sales close 
to the SAR, the CSXT appraiser developed four different 
industrial land values (shown in WHITE on the exhibit) over this 
0.37-mile portion of the SAR: 

$14.00 per square foot 

$21.00 per square foot 

$28.00 per square foot 

$35.00 per square foot 

No support was provided by the CSXT appraiser for these 
land valuations, and no rationale was provided as to why the 
industrial land values would vary so widely over this 0.37-mile 
stretch of the SAR. The CSXT appraiser's land value conclusions 
are unsupported and cannot be relied upon. 

The exhibit above illustrates our Line Segment 55 (shown in 
YELLOW). This 1.30-mile segment of the SARR is located in an 
industrial area. 

Note that the CSXT appraiser had no industrial land sales 
(shown in YELLOW) in proximity to the SAR. The nearest 
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industrial land sales were 1 mile to the north, 1 mile to the 
south, 1.8 miles to the west, and 2 .4 miles to the east. It is 
obvious that sufficient sales data was not provided by the CSXT 
appraiser to support the five different industrial land values 
(shown in WHITE on the exhibit) applied to this 1.3-mile portion 
of the SAR: 

$17.00 per square foot 

$21. 00 per square foot 

$24.00 per square foot 

$28.00 per square foot 

$35.00 per square foot 

Note on the above exhibit that, not only did the CSXT 
appraiser apply five different industrial land values, with no 
sales data to support ~hese values, but the CSXT appraiser also 
often applied different land values to ~ each side of the SAR, 
again with no supporting sales to indicate differing land values 
on each side of the SAR. A total of 10 changes in industrial 
land value were developed along this 1.3-mile portion of the 
SAR. 

No support was provided by the CSXT appraiser for these 
land valuations, and no rationale was provided as to why the 
industrial land values would vary so widely over this 1.30-mile 
stretch of the SAR. The CSXT appraiser's land value conclusions 
are unsupported and cannot be relied upon. 
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Summary: Chicago, IL 

On page 11 of the CSXT appraiser's report 10 the appraiser 
states: 

"I have relied entirely upon the Sales Comparison Approach 
as the basis for establishing "across-the-fence" market value." 

In the Sales Comparison Approach to valuing land, it is 
essential that the appraiser provide evidence showing that the 
actual sales data selected by the appraiser as the comparable 
sales in fact do support the value conclusions developed by the 
appraiser. 

It should be stressed that NO documentation was provided in 
evidence by the CSXT appraiser to explain how these multiple 
values per square foot were developed, and NO documentation was 
provided to explain how these multiple values were applied to 
the TPI SAR. With NO documentation provided by the CSXT 
appraiser, it is not possible to determine the reasonablene~s of 
the technique and the application to the SAR. 

In the Chicago area, the land valuations by the CSXT 
appraiser were not supported by actual sales data, and cannot be 
relied upon. 

1° FTI land appraisal report dated July 21 , 2014 and included as Exhibi t 
III-F-1. 
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Atlanta, GA 

In the Atlanta, GA area, the CSXT appraiser valued 48.8 
miles of the TPI SAR, producing a land valuation of $403.7 
million. 

The CSXT appraiser's land valuation for Atlanta of $403.7 
million is 24% greater than the land valuation in the TPI 
Opening Evidence: 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area tmillionsl tmillionsl tmillionsl Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171 .7 $91.0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211.1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 
-

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2 356.6 $2811.9 $455.3 19% 
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In Atlanta (as well as in Chicago, IL and Baltimore, MD), 
the CSXT appraiser did not estimate land values based on an 
average unit value ($ per square foot ~f land area) for each 
land use type (residential, commercial, industrial, etc.). 
Instead of using an average unit value by land use type, the 
CSXT appraiser applied many discrete unit values for each land 
use type: 

Land 

Use Values/Sq Ft Developed 

Type by CSXT Appraiser 

Residential 22 

Industrial 31 

Commercial 36 

The fact that the CSXT appraiser applied so many discrete 
land unit values would lead to the conclusion that the CSXT 
appraiser was able to find many land sales in the proximity of 
the SAR, enabling the CSXT appraiser to discern changes in land 
value as you proceed along the SAR. 

However, the land sales used by the CSXT appraiser were 
nowhere near numerous enough to support the many discrete land 
unit values developed. 

TPI SARR La nd Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc ., Me rit Real Estate Ana l ysi s , Inc., Rail Trac Associate s 

126 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 

I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 127of169 

For example, the exhibit below shows the 48.8 miles of the 
TPI SARR (purple line) in the Atlanta area. The WHITE dots are 
the geo-coded industrial land sales used by the CSXT appraiser. 

For this exhibit, the width of the purple SARR line has 
been set at a width of about ~ mile, or a width of about ~ mile 
on each side of the centerline of the SAR. 

Note the small number of industrial land sales that fall 
within ~ mile on either side of the SAR. Several points can be 
made here: 

• Only 15 industrial land sales were within ~ mile 
of the SAR, an average of only 0.31 industrial 
sales per mile of the SAR. 

• Those 15 land sales were not evenly-distributed 
along the SAR. The map above illustrates that 
some portions of the SARR in Atlanta had NO 
industrial sales within ~ mile of the SAR. 

• In an urban area, even a sale within ~ mile may 
be too distant to enable the appraiser to develop 
a value for land right up against the SARR right 
of way. 
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The same 

For residential land sales, the CSXT appraiser was only 
able to find 22 sales within ~ mile of the SAR, and again, the 
residential land sales are not eve nly distributed along the 
route of the SAR. 
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For commercial land sales, the CSXT appraiser able to find 
relatively more land sales within ~ mile of the SAR. But, even 
here, only 39 commercial land sales (over the 48.8-mile SARR 
route in Atlanta) were located within ~ mile of the SAR. 

For all three land use types, the table below summarizes 
the total land sales selected by the CSXT appraiser, compared to 
those sales that were located within ~ mile of the TPI SAR: 

Atlanta, GA Sales 
Used by CSXT Aooraiser 

Land 

Use Total Sales Within % Within 

Type Sales 1/4 Mile of SAR 114 Mile of SAR 

Residential 607 22 3.6% 

Industrial 118 15 12.7% 

Commercial 520 39 7.5% 
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With very few sales within ~ mile of the SAR, the CSXT 
appraiser developed many discrete land values per square foot: 

Land 

Use Values/Sq Ft Developed Sales Within 

Type by CSXT Appraiser 1/4 Mile of SAR 

Residential 22 22 

Industrial 31 15 

Commercial 36 39 

It should be stressed that NO documentation was provided in 
evidence by the CSXT appraiser to explain how these multiple 
values per square foot were developed, and NO documentation was 
provided to explain how these multiple values were applied to 
the TPI SAR. With NO documentation provided by the CSXT 
appraiser, it is not possible to determine the reasonableness of 
the technique and the application to the SAR. 

Not only did the CSXT appraiser develop many discrete land 
values that were not supported by sales, but the land values 
were applied to the SARR on a frequently-changing basis, 
creating a pattern of widely-varying land values in the same 
geographic area. 
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For example, the graph below illustrates the residential 
land values per square foot developed by the CSXT appraiser. 
The land values are shown in geographic order as you proceed 
along the SARR in Atlanta: 

0 
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I!! 
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Atlanta: Residential Land Values by CSXT Appraiser 
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Line Segments Used by CSXT Appraiser 

Again, keep in mind that the CSXT appraiser was able to 
find only 22 residential land sales within ~ mile of the SARR in 
Atlanta. And yet the land valuations graphed above show a 
tremendous amount of variability, even within the same narrow 
geographic area. The sales selected by the CSXT appraiser 
clearly cannot support the pattern of valuations shown in the 
above graph. There are simply not enough sales provided by the 
CSXT appraiser. 

This pattern of: 

• First, creating multiple land values per square 
foot, with very few sales close to the SARR 
available to support the multiple unit values, 
and then 

• Applying those multiple land values in a widely­
varying pattern, even within narrow geographic 
areas, 

is repeated by the CSXT appraiser for all three major land 
use types in the Atlanta area: 
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Atlanta, GA 
Land Value Changes 

Use Values/Sq Ft Developed Sales Within by 

Type by CSXT Appraiser 1/4 Mile of SAR CSXT Appraiser 

Residential 22 22 220 

Industrial 31 15 123 

Commercial 36 39 211 

For residential land, the CSXT appraiser had only 22 land 
sales within ~ mile of the SAR, from which 22 different land 
values per square foot were calculated. These 22 different land 
values per square foot were then applied to the SARR in Atlanta, 
creating 220 changes in residential land value as the CSXT 
appraiser proceeded along the 48.8-mile SARR route in Atlanta. 

For industrial land, the relevant numbers are 15 sales 
within ~ mile of the SAR, 31 different land values per square 
foot, and 123 changes for industrial land values as the CSXT 
appraiser proceeded along the 48.8-mile SARR route. 

Commercial land shows the same pattern by the CSXT 
appraiser. With only 39 sales within ~mile of the SAR, 36 
different values per square foot were developed, and those 
values per square foot were changed 211 times as the CSXT 
appraiser proceeded along the SARR in Atlanta. 

Several examples of these land valuation patterns developed 
by the CSXT appraiser in Atlanta are presented below: 
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The first example looks at residential land values for a 
portion of the TPI SARR in Dekalb County, GA. The e xhibit below 
shows our line segment 47 (YELLOW line), a 2 .6-mile long segment 
of the SARR located in a residential area of Atlanta: 

The CSXT appraiser divided this same 2.6-mile portion of 
the SARR into 15 segments, applying resident ial land values 
(shown in WHITE above). Where two dollar per square foot values 
are shown separated by a "/", this indicates an area where the 
CSXT appraiser applied different residential land value for each 
side of the SAR. The residential land values ranged from $2.50 
per square foot up to $15.00 per square foot. This is a 
significant range in land values, equivalent to $108,900 per 
acre up to $653,400 per acre. 

The residential sales selected by the CSXT appraiser are 
shown in YELLOW above. There are only 6 residential land sales 
in this broad geographic area, with the closest residential land 
sale located just over ~ mile from the SAR, and some of the 
sales located in e x cess of a mile away from the SAR. If you 
were to widen the aerial view out even farther, the nex t closest 
available residential land sales are located about 2.5 miles to 
3.0 miles from this line segment. 
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With only six sa l es l ocated in this area, a total of 9 
d i fferent residential va l ues per square foot were app l ied: 

$2 . 50 per square foot 

$4 . 00 per square foot 

$5 . 00 per square foot 

$6.50 per square foot 

$ 7 .50 per square foot 

$9.00 per square foot 

$10.00 per square foot 

$12.50 per square foot 

$15 . 00 per square foot 

There are no sa l es in proximi t y to the SARR t hat woul d 
indicate t hese changes i n l and value a l ong this port i on of t he 
SAR. 

Not only did the CSXT appraiser come up with n i ne d if fere n t 
residential land values per square foot in this 2.6 - mile section 
of the SAR, but t hose n i ne di f ferent values were then used over 
this 2 . 6- mile segment t o c r eate a pattern o f 16 d if ferent 
res i dentia l l and value changes: 
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The CSXT appraiser did not supply any evidence to support 
this wide range in residential values in an area with few to no 
sales in proximity to the SAR. The CSXT appraiser's land value 
conclusions are unsupported and cannot be relied upon. 

A second e xample, involving the CSXT appraiser's valuation 
of industrial land in Atlanta is shown below: 

The e xhibit above illustrates our Line Segment 126 (shown 
in YELLOW). This 0.79-mile s egment of the SARR is located in an 
industrial area in Atlanta, just northeast of Howell Tower. 

Note that the CSXT appraiser had only three industrial land 
sales (shown in YELLOW), located within~ mile of this segment. 
The CSXT appraiser had no other sales proximate to the SAR. 
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In fact, zooming out farthe r to an area that encompasses 
about 24 square miles reveals a total of only 7 industrial land 
sales: 

The above v iew is approximately 6 miles across and 4 miles 
north and south. 
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Returning back to the original view of Segment 126: 

Even given the lack of industrial land sales close to the 
SAR, the CSXT appraiser developed 7 different industrial land 
values (shown in WHITE on the exhibit) over this 0.79-mile 
portion of the SAR: 

$8.50 per square foot 

$12.00 per square foot 

$14.00 per square foot 

$17.00 per square foot 

$20.00 per square foot 

$21.00 per square foot 

$43.00 per square foot 

Where two dollar per square foot values are shown above, 
separated by a "/", this indicates an area where the CSXT 
appraiser applied different residential land value for each side 
of the SAR. 

There are no sales in proximity to the SARR that would 
indicate these changes in land value along this portion of the 
SAR. 

Not only did the CSXT appraiser come up with 7 different 
industrial land values per square foot in this 0.79-mile section 
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of the SAR, but those 7 different values were then used over 
this 0.79-mile segment to create a pattern of 12 different 
industrial land value changes: 
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CSXT Industrial Land Values - Atlanta, GA 
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The CSXT appraiser did not supply any evidence to support 
this wide range in industrial values in an area with few to no 
sales in proximity to the SAR. The CSXT appraiser's land value 
conclusions are unsupported and cannot be relied upon. 
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Summary: Atlanta, GA 

On page 11 of the CSXT appraiser's report 11 the appraiser 
states: 

"I have ... relied entirely upon the Sales Comparison Approach 
as the basis for establishing "across-the-fence" market value." 

In the Sales Comparison Approach to valuing land, it is 
essential that the appraiser provide evidence showing that the 
actual sales data selected by the appraiser as the comparable 
sales in fact do support the value conclusions developed by the 
appraiser. 

It should be stressed that NO documentation was provided in 
evidence by the CSXT appraiser to explain how these multiple 
values per square foot were developed, and NO documentation was 
provided to explain how these multiple values were applied to 
the TPI SAR. With NO documentation provided by the CSXT 
appraiser, it is not possible to determine the reasonableness of 
the technique and the application to the SAR. 

In the Atlanta area, the land valuations by the CSXT 
appraiser were not supported by actual sales data, and cannot be 
relied upon. 

11 FTI land appraisal report dated July 21 , 2014 and included as Exhibit 
III-F-1. 
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Baltimore, MD 

The CSXT appraiser valued 33.4 miles of the TPI SARR in the 
Baltimore, MD area . 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference 
Area (millions) (millions) (millions) 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171.7 $91.0 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211 .1 $91.4 
-

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) 

8 Urban Areas $2,356.6 $2,811.9 $455.3 

Percent Dlf.ference In Land Value 
CSX !!.and V•lue compar.ed to TPI land Value (·2008 level.) 

Fer 8 Wrban Areas Analyzed b¥ CSX Appraiser 

Areas where the CSX Appraiser used an 
AVERAGE land value racre 1RED. 
slgnlftcantly greater- Increases in land 

value were calculated. 

CSXT 
% 

Difference 

230% 

135% 

128% 

113% 

76% 

31% 

24% 

-2% 

19% 

BLUE • Ar••• where Ci:·SX Appral1tr 
uaecl MANY DIFFERENTValuea per Acre. 

= ~ ·2% ~ 
i 
t 

< ·IC • 
Of the three urban areas where the CSXT appraiser employed 

the technique of developing many different pric es per acre, in 
Baltimore the CSXT appraiser's land valuation had the highest 
(+76 %) increase compared to the TPI Opening Evidence land 
values. 
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The 33 miles of the TPI SARR valued by the CSXT appraiser 
in the Baltimore, MD area are shown above. The area valued 
begins in the Bayview area of Baltimore City and proceeds 
southwest through the city, Baltimore County, Anne Arundel 
County and Howard County, MD. 

Error ih Land Use Near Stadiums 

There are issues with land use designations and with the 
sales selected by the CSXT appraiser for this entire Baltimore 
area, but for purposes of this discussion, the focus will be on 
a small stretch of the SARR located in Baltimore City. 
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The yellow line shown above is a 0.7-mile portion of the 
TPI SARR that passes to the east of the two professional sports 
stadiums in Baltimore - Ravens football stadium to the south, 
and the Oriole Park baseball stadium to the north. 

TPI SAR Near Ravens Stadium & Orioles Park 
Baltimore, MD 

Area Valued Land Valuation 

by TPI SAR Acres by 

CSXT Appraiser Miles Valued CSXT Appraiser 

All of Baltimore Region 33.2 354.4 $211,062,513 

CSXT Segments 57 to 60 0.7 5.1 $50,231,250 

Segments 57-60: % of Total 2.1% 1.4% 23.8% 

The CSXT appraiser has defined this 0.7-mile portion of the 
SARR with four line segments (segments 57 to 60). While this 
portion of the SARR accounts for only 2 .1% of the miles in 
Baltimore, and 1.4% of the acres, this 0.7-mile stretch accounts 
for 23.8% of the total land valuation developed by the CSXT 
appraiser for the Baltimore area. 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebutta l 11-5-2014 
Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis , Inc., Rail Trac Associates 

142 



I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 143 of 169 

• 

The exhibit above shows the conunercial land values per 
square foot, ranging from $100.00 per square foot, up to $300.00 
per square foot that the CSXT appraiser applied to these line 
segments (CSXT appraiser's land values are shown in WHITE 
above) . These are relatively high land values, equivalent to 
$4.4 million to $13.1 million per acre for conunercial land. 

First, note that there are no conunercial land sales (shown 
in YELLOW above) in proximity to the SAR. The two conunercial 
land sales shown above are located some distance from the SAR. 
Each of these closest conunercial land s ales is approx imately 
0.33 miles distant from the northern portion of the above yellow 
line, and about 0. 8 3 miles distant from the southern portion of 
the SARR line being valued. 

(It should be noted that this analysis concentrates only on 
the conunercial land valuations by the CSXT appraiser in this 
portion of the SAR. A small portion of the southern portion is 
valued as industrial, and a portion of the SARR between the 
stadiums is valued as residential, but these land valuations by 
the CSXT appraiser seem reasonable, and are not discussed here.) 
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• 
Here is the same map shown on the previous page, zoomed out 

to show even more of the surrounding area: 

The above photo encompasses a distance of approximately 2 
miles across and about 1. 2 miles north/south. Even at this 
distance, it is clear that the CSXT appraiser had no commercial 
land sales (shown in YELLOW above) to indicate that these high 
commercial land values (shown in WHITE above) have been achieved 
in the portion of Baltimore located near the Yellow SARR line 
shown above. 

However, a more significant issue here is not the just lack 
of sales, but the fact that this is not a commercial area, and 
certainly not a high-value commercial area. 
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This is a close-up of the southern end of this portion of 
the SAR, which has been valued by the CSXT appraiser with 
commercial land values ranging from $100.00 to $300.00 per 
square foot (shown in WHITE above). 

Note the blue "factory" icons, indicating that assessment 
data available through Google Earth identifies these properties 
as industrial, not commercial. The area where the stadiums were 
built (with public assistance by the Maryland Stadium Authority) 
is an old industrial area. The stadiums have not brought a 
large change to this neighborhood, as the following photos 
il .lustrate. 
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This is a view looking north from the TPI SARR right of 
way, with the Ravens Stadium in the background. No high-end 
commercial development here. 

Here is a view at the same location, looking west along the 
proposed ROW of the SARR - again, no high-end commercial here . 
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Here is the older industrial development located just west 
of the stadiums. 

And here is some of the industrial° development located to 
the east of the stadiums, to the east of Interstate 395. 
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Proceeding north to the area between the Ravens stadium 
(bottom of photo) and the Orioles Park (top of photo), again the 
blue icons indicate that the surrounding development is either 
industrial or residential - not high-end commercial. 

TPI SAR Near Ravens Stadium & Orioles Park 
Baltimore, MD 

Area Valued Land Valuation 

by TPI SAR Acres by 
CSXT Appraiser Miles Valued CSXT Appraiser 

All of Baltimore Region 33.2 354.4 $211,062,513 

CSXT Segments 57 to 60 0.7 5.1 $50,231,250 

Segments 57-60: % of Total 2.1% 1.4% 23.8% 

The commercial land valuation by the CSXT appraiser for 
this portion of the SARR totals $50.2 million. 

In contrast, the TPI Opening Evidence defined land uses in 
this area as industrial, with some commercial at the far north 
end, reflecting the existence of the Federal Reserve office 
building to the east of the stadiums. The TPI land valuation 
for this area is about $4.7 million (at 2008 levels), compared 
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to the CSXT land valuation of about $50.2 million, a difference 
of about $45.5 million. 

Land Valuation Comparison (2008 price levels) 
TPI Land Value CSXT Land Value CSXT CSXT 

Urban Indexed to 2008 2008 Difference % 
Area (millions) (millions) (millions) Difference 

Nashville TN $65.0 $214.7 $149.7 230% 

Chattanooga TN $17.9 $42.0 $24.1 135% 
r 

Pittsburgh PA $6.9 $15.7 $8.8 128% 

Jacksonville FL $80.7 $171.7 $91.0 113% 

Baltimore MD $119.7 $211 .1 $91.4 76% 

Chicago IL $119.0 $156.0 $37.0 31% 

Atlanta, GA $324.3 $403.7 $79.4 24% 

Washington DC $1,623.1 $1,597.0 ($26.1) -2% 

8 Urban Areas $2 356.6 $2811.9 $455.3 19% 

As detailed above, about half of the reported $91.4 million 
difference in land values (TPI Opening Evidence vs. CSXT 
appraiser's land valuation) is concentrated in 0.7-mile section 

\ 

of the SARR in Baltimore near the stadiums. The CSXT appraiser 
applied high-end commercial values to what is clearly an older 
industrial area. 

For this reason, and for not demonstrating a connection 
between the sales and the multiple land values applied to the 
TPI SAR, the land valuations by the CSX appraiser in the 
Baltimore, MD area cannot be relied upon. 
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REBUTTAL OF CSXT APPRAISER'S REVIEW OF OUR APPRAISAL 

Land Use Classification for Restricted Land 

CSXT submitted Exhibit III-F-2, detailing four instances 
where they believe the TPI Opening Evidence was incorrect in 
terms of land use classification. These four land use 
classifications will be discussed in this section. 

All four of the examples provided by the CSXT appraiser 
focus on portions of the TPI SARR that were classified in 
Opening Evidence as "X" land, or land with limited or no 
development potential. As noted on page 29 of TPI's February 9, 
2014 land appraisal report included in Opening Evidence: 

The "Restricted" (X) land use category was utilized to 
designate land that, because of steep slopes, wetlands, 
floodplain, or other factors, had little or no development 
potential. In this analysis, all "X" land received some nominal 
value. 

When defining the adjacent "across the fence" land uses for 
the TPI SAR, aerial photography using Google Earth Pro is the 
first tool used to define restricted "X" land. The Google Earth 
aerial photography will show undeveloped areas that may be 
surrounded by developed land. This is a first clue that land 
may be undevelopable. 

Next, the assessment records available through Google Earth 
Pro will be checked to see if the undeveloped land may be owned 
by the government. Government ownership may not always indicate 
that a parcel of land is undeveloped, but ownership may be an 
additional clue. 

The existence of water on the undeveloped parcel is another 
indication that the land may be impacted by floodplain. 

Online resources are often used to verify if land is truly 
undevelopable. Many jurisdictions now offer online GIS (Global 
Information System) tools, enabling a quick check of floodplain 
or possible zoning restrictions. 

The goal here is to differentiate between land that is 
undeveloped for environmental reasons, vs. land that is 
available for development, but not yet developed. For the most 
part, this multi-step process for defining restricted "X" land 
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has been effective in defining land with limited development 
potential. 

Example 1: Atlanta, GA 

The first e xample of supposed land misclassification is a 
0.5 6 mile segment of the TPI SARR in the Atlanta, GA area: 

Note that the land on the south side of this line segment 
is basically vacant. TPI in Opening Evidence defined this land 
as Restricted "X" land. The CSXT appraiser has defined this 
land as industrial. 
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A check of the Dekalb County, GA website reveals that there 
is a creek running parallel to the rail line in this location. 
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MAP $CALE :1• .. IOO' 
··. , ·· •£' .•.. ··',..o '... 100I 

Ca::e:i~=s:=:'.::E====;;:§ FEET ::::E=====:n======· •:R 

The Federal Flood Insurance Rate Map, available online, 
illustrates the location of floodplain on the south side of the 
railroad. The lack of development in the area between the 
floodplain and the SARR right of way is another indication that 
this land has limited development potential. 

The TPI Opening Evidence land use classification of 
Restricted "X" for the south side of the SARR is coriect. 
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Example 2: Nashville, TN 

The second example of supposed land misclassification is a 
0.28 mile segment of the TPI SARR in the Nashville, TN area: 

The yellow line segment is a 0.28-mile portion of the TPI 
SARR in Nashville, TN. TPI in Opening Evidence defined this 
land as Restricted "X" land. The CSXT appraiser has defined 
this land as industrial and commercial. 

Typically, when the TPI SARR crosses a substantial body of 
water (in this case the Cumberland River) a quick check of 
online resources is performed. In this case, the Davidson 
County, TN website provided the following information: 
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Although these properties adjacent to the TPI SARR are 
already improved, this segment of the SARR is actually in the 
Floodplain-Zoning Overlay District. In Opening Evidence, TPI 
valued the TPI SARR land as if vacant, and the Davidson County, 
TN Stormwater Management Manual (available online) requires that 
the floodway and some of the floodplain area be left vacant. 
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The rail r oad is not included in this flo od are a, because 
the rail line is built on an embankment: 

Of course, if the rail line did not already exist, the 
embankment also would not exist, and the property purchased for 
the TPI SARR would be located in the same flood zone as the 
surrounding properties. 

The TPI Opening Evidence land use classification of 
Restricted "X" for both sides of the SARR is correct . 
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Example 3: Laurel, MD 

The third example of supposed land misclassification is a 
0.91 mile segment of the TPI SARR in the Laurel, MD area: 

The yellow line segment is a 0.91-mile portion of the TPI 
SARR in Laurel, MD. TPI in Opening Evidence defined the 
adjacent land as 50% Industrial and 50% Restricted "X" land. 
The CSXT appraiser has defined this land as Industrial and 
Commercial. 

This SARR line segment begins at the lower left of the 
above exhibit, at the point that the SARR crosses the Patuxent 
River. The Patuxent River is subject to flooding, particularly 
when the floodgates are opened on the dam upriver from Laurel. 
The last significant flooding in this area occurred on April 30, 
2014 after several days of heavy rainfall. 
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Here are the FEMA flood maps for this area: 

This is the flood map for the south side of the SAR, which 
runs at the top edge of the above map. Here is the 
corresponding floodplain map for the north side of the SAR: 

On this map, the SARR runs on the bottom edge of the map. 

A significant portion of this SARR line segment is in the 
floodplain, and was properly classed as Restricted " X". The 
remainder was property classified as Industrial, as this is the 
primary use in this area. 
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Example 4: Chicago, IL 

The best of systems fail on occasion, and in this case the 
CSXT appraiser has identified an error in the TPI Opening 
Evidence land use classification: 

The above map shows two TPI SARR line segments in Chicago, 
IL. The YELLOW line is segment Cook-29, a 0.31-mile segment. 
The GREEN line is Cook-30) a 1.0-mile segment. The vacant land 
with the light colored dots to the east of the SARR is actually 
a golf course. When a recreational/public land use is 
encountered, the next land use beyond the recreational/public 
land use applies. 

In this case, the TPI Opening Evidence incorrectly 
identified this vacant land as Restricted ("X"). The proper 
land use designations are a mix of residential and commercial 
land uses. The table below shows the land valuation for these 
two segments: 
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Revision of Land Value: Chicago, IL 
WEST SIDE OF TPI SAR EAST SIDE OF TPI SAR 

Opening Opening Opening Opening Total Change 

Line Evidence Evidence Revised Revised Evidence Evidence Revised Revised in 

Segment Acres Land Use Value Land Use Value Acres Land Use Value Land Use Value Land Value 

Cook-29 1.41 Restricted $1,409 Residential $669,318 1.41 Restricted $1,409 Commercial $1,831,818 $2,498,318 

Cook-30 4.55 Residential $2, 159,091 Residential $2,159,091 4.55 Restricted $4,545 Residential $2,159,091 $2,154,545 

TOTAL $2,1 60,500 $2,828,409 $5,955 $3,990,909 $4,652,864 

Values oer Acre: Restricted = $1 000 I Residential = $475,000 I Commercial = $1,300,000 

As a result of this revision, the land valuation for the 
TPI SARR is increased by $4,652,864. This additional land value 
will be added to the total land valuation for the SARR at the 
end of this report. 

In summary, although errors can occur in any process, the 
procedure employed in the TPI Opening Evidence to identify 
restricted land makes use of available online resources, such as 
county GIS mapping systems and federal floodplain maps to 
confirm whether an undeveloped land parcel is indeed restricted, 
or simply not yet developed. 
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ADDITIONS TO THE TPI SAR 

New Routes Added to TPI SAR 

Based on instructions from the client, L. E. Peabody and 
Associates, 23.66 miles were added to the TPI SAR. To produce 
land values for these additions to the TPI SAR, no new unit 
values for land were developed. All additions to the TPI SARR 
were given land values based on unit values for land that were 
provided as part of the Opening Evidence. 

Two of the routes added to the TPI SARR involved partial­
ownership by the T~I SAR: 

State I 

• 2.0 miles via the TRRA (Terminal Railroad 
Association) to Madison Yard in East St. Louis, 
IL. The TPI SARR has a 14.29% ownership in TRRA. 
Therefore, 14.29% of the total fee ownership 
value of the land is included for this route. 

• 4.80 miles via BRC (Belt Railway of Chicago) from 
Forest Hill, IL to Clearing Yard, in Chicago. 
The TPI SARR has a 25.0% ownership in the BRC. 
Therefore, 25.0% of the total fee ownership value 
of the land is included for this route. 

Additional Land Values for Routes Added to TPI SAR 
Route Route Total Percent of Total Acres Avg. Value Fee Simple Percent Total Value 

Name Miles Acres Most Prominent Second Most per Acre Value Ownership for Route 

Routes with 100% TPI Ownership 

IL E St Louis IL (Rose Lake Yd to TRRA) 0.30 3.64 RESID 62% INDUS 38% $40,017 $145.515 100.00% $145.515 

IL IHB Blue Island Yard to Bedford Park IM 11 .29 102.09 INDUS 51% RESID 40% $403,996 $41 ,244,364 100.00% $41 ,244,364 

MD Clltis Bay Extension (Baltimore MD) 5.27 46.27 INDUS 89% RES(X) 11% $146,105 $6,760,682 100.00% $6,760,682 

Routes with Partial TPI Ownership 

IL IL· TRRA to Madison Yard (EStL) 2.00 24.24 COMM 44% INDUS 35% $47,083 $1 , 141 ,394 14.29% $163,105 

IL Forest 1-111 to Clearing Yard (BRC) 4.80 43.64 INDUS 71% RESID 24% $336,484 $14,682,955 25.00% $3,670,739 

Correction of Land Use (Increase in Land Value) 

IL Chicago - Segments Cook 29 & 30 $4,652,864 100.00% $4,652,864 

ADDITIONAL LAND VALUE 23.66 219.88 $56,637,268 

In addition to the five new routes added to the TPI SAR, 
the above summary also includes the land value adjustment for 
the land use error in the Chicago area, as discussed in the 
previous section of this report. 

The exhibit above summarizes the land valuation for the 
additions to the TPI SAR. The increase in land valuation for 
these additions is $56,600,000 (rounded). 
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Land for Cormnunications Facilities 

The five routes added to the TPI SARR in terms of land 
ownership also require additional land for cormnunication 
facilities along these new TPI-owned (or partially-owned) 
routes. 

The exhibit below surmnarizes the additional land valuation 
for these cormnunications facilYties, adjusted for percentage 
land ownership by route: 

ADDITIONAL LAND AREA REQUIRED FOR COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES 

Before Communications Facilities Additional Needed for Communications Facilities 

Route Towers@1 Acres@ Land Value at 

Name Miles Acres Ava $/Acre oer 25 miles 2 Acres/Tower Ava $/Acre 

E St Louis IL (Rose Lake Yd to TRRA) 0.30 3.64 $40,017 0.01 0.02 $800 

I HB Blue Island Yard to Bedford Park IM 11.29 102.09 $403,996 0.45 0.90 $363,597 

Curtis Bay Extension (Baltimore MD) 5.27 46.27 $146,105 0.21 0.42 $61,364 

IL - TRRA to Madison Yard (EStL) 2.00 24.24 $6,728 0.08 0.16 $1,076 

Forest I-ill to Clearing Yard (BRC) 4.80 43.64 $84,121 0.19 0.38 $31,966 

TOTAL ADDED IN REBUTTAL 0.94 1.88 $458,804 

TOTAL (Round Up for# ofTowers) 1.00 2.00 $472,846 

The value of the land required to support the revised 
cormnunication facilities for the TPI SARR totals 570.0 acres 
with a land valuation of $32,370,000 (rounded). The Opening 
Evidence included acreage for cormnunications facilities of 568.0 
acres with an overall value of $31,900,000 (rounded). 

The change in land valuation required to support the 
cormnunications facilities for the TPI SARR is an increase in 2.0 
acres, with an increase in the land value of $470,000 (rounded). 
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Modifications to Yards - Land Valuation 

Based on instructions from the client, L. E. Peabody and 
Associates, modifications, deletions and additions were made to 
yards and other supporting facilities needed f g r the TPI SAR. 
L . E. Peabody provided the appraisers with the loc ation for each 
modified yard facility, and the land acres required for each 
facility. 

Number Total Average Value Land Value 

Category of Yards Acres per Acre for Yards 

Major Yards 12 2,512.18 $96,148 $241,541,420 

Other Yards 68 2,776.20 $95,499 $265, 125,584 

lntermodal 19 1,663.90 $0 $0 

Automotive 20 999.00 $137,915 $137,777,000 

Bulk Transfer 23 275.30 $102,118 $28,113,115 

Added in Rebuttal: Flat Yards 5 122.20 $109,767 $13,413,550 

Added in Rebuttal: Partially-Owned 2 212.81 $61,226 $13,029,350 

Added in Rebuttal: lntermodal 3 262.72 $0 $0 

Total 152 8,824.31 $79,213 $699,000,019 

The e xhibit on the nex t five pages summarizes the valuation 
of the land needed to support yards: 

TPI SARR Land Valuatio n Rebuttal 11-5-2 014 
Harps & Harps Inc. , Merit Re al Es tate Ana l ys is, Inc ., Ra il Trac Assoc i a tes 
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'M;i>JOR VAROS 
Chicago 

Willar.d 
Selkirk 

G:umbedand 

Indianapolis 

Qncinnati 
teuisville 

Nashville 

Birmingham 

Atlanta 

.Hamlet 

Waycross 

SUBil'OTAL: MAJOR YARBS 

OntER¥ARDS 
Chjcag,o 

.Garrett 

Deshler 
18,uffalo 

·~i;hester 
Syracuse 

Oemmler 
Cermellsville 

Brunswick 

Ent St, 'E~uis 

Seuth Ander.son 

'Atkinson 

lJma 

W0,~thville 

:ea1iimere 
'Baltimore 

Benning 

Richmond 

C:ellier 

Roc.ky ~ount 

Penibreke 

Memphis 
,Memphis 

MontgomeP( 

M9l>lle 
New Or.leans 

Widows Creek 

Atlant.a 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 164of169 

Land Values for TPI SAR Yard Facilities 

1 5~ TPIRR Yard fl!ame 

: Avg. Value 

Au,~ per Acre 

·•1L '.Barr 195.59 ' $190,9.11 

.OH- Wjllar.~ .East and West 257.00 $3,900 

,NY Selk.ilk 256.80 $1,300 

,MD 'Cumberland 156.29 $56,898 

. IN Avon 215.01 $80,833 

ef;i Queensgate 209.17 $iOP,0.00 

KY ~barn 215.65 $140,000 

)TN iRadnor 287.45 $80,991 

'AL Boyles 125.96 $113,809 

GA 'Fil ford 165.67 $450,000 

NC Hamlet 162.11 .$27,490 

GA Rice 265.48 ' $33,375 

2,512.18 

.JL 's9th Street 4!').86 . $3-14,154 
· 1N Garten 43.11 • $5;,818 

OH lileshler 11.12 . $4,726 
1

NY 
H~~:~~:;er 

110.10 ·. $67,9.13 -· 
Nlf 21.59 · $45,009 

: ·N¥ 11
DeWiU 66. 7l: $1'7,306 

:PA Dernmler 52.69 $8,398 

:;conAellsville 
•' 

P.A 65.30 $1!5,3-75 

,Me Br.unswick 68.94 $24,941 
'1l ~ose Lake 45.81 $38;500 
'IN ·south Anderson 20.12 $31,968 

-'KY .Atkir:isan 101.76 ·. $40,000 

'01'1 Lima 27;35 $33,030 

KY Worthville 12.61 $6,400 
M[) 

II , 
n.21 , $17Q,OOO Bay View 

:ME> Meunt Winans 19.09 ' $232,128 

•. MD Benning 31.06 : $2,260,227 

/.JA 'Aeca 99.13 $86,362 

11/A 
1
tolliet 30.27 $12,95.6 

~c R~kyMaunt 101.25 $70,545 

NC Pembroke iZ2.50 $2,818 

if N leeweed 19.73 $90,000 
"ifN 'Sargent 5.68 $90,000 

'AL S.&N , 82.52 ' $37,550 

:AL Siebert 93.95 $70,000 
LA Gentilly 99.86 $105,000 

!TN ·Wldt;>ws .Creek 14.24 $3,000 
(JA l'{ulsey 47.72 $652,500 

Page 1-of5 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebuttal 11-5-2014 

Total 

LandVi!IU~ 

$3~,340,227 

$1,002,300 

$333,:840 

$8,892,546 

$1'1,379,975 

$2Q,917·,000 

$30,191,000 

$23',280, 188 
$'1:4,335,320 

$74,55.1,500 

$4,456,404 

$8,860,52(i) 

$241,54-1,420 

$12,836,3.26 

$250,822 
$80,902 

$7,41'1,,226 

$97i,s~i;> 
$1,154,45(!) 

$442,47.0 

$1,003,988 

$1~ll9,427 
$1,16S,.gg5 

$643,2@S 

$4;070,400 

$903,319 

$80,704 
$5,306,06'1 

$4,4'3t,537 

$70,2a2,659 

$8,561,044 

$392,165 
$ 7,142, 1-27 

$63,40.5 

$1,716,136 
$511,200 

$3,098,62!) 

$6,576,500 
$10,485,300 

$42,720 
$31,137,300 

Harps & Harps Inc., Merit Real Estate Analysis, Inc., Rail Trac Associates 
164 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 



Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 165of169 

Land Values for TPI SAR Yard Facilities 

Avg. Value T~titll 

City ·State TPiRR Y.ard Name Acres per Acre Land Value 

GreeAWood SC Maxwell 83.58 $8,947 $747,824 
Jacksonville Fl: Moncr.ie'f ' 95.25 " $152,613 $14',536,394 : 
Baldwin Fl Baldwin 

' 
35.61 $3,18.6 $113,448 

Ii 
Orlando /Taft "FL Taft 

' 45.19 $156,206 . $7;Q58,930 
Tamp11 FL :voeman ~.64 $136,024 $9,336,674 
Rockport liFl ~oc~p.oft 111 10.42 " $136,683 $1,414,242 
Lafayette IN Lafayette 

' 
24.20 $53,295 $1,28.9,747 

Carbin KV Corbin 62.77 $33,582 $2,107,946 
Orangeburg ''NY Orangeburg 

'. 
16.18 $154,452 $2,591,711 

"Newell li~A Newell 79.62 $4,287 ' $341,326 
Augusta 1fiA Augl!Sta 45.87 $30,776 $1,411,695 
Indianapolis IN Hawthorne 10.30 $93,875 $966,913 
Winston 

Ir 
Winston 25.98 "· $3,000 $7'7,940 Fl 

Busch FL Busch ' 31.63 $113;974 $5,502,188 
Wauhatchie 13/ iTN Wauhatchie 30.19 $33,500 $1,011,365 
CRESTLINE/GALLION · OH CRESt'LtNE 49.77 $4,740 $235,923 
CLEVEl:ANf) ,,QH CLEVELANl).COLLINWOOD 78.07 $100,000 . $'7;807,000 
MARION OH MARION YARD 16.63 $23,175 $395,378 
EVANSVILLE · •tt Howell 76.95 : $11,737 $903,178 
CHICAGO IL GICERO 14:62 $351,423 $5,138,231 ·Ii 
BIRM11'4(iJIAM ~L ,&;J.lce 

' 
'76.93 $97,872 S1..Sl9,3t9 

F0STORIA OH FOSTORIA 30.19 $4,138 $124,933 
ASHTABULA . ·OH ASHTABULA 23.41 · $8,571 $200,634 
NEWCASTLE · PA NEW.CASTLE 46.17' ' $17,625 $813,821 
Rl~EWA'f OH RID(iEWAY 17.46 $4',8$4 $84,1~ 
Danville IL Brewer 9.'17 ' $10,000 $97,700 
Terre Haute . IN Terre Haute 22.46 $5,740 $128,941 .. , 

$36,124 $951,489 Vincennes ·lllN Vincennes i25.91 
Nashville : JN KA¥N.EAVE. 18.01 $108,8~0 $1;966,18<> 
Dayton OH DAYTON . 14.02 $88,969 $1,246,921 

' 

Bruceton 
1[ N PRUqTON 18.48 $4,181 $7'7,,286 

Flomaton -{4.L Fhti>MATON 8.86 $10,000 $88,600 
Monr0e NC MONROE 26.07 $100,000 $2,607,000 
Manchester GA MANCHESTER 34.13 $16,967 $.579,078 
Fitzgerald 

1
GA FllZG~RALO 23.94 $7,875 $.i88,528 II" .. 

Wildwood llFL 
1
!'\'ILDWOOD 27.27 $6,655 $181,500 

.Union :PH UNION .7.01 $3,500 $24,527 
Etowah ifN ETOWAH 25.00 $68,902 $1,722,554 
Lockport .NY LOC!<l'ORT 10.53 : $28,61,7 I $301,337 
Grafto,n .,wv GRAFTON / 11 16.10 $S,J93 $83,59.2 
SUBTOTAL: Ol'HER YARDS 2',776.iO $265,125,584 

Page2of5 

TPI SARR Land Valuation Rebutta l 11-5-2014 
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Land Values for TPI SAR Yard Facilities 

Cl _State TPIRR Yard Name Acres 

INTERMODAL TERMINALS 
Chicago - 59th Street IL Chicag0 - 59th Street IM 132.00 

Chicago - Bedford Park IL Chicago - Bedford Park IM 255.00 

Cleveland OH Cleveland IM 75.00 

Buffalo ,NY Buffal0 IM 57.00 . 

Syracuse NY Syracuse IM 18.00 i 

East St. Louis IL East St. Louis IM 105.00 

Indianapolis IN Indianapolis IM 25.00 

Evansville IN Evansville IM 17.20 

Cincinnati OH Cindnnati IM 36.00 . 

Memphis TN No uind Value - CN owned facility 40.00 

Nashville 'TN Nashville IM 66.60 

MG bile 'Al MobllelM 7.30 

New Orleans LA New Orleans IM 110.40 

Atlanta - Fairburn GA Atlanta - Fairburn IM 160.00 

Atlanta - Hulsey GA Atlanta - Hulsey IM 61.60 

Jacksonville H Jacksonville IM 224.00 ' 

Orlando Fl Orlando IM 157.00 

fampa Fl Tampa IM 46.80 

Baltimore MD Baltimore IM (.MD Port Auth0rity) 70.00 

Sl!IBTOliAL: INTERMODAL TERMll\IAl:S 1,663.90 

AUTOMOllVf TERMINALS 
Birmingham AL Birmingham Auto 25.00 

JacksonVllle I Blount island FL Blount Island Auto 350.00 

Orlando FL Orlando Auto 49.00 

Lawrenceville GA Lawrenteville (Atlanta) Auto 50.00 
West Point GA West Point Auto (KIA awned) o.oo . 
Bowling Green KY Bowling Green Auto (GM owned) 0.00 

Louisville KY Louisville Strawberry Yard Auto 11.00 ; 

Louisville KY Louisville Auto (.fard) 34.00 

O'Bannon ,KY 0'8arinan Auto (For.Cl) 28.00 . 

Baltimore MD Fairfield/Seawall Auto Facility 5.00 , 

Baltimore MD Curtis Bay Amports Auto Facility 55.00 ' 

Jessup MD Annapolis Junction Auto Facility 125.00 

Selkirk NY 1selkir'k Auto Facility 65.00 . 

Cincinnati OH Cementdale Auto facility 10.00 ! 

Warren OH Lordstown Auto Facility 33.00 

Madon OH Marion Auto Facility 91.00 : 

Nashville iTN Nashville Au~o Facility (!North) 35.00 , 

Nashville (included above) ifN N.ashvilie Auto Facility (South) o.oo -
Smyrna TN smyma Auto Facility 33.00 
Memphis !fN Memphis Aut0 llacility (BNSf,owned) 0.00 

SUBTOTAt: AUTOMOTIVE lERMINALS 999.00 

Page3of5 

TPI SARR Land Valua tion Re butta l 11-5-20 14 

Avg. Value 

per lie.re 

$75,000 

$200,000 

$130,000 

$250,000 

$140,000 

$140,000 

$107,,500 

$170,000 

$170,000 

$150,000 

$1,300 

$50,000 

$20,000 
$22,500 , 

$~00,000 

$60,000 

Total 
Land Value 

$1,875,000 

$70,GOO,Goo 

$6,370,000 

$12,500,000 

$0 

$0 

$1,540,000 

$4,760,000 

$3,010,000 

$850,000 

$9,350,000 

$18,750,000 

$84,500 

$500,000 

$660,000 

$2,047,500 

$3,500,000 

$0 
$1,980,000 

$0 

$137,777,000 

Ha r ps & Ha r ps I n c ., Merit Rea l Estate Anal ysis , Inc ., Rail Trac Associates 
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Land Values for TPI SAR Yard Facilities 

Avg. Value T~tal· 

Cl State TPiRR Yard Name Mres erkre land Value 

BULK TRANSFE~ 1ERMINALS 
Atlanta GA Atlanta Transflo 28.00 $250,000 $'1,000,.000 
Augusta GA Augusta Transflo .6.80 $5.0,000 $340,000 
Birmingham Al !Jirmlngham lransflo 8.10 $U5,000 $931,500 
Buffalo NY Buffalo Transflo 23.30 $55,000 $1,281,500 
Chattanooga TN Chattanoog,a Transflo ' 14.50 $100,000 $1;450,000 
Cindnnati OH 'cindnnati TFansllo 8.6() $100,000 $860,000 
ClaFksi>urg WV ClaFksburg Transflo 7.10 $50,000 $355,000 
Cleveland OH €1evelan,d East '(iransllo 12.30 ' $100,Qoo $1,230,~0() 

Dalton GA Daiton l ransflo 8.10 . $50,000 $405,00Q 
East Chicago IN East Chicago Transflo 14.50 $62,'750 $909,875 
Evansville IN 'Evansville Traniflo 5.70 $60,000 $342,000 
Fairmont ,WV Fairmont Trilnsflo 23.00 $10,000 $230,000 
lncjianapolis IN Indianapolis Tr-ansflo 19.50 $100,000 $1,950,000 
Jacksonville F'L Jacksonville Transflo 15.00 $200,000 $3,000,000 
Knoxville TN Knoxville Transflo 6.60 $150,000 $990,000 
bouisville KY Louisville Transflo 9.70 $140,000 $1,358,000 
Nashville ifN NashVllle Transflo 7.9.0 , $100,000 $790,000 
New Orleans LA Ne,w Orleans Transflo 8.20 $105,000 $861,000 

,i>eter~u~g WA Pe~rs~11rg Ttansflo 3.96 · $Ji6,(i,00 $64,140 
Richrriohd V;A Richmond lransflo 6.00 $70,000 $420,000 
SanfoFd Fl Sanford 'Transflo 7.30 $130,000 $949,000 
Syracuse NY Syracuse Transflo 19.80 $37,500 $742,500 
Tampa FL Tampa lransflo 11.40 $145,000 $1,653,000 
SUBTOTAL: BULK TRANSFER TERMINALS 275.30 $28,113,115 

FLAT YARDS ADDED IN REBUTTAL 
Cuitis Bay MD Curtis Bay Yard 59.10 $170,000 $10;047,000 
Oalh,vprlh AL ~!\worth yard 

' 
26.00 $40,000 $1,040,000 

Cartersville 'GA 
1
Cart.ersville :Yard 7 .. 50 $29,000 $217,500 

Calera 1\l Calera V.ard 9.30 . $&,500 $79,050 
iv.oryda~ 'bH 1v0rydale Yard 20.30 $100,000 $2,030,000 
SUBTOTAL: FLAT YARDS ADDED IN REBUTfAl 122.20 $1!!,413,550 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 168 of 169 

Land Values for TPI SAR Yard Facilities 

Avg. Value Total 
Cl State TPIRR Yard Name Acres er Acre Land Value 

PARTIALLY-QWNED YARDS ADDED IN REBUTTAL 
Chicago IL BRC Clearing Y.ard (25% ownership) 196.50 $65,877 $12,944,787 

East St. Louis IL TRRA Madison Y.ard (14.29% ownership) 16.31 $5,186 $84,564 

SUSTOTAL: PARTIALLY-OWNED YARDS ADDED IN REBUTTAL 212.81 $13,029,350 

INTERMODAL YARDS ADDED IN REBUTTAi: 
Louisville KY Louisville IM 87.S7 
Nofth Baltimore OH North Baltimore IM 87.57 

Marien OH MarioA IM 87.57 

SUBTOTAL: INTERMODALYARDS ADDED IN .REBUTIAL 262.72 $0 

GRAND TOTAL: ALL TPI SAR YARDS 8,824.31 $699,000,019 

Page 5of5 
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Rebuttal Exhibit 111-F-2: Page 169of169 

The value of the land required to support the revised yards 
for the TPI SARR totals 8,824.3 acres with a land valuation of 
$699,000,000 (rounded). The Opening Evidence included acreage 
for all yards of 7,3 2 8.8 acres with an overall value of 
$905, 100, 000 (rounded). 

The change in land valuation required to support the yards 
for the TPI SARR is an increase in 1,495.5 acres, with a 
decrease (rounded) in the land value of ($206,100,000). 

Summary : Revised Land Valuation for TPI SAR 

ADJUSTMENTS TO VALUATION 
TPI ST AND ALONE RAILROAD (SAR) 

Component of Total Total Avg. Value Estimate of Value 

Valuation Miles Acres per Acre as of July 1, 2010 

TPI Stand Alone Railroad. Fee Simple Land Value 6.894.66 81,423.4 $43,254 $3,521 ,900,000 

Less: Adjustment for System Mileage Variation (5.06) (59.8) $43,254 ($2,600,000) 

TPI SAR - Fee Simple Land Value (Adjusted for Mileage Variation) 6,889.60 81 ,363.6 $43,254 $3,519,300,000 

Plus: Land for Communications Facllltles -- 570.0 $56,789 $32,370,000 

Plus: Land for Yards & Other Support Facllltles - 8,824.3 $79,213 $699' 000' 000 

Less: Fee Simple Land Value for Easement Areas -- (8,113.1) $54,652 ($443,400,000) 

Net Land Valuation for TPI Stand Alone Railroad 6,889.6 82,644.8 $46,068 $3,807 ,270,000 

Net Land Valuation for TPI Stand Alone Railroad (rounded) $3,807,000,000 

TPI SARR Land Valuatio n Rebuttal 11-5-2014 
Harps & Ha rps Inc., Merit Real Es tate Anal ys i s, Inc ., Rail Trac Associates 
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Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1 

TABLE A: TPIRR ANNUAL COST OF CAPITAL 
Page 1of19 

Preferred 
Industry TPIRR's Debt as a Equity as a Equity as a STB 

Industry Industry Cost of Industry TPIRR's Cost of TPIRR's Percent Percent Percent Composite 1 + Prescribed 
Cost of Cost of Preferred Cost of Cost of Preferred Cost of of T otal of Total of Total Cost of Cost of Debt as a% 

Year Capital Debt 11 Equity 2/ Equity 3/ !!£!ll E!J..yjty Will'. Investment Investment Investment Capital Capital of Capital 4/ 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

2008 11.75% 6.57% 0.00% 13.17% 6.57% 0.00% 13.17% 21.54% 0.00% 78.46% 11.75% 1.1175 21.54% 
2009 10.43% 5.72% 0.00% 12.37% 5.72% 0.00% 12.37% 29.10% 0.00% 70.90% 10.43% 1.1043 29.10% 
2010 11.03% 4.61% 0.00% 12.99% 4.61% 0.00% 12.99% 23.38% 0.00% 76.62% 11.03% 1.1103 23.38% 
2011 11.09% 3.97% 0.00% 13.57% 5.76% 0.00% 13.57% 25 .84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.55% 1.1155 20.83% 
2012 10.79% 3.29% 0.00% 13.40% 5.76% 0.00% 13.40% 25.84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.43% 1.1143 22.56% 
2013 10.56% 3.68% 3.87% 12.96% 5.76% 0.00% 12.96% 25.84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.10% 1.1110 
2014 5.76% 0.00% 13.08% 25.84% 0.00% 74. 16% 11.19% 1.1119 
2015 5.76% 0.00% 13.08% 25 .84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.19% 1.1119 
2016 5.76% 0.00% 13.08% 25 .84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.19% 1.1119 
2017 5.76% 0.00% 13.08% 25.84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.19% 1.1119 
2018 5.76% 0.00% 13.08% 25 .84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.19% 1.1119 
2019 5.76% 0.00% 13.08% 25.84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.19% 1.1119 
2020 5.76% 0.00% 13.08% 25 .84% 0.00% 74.16% 11.19% 1.1119 

1/ Cost of railroad industry debt from the STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 12), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2008, decided September 24, 2009, STB 
Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 13), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2009, decided September 30, 2010, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 14), 
Railroad Cost of Capital - 2010, decided September 30, 2011, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 15), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2011, decided 
September 11, 2012, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 16), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2012, decided August 30, 2013 and the STB Decision in Ex 
Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 17), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2013, decided July 31, 2014. 

21 No preferred equity was issued in 2008 - 2010. 
31 Cost ofrailroad industry common equity from the STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 12), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2008, decided September 24, 

2009, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 13), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2009, decided September 30, 2010, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 
(Sub-No. 14), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2010, decided September 30, 2011, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 15), Railroad Cost of Capital -
2011, decided September 11, 2012, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 16), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2012, decided August 30, 2013 and the STB 
Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 17), Rai lroad Cost of Capital - 2013, decided July 31, 2014. 

41 Railroad industry capital structure from the STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 12), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2008, decided September 24, 2009, 
STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 13), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2009, decided September 30, 2010, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 
14), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2010, decided September 30, 2011, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 15), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2011, decided 
September 11, 2012, STB Decision in Ex Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 16), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2012, decided August 30, 2013 and the STB Decision in Ex 
Parte No. 558 (Sub-No. 17), Railroad Cost of Capital - 2013, decided July 31, 2014. 



I 
Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1 
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I TABLE B: TPIRR INFLATION INDEXES 

Hybrid MWS Materia ls & Wages 
Period Land 1/ RCAF2/ Excludini:; Fuel 3/ Su1mlies 4/ & Su1mlements 5/ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

IQ2008 100.0 397.6 276.2 42 1.9 
2Q2008 97.2 399.6 283.4 422.7 
3Q2008 92.5 410.0 285.6 434.9 
4Q2008 86.7 418.1 318.9 437.1 
IQ2009 79.5 423.9 319.5 444. 1 
2Q2009 74.0 422.7 305.5 445.8 
3Q2009 70.7 425 .8 312.5 448.0 
4Q2009 68.9 421.7 302.2 445.4 
IQ2010 68.4 451.4 311.2 479.7 
2Q2010 69.4 448.8 305.2 477.9 
3Q2010 69.6 iOO.O 448.1 304.5 477.1 
4Q2010 70.0 1034 451.7 322.0 477.5 
IQ 2011 70.6 1023 453.9 314.7 481.9 
2Q2011 72.0 11 0.1 454.5 309. 1 484.0 
3Q201 1 73.4 112.8 460.7 329.4 486.8 
4Q2011 75.5 113.1 466.7 331.8 493.5 
!Q2012 76.5 109.4 466.4 331.4 493.2 
2Q 2012 77.7 111 0 476.6 344.5 502.7 
3Q2012 783 1096 477..5 346.6 5033 
4Q 2012 79.7 113. 1 475.6 340.7 502.4 
IQ2013 80.7 11 2.7 477.1 339.0 504.6 
2Q2013 83.3 11 3.7 471.1 334.0 498.4 
3Q2013 863 110.4 478.0 340.8 505.2 
4Q2013 88.8 110. l 477.6 332.4 506.8 
IQ2014 917 110.7 483 .7 337.7 513.0 
2Q2014 92.4 110.0 489.7 348.8 517.7 
3Q2014 93 .2 111.1 494.1 349.1 523.0 
4Q 2014 94.0 110.1 490.0 356. 1 515.7 
lQ2015 94.8 109.7 494.1 358.2 520.3 
2Q2015 95.7 109.5 495.5 360.7 521.4 
3Q2015 96.5 11 0.3 502.5 362.2 529.7 
4Q2015 97.4 110.5 503.7 363.6 530.8 
IQ2016 983 Ill 0 512.8 366.9 54 1.4 
2Q20 16 99.2 110.8 514.2 369. 1 542.5 
3Q2016 100.1 11 2.0 52 1.4 372.4 550.6 
4Q2016 101.0 113.4 522.6 373.9 551.7 
IQ2017 101.9 114.0 526.4 376.5 555.8 I 2Q20 17 102.8 114.6 5303 379. 1 559.9 
3Q20 17 103.7 115.1 534.2 381.7 564.1 
4Q2017 104.7 115.7 538.1 384.4 568.2 
IQ2018 105.6 116.6 543 .3 387.0 574.1 

I 2Q 2018 106.6 117.5 548.7 389.7 580. 1 
3Q20 18 107.6 118.3 554.0 392.4 586. 1 
4Q2018 108.6 119.2 559.4 395.1 592. 1 
IQ2019 1096 120.1 564.9 398.6 597.9 
2Q20 19 110.6 121.0 5703 402.2 603.8 
3Q20 19 111.6 12 1. 9 575.9 405.8 609.8 
4Q2019 112.6 122.7 581.4 409.4 615.8 
1Q2020 113.7 123.6 586.5 412.9 62 11 

I 2Q2020 114.7 124.4 591.5 416.5 626.5 

Armual Inflation Rate§! 5.15% 2.80% 3. 16% 2.74% 

11 Used to index Road Property Account 2. Based on historic change in rural land prices as reported by the USDA and urban land I prices as reported by the National Council of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries. 
21 Used to index expenses in Table K. Based on the RCAF-U and RCAF-A through 3Q2014 then Global.Insight forecast for 

remaining periods. 
3/ Used to index Road Property Accounts 3, 5, 6, 13, 17, 19, 20, 26, 27, 37, and 39. Based on RCR indices - East Region through I 3Q2014 then Global Insight forecast. 
4/ Used to index Road Property Accounts 8, 9, and 11. Based on RCR indexes - East Region through 3Q2014 then Global Insight 

forecast for remaining periods. 
51 Used to index Road Property Accounts l and 12. Based on RCR indexes - East Region through 3Q2014 then Global Insight 

forecast for remaining periods. 
61 2Q 20 I 0 + 2Q 2020"(1/l 0)-" I . The Armual Rate is used to develop asset replacement values at the end of asset lives. 
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TABLE C: TPIRR PROPERTY INVESTMENT VALUES 

Construction of the TPIRR occurs between January 1, 2008 and July 1, 2010. 
Investments are assumed to be in July 1, 2010 dollars. 

Service Investment Investment Inve·stment 2008 2009 
Property Property Life In In 3Q2008 In 3Q2009 In 3Q2010 Investment Investment 
Accoun t Component Years 1/ Dollars 2/ Doll ars 3/ Dollars 4/ Valu e 5/ Value 6/ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Engineering NA $2,178,733,212 $2,244,360, 725 $2,390,143,977 $1,867,485,61 1 $320,622,96 1 
2 Land NA $5,062, 128,490 $3 ,866,712,084 $3 ,807,369,437 $5,062, 128,490 $0 
3 Grading 69 $3 ,776,765,876 $3 ,922,309,537 $4,127,728,754 $2,158,151 ,929 $1 ,680,989,80 1 
5 Tunnels 76 $1 ,684,635,322 $1,749,555,415 $1 ,841 ,183,141 $0 $1,457,962,846 
6 Bridges & Culverts 61 $4,188,619,172 $4,350,034,252 $4,577,854,271 $0 $3,262,525,689 
8 Ties 20 $1,404,099,313 $1 ,536,348,163 $1,497,017,650 $0 $1 , 152,261, 122 
9 Rails and OTM 34 $4,714,173,513 $5, 158, 190,556 $5,026, 140,878 $0 $3,868,642,917 
11 Ballast 36 $2,060,133,467 $2,254, 172,648 $2, 196,465,829 $0 $1,690,629,486 
12 Labor 32 $1 ,560,459,565 $1 ,607,463,520 $1,711,876,887 $0 $1,205,597,640 
13 Fences and Roadway Signs 47 $18,636,749 $19,354,946 $20,368,603 $0 $14,5 16,209 
23 Coal Wharves 18 $28,085,209 $29,167,517 $30,695,079 $0 $29,167,517 
17 Roadway Buildings 37 $698,849,750 $725,781 ,033 $763,791,642 $0 $725,781,033 
19 Fuel Stations 29 $49,511,783 $51 ,419,798 $54,112,756 $0 $51 ,419,798 
20 Shops and Enginehouses 34 $163,128,583 $169,415,002 $178,287,605 $0 $169,415,002 
26 Communications Systems 13 $429,062,066 $445,596,653 $468,933,443 $0 $148,532,218 
27 Signals and Interlockers 29 $1 ,512,169,984 $1,570,443,852 $1 ,652,691 ,146 $0 $523,481 ,284 
39 Public Improvements 44 $365,652,071 $379,743,053 $399,630,959 iQ $75.948.611 

Total $29,894,844, 127 $30,080,068,755 $30,744,292,057 $9,087,766,029 $16,377,494,136 

1/ 1 +Depreciation Rate shown in Schedule 332 of CSXT's 2013 Annual Report R-1 
21 July 1, 2010, indexed to 2008 dollars; Investment Exhibit - 3Q2010 x Inflation Index from Table B, 3Q2008 + 3Q2010. 
31 July 1, 2010, indexed to 2009 dollars; Investment Exhibit - 3Q20 10 x Inflation Index from Table B, 3Q2009 + 3Q2010. 
41 July 1, 2010, indexed to 2010 dollars; Investment Exhibit - 3Q2010 x Inflation Index from Table B, 3Q2010 + 3Q2010. 
51 Column (4) x Percent constructed in 2008. 
61 Column (5) x Percent constructed in 2009. 
7/ Column (6) x Percent constructed in 2010. 
8/ Sum of Columns (7) through (9) . 

........ 
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Total 
2010 Property 

Investment Investment 
Va lue 7/ 3Q 2010 8/ 

(9) (10) 

$0 $2, 188, 108,571 
$0 $5,062, 128,490 
$0 $3,839, 141 ,731 

$306,863 ,857 $1,764,826,703 
$1 ,144,463,568 $4,406,989,257 

$374,254,413 $1,526,515,535 
$1,256,535,219 $5, 125, 178, 136 

$549, 116,457 $2,239,745,943 
$427,969,222 $1,633,566,862 

$5,092,151 $19,608,360 
$0 $29,167,517 
$0 $725, 78 1,033 
$0 $5 1,419,798 
$0 $169,415,002 

$312,622,296 $461,154,513 
$1,101,794,098 $1,625,275,382 

$319,704.767 $395,653,378 

$5,798,416,046 $3 1,263,676,211 
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TABLE D: INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Timing of Timing of Deductible 

T iming of Timing of Accounts Accounts 8 Total Interest Interest 
Month of Cost of Account 1 Account 2 3, 5 and 6 Through 39 Investment During Cost of During 

Installation Funds 11 Inv~~tm~nt 2/ Investm~nt 2/ Inve~tment 2/ Tnve~tment 2l ~l: M2nth 3/ C2nstructi2n 4/ ~ Constructi2n 6/ 
(1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Jan-08 0.93% $155,623,801 $0 $0 $0 $J55,623,80J $0 0.53% $0 
Feb-08 0.93% $155,623,801 $0 $0 $0 $155,623,801 $1 ,447,237 0.53% $178,224 
Mar-08 0.93% $155,623,80J $0 $0 $0 $155,623,801 $2,907,934 0.53% $358,106 
Apr-08 0.93% $155,623,80J $0 $0 $0 $155,623,801 $4,382,214 0.53% $539,661 
May-08 0.93% $155,623,801 $723,161,2 13 $0 $0 $878,785,014 $5,870,204 0.53% $722,904 
Jun-08 0.93% $155,623,80 I $723,161 ,213 $0 $0 $878,785,014 $14,097,134 0.53% $1 ,736,033 
Jul-08 0.93% $155,623,80 I $723,161 ,213 $0 $0 $878,785,014 $22,400,571 0.53% $2,758,585 

Aug-08 0.93% $155,623,801 $723,161,213 $0 $0 $878,785,014 $30,78J ,227 0.53% $3,790,646 
Sep-08 0.93% $155,623,801 $723,161,213 $539,537,982 $0 $1,418,322,996 $39,239,819 0.53% $4,832,304 
Oct-08 0.93% $J55,623,801 $723,161 ,213 $539,537,982 $0 $ J ,418,322,996 $52,794,555 0.53% $6,501 ,542 
Nov-08 0.93% $J55,623,80J $723,161 ,213 $539,537,982 $0 $1 ,418,322,996 $66,4 7 5 ,344 0.53% $8,186,304 
Dec-08 0.93% $155,623,801 $0 $539,537,982 $0 $695,161,783 $80,283,359 0.53% $9,886,733 
Jan-09 0.83% $1 60,3 J l ,480 $0 $560,329,934 $0 $720,641 ,4J4 $78,142,777 0.46% $12,720,320 
Feb-09 0.83% $160,311 ,480 $0 $560,329,934 $0 $720,641 ,4 14 $84,777,158 0.46% $13,800,284 
Mar-09 0.83% $0 $0 $706, 126,218 $162,630,558 $868,756,777 $91 ,466,642 0.46% $14,889,219 
Apr-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, 139 $ 1,043,924, 711 $1 ,552,223,850 $99,441 ,873 0.46% $J6,187,451 
May-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, 139 $1 ,043,924, 711 $1 ,552,223,850 $113,159,946 0.46% $18,420,521 
Jun-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, 139 $1 ,043,924, 711 $1 ,552,223,850 $126,99J ,956 0.46% $20,672, 138 
Jul-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, 139 $1 ,043,924,711 $1 ,552,223,850 $140,938,849 0.46% $22,942,456 

Aug-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, 139 $1,043,924, 711 $1,552,223,850 $155 ,001 ,580 0.46% $25,231 ,630 
Sep-09 0.83 % $0 $0 $508,299, 139 $881,294,153 $J ,389,593 ,292 $169,J81 ,1JO 0.46% $27,539,817 
Oct-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, J39 $881 ,294, 153 $J ,389,593 ,292 $182,127,665 0.46% $29,647,297 
Nov-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, J39 $J ,2J7,300,904 $J ,725,600,043 $195,181 ,749 0.46% $3 J ,772,281 
Dec-09 0.83% $0 $0 $508,299, J39 $1 ,293,249,514 $ J ,80 J,548,653 $211 , J34,992 0.46% $34,369, J98 
Jan-JO 0.88% $0 $0 $534,919,784 $1 ,304,519,444 $ J,839,439,228 $240,259,251 0.38% $24, J34,463 
Feb-10 0.88% $0 $0 $534,9J9,784 $1,304,519,444 $1 ,839,439,228 $258,473,006 0.38% $25,964,066 
Mar-10 0.88% $0 $0 $381 ,487,856 $1,304,519,444 $1 ,686,007,300 $276,846,276 0.38% $27,809,693 
Apr-10 0.88% $0 $0 $0 $433,530,290 $433,530,290 $294,036,717 0.38% $29,536,503 
May-10 0.88% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $300,408,663 0.38% $30, 176,576 
Jun-10 0.88% lQ lQ lQ lQ lQ $303 .039.607 0.38% $30.440.859 

Total $2,188,108,571 $5,062,128,490 $10,010,957,691 $14,002,481,460 $31,263,676,211 $3,641,289,415 $475,745,816 

1/ ((1 +Cost of Capital from Table A for the applicable year)"(l / 12) - I) x 100. 
2/ Applicable account value from Table C for the applicable investment period. 
31 Sum of Columns (3) through (6). 
41 January 08 equals Column (2) x prior Column (7), all other periods equal Column (2) x ((Sum of Column (7) for all prior periods)+ (Sum of 

Column (8) for all prior periods)). 
51 ((I + Cost of Debt from Table A for the applicable year)"( l/12) - 1) x JOO. 
61 January 08 equals prior Column (7) x Column (9) x Table A, Column (9) for 2008, all other periods equal Column (9) x ((Sum of Column (7) for all 

prior periods) + (Sum of Column (8) for all prior periods)) x Table A, Column (9) for the applicable year. 

- ..... ...... ~ -. .... - .-. millm'.> ·- -·' - L~a -- ._ 
~ -
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TABLE E: TPIRR INTEREST PAYMENTS FOR ASSETS PURCHASED WITH DEBT CAPTIAL 

INTEREST SCHEDULE FOR INTEREST SCHEDULE FOR INTEREST SCHEDULE FOR 

I 
THE TPIRR 2008 ROAD PROPERTY THE TPIRR 2009 ROAD PROPERTY THE TPIRR 2010 ROAD PROPERTY 

INVESTMENT FOR THE INVESTMENT FOR THE INVESTMENT FOR THE 
302010 START-UP 302010 START-UP 302010 START-UP 

I. Total Investment $9,087,766,029 I/ I. Total Investment $16,377,494,136 II I . Total Investment $5,798,416,046 II 

I 2. IDC $320,679,598 21 2. IDC $1 ,647,546,297 2/ 2. IDC $1 ,673,063,521 2/ 
3. Principal $2,026,579, 188 3/ 3. Principal $5,245,286,766 3/ 3. Principal $1,746,831,923 3/ 
4. Interest 6.57% 41 4. Interest 5.72% 41 4. Interest 4.61% 4/ 
5. Term (Quarters) 80 5/ 5. Term (Quarters) 80 5/ 5. Term (Quarters) 80 5/ 

I 
6. Quarterly Coupon $32,496,543 61 6. Quarterly Coupon $73,450,347 61 6. Quarterly Coupon $19,793,274 61 

Ouarter Interest 7/ Ouarter Interest 7/ Ouarter Interest 7/ 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

$32,496,543 $73,450,347 $19,793,274 
2 $32,496,543 2 $73,450,347 2 $19,793,274 
3 $32,496,543 3 $73,450,347 3 $19,793,274 
4 $32,496,543 4 $73,450,347 4 $19,793,274 

I 5 $32,496,543 5 $73,450,347 5 $19,793,274 
6 $32,496,543 6 $73,450,347 6 $19,793,274 
7 $32,496,543 7 $73,450,347 7 $19,793,274 
8 $32,496,543 8 $73,450,347 8 $19,793,274 
9 $32,496,543 9 $73,450,347 9 $19,793,274 
10 $32,496,543 10 $73,450,347 10 $19,793,274 
11 $32,496,543 11 $73,450,347 11 $19,793,274 
12 $32,496,543 12 $73,450,347 12 $19,793,274 
13 $32,496,543 13 $73,450,347 13 $19,793,274 
14 $32,496,543 14 $73,450,347 14 $19,793,274 
15 $32,496,543 15 $73,450,347 15 $19,793,274 
16 $32,496,543 16 $73,450,347 16 $19,793,274 
17 $32, 496,543 17 $73,450,347 17 $19,793,274 
18 $32,496,543 18 $73,450,347 18 $19,793,274 
19 $32,496,543 19 $73,450,347 19 $19,793,274 
20 $32,496,543 20 $73,450,347 20 $19,793,274 
21 $32,496,543 21 $73,450,347 21 $19,793,274 
22 $32,496,543 22 $73,450,347 22 $19,793,274 
23 $32,496,543 23 $73,450,347 23 $19,793,274 
24 $32,496,543 24 $73,450,347 24 $19,793,274 
25 $32,496,543 25 $73,450,347 25 $19,793,274 
26 $32,496,543 26 $73,450,347 26 $19,793,274 
27 $32,496,543 27 $73,450,347 27 $19,793,274 
28 $32,496,543 28 $73,450,347 28 $19,793,274 
29 $32,496,543 29 $73,450,347 29 $19,793,274 
30 $32,496,543 30 $73,450,347 30 $19,793,274 
31 $32,496,543 31 $73,450,347 31 $19,793,274 
32 $32,496,543 32 $73,450,34 7 32 $19,793,274 
33 $32, 496,543 33 $73,450,347 33 $19,793,274 
34 $32,496,543 34 $73,450,347 34 $19,793,274 

I 
35 $32,496,543 35 $73,450,34 7 35 $19,793,274 
36 $32,496,543 36 $73,450,347 36 $19,793,274 
37 $32,496,543 37 $73,450,347 37 $19,793,274 
38 $32,496,543 38 $73,450,347 38 $19,793,274 
39 $32,496,543 39 $73,450,347 39 $19,793,274 

I 40 $32,496,543 40 $73,450,347 40 $19,793,274 
41 $32,496,543 41 $73,450,347 41 $19,793,274 
42 $32,496,543 42 $73,450,347 42 $19,793,274 
43 $32,496,543 43 $73,450,34 7 43 $19,793,274 

I 44 $32,496,543 44 $73,450,34 7 44 $19,793,274 
45 $32,496,543 45 $73,450,347 45 $19,793,274 
46 $32,496,543 46 $73,450,347 46 $19,793,274 
47 $32, 496,543 47 $73,450,347 47 $19,793,274 
48 $32, 496,543 48 $73,450,347 48 $19,793,274 
49 $32,496,543 49 $73,450,347 49 $19,793,274 
50 $32,496,543 50 $73,450,347 50 $19,793,274 
51 $32,496,543 51 $73,450,34 7 51 $19,793,274 
52 $32,496,543 52 $73,450,347 52 $19,793,274 
53 $32,496,543 53 $73,450,347 53 $19,793,274 
54 $32,496,543 54 $73,450,347 54 $19,793,274 

I 
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TABLE E: TPIRR INTEREST PAYMENTS FOR ASSETS PURCHASED WITH DEBT CAPTIAL 

INTEREST SCHEDULE FOR INTEREST SCHEDULE FOR INTERESTSCI-IEDULEFOR 

THE TPIRR 2008 ROAD PROPERTY TI-IE TPIRR 2009 ROAD PROPERTY THE TPIRR 2010 ROAD PROPERTY 
INVESTMENT FOR THE INVESTMENT FOR THE INVESTMENT FOR THE 

302010 START-UP 302010 START-UP 302010 START-UP 

I. Total Investment $9,087,766,029 II I. Total Investment $16,377,494,136 I/ I. Total Investment $5,798,416,046 II 
2. JDC $320,679,598 2/ 2. JDC $1 ,647,546,297 2/ 2. JDC $1,673,063,521 2/ 
3. Principal $2,026,579,188 3/ 3. Principal $5,245,286,766 3/ 3. Principal $1 ,746,831 ,923 3/ 
4. Interest 6.57% 41 4. Interest 5.72% 41 4. Interest 4.61% 41 
5. Tenn (Quarters) 80 51 5. Tenn (Quarters) 80 51 5. Tenn (Quarters) 80 51 
6. Quarterly Coupon $32,496,543 61 6. Quarterly Coupon $73,450,347 61 6. Quarterly Coupon $19,793,274 61 

Ouarter Interest 7/ Quarter Interest 71 Ouarter Interest 7/ 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

55 $32,496,543 55 $73,450,347 55 $19,793,274 
56 $32,496,543 56 $73,450,347 56 $19,793,274 
57 $32,496,543 57 $73,450,34 7 57 $19,793,274 
58 $32,496,543 58 $73,450,347 58 $19,793,274 
59 $32,496,543 59 $73,450,347 59 $19,793,274 I 60 $32,496,543 60 $73,450,347 60 $19,793,274 
61 $32,496,543 61 $73,450,347 61 $19,793,274 
62 $32,496,543 62 $73,450,347 62 $19,793,274 
63 $32,496,543 63 $73,450,347 63 $19,793,274 I 64 $32,496,543 64 $73,450,34 7 64 $19,793,274 
65 $32,496,543 65 $73,450,34 7 65 $19,793,274 
66 $32,496,543 66 $73,450,347 66 $19,793,274 
67 $32,496,543 67 $73,450,347 67 $19,793,274 
68 $32,496,543 68 $73,450,347 68 $19,793,274 
69 $32,496,543 69 $73,450,347 69 $19,793,274 
70 $32,496,543 70 $73,450,347 70 $19,793,274 
71 $32,496,543 71 $73,450,347 71 $19,793,274 
72 $32,496,543 72 $73,450,347 72 $19,793,274 
73 $32,496,543 73 $73,450,347 73 $19,793,274 
74 $32,496,543 74 $73,450,34 7 74 $19,793,274 
75 $32,496,543 75 $73,450,347 75 $19,793,274 
76 $32,496,543 76 $73,450,347 76 $19,793,274 

I 77 $32,496,543 77 $73,450,347 77 $19,793,274 
78 $32,496,543 78 $73,450,347 78 $19,793,274 
79 $32,496,543 79 $73,450,347 79 $19,793,274 
80 $32,496,543 80 $73,450,347 80 $19,793,274 

II From Table D, Column (7) for the applicable year investment. 
2/ From Table D, Column (8) for the applicable year investment. 
31 (Total Investment+ JDC) x (Proportion of Debt from Table A, Column (9)). 
41 From Table A, Column (6) for the applicable year investment. 
51 Based on Ex Parte No. 657 20-year payment period x 4. 
61 Quarterly coupon payments on Line 3 principal and Line 4 interest rates. 
71 Line 6 coupon payment. 

I 
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TABLE F: TPIRR PRESENT VALUE OF REPLACEMENT COST 

Replacement 
Service Replacement Cost Adjusted 
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P resent Value 
Of Replacement 
Cost Adj usted 

To Reflect 
Property Property Life In Year Asset To Reflect An An Infinite Life 
Account Component Years 1/ Investment 2/ Salvai:;e 3/ Net Cos! 4/ Infinite Life 5/ (2010 Dollars) 6/ 

(1) 

3 
5 
6 
8 
9 
11 
12 
13 
23 
17 
19 
20 
26 
27 
39 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Grading 69 $30,696,627,662 $0 $26,225,244,795 $26,452,911 ,447 $20,529,714 
Tunnels 76 17,022,232,728 0 14,542,712,156 14,621 ,494,5 83 5,605,371 

Bridges & Culverts 61 28,260,161 ,294 0 23,911,886,692 0 43 ,188,877 
Ties 20 3,438,095,856 0 2,743,678,274 3,626,465,425 431 ,895,579 

Rails and OTM 34 17,773,015,595 1,158,021 ,780 13,235,797,824 14,601 ,509,891 411,809,419 
Ballast 36 8,231 ,613,893 0 6,569,014,111 7,157,589,584 166,280,911 
Labor 32 4,675,914,020 0 3,731 ,485,172 4,177,224,331 143,673,082 

Fences and Roadway Signs 47 85,357,850 0 72,224,190 75,176,857 573,966 
Coal Wharves 18 56,710,856 0 51 ,974,895 73,602,567 11 ,638,385 

Roadway Buildings 37 2,376,068, 786 0 2,010,472,870 2,185,306,527 48,711 ,640 
Fuel Stations 29 136,619,468 0 115,598,393 133,600,014 6,529,308 

Shops and Enginehouses 34 520,992,600 0 440,829,615 486,315,828 13,715 ,666 
Communications Systems 13 786,228,724 0 627,428,309 1,059, 740,363 274,644,859 
Signals and Interlockers 29 4,328,382,285 148,211,118 3,331,574,328 3,846,895,004 186,3 58,416 

Public Improvements 44 1.589.977.890 Q 1.345.3_3_4,542 1.413.1 00,077 14.573 .074 

Total $119,977,999,507 $1,306,232,898 $98,955,256,166 $79,910,932,498 $1 ,779,728,267 

1/ From Table C, Column (3). 
21 (Table C, Column (10) after allocation of Engineering) x (Table B, 1.0 + Annual Inflation Index)"(Colum1! (3)). 
31 [(Column (4) x Salvage %) - (Table C, Column (10) after allocation of Engineering x Salvage %)] x (1 - Current Federal Tax Rate) + 

(Table C, Column (10) after allocation ofEngineering x Salvage%). 
4/ Column ( 4) - (Present Value of the remaining tax deductions for depreciation, interest expense and the Present Value of any salvage). 
51 Column (6) + [(Column (6) I ((1 +Real Cost ofCapital)" Column (3) -1)]. 
61 Column (7) I ((1 +Average Nominal Cost of Capital from Table A Column (2))"Column (3)). 

Cl) 



TABLE G PART 1: TAX DEPRECIATION SCHEDULES 

Depreciation of Start-up investment for tax purposes using 
accounting lives from Modified Accelerated Cost Recovery System (MACRS) 

Road Road 
Property Property 
Account Component 

(1) (2) 

1 Engineering 
2 Land 
3 Grading 
5 Tunnels 
6 Bridges & Culverts 
8 Ties 
9 RailsandOTM 
II Ballast 
12 Labor 
13 Fences and Roadway Signs 
23 Coal Wharves 
17 Roadway Buildings 
19 Fuel Stations 
20 Shops and Enginehouses 
26 Communications Systems 
27 Signals and Interlockers 
39 Public Improvements 

Total 

II Applicable Depreciation Method: 200 or 150 percent 
Declining Balance Switching to Straight Line 
Applicable Recovery Periods: 7, 20 and 50 al years 

Asset 
Lives 

PerMACRS2/ 
(3) 

5 
NIA 
50 
50 
20 
7 
7 
7 
7 

20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
7 
7 

20 

I / 

Total 
3Q2010 

Investment 
(4) 

$2, 188, 108,571 
$5,062, 128,490 
$3,839,141 ,731 
$ 1,764,826,703 
$4,406,989,257 
$1 ,526,5 15,535 
$5,125,178,136 
$2,239,745,943 
$1 ,633,566,862 

$19,608,360 
$29,167,517 

$725,781,033 
$51 ,419,798 

$169,415,002 
$461 ,154,513 

$1 ,625,275,382 
$395 653 378 

$31,263,676,211 

Applicable Convention: Mid-quarter(property placed in service in third quarter) 

The Depreciation Rates are as follows for the corresponding 
Recovery Period and Recovery year: 

Year 5-Year 7-Year 20-Year SO-Year a/ 
I 20.00% 10.71% 2.81 % 2.00% 
2 20.00% 25.5 1% 7.29°/o 2.00% 
3 20.00% 18.22% 6.74% 2.00% 
4 20.00% 13.02% 6.24% 2.00% 
5 20.00% 9.30% 5.77% 2.00% 
6 8.85% 5.34% 2.00% 
7 8.86% 4.94% 2.00% 
8 5.53% 4.57% 2.00% 
9 4.46% 2.00% 
10 4.46% 2.00% 
II 4.46% 2.00% 
12 4.46% 2.00% 
13 4.46% 2.00% 
14 4.46% 2.00% 
15 4.46% 2.00% 
16 4.46% 2.00% 
17 4.46% 2.00% 
18 4.46% 2.00% 
19 4.46% 2.00% 19-50 
20 4.46% 
21 2.79°/o 

al 50 year property uses the Straight Line Method for all time periods 
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Depreciable 
Base 
(5) 

$2, 188, I 08,571 
$0 

$3,839,141,731 
$1 ,764,826,703 
$4,406,989,257 
$1 ,526,515,535 
$5,125,178,136 
$2,239,745,943 
$1 ,633,566,862 

$19,608,360 
$29,167,517 

$725,781,033 
$51,419,798 

$169,415,002 
$461 ,154,513 

$1,625,275,382 
$395 653 378 

$26,201,547,722 

21 Bonus Depreciation Per the Economic Stimulus Act of 2008, the American Recovery & Reinvestment Act, and 
The Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization and Job Creation Act of2010 for the following 
depreciable assets: 

MARCS Bonus Bonus 

Lives Depreciation - 50% Depreciation - 100% 

7 $6,305,718,186 $0 

20 $2,899,017,173 $0 

I 
i 

I 

I 

I 
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TABLE G PART 2: TAX DEPRECIATION SCHEDULES 

Road Property 
Amortization - 5 Years Dell reciation - MACRS 7 Years Dellreciation - MACRS 20 Years Dellreciation - MACRS 50 Years Total 

Unamortized Annual Undepreciated Annual Undepreciated Annual Unamortized Annual Annual 

Xw: I11:i:1:~1m1:01 ll B.a.1UL .1.W!![1, 'J.l Iovi:~1mi:o1 :ll B.a.1UL ~W!!llD1 ~l la:i:1:Hw1:01 ~l B.a.1UL AW!!ll ll1Zl lorn1m1:01 Bl B.a.1UL Aw11111112l I!1:11mi111i!ID ml 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

$2,188,108,571 20.00% $437,621,714 $6,305,718,186 10.71% $675,342,418 $2,899,017,173 2.81% $81,549,353 $5,603,968,434 2% $112,079,369 $10,511,328,212 
2 $1,750,486,857 20.00% $437,621 ,714 $5,630,375,768 25 .51% $1 ,608,588, 709 $2,817,467,820 7.29% $211 ,309,362 $5,491 ,889,065 2% $112,079,369 $2,369,599,154 
3 $1 ,312,865,143 20.00% $437,621 ,714 $4,021 ,787,059 18.22% $1,148,901 ,853 $2,606,158,458 6.74% $195,451 ,738 $5,379,809,696 2% $112,079,369 $1 ,894,054,674 
4 $875,243,428 20.00% $437,621 ,714 $2,872,885,205 13.02% $821 ,004,508 $2,410,706,720 6.24% $180,811 ,701 $5 ,267,730,328 2% $112,079,369 $1 ,551,517,292 
5 $437,621 ,714 20.00% $437,621 ,714 $2,051 ,880,698 9.30% $586,431 ,791 $2,229,895,019 5.77% $167,244,301 $5 ,155,650,959 2% $112,079,369 $1,303,377,175 
6 $1 ,465,448,906 8.85% $558,056,059 $2,062,650,718 5.34% $154,691 ,556 $5,043,571 ,590 2% $112,079,369 $824,826,984 
7 $907,392,847 8.86% $558,686,631 $1 ,907,959,162 4.94% $143,095,488 $4,931 ,492,222 2% $112,079,369 $8 13,861 ,488 
8 $348,706,216 5.53% $348,706,216 $1,764,863,674 4.57% $132,369,124 $4,819,412,853 2% $112,079,369 $593,154,708 
9 $1,632,494,550 4.46% $129,296,166 $4,707,333,484 2% $112,079,369 $241 ,375,535 
10 100% $1,503,198,384 4.46% $129,296,166 $4,595,254, 116 2% $112,079,369 $241,375 ,535 
11 $1 ,373,902,219 4.46% $129,296,166 $4,483,174,747 2% $112,079,369 $241 ,375 ,535 
12 $1 ,244,606,053 4.46% $129,296,166 $4,371 ,095,378 2% $112,079,369 $241,375,535 
13 $1,115,309,887 4.46% $129,325,156 $4,259,016,010 2% $112,079,369 $241 ,404,525 
14 $985,984, 731 4.46% $129,296,166 $4,146,936,641 2% $112,079,369 $24 1,375,535 
15 $856,688,565 4.46% $129,325,156 $4,034,857 ,272 2% $112,079,369 $24 1,404,525 
16 $727,363,409 4.46% $129,296,166 $3 ,922, 777 ,904 2% $112,079,369 $24 1,375,535 
17 $598,067,243 4.46% $129,325,156 $3 ,810,698,535 2% $112,079,369 $241 ,404,525 
18 $468,742,087 4.46% $129,296,166 $3,698,619,166 2% $112,079,369 $241,375,535 
19 $339,445,921 4.46% $129,325,156 $3,586,539,798 2% $112,079,369 $241,404,525 
20 $210,120,765 4.46% $129,296,166 $3,4 74,460,429 2% $112,079,369 $241,375,535 
21 $80,824,599 2.79% $80,824,599 $3,362,381 ,060 2% $112,079,369 $192,903,967 
22 $3,250,301 ,692 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
23 100% $3,138,222,323 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
24 $3,026,142,954 2% $112,079,369 $1 12,079,369 
25 $2,914,063,586 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
26 $2,801 ,984,217 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
27 $2,689,904,848 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
28 $2,577,825,480 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
29 $2,465,746,111 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
30 $2,353,666, 742 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
31 $2,241 ,587,374 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
32 $2,129,508,005 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
33 $2,017,428,636 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
34 $1 ,905,349,267 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
35 $1 ,793,269,899 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
36 $1 ,681 ,190,530 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
37 $1 ,569,111 ,161 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
38 $1,457,031,793 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
39 $1 ,344,952,424 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
40 $1 ,232,873,055 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
41 $1,120,793,687 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
42 $1 ,008,714,318 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
43 $896,634,949 2% $1 12,079,369 $112,079,369 
44 $784,555,581 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 



TABLE G PART 2: TAX DEPRECIATION SCHEDULES 

Amortization - 5 Years 
Road Property 

Depreciation - MACRS 7 Years Depreciation - MACRS 20 Years 

~ 
(1) 

45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

Unamortized 
lnyestment II 

(2) 
~ 

(3) 

Annual 
Amort. 3/ 

(4) 

Undepreciated 
Inyestment 4/ 

(5) 
~ 

(6) 

Annual 
Amount5/ 

(7) 

Undepreciated 
lnyestment 6/ 

(8) 

II From Table G Part I, Column (5), Road Property Accounts I minus Table G Part I , 5-Year Bonus Depreciation. 
2/ From Table G, Footnote I/, Page 8. 
31 Column (2), Year I x Column (3) . 

B.a.tLJL 
(9) 

Annual 
Amount7/ 

(I 0) 

4/ From Table G Part I, Column (5) , Road Property Accounts 8, 9, 11 , 12, 26 and 27 minus Table G Part I, 7-Year Bonus Depreciation. 
51 Column (5), Year 1 x Column (6). 
61 From Table G Part I , Column (5), Road Property Accounts 6, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20 and 39 minus Table G Part I, 20-Year Bonus Depreciation. 
7/ Column (8), Year 1 x Column (9) . 
8/ From Table G, Page 8, Column (5), Road Property Accounts 3 and 5. 
91 Column (11), Year Ix Column (12). 

10/ Column (4) +Column (7) +Column (JO) + Column (13) plus Page 8, 5, 7 & 20 Year Bonus Depreciation. 

-
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Del!reciation - MACRS 50 Years Total 
Unamortized Ann ual Annual 

Iav~~tm~at Bl R.a.ttll doW!!llD12l ll~umia1i120 lQl 
(11) (12) (13) (14) 

$672,476,212 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
$560,396,843 2% $112,079,369 $1 12,079,369 
$448,317,475 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
$336,238,106 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 
$224,158,737 2% $112,079J 69 $112,079,369 
$112,079,369 2% $112,079,369 $112,079,369 

100% 

., .. .. -
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TABLE H: TPIRR AVERAGE ANNUAL INFLATION IN ASSET PRICES 

Development of average annual inflation factors for all capital assets 

I. 3Q 2010 Land value $5,062,128,490 II 
2. 3Q 2010 Property asset value accounts 3, 5, 6, 13, 17, 26, 27, 39 and 52 $13,488,432,674 II 
3. 3Q 2010 Road Property asset value accounts 8, 9, and 11 $8,891 ,439,614 II 
4. 3Q 2010 Road Property asset value accounts I and 12 $3,821 ,675,433 II 

Inflation Inflation 
In nation Index Index 

Index ForLine3 ForLine4 
In nation For Line 2 Road Road Road 3Q2010 

Index For Property Property Property Land Property Inflation 
Period Quarter Land 21 Assets 31 Assets 41 Assets 51 Value 61 Value 71 Index 81 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

0 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 $5,062,128,490 $26,201 ,547,722 1.000 
3Q2010 1.002 0.998 0.998 0.998 $5,074,285,915 $26, 153, 718,956 0.999 

2 4Q2010 1.008 1.006 1.055 0.999 $5,104,803,073 $26,774,943,917 I 020 
3 1Q2011 1.016 I .Oil 1.031 1.008 $5,144,340,739 $26,663,577,600 1.017 
4 2Q2011 1.037 1.013 1.013 1.013 $5,249,822,930 $26,535,257,884 1.017 
5 3Q2011 1.057 1.027 1.079 1.019 $5,350,685,993 . $27,335,389,573 1.045 
6 4Q 2011 1.088 1.040 1.087 1.033 $5,506,056,499 $27,639,214,416 1.060 
7 IQ2012 I.IOI 1.039 1.086 1.032 $5,574, 766,362 $27,616,145,779 1.062 
8 2Q2012 1.120 1.062 1.129 1.052 $5,667,270,142 $28,380,315,121 1.089 
9 3Q2012 1.127 1.064 1.136 1.053 $5,706,872,310 $28,473,341 ,834 1.093 
JO 4Q2012 1.147 1.060 I.I 16 1.051 $5,808,558,344 $28,237,155,640 1.089 
II JQ2013 1.163 1.063 1.111 1.056 $5,885,732,246 $28,250,303,915 1.092 
12 2Q 2013 1.201 1.050 1.094 1.043 $6,077,367,486 $27,874,731 ,267 1.086 
13 3Q 2013 1.243 1.065 I.I I 7 1.057 $6,292,250,313 $28,334,590,680 1.108 
14 4Q2013 1.279 1.064 1.089 1.060 $6,473,965,875 $28,090,645,278 1.106 
15 1Q2014 1.320 1.078 1.106 1.073 $6,683,901 ,423 $28,477,963,317 1.125 
16 2Q2014 1.331 1.091 1.143 1.083 $6,739,212,248 $29,019,253,010 1.144 
17 3Q2014 1.342 I.IOI 1.144 1.094 $6,795,028,669 $29,202,615,585 1.151 
18 4Q2014 1.353 1.092 1.167 1.079 $6,851,355,929 $29,223,479,543 1.154 
19 1Q2015 1.366 I.IOI 1.174 1.089 $6,912, 783,243 $29,448,027,697 1.163 
20 2Q2015 1.378 1.104 1.182 1.091 $6,974,853,011 $29,571 ,444,263 1.169 
21 3Q2015 1.390 1.120 1.187 1.108 $7,037,573,495 $29,888,777,675 1.181 
22 4Q2015 1.403 1.122 1.191 I.I I I $7,100,953,089 $29,974,676,916 1.186 
23 lQ20l6 1.415 1.143 1.202 l.1 33 $7,165,000,318 $30,429,972,545 1.203 
24 2Q2016 1.428 1.146 1.209 1.135 $7,229,723,846 $30,543,832,304 1.208 
25 3Q20!6 1.441 1.162 1.220 1.152 $7,295, 132,4 73 $30,922,064,324 1.222 
26 4Q2016 1.454 1.164 1.225 1.1 54 $7,361 ,235,139 $31 ,010,815,747 1.227 
27 IQ2017 1.467 1.173 1.234 1.163 $7,428,040,929 $31 ,234,216,849 1.237 
28 2Q2017 1.481 1.182 1.242 1.172 $7,495,559,074 $31 ,459,228,631 1.246 
29 3Q 2017 1.494 1.190 1.251 1.180 $7,563, 798,954 $31 ,685,862,716 1.255 
30 4Q2017 1.508 1.1 99 1.259 1.189 $7,632, 770,099 $31 ,914,130,808 1.265 
31 IQ2018 1.522 1.211 1.268 1.201 $7,702,482,196 $32,196,715,020 1.276 
32 2Q2018 1.536 1.222 1.277 1.214 $7,772,945,085 $32,481 ,866,567 1.288 
33 3Q2018 1.550 1.234 1286 1.226 $7,844,168,772 $32,769,609,281 1.299 
34 4Q2018 1.564 1.247 1.295 1.239 $7,916,163,421 $33,059,967,224 1.311 
35 IQ2019 1.578 1.259 1.306 1.251 $7,988,939,365 $33,371 ,809,421 1.323 
36 2Q2019 1.593 1.271 1.318 1.264 $8,062,507,106 $33,686,598,579 1.335 
37 3Q2019 1.607 1.283 1.329 1.276 $8, 136,877,318 $34,004,362,597 1.348 
38 4Q2019 1.622 1.296 1.341 1.289 $8,212,060,853 $34,325,129,640 1.361 
39 JQ2020 1.637 1.307 1.353 1.300 $8,288,068,739 $34,621 ,611 ,093 1.373 
40 2Q 2020 1.652 1.318 1.365 I .311 $8,364,912, l 88 $34,920,653,389 1.385 

Annual Average 91 3.55% 

II Table C, Page 3, Column (JO). 
21 Previous Column (3) x (1 +Quarterly Inflation Rate Change from Table B). 
31 Previous Column (4) x (I +Quarterly Inflation Rate Change from Table B). 
41 Previous Column (5) x (I +Quarterly Inflation Rate Change from Table B). 
51 Previous Column (6) x (I +Quarterly Inflation Rate Change from Table B). 
61 Line I x Column (3) for applicable quarter. 

I 
71(Line2 x Column (4) for applicable quarter)+ (Line 3 x Column (5) for applicable quarter)+ (Line 4 x Column (6) for applicable quarter). 
81 (Column (7) +Column (8)) +(Period O; (Column (7) +Column (8))). 
91 Annual weighted innation using the last two quarters, used to calculate real cost of capital. 



TABLE I: TPffiR DISCOUNTED ~ASH FLOW 

Discounted Cash Flow 
Present Value of the Cash Flow Discounted at the Cost of Capital in Table A 
Inflation Jn Asset Values From Table H 

I. 3Q 2010 Road Property Investment $31 ,383,078,695 I/ Federal Tax Rate 
2. Interest During Construction (3Q 2010 Invest.) $3,641,289,415 21 
3. Total 3Q 2010 Investment $35,024,368, 110 3/ Route Mile Weighted 
4. Present Value Of Replacement Cost for the TPIRR $1 ,779,728,267 4/ Average State Tax Rate 
5. Total Cost Recovered From Quarterly Revenue Flow $36,921 ,828,851 51 
6. Future MGA Investment $117,732,473 15/ 

Quarterly Levelized C Interest on Actua l Actua l 
Car rying Investment Federa l State 
Charge Financed Tax Tax Tax Cash 

Period Qua rter Reguirement 7/ With Debt 8/ De12reciation 9/ Pa~ments 10/ Pa~ments II/ Flow 12/ 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

1 $833,718,805 $125,740,164 $5,255,664,106 $0 $0 $833, 718,805 
2 4Q 2010 $851 ,118,881 $125,740,164 $5,255,664, 106 $0 $0 $851 ,118,881 

IQ 2011 $849,350,498 $125,740,164 $592,399, 788 $0 $0 $849,350,498 
2Q 2011 $848, 740,680 $125,740,164 $592,399, 788 $0 $0 $848, 740,680 

3Q 2011 $872,799,479 $125,740,164 $592,399, 788 $0 $0 $872,799,479 
6 4Q 2011 $885,061 ,137 $125,740,164 $592,399, 788 $0 $0 $885,061, 137 

7 IQ 2012 $886,475,232 $125,740,164 $473,513 ,669 $0 $0 $886,475,232 
8 2Q 2012 $909,355,576 $125,740,164 $473,513,669 $0 $0 $909,355,576 
9 3Q 2012 $912,897,878 $125,740,164 $473,513 ,669 $0 $0 $9 12,897,878 

10 4Q 2012 $909,305,598 $125,740,164 $473,513,669 $0 $0 $909,305,598 
11 IQ 2013 $911 ,930,596 $125,740,164 $387,879,323 $0 $0 $9 I 1,930,596 

12 2Q 2013 $907,016,782 $125,740,164 $387,879,323 $0 $0 $907,016, 782 

13 3Q 2013 $925,042,252 $125,740,164 $387,879,323 $0 $0 $925,042,252 

14 4Q 2013 $923,379,806 $125,740,164 $387,879,323 $0 $0 $923,379,806 
15 IQ 2014 $939,595,077 $125,740, 164 $325,844,294 $0 $0 $939,595,077 
16 2Q 2014 $955,537,432 $125,740,164 $325,844,294 $0 $0 $955,537,432 
17 3Q 2014 $961 ,928,771 $125,740,164 $325,844,294 $0 $0 $96 I ,928, 771 
18 4Q 2014 $963 ,991,474 $125,740,164 $325,844,294 $0 $0 $963 ,991,474 
19 IQ 2015 $971 ,927,861 $125,740,164 $206,206, 746 $0 $0 $971 ,927,861 
20 2Q 2015 $976,885,928 $125,740,164 $206,206, 746 $0 $0 $976,885,928 
21 3Q 2015 $987,044,804 $125,740,164 $206,206, 746 $0 $0 $987,044,804 

22 4Q 2015 $991 ,035,041 $125,740,164 $206,206, 746 $0 $0 $991 ,035,041 
23 JQ2016 $1 ,005,253,429 $125,740,164 $203,465,372 $0 $0 $1 ,005,253,429 
24 2Q 2016 $1,010,028,574 $125,740,164 $203,465,372 $0 $0 $1,010,028,574 

25 3Q 2016 $1 ,021 ,891 ,098 $125, 740, 164 $203,465,372 $173,161,665 $32,2 15,548 $816,513,886 
26 4Q 2016 $1,026,031, 748 $125,740,164 $203,465,372 $228,979,169 $42,600,014 $754,452,565 
27 IQ 2017 $1,034,160,943 $125,740,164 $148,288,677 $249,781 ,673 $46,470,178 $737,909,092 
28 2Q 2017 $1 ,041 ,985,707 $125, 740, 164 $148,288,677 $252,352,9 I 4 $46,948,540 $742,684,253 

29 3Q 2017 $1 ,049,873, 170 $125,740,164 $148,288,677 $254,944,758 $47,430, 735 $747,497,678 
30 4Q 2017 $1,057,823,901 $125,740,164 $148,288,677 $257,557,392 $47,916,797 $752,349,712 

31 IQ 2018 $1,067,652,446 $125, 740, 164 $60,343 ,884 $289,686,002 $53,894,106 $724,072,338 
32 2Q 2018 $1,077, 168,242 $125, 740, 164 $60,343,884 $292,812,921 $54,475,848 $729,879,473 
33 3Q 2018 $1 ,086,773,733 $125,740,164 $60,343,884 $295,969,314 $55,063 ,074 $735, 741 ,345 
34 4Q 2018 $1,096,469,833 $125,740,164 $60,343,884 $299,155,481 $55,655,838 $741 ,658,513 
35 IQ 2019 $1 , 111,346,203 $125,740,164 $60,343,884 $304,043,901 $56,565,296 $750,737,007 
36 2Q 2019 $1 ,121,781 ,192 $125,740,164 $60,343,884 $307,472,869 $57,203 ,232 $757,105,091 
37 3Q 2019 $1, 132,3 I 7,677 $125,740,164 $60,343 ,884 $310,935,190 $57,847,373 $763,535, I 14 
38 4Q 2019 $1 ,142,956,705 $125,740,164 $60,343,884 $314,431 ,206 $58,497, 783 $770,027,716 

39 IQ 2020 $ i , 152,965,339 $125,740,164 $60,343 ,884 $317,720,073 $59,109,654 $776,135,612 
40 2Q 2020 $1 ,163,065,234 $125,740,164 $60,343 ,884 $321 ,038,928 $59,727,105 $782,299,201 

Future $66,892,158,237 $7,231, 779, 197 $1 ,843,039,422 $18,998,950,056 $3,534,625, 173 $44,358,583,008 

I/ From Table C, Column (10) + Repaving and Rai l Grinding Capital Costs from [MOW Costs - Final.xis]. 
21 From Table D, Column (8). 
3/ Line I + Line 2. 
4/ Table F Column (8). 
51 Line 3 + Line 4. 
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35.0% 

6.11% 61 

Present 
Value Cumu lative 
Cash Present 

Flow 13/ Value 14/ 
(9) (10) 

$822,403,378 $822,403,378 
$816,932,341 $1 ,639,335,719 
$793,368,170 $2,432, 703,889 
$771,642,597 $3,204,346,486 
$772,340,845 $3,976,687,331 
$762,291 ,619 $4, 738,978,950 
$743,407,663 $5,482,386,613 
$742,789,783 $6,225,176,396 
$726,316,891 $6,951,493,287 
$704,669,656 $7,656, 162,943 
$688,282,922 $8,344,445,864 
$666,665, 177 $9,011 ,111 ,041 
$662, 126,941 $9,673,237,982 
$643,646,339 $I 0,316,884,321 
$637,815,259 $I 0,954,699,580 
$631 ,668,352 $11,586,367,932 
$619,257,920 $12,205,625,852 
$604,350, 783 $12,809,976,635 
$593,385,828 $) 3,403,362,463 
$580,810, 198 $13,984, 172,660 
$571 ,497,701 $14,555,670,361 
$558, 796, 752 $15, 114,467, 112 
$551,985,496 $15,666,452,609 
$540,098,542 $16,206,551 ,15 I 
$425, 196,970 $16,631 , 748,121 
$382,600, 706 $17,014,348,827 
$364,421 ,449 $17,378, 770,276 
$357,184,436 $17, 735,954,712 
$350,094,590 $18,086,049,302 
$343,148,854 $18,429,198,156 
$321,611,812 $ 18, 750,809,968 
$315, 710,064 $19,066,520,032 
$309,920,054 $ 19,3 76,440,086 
$304,239,603 $19,680,679,689 
$299,907,154 $19,980,586,842 
$294,538,729 $20,275, 125,57 I 
$289,269,402 $20,564,394,973 
$284,097,284 $20,848,492,258 
$278,859,585 $21, 127,351 ,843 
$273, 720,985 $21,401,072,828 

$15,520, 756,023 $36,921 ,828,851 

61 Alabama, Washington D.C., Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South 
Caroliua, Tennessee, corporate income tax rates weighted on TPIRR route miles. 

7/ Quarterly carrying costs needed to recover the total investment over 40 quarters after consideration of the applicable interest payments, tax depreciation and tax 
liability. The Future value is an estimate of a perpetual income stream for the TPIRR and is calculated by taking the Period 40, Column (3) value and dividing it by 
the TPIRR's estimated quarterly Real Cost of Capital. 

8/ Value from Table E. 
91 Value from Table G - Part 2, Column (14) divided by 4 quarters. 

10/ Table J: Part I. 
11/ Table J: Part 2. 
12/ (Column (3) - Column (6) - Column (7)). 
13/ Column (8) discounted by the fourth root of the annual Cost of Capital adjusted to Midquarter dollars from Table A. 
14/ Ctunulative total of Column (9). 
151 The annual value ofMGA capital expenditures on a cumulative basis between 2010 and 2019. 

I 
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TABLE J-PART 1: COMPUTATION OF FEDERAL TAX LIABILITY- TAXABLE INCOME 
(Road Property) 

Taxa ble Net NO L's 
Income Operating Generated Annual Annual 

Time B/4 NOL's Losses Plus Carryforward Carryforward Carry back Carry back Carry back Taxable Tax 

fi!i2.!I. IRR 11 Q£n£r!!1£!1 2£ !:arrl:f!!nxard ~l !Jtiliz£d 4/ R£m!!inini:; 5£ Availa !2le §/ l!tiljzeg 7/ R£mainini:; ~/ ID£!!ffi£ 2£ Lia!2ilicy 10£ 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) ( 11 ) 

2008 ($39,491,043) ($39,491 ,043) ($39,491 ,043) $0 ($39,49 1,043) ($39,49 1,043) $0 ($39,491 ,043) $0 $0 

2009 ($268, 192,612) ($268,192,612) ($307,683,655) $0 ($307,683,655) ($307,683,655) $0 ($307,683,655) $0 $0 
1Q-2Q2010 ($168,062,161) ($168,062,161) ($475,745,816) $0 ($475,745,816) ($475,745,816) $0 ($475, 745,816) $0 $0 

3Q2010 ($4,547,685,465) ($4,547,685,465) ($5,023,431 ,28 1) $0 ($5,023,431 ,28 1) ($5,023,43 1,281) $0 ($5,023,43 1,28 1) $0 $0 

4Q2010 ($4,530,285,389) ($4,530,285,389) ($9,553,716,671) $0 ($9,553,716,671) ($9,553,716,671) $0 ($9,553,716,671) $0 $0 
1Q2011 $131 ,2 10,546 $0 ($9,553,716,671) $131,210,546 ($9,422,506,125) ($9,422,506,125) $0 ($9,422,506, 125) $0 $0 
2Q 2011 $130,600,727 $0 ($9,422,506,125) $130,600,727 ($9,29 1,905,398) ($9,291,905,398) $0 ($9 ,291,905,3 98) $0 $0 
3Q 2011 $154,659,527 $0 ($9 ,291,905,3 98) $154,659,527 ($9,137,245,871) ($9,137,245,871) $0 ($9,137,245,871) $0 $0 
4Q2011 $166,92 1,184 $0 ($9,137,245,87 1) $166,921 ,184 ($8,970,324,687) ($8,970,324,687) $0 ($8,970,324,687) $0 $0 
1Q2012 $287,22 1,399 $0 ($8,970,324,687) $287,221 ,399 ($8,683, I 03,288) ($8,683, I 03,288) $0 ($8,683, 103,288) $0 $0 
2Q 2012 $310,10 1,744 $0 ($8,683 , 103,288) $310,101 ,744 ($8,373,00 1,544) ($8,373,001 ,544) $0 ($8,373,00 1,544) $0 $0 

3Q 2012 $313 ,644,045 $0 ($8,373 ,00 1,544) $313,644,045 ($8,059,357,499) ($8,059,357,499) $0 ($8,059,357,499) $0 $0 
4Q 2012 $310,05 1,765 $0 ($8,059,357,499) $310,051 ,765 ($7,749,305,734) ($7,749,305,734) $0 ($7,749,305,734) $0 $0 
1Q2013 $398,311 ,109 $0 ($7,749,305,734) $398,311 ,109 ($7,350,994,625) ($7,350,994,625) $0 ($7,350,994,625) $0 $0 
2Q 2013 $393,397,294 $0 ($7,350,994,625) $393,397,294 ($6,957,597,330) ($6,957,597,330) $0 ($6,957,597,330) $0 $0 
3Q 2013 $411 ,422,764 $0 ($6,957,597,330) $411 ,422,764 ($6,546, 174,566) ($6,546, 174,566) $0 ($6,546, 174,566) $0 $0 
4Q 2013 $409,760,319 $0 ($6,546, 174,566) $409,760,319 ($6, 136,414,247) ($6, 136,414,247) $0 ($6, 136,414,247) $0 $0 
1Q2014 $488,010,619 $0 ($6,136,414,247) $488,010,619 ($5,648,403,628) ($5,648,403,628) $0 ($5,648,403,628) $0 $0 
2Q2014 $503,952,974 $0 ($5,648,403,628) $503,952,974 ($5, 144,450,654) ($5, 144,450,654) $0 ($5, 144,450,654) $0 $0 
3Q2014 $510,344,313 $0 ($5, 144,450,654) $510,344,313 ($4,634, I 06,34 1) ($4,634, I 06,34 1) $0 ($4,634, 106,341) $0 $0 
4Q2014 $512,407,016 $0 ($4,634, 106,341) $512,407,016 ($4, 12 1,699,325) ($4, 121 ,699,325) $0 ($4, 121 ,699,325) $0 $0 

1Q2015 $639,980,951 $0 ($4,121 ,699,325) $639,980,951 ($3 ,48 1,718,374) ($3,481 ,718,374) $0 ($3,481 ,718,374) $0 $0 
2Q2015 $644,939,018 $0 ($3,48 1,7 18,374) $644,939,018 ($2,836, 779,356) ($2,836, 779,356) $0 ($2,836,779,356) $0 $0 
3Q 2015 $655 ,097 ,894 $0 ($2,836,779,356) $655,097,894 ($2, 18 1,681 ,462) ($2, 181 ,681 ,462) $0 ($2, 181 ,681 ,462) $0 $0 
4Q 2015 $659,088, 131 $0 ($2, 181 ,68 1,462) $659,088, 131 ($1 ,522,593,33 1) ($ 1,522,593,331) $0 ($1 ,522,593,33 1) $0 $0 
IQ2016 $676,047 ,893 $0 ($1 ,522,593,33 1) $676,04 7,893 ($846,545,438) ($846,545,438) $0 ($846,545,438) $0 $0 

2Q 2016 $680,823,038 $0 ($846,545,438) $680,823,038 ($ 165,722,400) ($ 165,722,400) $0 ($ 165, 722,400) $0 $0 
3Q 2016 $660,470,015 $0 ($ 165,722,400) $165,722,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $494,747,614 $173,161,665 

4Q 2016 $654,226, 198 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $654,226, 198 $228,979,169 
1Q2017 $7 13,66 1,924 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $713,661,924 $249,781 ,673 
2Q201 7 $721 ,008,326 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $721 ,008,326 $252,352,914 
3Q2017 $728,4 13,594 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $728,413,594 $254,944,758 

4Q2017 $735,878,263 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $735,878,263 $257,557,392 
1Q2018 $827,674,292 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $827,674,292 $289,686,002 
2Q2018 $836,608,346 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $836,608,346 $292,812,921 
3Q 2018 $845,626,6 11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $845,626,611 $295,969,314 
4Q2018 $854,729,947 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $854,729,947 $299, 155,481 
1Q2019 $868,696,860 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $868,696,860 $304,043,901 

2Q 2019 $878,493 ,913 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $878,493,913 $307,472,869 
3Q2019 $888,386,256 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $888,386,256 $3 10,935, 190 
4Q2019 $898,374,874 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $898,374,874 $3 14,431 ,206 



Time 
Period 

(I) 

1Q2020 
2Q2020 

Future 

TABLE J - PART 1: COMPUTATION OF FEDERAL TAX LIABILITY - TAXABLE INCOME 
(Road Property) 

Taxable Net NO L's 
Income Operating Generated 

Bl4 NOL's Losses Plus Carryforward Carryforward Carry back Carryback Carry back 

!filLlL !:i£nera!£d 21 !:;arr;i:forwar!! JI !.!!ilized 41 Remainini: SI Available ~I Utiliz£!! 71 Remainini: Bl 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

$907,771 ,637 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$917,254,081 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$54,282,714,445 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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Annual Annual 
Taxable Tax 

Inc2m£ 21 Lial!ilib: lQl 
(10) (11) 

$907,771 ,637 $317,720,073 
$917,254,081 $321 ,038,928 

$54,282,714,445 $18,998,950,056 

l/ Table I Column (3) - Table E Columns (2),(4) & (6) -Table G, Column (14) / 4- Table J - Part 2, Column (11) . Values for 2008 from Table D, Sum of Column (10). 
2/ Column (2) if less than zero, otherwise zero. 
31 Cumulative total of Column (2). 
4/ lfColumn (2) is greater than zero, and (Column (2) +Column (4) is less than zero, then Column (2), otherwise Column (4). 
51 Column (4) +Column (5) +Column (8). 
61 Previous period Column (9) +current period Column (3) - current period Column (5). 
7/ If previous Column (10) is greater than zero, and previous Column (10) is less than current Column (7), then previous Column (10), otherwise zero. 
8/ Column (7) +Column (8). 
91 If Column (2) is greater than zero, then Column (2) - Column (5) - Column (8), otherwise zero. 

10/ Column (10) times applicable Federal Statutory Tax Rate. 
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TABLE J - PART 2: COMPUTATION OF STATE TAX LIABILITY -TAXABLE INCOME 
(Road Property) 

Taxable Net NOL's 
Income Operating Generated Annual Annual 

Time B/4 NOL's Losses Plus Carryforward Carryforward Carry back Ca rry back Carry back Taxable Tax 

f.t!:i.2.1! IRR II ~~nerated 2/ !::arrl:f2rward ~/ ! l tilized 4/ Remainini: ~/ Availa!ll~ !il !Jtilized 7/ R~mai nini: ~/ ln£2m~ 2l Lia!lilitl: lQl 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) ( 11 ) 

2008 ($39,491 ,043) ($39,491 ,043) ($39,491 ,043) $0 ($39,491 ,043) ($39,491 ,043) $0 ($39,49 1,043) $0 $0 
2009 ($268, 192,612) ($268,192,612) ($307,683,655) $0 ($307,683,655) ($307,683,655) $0 ($307,683,655) $0 $0 

IQ-2Q 2010 ($168,062,161) ($168,062, 161) ($475,745,816) $0 ($475,745,816) ($475,745,816) $0 ($475,745,816) $0 $0 
3Q2010 ($4,547,685,465) ($4,547,685,465) ($5,023,43 1,281) $0 ($5,023,431 ,281) ($5,023,43 1,281) $0 ($5,023,431,281) $0 $0 
4Q2010 ($4,530,285,389) ($4,530,285,389) ($9,553, 716,671) $0 ($9,553,716,671) ($9,553,716,671) $0 ($9,553,716,671) $0 $0 
IQ2011 $131,210,546 $0 ($9,553,716,671) $131,210,546 ($9,422,506, 125) ($9,422,506, 125) $0 ($9,422,506,125) $0 $0 
2Q20 11 $130,600,727 $0 ($9,422,506,125) $130,600,727 ($9,291 ,905,398) ($9,291 ,905,398) $0 ($9,291,905,398) $0 $0 
3Q2011 $154,659,527 $0 ($9,291,905,398) $154,659,527 ($9,137,245,871) ($9,137,245,871) $0 ($9,137,245,871) $0 $0 
4Q2011 $166,921 ,184 $0 ($9,137,245,871) $166,92 1,184 ($8,970,324,687) ($8,970,324,687) $0 ($8,970,324,687) $0 $0 
IQ2012 $287,221 ,399 $0 ($8,970,324,687) $287 ,221 ,399 ($8,683, I 03,288) ($8,683, I 03,288) $0 ($8,683, I 03,288) $0 $0 
2Q2012 $310,101 ,744 $0 ($8,683 , 103,288) $310,101 ,744 ($8,373,00 1,544) ($8,373,001 ,544) $0 ($8,373,001 ,544) $0 $0 
3Q20 12 $313,644,045 $0 ($8,373,00 1,544) $313,644,045 ($8,059,357,499) ($8,059,357,499) $0 ($8,059,357,499) $0 $0 
4Q2012 $310,05 1,765 $0 ($8,059,357,499) $310,051 ,765 ($7,749,305,734) ($7,749,305,734) $0 ($7,749,305,734) $0 $0 
IQ2013 $398,31 1,109 $0 ($7,749,305,734) $398,311 ,109 ($7,350,994,625) ($7,350,994,625) $0 ($7,350,994,625) $0 $0 
2Q2013 $393 ,397,294 $0 ($7,350,994,625) $393,397,294 ($6,957,597,330) ($6,957,597,330) $0 ($6,957,597,3 30) $0 $0 
3Q2013 $411,422,764 $0 ($6,957,597,330) $411 ,422,764 ($6,546, 174,566) ($6,546, 174,566) $0 ($6,546, 174,566) $0 $0 
4Q 2013 $409,760,319 $0 ($6,546, 174,566) $409,760,319 ($6,136,414,247) ($6,136,414,247) $0 ($6,136,414,247) $0 $0 
1Q2014 $488,010,619 $0 ($6,136,414,247) $488,010,619 ($5,648,403,628) ($5,648,403,628) $0 ($5,648,403,628) $0 $0 
2Q 2014 $503,952,974 $0 ($5,648,403,628) $503,952,974 ($5,144,450,654) ($5,144,450,654) $0 ($5, 144,450,654) $0 $0 
3Q 2014 $510,344,3 13 $0 ($5, 144,450,654) $5 10,344,313 ($4,634, I 06,34 1) ($4,634, I 06,341) $0 ($4,634, 106,341) $0 $0 
4Q 2014 $512,407,016 $0 ($4,634, I 06,341) $5 12,407,016 ($4,12 1,699,325) ($4,121 ,699,325) $0 ($4,121,699,325) $0 $0 
IQ2015 $639,980,95 1 $0 ($4, 121 ,699,325) $639,980,951 ($3,481,7 18,374) ($3,481 ,718,374) $0 ($3,481 ,718,374) $0 $0 
2Q 2015 $644,939,0 18 $0 ($3,481 ,718,374) $644,939,018 ($2,836,779,356) ($2,836,779,356) $0 ($2,836,779,356) $0 $0 
3Q2015 $655,097,894 $0 ($2,836,779,356) $655,097,894 ($2, 181,681 ,462) ($2, 181,681,462) $0 ($2, 181,68 1,462) $0 $0 
4Q2015 $659,088,131 $0 ($2, 181 ,681 ,462) $659,088,131 ($1,522,593,331) ($1 ,522,593,331) $0 ($1,522,593,331) $0 $0 
IQ2016 $676,047,893 $0 ($1,522,593,331) $676,047,893 ($846,545,438) ($846,545,438) $0 ($846,545,438) $0 $0 
2Q2016 $680,823,038 $0 ($846,545,438) $680,823,038 ($165, 722,400) ($165,722,400) $0 ($165, 722,400) $0 $0 
3Q2016 $692,685,562 $0 ($165, 722,400) $165,722,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $526,963, 162 $32,215,548 
4Q2016 $696,826,212 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $696,826,212 $42,600,014 
IQ2017 $760, 132, I 02 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $760,132,102 $46,470,178 
2Q2017 $767,956,866 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $767,956,866 $46,948,540 
3Q2017 $775,844,329 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $775,844,329 $47,430,735 
4Q2017 $783 ,795,060 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $783,795,060 $47,916,797 
IQ2018 $88 1,568,398 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $88 1,568,398 $53,894, I 06 
2Q2018 $891 ,084,194 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $891,084, 194 $54,475,848 
3Q 2018 $900,689,685 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $900,689,685 $55,063,074 
4Q2018 $910,385,785 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9 10,385,785 $55,655,838 
IQ2019 $925,262, 155 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $925,262, 155 $56,565,296 
2Q 2019 $935,697, 144 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $935,697,144 $57,203,232 
3Q 2019 $946,233,629 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $946,233,629 $57,847,373 
4Q2019 $956,872,657 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $956,872,657 $58,497,783 



Time 

.Et!:i.2.11. 
(!) 

IQ 2020 
2Q 2020 

Future 

TABLE J - PART 2: COMPUTATION OF STATE TAX LIABILITY -TAXABLE INCOME 
(Road Property) 

Taxable Net NO L's 
Income Operating Generated 

Bl4 NOL's Losses Plus Carryforward Carryforward Carry back Carry back Carryback 

!!IB..lL !:z£!Wi!1£Q 21 !:;arr:i:forward 31 lJtiliz£d 41 R£mainini: ~I Av!!ilable §I lJ1i liZ£Q 71 R£mainini: ~/ 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

$966,881 ,291 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$976,981, 186 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$57,817,339,618 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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Annual Annua l 
Taxable Tax 

Inq1m£ 21 Lia!2ili1l: lQI 
( IO) (I I) 

$966,881 ,291 $59, 109,654 
$976,98 1, 186 $59,727,105 

$57,817,339,6 18 $3 ,534,625, 173 

I I Table I Column (3) - Table E Columns (2),(4) & (6) - Table G, Column (14) + 4 - Table J - Part 2, Column (11). Values for 2008 from Table D, Sum of Column (JO). 
21 Column (2) if less than zero, otherwise zero. 
31 Cumulative total of Column (2). 
41 If Column (2) is greater than zero, and (Column (2) +Column (4) is less than zero, then Column (2), otherwise Column (4). 
51 Column (4) +Column (5) +Column (8). 
61 Previous period Column (9) +current period Column (3) - current period Column (5). 
71 If previous Column (IO) is greater than zero, and previous Column (IO) is less than current Column (7), then previous Column (IO), otherwise zero. 
81 Column (7) + Column (8). 
91 If Column (2) is greater than zero, then Column (2) - Column (5) - Column (8), otherwise zero. 

IOI Column (10) times applicable route mile weighted State Statutory Tax Rates. 
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!Al!LE K -£aB.I l i I£IBB. Q£EBAIW~ E~fEi'::!SES 

11.tw. lliQ l!!ll llil 2JUl llii lli.l ~ 4lUl ~ lli2. ill.!). 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

1. Train & Engine Personnel $401,793,483 $4 16,218,872 $420,175,533 $432,462,830 $446,627 ,883 $467,161,783 $490,046,5 11 $500, 133,082 $5 19,455,599 $540, 138,175 $562,654,989 

2. Locomotive Lease Expense $ 100,779,681 $104,397,923 $ 105,390,351 $ 108,472,307 $ 112,025,25 1 $1 17, 175,658 $122,915,7 10 $ 125,445,670 $ 130,292,232 $135,479,930 $ 14 1,127,701 

3. Locomotive Maintenance Expense $140,450,26 1 $ 145,492,776 $ 146,875,860 $ 151,170,987 $156, 122,500 $ 163,300,296 $171,299,843 $174,825,688 $ 181 ,580,035 $188,809,802 $ 196,680,742 

4. Locomotive Operating Expense $878,685,474 $910,232,475 $9 18,885,330 $945,756,522 $976,734, 192 $1,02 1,639,946 $ 1,071 ,686,747 $1 ,093,745, 151 $ 1,136,001 ,722 $1,18 1,232,619 $1,230,474,823 

5. Railcar Lease Expense $229,065,870 $237,289,906 $239,545,632 $246,550,725 $254,626,34 1 $266,332,891 $279,379,669 $285, 130,108 $296, 146,039 $307,937,351 $320, 774,377 

6. Material & Supply Operating $5,073,452 $5,073,452 $5,073,452 $5,073,452 $5 ,073,452 $5,073 ,452 $5,073,452 $5,073,452 $5,073,452 $5,073,452 $5,073,452 

7. Ad Valorem Tax $41 ,625,8 13 $4 1,625,813 $4 1,625 ,81 3 $4 1,625,813 $41,625,813 $41,625,813 $41,625,8 13 $41 ,625,8 13 $4 1,625,8 13 $41,625,813 $4 1,625,8 13 

8. Operating Managers $97,663,783 $97,663, 783 $97,663 ,783 $97,663 ,783 $97,663,783 $97,663,783 $97,663 ,783 $97,663 ,783 $97,663,783 $97,663,783 $97,663, 783 

9. General & Administration $99,580, 149 $102,037,668 $ 102,037,668 $102,037,668 $I 02,037,668 $102,037,668 $102,037,668 $102,037,668 $102,037,668 $102,037,668 $102,037,668 

10. Loss and Dam age $8,556,354 $8,863,548 $8,947,807 $9,209,470 $9,511 ,120 $9,948,398 $ 10,435,737 $10,650,535 $ 11 ,062,016 $ 11,502,460 $11,981,964 

11. Trackage Rights $27,687,958 $28,682,025 $28,954,682 $29,801 ,41 1 $30,777,537 $32, 192,54 7 $33,769,555 $34,464,630 $35,796,162 $37,221 ,417 $38,773,072 

12. lntermodal Lift Costs $65, 169, 114 $67,508,847 $68,150,600 $70,143,545 $72,441 ,054 $75,77 1,561 $79,483,362 $8 1, 119,358 $84,253 ,385 $87,608,006 $9 1,260, 133 

13. Motor Vehicle Cost $22,316,047 $23 , 117,248 $23 ,337,006 $24,019,455 $24,806, 198 $25,946,673 $27,217,7 16 $27,777,935 $28,851 , 128 $29,999,86 1 $3 1,250,469 
13a. Bulk Transfer $18,835 ,692 $ 19,51 1,941 $ 19,697 ,425 $20,273,442 $20,937,486 $21 ,900,096 $22,972,910 $23 ,445,758 $24,35 1,579 $25,321, 159 $26,376, 725 
14. Insurance 1.36% $32,051 ,561 $33,012,078 $33,266,340 $34,055,946 $34,966,219 $36,285, 766 $37,756,382 $38,404,565 $39,646,266 $40,975,368 $42,422,34 1 

15. Maintenance of Way $2 l 3_()()6..12,i $213 Q06 195 $2 ]3 006 195 $2 13 006 195 $213 006 195 $2]J QQ6 195 S213.001U25_ $213.006.195 $213.006.195 $213.006.1 95 $213.006.1 95 

16. Total Operating Expenses $2,382,340,886 $2,453,734,551 $2,472,633,478 $2,531,323,550 $2,598,982,691 $2,697,062,525 $2,806,37 1,052 $2,854,549,390 $2,946,843,072 $3 ,045,633,059 $3, 153, 184,246 

17. Expense Per Quarter $595,585,222 $6 13,433,638 $6 18,158,369 $632,830,888 $649,745,673 $674,265,631 $701 ,592,763 $713,637,347 $736, 710, 768 $761 ,408,265 $788,296,06 1 

GTMs 217,486, 117,783 225,294,412,211 227,436,106,692 234,087,077,090 241, 754,454,624 252,869,2 14,637 265,256,450,694 270, 716,193,44 1 281, 175,245,968 292,370,483 , 125 304,558,57 1,022 
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TABLE K- PART 2: TPIRR OPERATING EXPENSES INDEXED 
Page I8 of I9 

Operating 
Expense 
Indexed 

Hybrid For 
Period Quarter Index 11 Inflation 2/ 

(I) (2) (3) (4) 

3Q 2010 I00.000 $6I6,064,546 
2 4Q 20IO I03.359 $636,069,202 
3 IQ 2011 102.3 I8 $648,130,536 
4 2Q 20II 110.066 $695,660,656 
5 3Q 20I 1 112.849 $692,254,182 
6 4Q 2011 I13.102 $693,804,005 
7 IQ 20I2 109.4I6 $676,362,3 I5 
8 2Q 20I2 110.974 $685,995,048 
9 3Q 2012 109.563 $677,27I,400 
10 4Q 20I2 113.062 $698,90 I ,524 
11 IQ 20 I3 II2.696 $713,I 74,866 
I2 2Q 2013 I13 .677 $719,384,838 
13 3Q 2013 1 I0.386 $698,555,023 
14 4Q 2013 110.IOI $696,753,559 
I5 IQ 20I4 110.695 $7I9,237,0I4 
I6 2Q 20I4 109.997 $714,700,023 
I7 3Q 20I4 I 11.056 $72I,582,803 
18 4Q 20I4 110.118 $7I5,485,529 
I9 IQ 20I5 109.705 $739,702,039 
20 2Q 20I5 I09.513 $738,407,56I 
2I 3Q 2015 110.334 $743,945,617 
22 4Q 2015 110.456 $744,763,958 
23 IQ 2016 lil.019 $778,900,534 
24 2Q 2016 110.764 $777,I09,062 
25 3Q 20I6 II2.026 $785,968,106 
26 4Q 2016 113.404 $795,635,513 
27 1Q20I7 113.981 $813,409,033 
28 2Q 201 7 114.560 $817,544,407 
29 3Q 20I7 115.143 $821 ,700,807 
30 4Q 20 I7 115.7 I4 $825,777,064 
3I IQ 2018 116.583 $858,878,871 
32 2Q 20I8 117.459 $865,329,630 
33 3Q 2018 118.341 $871,828,838 
34 4Q 2018 II9.209 $878,227,525 
35 IQ 20I9 I20.084 $9I4,330,963 
36 2Q 2019 120.966 $921,04I ,589 
37 3Q 20I9 I21.853 $927,80I,467 
38 4Q 2019 122.727 $934,452,035 
39 IQ 2020 123.576 $974,145,755 
40 2Q 2020 124.431 $980,887,274 

1/ 3Q10 equals IOO.O, all other quarters equal Quarterly Inflation 
Indexes for the Hybrid Index from Table B. 

21 Quarterly expense from Table K, Page 18, for the applicable time 
period x Column (3) -o- 3Q10. Start-up costs have been distributed 
over the first 12 months in periods 1 - 4. 
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TABLE L: TPIRR STAND-ALONE COSTS AND REVENUES 

Revenue Requirements to Cover Total Stand-Alone Costs 

I Quar terly Overpayments 
Capital Quarterly Annual Annual Or C umulative 

Requirement Operating Stand-Alone Stand-Alone Shortfalls PV PV 
Period Quar ter Road ProuerD: Exuense Reguirement Revenues In Revenues Difference Difference 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

3Q2010 $833,718,805 $616,064,546 
2 4Q2010 $851,118,881 $636,069,202 $2,936,971 ,434 $2,967,269 ,268 $30,297,834 $30,297,834 $30,297,834 
3 1Q2011 $849,350,498 $648,130,536 
4 2Q 201 1 $848,740,680 $695,660,656 
5 3Q 2011 $872, 799,479 $692,254,182 
6 4Q 2011 $885,061,137 $693,804,005 $6,185,801 ,173 $6,540,524,412 $354,723,239 $317,988,889 $348,286,723 
7 lQ 2012 $886,475,232 $676,362,315 
8 2Q 2012 $909,355,576 $685,995,048 
9 3Q 2012 $912,897,878 $677,271 ,400 
10 4Q 2012 $909,305,598 $698,901 ,524 $6,356,564,572 $6,775,701 ,537 $419,136,965 $337,584,700 $685,871,423 
11 lQ 2013 $911 ,930,596 $713,174,866 
12 2Q2013 $907,016,782 $719,384,838 
13 3Q 2013 $925,042,252 $698,555,023 

I 
14 4Q 2013 $923,379,806 $696,753,559 $6,495,237,722 $7,075,518,341 $580,280,620 $423,I54,7ll $1,l 09,026, 134 
I5 IQ 2014 $939,595,077 $719,237,014 
I6 2Q2014 $955,537,432 $7I4,700,023 
17 3Q2014 $961,928, 771 $72 1,582,803 
18 4Q 2014 $963,99I,474 $715,485,529 $6,692,058,123 $7,490,864,818 $798,806,695 $522,682,018 $I,63 l ,708,152 
19 1Q2015 $97I,927,86 l $739,702,039 
20 2Q 2015 $976,885,928 $738,407,561 
21 3Q 2015 $987,044,804 $743,945,6I 7 
22 4Q 20I5 $991 ,035,041 $744,763,958 $6,893,712,810 $7,956,707,123 $1 ,062,994,313 $625,569,792 $2,257,277,944 
23 lQ 20I6 $I ,005,253,429 $778,900,534 
24 2Q 20I6 $I ,010,028,574 $777,109,062 
25 3Q 2016 $1,021 ,891 ,098 $785,968,106 
26 4Q 2016 $1 ,026,031 ,748 $795,635,513 $7,200,8I8,064 $8,544,944,372 $I ,344,126,308 $711,432,786 $2,968, 710, 730 
27 lQ 20I7 $1,034,160,943 $813,409,033 
28 2Q2017 $1,041 ,985,707 $817,544,407 
29 3Q 20I7 $1,049,873,170 $82 I ,700,807 
30 4Q2017 $l,057,823,90I $825,777,064 $7,462,275,032 $8,976,604, 705 $1,514,329,673 $720,880,357 $3,689,591 ,087 
3I IQ 2018 $1,067,652,446 $858,878,871 
32 2Q 2018 $1 ,077,168,242 $865,329,630 
33 3Q 20I8 $1 ,086,773,733 $871 ,828,838 
34 4Q 2018 $1 ,096,469,833 $878,227,525 $7,802,329,119 $9,576,704,I55 $1 ,774,375,035 $759,691,284 $4,449,282,371 
35 l Q 20I9 $1,11 I ,346,203 $9I4,330,963 
36 2Q 2019 $1,12I ,781 , l92 $921,041 ,589 
37 3Q 2019 $1,132,317,677 $927,801,467 
38 4Q2019 $1,142,956,705 $934,452,035 $8,206,027,832 $I0,270,79I ,028 $2,064,763,I96 $795,080,206 $5,244,362,577 
39 IQ 2020 $1,152,965,339 $974,145,755 
40 2Q 2020 $1,163,065,234 $980,887,274 $4,271 ,063,602 $5,514,763,719 $1,243,700,116 $454,182,973 $5,698,545,550 





I 

I 

TPIRR Maximum Markup Methodology RNC Ratios 

MMMRevenue 
to Variable 

Year Cost Ratio 
(1) (2) 

l. July -Dec 2010 393.0% 
2. 2011 241.6% 
3. 2012 236.3% 
4. 2013 207.4% 
5. 2014 185.0% 

. 6. 2015 167.8% 
7. 2016 155.6% 
8. 2017 151.4% 
9. 2018 144.6% 
10. 2019 139.6% 
11. Jan-Jun 2020 132.4% 

Source: e-workpaper "TPIRR MMM Rebuttal.xlsm." 
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I 
I 

Origin 11 
(I) 

Exhibit.A 

2. Clinton 

Exhibi!J! 
I. Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. Kew Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11 . New Orleans 
I 2. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16. New Orleans 
I 7. C icago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21. N•,wOrleans 
22. Chicago 
25 . Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. Nt:w Orleans 
29. Mo' mphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33. Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35 . New Orleans 
3 7. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
51. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53. Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55 . New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57 . Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chi•:ago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67 . Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71 . New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84 . Chic.ago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97. New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
IOI. Memphis 
102. New Orleans 
103 . New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hi ll 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansvi lle 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi lle 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersvi lle 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencevi lle 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hi ll 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsvi lle 
Orlando 
Ba1timore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonville 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Ty ner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3010 

IN 

Railroad(s) 
(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GR WR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINl-D NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXr 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHOO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMP A 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

282 1139 

282 11 39 
2821139 
2821 140 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821140 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
2821142 
2818342 
2821139 
282 1142 
2821140 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821 140 
2821140 
2821139 
2821140 
291 1315 
2821140 
282 11 42 
2821139 
282 1139 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
2821139 
2821139 
2821140 
282 1139 
2821140 
2821 140 
282 11 42 
2821139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
2821 142 
282 11 42 
282 1142 
2821 139 
282 1139 
29113 15 
282 1139 
2821 139 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821142 
2821139 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
2821 140 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
282 1140 
2821142 
2821142 
282 1140 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
2821139 
2821142 

Tariff 

B.a.t.t..!L 
(5) 

$2,727 

$5,473 
$4,884 
$5,977 
$3,71 9 
$9,157 
$5,036 
$5,976 
$7,049 
$5,983 
$5,020 
$4,320 
$7,92 1 
$5,045 
$7,580 
$7,048 
$3,894 
$4,578 
$4,884 
$6,513 
$6,767 
$4,946 
$5,03 1 
$7,034 
$5,988 
$6,433 
$3,738 
$3 ,618 
$3,780 
$7,577 
$5,977 
$7,250 
$7,633 
$5,977 
$5,977 
$5,131 
$7,907 
$5,972 
$4,458 
$5,499 
$5,020 
$5,535 
$5,457 
$3,780 
$5,036 
$7,633 
$9,738 
$7,577 
$6,393 
$4,874 
$5,768 
$4,935 
$5,840 
$5,848 
$5,844 
$5,020 
$4,440 
$5,079 
$3,169 
$5,203 
$5,977 
$9,382 
$3,995 
$6,399 
$4,088 
$7,049 
$5,338 
$4,066 
$4,160 
$6,021 
$6,021 
$5,045 
$5,972 
$7,034 
$7,630 

Phase III 

~ 
(6) 

$549 

$1,100 
$1,098 
$1,393 
$624 

$2,54 1 
$923 

$1,382 
$1,555 
$1,433 
$598 
$97 1 

$1,968 
$997 

$2,133 
$2,255 
$77 1 

$ 1,0 19 
$1,099 
$1,499 
$1,721 
$1,124 
$679 

$1,657 
$1,273 
$ 1,709 
$1,58 1 
$701 

$1 ,089 
$1,909 
$1,383 
$1,432 
$2,05 1 
$1,385 
$1,39 1 
$1 ,150 
$2,09 1 
$1,342 
$1,252 
$889 
$598 

$1,457 
$4 16 

$1,089 
$929 

$2,043 
$2, 775 
$1,909 
$1,85 1 
$1,047 
$1,796 
$1,036 
$1,568 
$1,628 
$1,603 
$598 

$1,099 
$1,302 
$1,082 
$1,28 1 
$1,383 
$2,792 
$769 

$1,394 
$1 ,246 
$1,765 
$998 

$1,102 
$620 

$1,707 
$1,704 
$996 

$1,342 
$1,655 
$2,020 

3Q2010 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold Ii 

(7) 

$988 

$1,980 
$1,977 
$2,508 
$1,123 
$4,574 
$1,66 1 
$2,487 
$2,800 
$2,579 
$1 ,076 
$1,747 
$3,543 
$1 ,794 
$3,839 
$4,059 
$1,388 
$1,835 
$1 ,978 
$2,699 
$3,099 
$2,024 
$1 ,223 
$2,983 
$2,291 
$3,076 
$2,846 
$1 ,262 
$1,960 
$3,436 
$2,489 
$2,578 
$3 ,69 1 
$2,492 
$2,503 
$2,07 1 
$3 ,764 
$2,416 
$2,253 
$1 ,600 
$1 ,076 
$2,623 
$750 

$1,960 
$1 ,672 
$3,677 
$4,994 
$3,436 
$3,331 
$1,884 
$3,233 
$1 ,866 
$2,823 
$2,93 1 
$2,885 
$1,076 
$1,978 
$2,343 
$1,947 
$2,306 
$2,489 
$5,025 
$1,385 
$2,509 
$2,243 
$3,177 
$1,797 
$1 ,983 
$1 ,116 
$3,072 
$3,068 
$1,792 
$2,416 
$2,979 
$3,636 
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SAC 
Rate2/ 

(8) 

$2,157 

$4,322 
$4,315 
$5,475 
$2,451 
$9,986 
$3,627 
$5,429 
$6, I i3 
$5,630 
$2,349 
$3,815 
$7, 735 
$3,916 
$8,380 
$8,861 
$3,030 
$4,006 
$4,319 
$5,892 
$6,765 
$4,4 18 
$2,669 
$6,5 13 
$5,001 
$6,715 
$6,213 
$2,756 
$4,278 
$7,501 
$5,434 
$5,628 
$8,059 
$5,441 
$5,465 
$4,521 
$8,2 18 
$5,275 
$4,918 
$3,493 
$2,349 
$5,726 
$1,636 
$4,278 
$3 ,650 
$8,027 

$10,903 
$7,501 
$7,272 
$4,I 13 
$7,057 
$4,073 
$6,163 
$6,398 
$6,298 
$2,349 
$4,318 
$5, l 16 
$4,25 1 
$5,034 
$5,434 
$10,971 
$3 ,024 
$5,477 
$4,896 
$6,937 
$3,923 
$4,330 
$2,435 
$6,706 
$6,698 
$3,913 
$5,275 
$6,504 
$7,937 

STBMaximum 
Rate3/ 

(9) 

$2,157 

$4,322 
$4,315 
$5,475 
$2,45 1 
$9,157 
$3 ,627 
$5,429 
$6,113 
$5,630 
$2,349 
$3,815 
$7,735 
$3 ,916 
$7,580 
$7,048 
$3 ,030 
$4,006 
$4,319 
$5,892 
$6,765 
$4,418 
$2,669 
$6,513 
$5,00 1 
$6,433 
$3,738 
$2,756 
$3,780 
$7,501 
$5,434 
$5,628 
$7,633 
$5,44 1 
$5,465 
$4,521 
$7,907 
$5,275 
$4,458 
$3,493 
$2,349 
$5,535 
$1 ,636 
$3,780 
$3,650 
$7,633 
$9,738 
$7,50 1 
$6,393 
$4,113 
$5,768 
$4,073 
$5,840 
$5,848 
$5,844 
$2,349 
$4,318 
$5,079 
$3 ,169 
$5,034 
$5,434 
$9,382 
$3,024 
$5,477 
$4,088 
$6,937 
$3,923 
$4,066 
$2,435 
$6,021 
$6,021 
$3,913 
$5,275 
$6,504 
$7,630 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3010 

Origin JI Destination Railroad(s) ~omm2s!ib: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamiel NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821142 
106. New Orleans LA Ham le! NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 1140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 28211 42 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
110. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
113 . Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 5. Chicago IL Indianapoli s IN BNSF CI-IGO CSXT 282 1139 
11 6. Social Circle GA Cov ington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
117. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821139 
119. Chicago IL Evansvi ll e IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821139 

I/ Source: Rebu!ta l workpaper "TPI Rebu!tal II-A 1-16 Exhibils .xlsx." Uti lizes the STB's 20 10 CSXTURCS. 
21 MMM Ralio of393% from Rebuttal Exhibit lll-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Grea!er of Column (7) or Column (8) but never grea!er than Column (5). 

Tariff 
Rafe l / 

(5) 

$6,767 
$6,767 
$4,935 
$4,094 
$4,094 
$5,830 
$6,393 
$3,995 
$3,303 
$3,332 
$3,335 
$4,931 
$5,976 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-3 
Page 2 of2 

3Q2010 
Phase Ill Jurisdictional SAC SIB Maximum 

~ Thr~sh2ld 11 Bll.ltlL Ra!e3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,72 1 $J,099 $6,765 $6,765 
$1,723 $3 ,101 $6,770 $6,767 
$1,036 $1 ,866 $4,073 $4,073 
$1 ,285 $2,312 $5,048 $4,094 
$1,285 $2,3 12 $5,048 $4,094 
$1,51 1 $2,719 $5,936 $5,830 
$1,85 1 $3 ,33 1 $7,272 $6,393 
$769 $1,384 $3,022 $3,022 
$367 $660 $1,442 $1,442 
$592 $1,066 $2,328 $2,328 
$624 $1 ,123 $2,453 $2,453 
$869 $1,564 $3 ,414 $3,414 

$1,379 $2,482 $5,420 $5,420 



I 

I 

Origin 1/ 
( I) 

Exhibit A 

2. Clinton 

Exhibi!J! 
1 . . Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3 . New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
I 6 . New Orleans 
17. Chicago 

18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21 . New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. Nt:w Orleans 
28. Nt::w Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St . Louis 
32. Effi ngham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48 . New Orleans 
5 1. Memphis. 

52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55. New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
6 1. Chic:ago 

62. Chica go 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
7 1. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 

76. Memphis 
77 . New Orleans 
78 . New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81 . Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chica.go 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
101. Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
I 03 . New Orleans 
I 04. New Orleans 

TN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IN 
IL 
IL 
lL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
IN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
IN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Dest inat ion 
(2) 

A therton 

Social Circle 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 

Barnett 

Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
A nderson 

Cincinnati 
Evansvi ll e 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 

Mentor 

Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi lle 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 

Utica 
Cartersvi lle 

Laurens 

De land 
Lawrencevil le 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 

Bridgeport 
Vine Hi ll 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopk insvi lle 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonville 
Atlanta 

Akron 

Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
W apakoneta 

Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 

Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 4010 

Railroadls) 
(3) 

IN CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSFNEWORCSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
TN CN EFHAM CSXT 
TN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHWA 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VTNHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSFNEWORCSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
TN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
TN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

2821139 

2821139 
2821139 
2821140 
2821 139 
282 1142 
282 1139 
2821140 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
2821139 
2821140 
2821142 
2818342 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
2821 140 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 1140 
2821 139 
282 1140 
291 1315 
282 1140 
282 1142 
2821139 
2821 139 
282 1139 
2821 139 
2821 142 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
2821 140 
2821 139 
2821 140 
282 1140 
282 11 42 
2821139 
282 11 40 
2821139 
2821 142 
2821 142 
282 1142 
282 1142 
2821 139 
2821139 
291 1315 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
2821142 
282 1139 
282 1139 
2821139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
2821139 
28211 42 
2821140 
282 1142 
282 1142 
282 1140 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
282 1139 
282 1142 

Tariff 

lli!.!LJL 
(5) 

$2,727 

$5,473 
$4,884 
$5,977 
$3,719 
$9,157 
$5,036 
$5,976 
$7,049 
$5,983 
$5,020 
$4,320 
$7,92 1 
$5,045 
$7,580 
$7,048 
$3 ,894 
$4,578 
$4,884 
$6,513 
$6,767 
$4,946 
$5,031 
$7,034 
$5,988 
$6,433 
$3,738 
$3 ,618 
$3,780 
$7,577 
$5,977 
$7,250 
$7,633 
$5,977 
$5,977 
$5, 131 
$7,907 
$5,972 
$4,458 
$5,499 
$5,020 
$5,535 
$5,457 
$3,780 
$5,036 
$7,633 
$9,738 
$7,577 
$6,393 
$4,874 
$5,768 
$4,935 
$5,840 
$5,848 
$5,844 
$5,020 
$4,440 
$5,079 
$3,169 
$5,203 
$5,977 
$9,382 
$3,995 
$6,399 
$4,088 
$7,049 
$5,338 
$4,066 
$4,160 
$6,021 
$6,021 
$5,045 
$5,972 
$7,034 
$7,630 

Phase III 

.!&.u.l.l 
(6) 

$559 

$1,120 
$1,1 18 
$1,4 18 
$635 

$2,587 
$940 

$1,406 
$1,583 
$1 ,458 
$608 
$988 

$2,004 
$1,014 
$2,17 1 
$2,295 
$785 

$1,038 
$1,119 
$1,526 
$1,752 
$1,144 
$691 

$1 ,687 
$1,295 
$1,740 
$1 ,609 
$714 

$1,108 
$1,943 
$1,407 
$1,458 
$2,088 
$1,409 
$1 ,416 
$1,171 
$2,129 
$1 ,366 
$1,274 
$905 
$608 

$1,483 
$424 

$1 ,108 
$945 

$2,079 
$2,824 
$1,943 
$1,884 
$1,065 
$1,828 
$1,055 
$1,596 
$1,657 
$ 1,63 1 
$608 

$1 ,11 8 
$1,325 
$1,101 
$1,304 
$1,407 
$2,842 
$783 

$1,4 19 
$1,268 
$1,797 
$1,016 
$1,122 
$631 

$1,737 
$1,735 
$1,013 
$1,366 
$1,685 
$2,056 

4Q2010 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold I / 

(7) 

$1 ,006 

$2,015 
$2,012 
$2,553 
$1,143 
$4,656 
$1,691 
$2,532 
$2,850 
$2,625 
$1,095 
$1,779 
$3,607 
$1,826 
$3,907 
$4,132 
$1,413 
$1,868 
$2,0 14 
$2,747 
$3,154 
$2,060 
$1,245 
$3,037 
$2,332 
$3,131 
$2,897 
$1,285 
$1,995 
$3,498 
$2,533 
$2,624 
$3,758 
$2,537 
$2,548 
$2, 108 
$3 ,832 
$2,459 
$2,293 
$1,628 
$1,095 
$2,670 
$763 

$1,995 
$1,702 
$3,743 
$5,084 
$3,498 
$3,39 1 
$1 ,918 
$3,291 
$1,899 
$2,874 
$2,983 
$2,936 
$1,095 
$2,013 
$2,385 
$1,982 
$2,347 
$2,533 
$5, 11 5 
$1,410 
$2,554 
$2,283 
$3,234 
$1,829 
$2,019 
$1 ,136 
$3,127 
$3,123 
$1,824 
$2,459 
$3,033 
$3,701 

Rebuttal Exbibit III-H-4 
Page 1 of2 

SAC 
Ra te 2/ 

(8) 

$2,195 

$4,400 
$4,392 
$5,5i3 
$2,495 

$10,165 
$3,692 
$5,527 
$6,222 
$5,73 1 
$2,39 1 
$3,883 
$7,874 
$3,986 
$8,530 
$9,020 
$3,084 
$4,077 
$4,396 
$5,998 
$6,886 
$4,497 
$2,717 
$6,630 
$5,090 
$6,836 
$6,324 
$2,805 
$4,355 
$7,636 
$5,53 1 
$5,729 
$8,203 
$5,539 
$5,563 
$4,602 
$8,365 
$5,369 
$5,006 
$3,555 
$2,391 
$5,828 
$1,666 
$4,355 
$3 ,715 
$8, 171 
$ 11 ,099 
$7,636 
$7,402 
$4, 187 
$7,184 
$4,146 
$6,273 
$6,513 
$6,411 
$2,391 
$4,395 
$5,207 
$4,327 
$5, 124 
$5,53 1 
$11 ,168 
$3,078 
$5,575 
$4,984 
$7,06 1 
$3,994 
$4,407 
$2,479 
$6,826 
$6,818 
$3,983 
$5,369 
$6,62 1 
$8,079 

STBMaximum 
Rate3/ 

(9) 

$2, 195 

$4,400 
$4,392 
$5,573 
$2,495 
$9,157 
$3,692 
$5,527 
$6,222 
$5,731 
$2,391 
$3,883 
$7,874 
$3,986 
$7,580 
$7,048 
$3,084 
$4,077 
$4,396 
$5,998 
$6,767 
$4,497 
$2,717 
$6,630 
$5,090 
$6,433 
$3,738 
$2,805 
$3,780 
$7,577 
$5,531 
$5,729 
$7,633 
$5,539 
$5,563 
$4,602 
$7,907 
$5,369 
$4,458 
$3,555 
$2,39 1 
$5,535 
$1,666 
$3,780 
$3,7 15 
$7,633 
$9,738 
$7,577 
$6,393 
$4, 187 
$5,768 
$4,146 
$5,840 
$5,848 
$5,844 
$2,39 1 
$4,395 
$5,079 
$3,169 
$5,124 
$5,531 
$9,382 
$3,078 
$5,575 
$4,088 
$7,049 
$3,994 
$4,066 
$2,479 
$6,021 
$6,021 
$3,983 
$5,369 
$6,621 
$7,630 



,_ 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 

Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 4010 

Origin J/ Destination Railroad(s) ~Qmm2Qitx 
(I) (2) (3) (4) 

105 . New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 1140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
I JO. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1139 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
I 13. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
I 15. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 139 
I 16. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
I I 7. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821 139 
I 18. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
I 19. Chicago IL Evansville IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821 139 

Ii Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1-1 6 Exhibits.xlsx." Utilizes the STB's 2010 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of393% from Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 

.B.lli1L 
(5) 

$6,767 
$6,767 
$4,935 
$4,094 
$4,094 
$5,830 
$6,393 
$3,995 
$3,303 
$3,332 
$3,335 
$4,931 
$5,976 

Rebuttal Exhibit IlI-H-4 

Page 2 of2 

4Q2010 
Phase Ill Jurisdictional SAC STB Maximum 

~ Thr£~h2I!! I/ Rate2/ Rate3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1 ,752 $3,154 $6,886 $6,767 
$1,754 $3,157 $6,892 $6,767 
$1,055 $1,899 $4,146 $4,146 
$1,308 $2,354 $5,139 $4,094 
$1,308 $2,354 $5,139 $4,094 
$1,538 $2,768 $6,043 $5,830 
$1,884 $3,39 1 $7,402 $6,393 
$783 $1,409 $3 ,077 $3,077 
$373 $672 $ 1,468 $1,468 
$603 $1,086 $2,370 $2,370 
$635 $1,144 $2,497 $2,497 
$884 $1,592 $3 ,475 $3,475 

$1,404 $2,527 $5,517 $5,517 



Origin 1/ 
( !) 

Exhibit.a 
2. Clinton 

Exhib!IJ! 
I. Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3 . New Orleans 
4 . Ch icago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. Kew Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 

I 5. Chicago 
16. N ew Orleans 
17. Cl1 icago 
18. Chicago 
19 . Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. Nt:w Orleans 
28. N<'w Orleans 
29. Mo,mphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43. New Orleans 
44. Ea!~t St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
51. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53. Memphis 
54 . New Orleans 
55 . New Orleans 
56. Chi cago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
6 1. Chi1;ago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67 . Chi<:ago 
70. New Orleans 
71 . New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75. Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
IOI. Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104 . New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
L A 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
iL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampth ill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansville 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesville 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersville 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrenceville 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ans ley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Balti more 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvi lle 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - lOll 

Railroad(s) 

(3) 

IN CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSFCHGOCSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOC!R GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF M EMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSFNEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

282 1139 

282 11 39 

2821 139 
282 11 40 

282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 1139 
282 11 40 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 1140 
282 1139 
2821 140 
282 1142 
28 18342 

282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
2821 139 
282 1140 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 

291 13 15 
282 1140 
282 1142 
2821139 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 

282 1140 
2821139 
282 11 40 
282 1140 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
2821 140 
2821 139 
282 1142 
2821 142 
282 1142 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
29 11 3 15 
282 11 39 
28211 39 
282 1139 
282 1139 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 1139 
2821139 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 11 40 
2821142 
282 11 42 
2821 140 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 11 42 
2821139 
2821142 

Tariff. 
Rate Ji 

(5) 

$2,727 

$5,507 
$4,912 
$6,015 
$3,729 
$9,233 
$5,057 
$6,013 
$7,100 
$6,023 
$5,037 
$4,343 
$7,988 
$5,068 
$7,645 
$7,11 2 
$3,910 
$4,603 
$4,9 12 
$6,556 
$6,826 
$4,975 
$5,05 1 
$7,082 
$6,029 
$6,483 
$3,779 
$3,631 
$3,807 
$7,643 
$6,0 15 
$7,297 
$7,695 
$6,0 15 
$6,0 15 
$5, 16 1 

$7,970 
$6,009 
$4,49 1 
$5,526 
$5,037 
$5,575 
$5,460 
$3,807 
$5,058 
$7,695 
$9,827 
$7,643 
$6,448 
$4,898 
$5,818 
$4,960 
$5,885 
$5,894 
$5,889 
$5,037 
$4,467 

$5, 112 
$3,196 
$5,237 
$6,015 
$9,479 
$4,010 
$6,437 
$4, 12 1 
$7,100 
$5,362 
$4,101 
$4,170 
$6,07 1 
$6,07 1 
$5,068 
$6,009 
$7,082 
$7,691 

Phase Ill 

!&il.lL 
(6) 

$568 

$ 1,212 
$1,19 1 
$ 1,520 
$665 

$2,792 
$997 

$1,507 
$ 1,7 17 
$1,562 
$655 

$ 1,05 1 
$2,174 

$ 1,079 
$2,337 
$2,460 
$828 

$ 1,103 
$1,192 
$ 1,635 
Sl ,880 
$ 1,220 
$746 

$ 1,812 
$ 1,404 
$ 1,868 
$ 1,7 16 
$75 1 

$ 1,180 
$2, 108 
$ 1,507 
$1,580 
$2,247 

$ 1,509 
$1 ,516 
$ 1,249 

$2,293 
$ 1,462 
$ 1,362 
$978 
$655 

$ 1,589 
$436 

$ 1, 180 
$1,003 
$2,238 
$3,049 
$2, 108 
$2,025 
$1,134 
$1,952 
$ 1,122 
$ 1,7 13 
$1,779 
$ 1,75 1 
$655 

$ 1, 192 
$1,417 
$ 1,173 
$1,394 
$ 1,507 
$3,087 
$827 

$1,5 18 
$1,355 
$1,93 1 
$1,08 1 
$ 1,213 
$660 

$1,866 
$1,863 
$1,077 
$ 1,462 
$1,809 
$2,2 13 

IQ2011 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold JI 

(7) 

$ 1,023 

$2,182 
$2,144 
$2,735 
$1, 196 
$5,025 
$1,794 
$2,712 
$3,09 1 
$2,8 12 
$1,179 
$ 1,892 
$3,9 14 

$1 ,942 
$4,207 
$4,428 
$ 1,49 1 
$ 1,986 
$2, 146 
$2,944 
$3,384 
$2,195 
$1,342 
$3,262 
$2,527 
$3 ,363 
$3,090 
$1 ,352 

$2,124 
$3,794 
$2,7 12 
$2,845 
$4,045 

$2,7 16 
$2,729 
$2,248 

$4,127 
$2,632 
$2,45 1 
$1,76 1 
$1,179 
$2,86 1 
$785 

$2,124 
$ 1,806 
$4,029 
$5,488 
$3,794 
$3,644 
$2,042 
$3,5 14 
$2,020 
$3,083 
$3,202 

$3,15 1 
$1,179 
$2,145 

$2,551 
$2,111 
$2,509 
$2,712 
$5,556 
$1 ,488 
$2,733 
$2,438 
$3,476 
$1,946 

$2,184 
$1,189 
$3,359 
$3,354 
$ 1,939 
$2,632 
$3,256 
$3,983 
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SAC 

.Bn.t.tll 
(8) 

$ 1,372 

$2,928 
$2,877 
$3,671 
$ 1,606 
$6,744 
$2,408 
$3,640 
$4,148 
$3 ,774 
$ 1,582 
$2,540 
$5,253 
$2,606 
$5,646 
$5,943 
$2,00 1 
$2,665 
$2,88 1 
$3,95 1 
$4,54 1 
$2,946 
$1,802 
$4,378 
$3,39 1 
$4,5 14 
$4,146 
$1 ,8 14 

$2,85 1 
$5,092 
$3 ,640 
$3,8 18 
$5,429 

$3,645 
$3,662 
$3,017 

$5,539 
$3,532 
$3,289 
$2,363 
$1,582 
$3,840 
$1,053 
$2,85 1 
$2,424 
$5,407 
$7,366 
$5,092 
$4,89 1 
$2,740 
$4,7 16 
$2,711 
$4,138 
$4,298 
$4,230 
$1,582 
$2,879 
$3,424 
$2,834 
$3 ,368 
$3,640 
$7,457 
$ 1,997 
$3,668 
$3,272 
$4,665 
$2,6 11 

$2,93 1 
$1,595 
$4,509 
$4,501 
$2,603 
$3 ,532 
$4,370 

$5,346 

STBMaximum 

Bl!.!tlL 
(9) 

$ 1,372 

$2,928 
$2,877 
$3,671 
$1,606 
$6,744 
$2,408 
$3,640 
$4, 148 
$3,774 
$1,582 
$2,540 
$5,253 
$2,606 
$5,646 
$5,943 
$2,00 1 
$2,665 
$2,88 1 
$3,95 1 
$4,54 1 
$2,946 
$ 1,802 
$4,378 
$3,39 1 
$4,5 14 

$3,779 
$ 1,8 14 

$2,851 
$5,092 
$3 ,640 
$3,8 18 
$5,429 

$3 ,645 
$3 ,662 
$3,0 17 

$5,539 
$3 ,532 

$3,289 
$2,363 
$ 1,582 
$3,840 
$1,053 
$2,851 
$2,424 
$5,407 
$7,366 
$5,092 
$4,891 
$2,740 
$4,7 16 
$2,7 11 
$4,138 
$4,298 
$4,230 
$ 1,582 
$2,879 
$3 ,424 
$2,834 
$3,368 
$3,640 
$7,457 
$ 1,997 
$3 ,668 
$3 ,272 
$4,665 
$2,6 11 
$2,93 1 
$ 1,595 
$4,509 
$4,501 
$2,603 
$3,532 
$4,370 

$5,346 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 

Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 1011 

Origin 11 Destination Railroad(s) ~ommodib: 
(I) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 1140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 42 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 42 
110. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
112. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
113 . Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821142 
115. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 6. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 7. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
119. Chicago IL Evansville IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 

I/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1-1 6 Exhibits.xlsx." Uti lizes the STB's 20 11 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of242% from Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-2 x Column (6). 
31 Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 
Rate 11 

(5) 

$6,826 
$6,826 
$4,960 
$4,129 
$4,129 
$5,872 
$6,448 
$4,010 
$3,304 
$3,34 1 
$3,345 
$4,950 
$6,013 
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IQ2011 
Phase III Jurisdictional SAC STD Maximum 

~ Thre1h2ld II Bl!.Ltll Rate3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,880 $3 ,384 $4,541 $4,541 
$1 ,882 $3,387 $4,546 $4,546 
$1,122 $2,020 $2,711 $2,71 1 
$1,397 $2,515 $3,376 $3,376 
$1,397 $2,5 15 $3,376 $3,376 
$1,648 $2,967 $3 ,982 $3,982 
$2,025 $3 ,644 $4,891 $4,89 1 
$826 $1,487 $1,995 $1,995 
$383 $689 $925 $925 
$633 $1 ,139 $1,529 $1,529 
$668 $1,203 $1 ,614 $1,6 14 
$939 $1,690 $2,268 $2,268 

$1,503 $2,705 $3,631 $3,63 1 



I 

Origin 1/ 
(1 ) 

Exhilill.A 
2. Clinton 

E!!illill! 
I. Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16. New Orleans 
17. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
2 1. New Orleans 
22. C icago 
25 . Memphis 
26. N''w Orleans 
28. N1~w Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. E2'st St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44 . East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
5 1. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55. New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
6 1. Chi1;ago 
62. Chi.:ago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chi"ago 
70. New Orleans 
71. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74 . Memphis 
75. Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
IOI . Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
I 03. New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
lL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destinat ion 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansville 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circ le 
Piqua 
Painesvi ll e 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersville 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencevi ll e 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hi ll 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvi ll e 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapoli s 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesvi lle 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 2011 

Railroadls) 

(3) 

IN CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOClR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR-CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOClR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF ME MPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHWA 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CNMEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4.) 

282 11 39 

282 1139 
282 1139 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
28211 39 
2821 140 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 11 42 
2818342 
282 1139 
28211 42 
282 11 40 
282 1139 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 11 40 
2821139 
282 11 40 
29 11 315 
282 11 40 
282 11 42 
2821 139 
282 1139 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
28211 42 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 1140 
282 1139 
28211 40 
28211 40 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 
2821 139 
282 11 42 
282 11 42 
282 1142 
282 11 42 
282 1139 
282 1139 
29 113 15 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821140 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 1140 
282 11 42 
282 11 42 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
282 1142 
282 1139 
28211 42 

Tariff 

!!a.ltlL 
(5) 

$2,728 

$5,581 
$4,97 1 
$6,097 
$3,752 
$9,396· 
$5, 103 
$6,094 
$7,211 
$6,108 
$5,074 
$4,392 
$8,133 
$5,120 
$7,785 
$7,250 
$3,944 
$4,657 
$4,97 1 
$6,646 
$6,95 1 
$5,037 
$5,093 
$7, 184 
$6,117 
$6,590 
$3,867 
$3 ,660 
$3,866 
$7,783 
$6,096 
$7,399 
$7,827 
$6,097 
$6,097 
$5,225 
$8, I06 
$6,088 
$4,562 
$5,586 
$5,074 
$5,661 
$5,466 
$3,866 
$5,104 
$7,828 

$10,0 19 
$7,783 
$6,566 
$4,95 1 
$5,926 
$5,015 
$5,980 
$5,994 
$5,987 
$5,074 
$4,527 
$5, 184 
$3,256 
$5,310 
$6,096 
$9,689 
$4,043 
$6,520 
$4, 192 
$7,2 11 
$5,4 13 
$4,177 
$4,192 
$6,179 
$6,179 
$5,120 
$6,088 
$7, 184 
$7,822 

Phase III 

~ 
(6) 

$592 

$1,262 
$1,240 
$1,582 
$692 

$2,907 
$1 ,038 
$1,569 
$1,788 
$1,627 
$682 

$1,095 
$2,264 
$1,123 
$2,434 
$2,562 
$862 

$1,149 
$1,242 
$1,703 
$1,957 
$1,270 
$777 

$1,887 
$ 1,462 
$1,946 
$1,787 
$782 

$1,229 
$2,195 
$1,569 
$1 ,646 
$2,340 
$1,57 1 
$1,579 
$1,300 
$2,388 
$1,522 
$1,4 18 
$1,018 
$682 

$1,655 
$454 

$1,229 
$1,045 
$2,33 1 
$3, 175 
$2, 195 
$2,108 
$1,181 
$2,033 
$1,169 
$1,784 
$1,853 
$1,823 
$682 

$1,241 
$1,476 
$1,22 1 
$1,452 
$1,569 
$3,2 14 
$861 

$1,58 1 
$1,4 11 
$2,011 
$1,126 
$1,264 
$688 

$1,944 
$1,940 
$1,122 
$1,522 
$1,884 
$2,304 

2Q2011 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold 11 

(7) 

$1,065 

$2,272 
$2,233 
$2,848 
$1,246 
$5,233 
$1,869 
$2,824 
$3,2 19 
$2,928 
$1,228 
$1,97 1 
$4,076 
$2,022 
$4,38 1 
$4,611 
$1,552 
$2,068 
$2,23 5 
$3,065 
$3,523 
$2,286 
$1,398 
$3,397 
$2,63 1 
$3 ,502 
$3,217 
$1,408 
$2,212 
$3,95 1 
$2,825 
$2,962 
$4,2 12 
$2,828 
$2,841 
$2,34 1 
$4,298 
$2,740 
$2,552 
$1,833 
$1,228 
$2,979 
$8 17 

$2,212 
$1,880 
$4,196 
$5,715 
$3,95 1 
$3,795 
$2,126 
$3,659 
$2,104 
$3 ,210 
$3,335 
$3 ,282 
$1,228 
$2,234 
$2,65 7 
$2,199 
$2,6 13 
$2,825 
$5, 786 
$1,549 
$2,846 
$2,539 
$3,619 
$2,026 
$2,274 
$1,238 
$3,498 
$3 ,493 
$2,020 
$2,740 
$3,391 
$4,148 
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SAC 
Rate 2/ 

(8) 

$1,429 

$3,049 
$2,996 
$3,823 
$1,672 
$7,023 
$2,508 
$3 ,790 
$4,320 
$3,930 
$1,648 
$2,645 
$5,470 
$2,7 14 
$5,879 
$6, 188 
$2,083 
$2,775 
$3,000 
$4,114 
$4,729 
$3,068 
$1,876 
$4,559 
$3,53 1 
$4,700 
$4,318 
$1,889 
$2,969 
$5,302 
$3,791 
$3,976 
$5,653 
$3,796 
$3 ,813 
$3, 14 1 
$5,768 
$3 ,678 
$3 ,425 
$2,460 
$1,648 
$3 ,998 
$1,096 
$2,969 
$2,524 
$5,63 1 
$7,670 
$5,302 
$5,093 
$2,854 
$4,9 11 
$2,823 
$4,309 
$4,475 
$4,404 
$1,648 
$2,998 
$3,566 
$2,951 
$3,507 
$3,791 
$7,765 
$2,079 
$3 ,820 
$3,408 
$4,857 
$2,719 
$3,052 
$1,661 
$4,695 
$4,68 7 
$2,7 11 
$3,678 
$4,55 1 
$5,567 

STBMaximum 
Rate 3/ 

(9) 

$1,429 

$3,049 
$2,996 
$3,823 
$ 1,672 
$7,023 
$2,508 
$3,790 
$4,320 
$3,930 
$1,648 
$2,645 
$5,470 
$2,7 14 
$5,879 
$6,188 
$2,083 
$2,775 
$3,000 
$4, 114 
$4,729 
$3 ,068 
$1,876 
$4,559 
$3,53 1 
$4,700 
$3,867 
$1,889 
$2,969 
$5,302 
$3,791 
$3,976 
$5,653 
$3,796 
$3,813 
$3, 14 1 
$5, 768 
$3 ,678 
$3,425 
$2,460 
$1 ,648 
$3,998 
$1,096 
$2,969 
$2,524 
$5,63 1 
$7,670 
$5,302 
$5,093 
$2,854 
$4,911 
$2,823 
$4,309 
$4,475 
$4,404 
$1,648 
$2,998 
$3 ,566 
$2,951 
$3,507 
$3,791 
$7,765 
$2,079 
$3 ,820 
$3 ,408 
$4,85 7 
$2,719 
$3 ,052 
$1,661 
$4,695 
$4,687 
$2,711 
$3,678 
$4,551 
$5,567 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPf Movements - 2011 

Origin J/ Destination Railroad(s) ~2mm2ditl:: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 2821140 
108. Chicago IL Alaon OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821142 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 42 
11 0. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 3. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
I 15. Ch icago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
116. Social Circle GA Covington GA GR WR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
117. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
118. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 9. Ch icago IL Evansvi ll e IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821 139 

I/ Source: Rebuttal work paper "TPI Rebuttal U-A l-16 Exhibi ts.xlsx." Uti lizesthe ST B's 20 11 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Rat io of 242% from Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 

.Ba!.tll 
(5) 

$6,951 
$6,95 1 
$5,015 
$4,203 
$4,203 
$5,962 
$6,566 
$4,043 
$3,305 
$3,360 
$3,366 
$4,99 1 
$6,094 

Rebuttal Exhibit ITI-H-6 
Page 2 of2 

2Q2011 
Phase III Jurisdict ional SAC STBMaximum 

~ ThreshQI~ l/ &ttlL Rate3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,957 $3 ,523 $4,729 $4,729 
$1,960 $3,527 $4,734 $4,734 
$1,169 $2,104 $2,823 $2,823 
$1 ,455 $2,619 $3,515 $3 ,515 
$1 ,455 $2,6 19 $3,515 $3 ,515 
$1,716 $3,089 $4,146 $4,146 
$2,108 $3,795 $5,093 $5,093 
$860 $1,548 $2,078 $2,078 
$399 $7 18 $963 $963 
$659 $1 ,186 $1,592 $1,592 
$696 $1,252 $1 ,68 1 $1,68 1 
$978 $1,760 $2,362 $2,362 

$1,565 $2,817 $3,78 1 $3,78 1 



I 

I 

Origin 1/ 
( I) 

Exhibi!.A 
2. Clinton 

ExhibU 
I. Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15 . Chicago 
16. New Orleans 
17. Chicago 
18. Cib icago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
2 1. NewOrleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. N<:w Orleans 
29. M1~mphis 

30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33. Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orl eans 
44. EaM St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48 . New Orleans 
51 . Memphis 
52 . Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54 . New Orleans 
55 . New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63. Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71. NewOrleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93. ChicHgo 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
101 . Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
I 03. New Orleans 
I 04. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circ le 
Evansvi ll e 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthi ll 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansvi lle 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi ll e 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Ut ica 
Cartersvil le 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencev ille 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gal laway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvi lle 
At lanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3011 

Railroad(s) 

(3) 

IN CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VlNHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSFCHGOCSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHWA 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Comm odity 
(4) 

2821139 

2821 139 
2821139 
2821140 
2821139 
2821 142 
2821 139 
2821 140 
282 1139 
2821139 
2821139 
282 1140 
2821139 
2821 140 
2821142 
28 18342 
2821 139 
2821142 
2821140 
2821 139 
282 1139 
2821 139 
2821140 
2821140 
2821139 
282 11 40 
29113 15 
2821140 
2821 142 
2821139 
2821139 
2821139 
2821 139 
2821142 
282 1139 
2821139 
282 1140 
2821139 
2821140 
2821140 
282 1142 
282 1139 
282 1140 
2821139 
2821142 
2821142 
2821142 
2821142 
2821139 
2821139 
29113 15 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
2821139 
2821139 
2821139 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
282 1140 
2821142 
2821 142 
282 11 40 
2821139 
2821139 
282 1142 
2821139 
2821142 

Ta riff 
Rate 11 

(5) 

$2,728 

$5,596 
$4,983 
$6,113 
$3,756 
$9,429 
$5, 11 2 
$6,1 10 
$7,233 
$6,126 
$5,081 
$4,402 
$8,162 
$5,130 
$7,814 
$7,277 
$3,951 

. $4,668 
$4,983 
$6,665 
$6,976 
$5,049 
$5,102 
$7,205 
$6,135 
$6,612 
$3,885 
$3 ,666 
$3 ,878 
$7,811 
$6,113 
$7,4 19 
$7,854 
$6,11 3 
$6,113 
$5,238 
$8,133 
$6,104 
$4,576 
$5,598 
$5,081 
$5,679 
$5,467 
$3,878 
$5,114 
$7,855 

$10,057 
$7,811 
$6,590 
$4,961 
$5,948 
$5,026 
$5,999 
$6,015 
$6,006 
$5,081 
$4,539 
$5,199 
$3,268 
$5,325 
$6,11 3 
$9,73 1 
$4,050 
$6,536 
$4,207 
$7,233 
$5,424 
$4,193 
$4,196 
$6,201 
$6,201 
$5,130 
$6,104 
$7,205 
$7,849 

Phase III 

~ 
(6) 

$590 

$1,259 
$1,237 
$1 ,579 
$690 

$2,900 
$1,036 
$1,565 
$1 ,784 
$1,623 
$680 

$1,092 
$2,259 
$1,121 
$2,428 
$2,556 
$860 

$1 ,146 
$1,239 
$1 ,699 
$1 ,953 
$1 ,267 
$775 

$1 ,883 
$1,458 
$1,941 
$1 ,783 
$780 

$1 ,226 
$2,190 
$1 ,565 
$1,642 
$2,335 
$1,568 
$1,575 
$1,297 
$2,382 
$1 ,519 
$1,414 
$1,016 
$680 

$1,651 
$453 

$1 ,226 
$1,042 
$2,325 
$3 ,167 
$2,190 
$2,103 
$1 ,178 
$2,028 
$1 ,166 
$1 ,779 
$1,848 
$1 ,819 
$680 

$1,238 
$1,472 
$1,219 
$1 ,448 
$1 ,565 
$3,207 
$859 

$1 ,577 
$1,407 
$2,006 
$1 ,123 
$1 ,260 
$686 

$1 ,939 
$1 ,936 
$1,119 
$1 ,519 
$1 ,879 
$2,299 

3Q2011 
J.urisdictional 
Threshold 11 

(7) 

$1 ,062 

$2,266 
$2,227 
$2,84 1 
$1,243 
$5,220 
$1,864 
$2,817 
$3,21 1 
$2,92 1 
$1,225 
$1,966 
$4,066 
$2,0 17 
$4,370 
$4,600 
$1,548 
$2,063 
$2,230 
$3,058 
$3 ,515 
$2,281 
$1 ,3 94 
$3,389 
$2,625 
$3,494 
$3,209 
$1 ,404 
$2,207 
$3 ,94 1 
$2,818 
$2,955 
$4,202 
$2,822 
$2,834 
$2,335 
$4,287 
$2,734 
$2,546 
$1 ,829 
$1 ,225 
$2,972 
$815 

$2,207 
$1,876 
$4,186 
$5,701 
$3 ,941 
$3,786 
$2,121 
$3,650 
$2,099 
$3,203 
$3,327 
$3 ,274 
$1,225 
$2,228 
$2,650 
$2,193 
$2,607 
$2,818 
$5,772 
$1,546 
$2,839 
$2,533 
$3,610 
$2,021 
$2,269 
$1,235 
$3,490 
$3,484 
$2,0 15 
$2,734 
$3,383 
$4,138 

Rebuttal Exhibit ID-H-7 
Page I of2 

SAC 
Rate21 

(8) 

$1,426 

$3 ,042 
$2,989 
$3,813 
$1,668 
$7,006 
$2,502 
$3,78 1 
$4,309 
$3,920 
$1,644 
$2,638 
$5,457 
$2,707 
$5,865 
$6,174 
$2,078 
$2,769 
$2,992 
$4,104 
$4,7 17 
$3,061 
$1 ,871 
$4,548 
$3 ,523 
$4,689 
$4,307 
$1,885 
$2,962 
$5,290 
$3,782 
$3,966 
$5,640 
$3,787 
$3,804 
$3, 134 
$5,754 
$3,669 
$3,4 17 
$2,454 
$1,644 
$3,989 
$1,094 
$2,962 
$2,518 
$5,617 
$7,652 
$5,290 
$5,081 
$2,847 
$4,899 
$2,8 16 
$4,298 
$4,465 
$4,394 
$1,644 
$2,991 
$3,557 
$2,944 
$3,499 
$3,782 
$7,746 
$2,074 
$3,81 1 
$3,399 
$4,846 
$2,7 13 
$3,045 
$1,657 
$4,684 
$4,676 
$2,704 
$3,669 
$4,540 
$5,553 

STBMaximum 
Rate3/ 

(9) 

$1,426 

$3,042 
$2,989 
$3,813 
$1,668 
$7,006 
$2,502 
$3,78 1 
$4,309 
$3,920 
$1 ,644 
$2,638 
$5,457 
$2,707 
$5,865 
$6,174 
$2,078 
$2,769 
$2,992 
$4,104 
$4,717 
$3,06 1 
$1 ,871 
$4,548 
$3,523 
$4,689 
$3,885 
$1,885 
$2,962 
$5,290 
$3, 782 
$3,966 
$5 ,640 
$3,787 
$3,804 
$3,134 
$5,754 
$3,669 
$3,417 
$2,454 
$1 ,644 
$3,989 
$1,094 
$2,962 
$2,518 
$5,617 
$7,652 
$5,290 
$5,08 1 
$2,847 
$4,899 
$2,816 
$4,298 
$4,465 
$4,394 
$1 ,644 
$2,991 
$3,557 
$2,944 
$3,499 
$3,782 
$7,746 
$2,074 
$3,811 
$3 ,399 
$4,846 
$2,713 
$3 ,045 
.$1 ,657 
$4,684 
$4,676 
$2,704 
$3 ,669 
$4,540 
$5,553 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 

Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3Qll 

Origin 1/ Destination Ra il road(sl ~2mmg~itl: 
(J) (2) (3) (4) 

J05 . New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282J J42 
J06. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 JJ40 
J08 . Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282J 142 
J09. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 JJ42 
J JO. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 J J39 
J J2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 JJ 39 
J 13 . Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 J J42 
J 15. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 J 139 
116. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821 J39 
1J7. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCJR CSXT 282 11 39 
1 J8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 Jl 39 
11 9. Chicago IL Evansville IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 J 139 

Ji Source: Rebutlal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1-1 6 Exhibits.xlsx." Utilizes the STB's 20 11 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of 242% from Rebuual Exhibit III-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 
Rate I/ 

(5) 

$6,976 
$6,976 
$5,026 
$4,218 
$4,2J8 
$5,980 
$6,590 
$4,050 
$3,306 
$3,364 
$3,370 
$5,000 
$6,1 JO 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-7 
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3Q2011 
Phase III Jurisdictional SAC STBMaxim um 

.Qll1.1L Th1:~sh2lsl !/ Ri!.l.t1L Rate3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$ J,953 $3 ,5 J5 $4,717 $4,717 
$ J,955 $3,5 J9 $4,723 $4,723 
$1, 166 $2,099 $2,816 $2,8 J6 
$1,452 $2,6 J3 $3,507 $3,507 
$J,452 $2,6 J3 $3,507 $3,507 
$ J,7J2 $3,082 $4,136 $4,136 
$2,!03 $3,786 $5,081 $5,081 
$858 $1,545 $2,073 $2,073 
$398 $7 J6 $96 J $96 1 
$657 $J, 183 $ 1,588 $1 ,588 
$694 $J,249 $J ,677 $1,677 
$975 $ J,756 $2,356 $2,356 

$ J,561 $2,8 10 $3 ,772 $3,772 



Origin 1/ 
(I) 

Exhibil...a 
2. Clinton 

ExhibiiL!!. 
I. Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
i 1. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16 . New Orleans 
17. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21 . N ew Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. Ne<W Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Eflingham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St. Louis 
46 . New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
51. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55 . New Orleans 
56. Chi,:ago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64 . New Orleans 
67. Chicoago 
70. New Orleans 
7 1. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 
76. Merr-:phis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans. 
80. New Orleans 
8 1. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98 . New Orleans 
101. Memphis 
102. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
I 04. New Orleans 

Destination 
(2) 

IN Atherton 

TN Social Circle 
TN Evansvi lle 
LA Covington 
IL Clinton 
LA Amplhill 
TN Bowling Green 
LA Conyers 
LA Barnett 
LA Athens 
TN Vine Hill 
LA Hope Hull 
LA Oneco 
TN Glasgow 
IL Orangeburg 
LA Galloway 
IL Anderson 
lL Cincinnat i 
TN Evansvi ll e 
IL Cumberland 
LA Hamlet 
IL Mentor 
TN Guthrie 
LA Beech Island 
LA Social Circle 
TN Piqua 
IL Painesville 
IL Terre Haute 
IL Terre Haute 
IL Utica 
LA Cartersville 
LA Laurens 
LA De land 
LA Lawrenceville 
LA · Covington 
IL Sidney 
LA Lakeland 
LA Ackerman 
TN Gallaway 
TN Bridgeport 
TN Vine Hill 
LA LaGrange 
LA Ansley 
IL Terre Haute 
TN Hopkinsvi lle 
LA Orlando 
LA Baltimore 
IL Utica 
IL Clarksburg 
TN Madisonvi lle 
LA Atlanta 
IL Akron 
LA Chattanooga 
LA Elon 
LA Tyner 
TN Vine Hill 
TN Jackson 
TN Lewisburg 
LA Evergreen 
LA Helena 
LA Newnan 
LA Green Spring 
IL Indianapoli s 
IL Lockport 
IL Wapakoneta 
LA Thomson 
TN Horse Cave 
IL North Vernon 
IL Francesville 
LA Jefferson 
LA Jefferson 
TN Glasgow 
LA Ackerman 
LA Beech Island 
LA De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 4011 

IN 

Railroad(s) 
(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCJR GR WR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHl NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LAURN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

2821139 

282 1139 
282 1139 
28211 40 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
2821139 
282 1139 
2821139 
282 1140 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
282 1142 
2818342 
282 1139 
282 1142 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 1139 
28211 40 
28211 40 
282 1139 
282 1140 
29 11 315 
282 11 40 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
2821142 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 1140 
2821142 
282 11 39 
2821 140 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 1142 
2821 142 
282 1142 
2821139 
2821139 
291131 5 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821139 
282 1139 
282 1142 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
2821140 
2821139 
282 1139 
282 1142 
2821 140 
282 11 42 
282 1142 
2821140 
282 11 39 
2821139 
28211 42 
2821139 
282 11 42 

Tariff 

!WtlL 
(5) 

$2,728 

$5,576 
$4,967 
$6,09 1 
$3,750 
$9,385 
$5, 100 
$6,088 
$7,203 
$6,103 
$5,07 1 
$4,388 
$8,123 
$5, 11 6 
$7,776 
$7,240 
$3,94 1 
$4,653 
$4,967 
$6,640 
$6,943 
$5,033 
$5,09 1 
$7,177 
$6,111 
$6,583 
$3 ,86 1 
$3,658 
$3,862 
$7,773 
$6,091 
$7,392 
$7,819 
$6,091 
$6,091 
$5,22 1 
$8,097 
$6,083 
$4,557 
$5,582 
$5,07 1 
$5,656 
$5,465 
$3 ,862 
$5,101 
$7,8 19 

$10,006 
$7,773 
$6,558 
$4,947 
$5,9 19 
$5,011 
$5,974 
$5,988 
$5,980 
$5,071 
$4,523 
$5,179 
$3,252 
$5,305 
$6,091 
$9,675 
$4,04 1 
$6,514 
$4,188 
$7,203 
$5,410 
$4,172 
$4, 190 
$6,172 
$6,172 
$5, 11 6 
$6,083 
$7,177 
$7,814 

Phase III 

Qll1..lL 
(6) 

$586 

$ 1,250 
$1 ,229 
$1,568 
$686 

$2,880 
$1,028 
$1,554 
$1,772 
$1,612 
$676 

$1,085 
$2,243 
$1 ,113 
$2,411 
$2,538 
$854 

$1 ,138 
$1,230 
$1,687 
$1,939 
$1,258 
$769 

$1,870 
$ 1,448 
$1,928 
$1,771 
$775 

$1,21 7 
$2, 174 
$1,555 
$1,630 
$2,318 
$1,557 
$1,564 
$1,288 
$2,365 
$1 ,508 
$1,405 
$1,009 
$676 

$1,640 
$450 

$1,217 
$1,035 
$2,309 
$3, 146 
$2,174 
$2,089 
$1,170 
$2,014 
$1,158 
$1,767 
$1,835 
$1,806 
$676 

$1,229 
$1,462 
$1,210 
$1,438 
$ 1,555 
$3,184 
$853 

$1,566 
$1,397 
$1,992 
$ 1,11 5 
$1 ,252 
$681 

$1,925 
$1,922 
$1,112 
$1,508 
$1,866 
$2,283 

4Q2011 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold 11 

(7) 

$1,055 

$2,25 1 
$2,212 
$2,822 
$1,234 
$5,184 
$1,85 1 
$2,798 
$3,189 
$2,901 
$1,216 
$1 ,952 
$4,038 
$2,003 
$4,340 
$4,568 
$1,538 
$2,049 
$2,214 
$3,037 
$3,491 
$2,265 
$1,385 
$3,365 
$2,607 
$3 ,470 
$3,187 
$1,395 
$2,191 
$3,9 14 
$2,798 
$2,935 
$4,173 
$2,802 
$2,815 
$2,319 
$4,258 
$2,715 
$2,528 
$1 ,816 
$1 ,216 
$2,952 
$809 

$2,19 1 
$1,863 
$4,157 
$5,662 
$3 ,914 
$3,760 
$2,106 
$3,625 
$2,084 
$3,180 
$3,304 
$3,25 1 
$1 ,216 
$2,213 
$2,632 
$2,178 
$2,589 
$2,798 
$5, 732 
$1 ,535 
$2,820 
$2,515 
$3,586 
$2,007 
$2,253 
$1 ,226 
$3,466 
$3,460 
$2,001 
$2,715 
$3 ,359 
$4,109 
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SAC 

B.!!.ttll 
(8) 

$1,416 

$3,021 
$2,968 
$3,787 
$1,657 
$6,958 
$2,485 
$3 ,755 
$4,280 
$3,893 
$1,632 
$2,620 
$5,419 
$2,688 
$5,824 
$6,131 
$2,064 
$2,750 
$2,972 
$4,076 
$4,685 
$3,040 
$1,859 
$4,5 17 
$3,498 
$4,656 
$4,278 
$1,872 
$2,941 
$5,253 
$3,756 
$3,939 
$5,60 1 
$3 ,76 1 
$3,778 
$3, 11 2 
$5,714 
$3,644 
$3,393 
$2,438 
$1 ,633 
$3,961 
$1,086 
$2,941 
$2,500 
$5,579 
$7,599 
$5,253 
$5,046 
$2,827 
$4,865 
$2,797 
$4,269 
$4,434 
$4,363 
$1,632 
$2,970 
$3,532 
$2,923 
$3,474 
$3,756 
$7,693 
$2,060 
$3 ,784 
$3,376 
$4,812 
$2,694 
$3,024 
$1 ,646 
$4,65 1 
$4,644 
$2,685 
$3 ,644 
$4,508 
$5,515 

STD Maximum 

B.m.1L 
(9) 

$1 ,4 16 

$3,021 
$2,968 
$3,787 
$1,657 
$6,958 
$2,485 
$3,755 
$4,280 
$3,893 
$1,632 
$2,620 
$5,419 
$2,688 
$5,824 
$6,131 
$2,064 
$2,750 
$2,972 
$4,076 
$4,685 
$3,040 
$1,859 
$4,517 
$3,498 
$4,656 
$3,861 
$1,872 
$2,94 1 
$5,253 
$3 ,756 
$3,939 
$5,60 1 
$3 ,76 1 
$3,778 
$3,112 
$5,714 
$3,644 
$3 ,393 
$2,438 
$1,633 
$3,96 1 
$1 ,086 
$2,94 1 
$2,500 
$5,579 
$7,599 
$5,253 
$5,046 
$2,827 
$4,865 
$2,797 
$4,269 
$4,434 
$4,363 
$1,632 
$2,970 
$3,532 
$2,923 
$3,474 
$3,756 
$7,693 
$2,060 
$3,784 
$3,376 
$4,812 
$2,694 
$3,024 
$1,646 
$4,65 1 
$4,644 
$2,685 
$3 ,644 
$4,508 
$5,515 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 401 l 

Origin 11 Destination Railroad(sl ~gmm2!.! itl: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821 142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 11 40 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 42 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821142 
I 10. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821139 
113. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
I I 5. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 139 
I 16. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821139 
11 7. Soc ial Circl e GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
11 9. Chicago IL Evansvi ll e IN BRC CHGO CSXT 2821140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 202 11 39 

I/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1-16 Exhibits.xlsx." Uti lizes the STB's 20 11 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of242% from Rebuttal Exhibit lll-H-2 x Column (6). 
31 Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5) . 

Tariff 
Rate 11 

(5) 

$6,943 
$6,943 
$5,01 1 
$4,198 
$4,198 
$5,956 
$6,558 
$4,041 
$3 ,305 
$3,359 
$3,364 
$4,989 
$6,088 
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4Q2011 
Phase III Jurisdictional SAC STBMaximum 

£.2.1.t!L Thre1h2ld 11 Rate l / Rate3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,939 $3,491 $4,685 $4,685 
$1,941 $3,495 $4,690 $4,690 
$1 ,158 $2,084 $2,797 $2,797 
$1,442 $2,595 $3 ,482 $3,482 
$1,442 $2,595 $3 ,482 $3,482 
$1 ,700 $3,061 $4,108 $4,108 
$2,089 $3,760 $5,046 $5,046 
$852 $1,534 $2,059 $2,059 
$395 $7 11 $954 $954 
$653 $1, J 75 $1,577 $1 ,5 77 
$689 $1 ,241 $1,665 $1,665 
$969 $1,744 $2,340 $2,340 

$1,551 $2,791 $3,746 $3,746 



Origin 11 
( I ) 

fuhl!ti!..i 
2. Clinton 

Exhi ttlU!. 
I . Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4 . Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7 . New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16 . New Orleans 
17. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
2 1. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
.29. Memphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. N.:;:w Orleans 
37. N<'w Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. Eait St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
5 1. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55. New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
6 1. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chio:ago 
70. New Orleans 
7 1. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77 . New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
10 1. Memphis 
102. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansvi lle 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthi ll 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hi ll 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansvi ll e 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi lle 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersvi ll e 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencevil le 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Ut ica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvi lle 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesvi lle 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 1012 

IN 

Railroadlsl 
(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VJNHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSFNEWORCSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHWA 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINID NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Comm odity 
(4) 

282 1139 

2821139 
2821139 
2821 140 
2821139 
2821 142 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
28211 39 
282 1139 
2821 140 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
2821142 
28 18342 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 11 40 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
2821140 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 
29113 15 
282 11 40 
2821 142 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
28211 39 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
2821139 
282 1140 
2821 140 
28211 42 
28211 39 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
2821142 
282 1142 
282 11 42 
2821139 
2821139 
29113 15 
2821139 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 1139 
2321 139 
28211 42 
2821 139 
2821 139 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
28211 39 
282 11 42 
2821140 
282 1142 
2821 142 
2821 140 
2821 139 
282 1139 
282 1142 
282 1139 
2821142 

Ta riff 

Bll.!.t.!L 
(5) 

$2,728 

$5,586 
$4,975 
$6,102 
$3 ,753 
$9,407 
$5,106 
$6,099 
$7,218 
$6,11 4 
$5,076 
$4,395 
$8, 142 
$5,123 
$7,795 
$7,259 
$3,946 
$4,660 
$4,975 
$6,652 
$6,959 
$5,041 
$5,096 
$7,191 
$6,123 
$6,597 
$3,873 
$3,662 
$3 ,870 
$7,792 
$6,102 
$7,405 
$7,836 
$6,102 
$6,102 
$5,229 
$8,115 
$6,093 
$4,567 
$5,590 
$5,076 
$5,667 
$5,466 
$3 ,870 
$5,107 
$7,837 

$10,03 1 
$7,792 
$6,574 
$4,954 
$5,933 
$5,019 
$5,986 
$6,001 
$5,993 
$5,076 
$4,53 1 
$5,189 
$3,260 
$5,315 
$6,102 
$9,703 
$4,046 
$6,525 
$4,197 
$7,218 
$5,417 
$4, 182 
$4,193 
$6,186 
$6,186 
$5,123 
$6,093 
$7,191 
$7,83 1 

Phase III 

!&!...!/. 
(6) 

$560 

$1 ,27 1 
$1 ,232 
$1,577 
$680 

$2,912 
$1,029 
$1,563 
$1,800 
$1 ,622 
$686 

$1 ,086 
$2,280 
$1 ,11 5 
$2,434 
$2,568 
$852 

$1,140 
$1,234 
$1 ,698 
$1,953 
$1,262 
$78 1 

$1 ,884 
$1 ,471 
$1,943 
$1,787 
$77 1 

$1,221 
$2,210 
$1 ,564 
$1 ,657 
$2,340 
$1,566 
$1,573 
$1 ,293 
$2,388 
$1,516 
$1 ,411 
$1,025 
$686 

$1 ,650 
$440 

$1,22 1 
$1,035 
$2,331 
$3,181 
$2,210 
$2,106 
$1,173 
$2,034 
$1 ,160 
$1,779 
$1,849 
$1,819 
$686 

$1,233 
$1,470 
$1,213 
$1,445 
$1,564 
$3,236 
$850 

$1 ,576 
$1,404 
$2,008 
$1,11 7 
$1,272 
$676 

$1,940 
$1,937 
$1,11 3 
$1,5 16 
$1,880 
$2,304 

192012 
Jurisd ictional 
T hreshold II 

(7) 

$1,009 

$2,287 
$2,218 
$2,838 
$1,225 
$5,241 
$1,852 
$2,8 14 
$3,240 
$2,919 
$1,235 
$1 ,954 
$4,103 
$2,006 
$4,381 
$4,623 
$1 ,533 
$2,052 
$2,22 1 
$3,057 
$3,515 
$2,272 
$1,407 
$3 ,39 1 
$2,649 
$3,497 
$3 ,216 
$1,387 
$2,197 
$3 ,977 
$2,814 
$2,982 
$4,212 
$2,818 
$2,83 1 
$2,327 
$4,298 
$2,730 
$2,540 
$1,845 
$1 ,235 
$2,970 
$793 

$2,197 
$1 ,864 
$4,195 
$5,725 
$3 ,977 
$3 ,791 
$2, 112 
$3,662 
$2,088 
$3,203 
$3,328 
$3,275 
$1,235 
$2,219 
$2,646 
$2,184 
$2,601 
$2,814 
$5,825 
$1,530 
$2,836 
$2,527 
$3,615 
$2,010 
$2,289 
$1 ,216 
$3,493 
$3,487 
$2,004 
$2,729 
$3,385 
$4,147 
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SAC 
Rate2/ 

(8) 

$1,324 

$3,002 
$2,912 
$3 ,726 
$1,608 
$6,88 1 
$2,43 1 
$3 ,694 
$4,254 
$3 ,832 
$1,622 
$2,566 
$5,387 
$2,634 
$5,752 
$6,069 
$2,012 
$2,694 
$2,9 15 
$4,013 
$4,614 
$2,983 
$1,846 
$4,452 
$3,477 
$4,590 
$4,222 
$1 ,821 
$2,885 
$5,221 
$3 ,695 
$3,9 15 
$5,530 
$3 ,700 
$3 ,717 
$3,055 
$5,643 
$3,583 
$3 ,335 
$2,422 
$1 ,622 
$3 ,899 
$1,041 
$2,885 
$2,446 
$5,507 
$7,516 
$5,22 1 
$4,977 
$2,772 
$4,808 
$2,74 1 
$4,205 
$4,369 
$4,299 
$1,621 
$2,914 
$3,474 
$2,867 
$3,415 
$3,695 
$7,647 
$2,009 
$3,723 
$3 ,317 
$4,745 
$2,639 
$3 ,005 
$1,597 
$4,585 
$4,577 
$2,63 1 
$3,583 
$4,443 
$5,444 

STB Maximum 
Rate 3/ 

(9) 

$1,324 

$3,002 
$2,912 
$3,726 
$1,608 
$6,88 1 
$2,431 
$3 ,694 
$4,254 
$3 ,832 
$1,622 
$2,566 
$5,387 
$2,634 
$5,752 
$6,069 
$2,012 
$2,694 
$2,9 15 
$4,013 
$4,614 
$2,983 
$1,846 
$4,452 
$3,477 
$4,590 
$3,873 
$1,82 1 
$2,885 
$5,22 1 
$3 ,695 
$3,915 
$5,530 
$3 ,700 
$3,7 17 
$3,055 
$5,643 
$3 ,583 
$3 ,335 
$2,422 
$1,622 
$3,899 
$1 ,04 1 
$2,885 
$2,446 
$5,507 
$7,516 
$5,22 1 
$4,977 
$2,772 
$4,808 
$2,74 1 
$4,205 
$4,369 
$4,299 
$1,62 1 
$2,914 
$3,474 
$2,867 
$3,415 
$3,695 
$7,647 
$2,009 
$3,723 
$3,317 
$4, 745 
$2,639 
$3 ,005 
$1,597 
$4,585 
$4,577 
$2,63 1 
$3,583 
$4,443 
$5,444 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 1012 

Origin 1/ Destination Railroad(s) ~gm modi!): 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1142 
. 106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 11 40 

108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 

110. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
112. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
113. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 42 
11 5. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 6. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
117. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCJR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
119. Chicago IL Evansvi lle IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 

120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 

I/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1- 16 Exhibits.xlsx." Utilizes the STB's 2012 CSXT URCS. 
2/ MMM Ratio of 236% fro m Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-H-2 x Column (6). 
31 Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 
Rate I / 

(5) 

$6,959 
$6,959 
$5,019 
$4,208 
$4,208 
$5,968 
$6,574 
$4,046 
$3,305 
$3,361 
$3,367 
$4,994 
$6,099 
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IQ2012 
Phase III Jurisdictional SAC STBMaximum 

Cost 11 Thr£shold I/ .B.fil1L .Ba!LJL 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1 ,953 $3 ,515 $4,614 $4,614 
$1 ,955 $3,5 19 $4,620 $4,620 
$1,160 $2,088 $2,741 $2,74 1 
$ 1,449 $2,607 $3,423 $3,423 
$1 ,449 $2,607 $3,423 $3,423 
$ 1,7 12 $3,08 1 $4,045 $4,045 
$2,106 $3,791 $4,977 $4,977 
$850 $ 1,529 $2,008 $2,008 
$385 $693 $909 $909 
$647 $1 ,165 $ 1,529 $1,529 
$684 $1,23 1 $1,6 17 $ 1,6 17 
$968 $ 1,742 $2,287 $2,287 

$ 1,560 $2,807 $3,685 $3,685 



Origin 11 
( I) 

&hl!ill..:l 
2. Clinton 

.&hllill.!! 
I. Memphis 
2 . Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
IO. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16. New Orleans 
17. Chicago· 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
2 1. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. Nc;:w Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. Ea:;t St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
51. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55 . New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
6 1. Chi1;ago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
7 I. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75. Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97. New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
IOI. Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
l'N 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circ le 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansvi lle 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi ll e 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersvi lle 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencevill e 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsvi lle 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvi lle 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
lndianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesv ille 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates ~nd 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 2012 

IN 

Railroad(s) 
(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCJR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LAURN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINIIl NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSFNEWORCSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHl NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

282 1139 

282 11 39 
282 1139 
2821 140 
2821 139 
2821142 
2821 139 
2821 140 
2821139 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
2821139 
282 11 40 
282 1142 
28 18342 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
2821 140 
2821139 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
2821140 
282 11 40 
2821139 
2821140 
29 113 15 
282 1140 
2821142 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 
2821140 
2821142 
2821 139 
2821140 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 1142 
282 11 42 
2821 142 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
29 11 315 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 11 39 
28211 39 
28211 42 
2821 139 
2821 139 
2821139 
2821140 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
2821 142 
2821 140 
2821 142 
282 1142 
2821140 
28211 39 
2821139 
2821 142 
282 1139 
2821 142 

Tariff 

Bl!.ltlL 
(5) 

$2,728 

$5,606 
$4,990 
$6, 124 
$3 ,759 
$9,45 1 
$5, 11 8 
$6, 121 
$7,248 
$6,137 
$5,086 
$4,408 
$8, 181 
$5,137 
$7,832 
$7,295 
$3,955 
$4,675 
$4,990 
$6,677 
$6,993 
$5,057 
$5,108 
$7,218 
$6,147 
$6,626 
$3,897 
$3 ,669 
$3 ,885 
$7,829 
$6, 123 
$7,433 
$7,872 
$6,124 
$6,124 
$5,247 
$8, 151 
$6,11 4 
$4,585 
$5,605 
$5 ,086 
$5 ,690 
$5,468 
$3,885 
$5, 120 
$7,872 
$10,083 
$7,829 
$6,606 
$4,968 
$5,962 
$5,033 
$6,012 
$6,028 
$6,019 
$5,086 
$4,547 
$5,208 
$3 ,276 
$5,335 
$6,123 
$9,758 
$4,054 
$6,547 
$4,216 
$7,248 
$5,576 
$4,203 
$4,199 
$6,215 
$6,2 15 
$5,137 
$6,114 
$7,218 
$7,866 

Phase III 

.QllllL 
(6) 

$568 

$1,289 
SI,250 
$1,599 
$690 

$2,953 
$1,043 
$1,586 
$1,826 
$1,645 
$696 

$1 ,101 
$2,312 
$1, 130 
$2,469 
$2,605 
$864 

$1,156 
$1,25 1 
$1,722 
$1 ,980 
$1,280 
$793 

$1,9 11 
$1,492 
$1,970 
$1,8 12 
$782 

$1,238 
$2,24 1 
$1,586 
$1,680 
$2,373 
$1 ,588 
$1,595 
$1,3 11 
$2,422 
$1 ,538 
$1,431 
$1,040 
$696 

$1,674 
$447 

$1,238 
$1,050 
$2,364 
$3,226 
$2,241 
$2,136 
$1,190 
$2,063 
$1, 177 
$1,805 
$1,875 
$1,845 
$696 

$1,251 
$1,49 1 
$1,230 
$1,466 
$1,586 
$3,282 
$862 

$1,598 
$1,424 
$2,037 
$1,133 
$1,290 
$685 

$1,968 
$1,965 
$1 ,129 
$1,538 
$1,907 
$2,337 

2Q2012 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold 11 

(7) 

$1,023 

$2,320 
$2,250 
$2,879 
$1,242 
$5,316 
$1,878 
$2,854 
$3,286 
$2,960 
$1,253 
$1,982 
$4,162 
$2,035 
$4,444 
$4,689 
$ 1,555 
$2,082 
$2,252 
$3 ,100 
$3 ,565 
$2,304 
$1 ,427 
$3,439 
$2,686 
$3,546 
$3 ,262 
$1 ,407 
$2,229 
$4,034 
$2,854 
$3,024 
$4,272 
$2,858 
$2,872 
$2,360 
$4,359 
$2,768 
$2,576 
$1,87 1 
$1,253 
$3,0 13 
$804 

$2,229 
$1,890 
$4,255 
$5,807 
$4,034 
$3,845 
$2,142 
$3,7 14 
$2,11 8 
$3,249 
$3,376 
$3,322 
$1,253 
$2,25 1 
$2,684 
$2,215 
$2,638 
$2,854 
$5,908 
$1,552 
$2,876 
$2,563 
$3,666 
$2,039 
$2,322 
$1,234 
$3,542 
$3 ,536 
$2,032 
$2,768 
$3 ,433 
$4,206 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-10 
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SAC 
Rate2/ 

(8) 

$1,343 

$3 ,045 
$2,954 
$3,779 
$1,630 
$6,979 
$2,465 
$3,74 7 
$4,314 
$3,886 
$1,645 
$2,602 
$5,463 
$2,67 1 
$5,834 
$6, 155 
$2,041 
$2,733 
$2,957 
$4,070 
$4,680 
$3 ,025 
$1,873 
$4,515 
$3,527 
$4,656 
$4,283 
$1,847 
$2,926 
$5,296 
$3,747 
$3,97 1 
$5,608 
$3,753 
$3,770 
$3,098 
$5,723 
$3,634 
$3,382 
$2,457 
$1,645 
$3,955 
$1,055 
$2,926 
$2,48 1 
$5,586 
$7,623 
$5,296 
$5,048 
$2,812 
$4,876 
$2,780 
$4,265 
$4,431 
$4,36 1 
$1,645 
$2,955 
$3 ,523 
$2,908 
$3,464 
$3,747 
$7,756 
$2,037 
$3 ,776 
$3,364 
$4,813 
$2,676 
$3,048 
$1,620 
$4,650 
$4,643 
$2,668 
$3 ,634 
$4,507 
$5,522 

STD Maximum 

~ 
(9) 

$1,343 

$3,045 
$2,954 
$3,779 
$1,630 
$6,979 
$2,465 
$3 ,747 
$4,314 
$3,886 
$1 ,645 
$2,602 
$5,463 
$2,671 
$5,834 
$6, 155 
$2,041 
$2,733 
$2,957 
$4,070 
$4,680 
$3 ,025 
$1,873 
$4,515 
$3,527 
$4,656 
$3,897 
$1,847 
$2,926 
$5,296 
$3,747 
$3,971 
$5,608 
$3,753 
$3 ,770 
$3,098 
$5,723 
$3,634 
$3,382 
$2,457 
$1 ,645 
$3,955 
$1,055 
$2,926 
$2,481 
$5,586 
$7,623 
$5,296 
$5,048 
$2,812 
$4,876 
$2,780 
$4,265 
$4,431 
$4,36 1 
$1 ,645 
$2,955 
$3,523 
$2,908 
$3,464 
$3,747 
$7,756 
$2,037 
$3,776 
$3,364 
$4,813 
$2,676 
$3 ,048 
$1 ,620 
$4,650 
$4,643 
$2,668 
$3,634 
$4,507 
$5,522 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 2012 

Origin 11 Destination Railroad(s) ~Qmm2~ill! 
(I) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 1140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 0. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 3. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
115. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
116. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOC!R CSXT 2821 139 
11 7. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
118. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GR WR SOC!R CSXT 282 11 39 
119. Chicago IL Evansvi lle IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 

1/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1-16 Exhibits.xlsx." Utili zes the STB's 20 12 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of 236% from Rebuttal Exhibit lll-H-2 x Column (6). 
31 Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 
Rate II 

(5) 

$6,993 
$6,993 
$5,033 
$4,228 
$4,228 
$5,991 
$6,606 
$4,054 
$3,306 
$3,367 
$3,373 
$5,005 
$6,121 

Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-H-10 
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2Q2012 
Phase Ill Jurisdictional SAC STBMaximum 

~ Ihr~shold II .B.m1.L lli!.!£1L 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$ 1,980 $3,565 $4,680 $4,680 
$.J,983 $3,569 $4,685 $4,685 
$1, 177 $2,11 8 $2,780 $2,780 
$1,469 $2,644 $3 ,472 $3,472 
$ 1,469 $2,644 $3 ,472 $3,472 
$ 1,736 $3,125 $4, 103 $4,103 
$2, 136 $3,845 $5,048 $5,048 
$862 $ 1,55 1 $2,036 $2,036 
$390 $703 $922 $922 
$656 $1,181 $ 1,551 $ 1,55 1 
$694 $1,249 $1 ,640 $1 ,640 
$982 $ 1,767 $2,320 $2,320 

$1 ,582 $2,847 $3,738 $3 ,738 

J 



Origin 1/ 
(I) 

Exhibit A 
2. Clinton 

~ 
I . Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
S. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16. New Orleans 
I 7. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
2 1. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St Louis 
32. Effingham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
SI . Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53. Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55 . New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63. Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71 . NewOrleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78 . New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Ch icago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97. New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
IOI. Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
103 . New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansvi lle 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansville 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesville 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersvi ll e 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencevil le 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Ut ica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonville 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3012 

Railroad(s) 
(3) 

IN CSX! 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSX! SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSX! 
GA CN NEWOR CSX! 
IN BNSF CHGO CSX! 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSX! 
GA CN NEWOR CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSX! VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSX! ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSX! 
NY BNSF CHGO CSX! 
FL CN NEWOR CSX! 
IN BNSF CHGO CSX! 
OH BNSF CHGO CSX! 
IN CN MEMPH CSX! 
MD BNSF CHGO CSX! 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
OH BNSF CHGO CSX! 
KY CN MEMPH CSX! GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCJR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSX! 
OH UP ESTL CSX! 
IN CN EFHAM CSX! 
IN BNSF CHGO CSX! 
NY BNSF CHGO CSX! UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSX! LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSX! 
FL CN NEWOR CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
TN CN MEMPH CSX! 
AL CN MEMPH CSX! BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSX! VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
MS CN NEWOR CSX! 
IN BNSF CHGO CSX! 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSX! 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
NY BNSF CHGO CSX! UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSX! 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSX! 
GA UP NEWOR CSX! 
OH BNSF CHGO CSX! 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSX! VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSX! 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSX! 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSX! GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSX! 
OH BNSF CHGO CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
KY CN MEMPH CSX! 
IN BNSF CHGO CSX! NVERN CMPA 
JN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSX! 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSX! 
GA BNSFNEWORCSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSX! 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSX! 

Commodity 
(4) 

2821139 

2821 139 
282 1139 
2821140 
282 11 39 
2821142 
2821 139 
2821140 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821140 
282 11 39 
28211 40 
282 11 42 
28 18342 
282 11 39 
28211 42 
282 11 40 
2821139 
2821139 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
2821140 
2821139 
282 1140 
291 1315 
282 1140 
28211 42 
2821139 
282 1139 
28211 39 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
2821139 
2821139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
2821140 
282 11 40 
282 11 42 
2821139 
28211 40 
2821139 
2821 142 
28211 42 
2821142 
2821 142 
28211 39 
282 1139 
291131 5 
2821139 
2821 139 
28211 39 
2821139 
2821 142 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
2821 139 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821140 
28211 39 
2821139 
2821142 
2821 140 
2821 142 
282 11 42 
2821140 
282 1139 
28211 39 
28211 42 
2821139 
282 1142 

Tariff 

lli!1tlL 
(5) 

$2,728 

$5,576 
$5,058 
$6,292 
$3,750 
$9,385 
$5,222 
$6,289 
$7,400 
$6,303 
$5,194 
$4,523 
$8,252 
$5,239 
$7,776 
$7,240 
$3,94 I 
$4,653 
$5,058 
$6,640 
$6,943 
$5,033 
$5,213 
$7,373 
$6,312 
$6,583 
$3 ,97 1 
$3,722 
$3,862 
$7,773 
$6,29 1 
$7,392 
$7,945 
$6,292 
$6,292 
$5,456 
$8,226 
$6,283 
$4,55 7 
$5,582 
$5,194 
$5,656 
$5,465 
$3,862 
$5,224 
$7,946 

$10,006 
$7,773 
$6,558 
$5,038 
$6,090 
$5,011 
$5,974 
$5,988 
$5,980 
$5,194 
$4,523 
$5,302 
$3,386 
$5,305 
$6,291 
$9,675 
$4,041 
$6,514 
$4,188 
$7,400 
$5,594 
$4,172 
$4,190 
$6,372 
$6,372 
$5,239 
$6,283 
$7,373 
$7,940 

Phase III 

£2illL 
(6) 

$560 

$1,270 
$1,232 
$1 ,576 
$680 

$2,91 I 
$1,028 
$1,563 
$! ,800 
$1,621 
$686 

$1,085 
$2,279 
$1,11 4 
$2,433 
$2,567 
$8S I 

$1,140 
$1,233 
$1,698 
$1 ,952 
$1,262 
$781 

$1,883 
$1 ,471 
$1 ,942 
$1,786 
$77 1 

$1,220 
$2,209 
$1 ,563 
$1 ,656 
$2,339 
$1 ,565 
$1,573 
$1,292 
$2,387 
$1,516 
$1,41 I 
$1 ,025 
$686 

$1,650 
$440 

$1 ,220 
$1 ,035 
$2,330 
$3,180 
$2,209 
$2,106 
$1,173 
$2,034 
$1,160 
$1,779 
$1 ,848 
$1,819 
$686 

$1,233 
$1,470 
$1 ,213 
$1,445 
$1 ,563 
$3 ,235 
$850 

$1,575 
$1 ,403 
$2,008 
$! ,! 16 
$1 ,271 
$676 

$1 ,940 
$1,937 
$1,11 3 
$ 1,516 
$1 ,880 
$2,303 

3Q2012 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold ii 

(7) 

$1,009 

$2,286 
$2,2 18 
$2,&38 
$1,224 
$5,240 
$1,85 1 
$2,813 
$3,239 
$2,918 
$1 ,235 
$1,954 
$4,102 
$2,006 
$4,380 
$4,621 
$1,533 
$2,052 
$2,220 
$3 ,056 
$3 ,514 
$2,271 
$1,406 
$3 ,390 
$2,648 
$3,496 
$3,215 
$1,387 
$2,197 
$3 ,976 
$2,814 
$2,981 
$4,211 
$2,818 
$2,83 1 
$2,326 
$4,297 
$2,729 
$2,539 
$1 ,845 
$1 ,235 
$2,969 
$792 

$2,197 
$1 ,863 
$4,194 
$5,723 
$3 ,976 
$3 ,790 
$2,111 
$3 ,661 
$2,088 
$3,202 
$3,327 
$3,274 
$1,235 
$2,2 19 
$2,645 
$2,183 
$2,601 
$2,814 
$5,823 
$1 ,530 
$2,835 
$2,526 
$3,6 14 
$2,010 
$2,289 
$1,2 16 
$3,492 
$3 ,486 
$2,003 
$2,729 
$3,384 
$4,146 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-11 
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SAC 

fu1t1L 
(8) 

$1 ,324 

$3,002 
$2,9 1 I 
$3,725 
$1,607 
$6,879 
$2,430 
$3,693 
$4,253 
$3,83 1 
$1 ,621 
$2,565 
$5,385 
$2,633 
$5,750 
$6,067 
$2,012 
$2,693 
$2,914 
$4,012 
$4,613 
$2,982 
$1,846 
$4,450 
$3,476 
$4,589 
$4,221 
$1 ,82 1 
$2,884 
$5,220 
$3 ,694 
$3,914 
$5,528 
$3 ,699 
$3,716 
$3,054 
$5,64 1 
$3 ,582 
$3 ,334 
$2,421 
$1,621 
$3,898 
$1,040 
$2,884 
$2,446 
$5,506 
$7,5 14 
$5,220 
$4,976 
$2,77 1 
$4,806 
$2,74 1 
$4,204 
$4,368 
$4,298 
$1,62 1 
$2,913 
$3,473 
$2,866 
$3,4 14 
$3,694 
$7,645 
$2,008 
$3,722 
$3,316 
$4,744 
$2,638 
$3,004 
$1,597 
$4,584 
$4,576 
$2,630 
$3,582 
$4,442 
$5,443 

STB Maximum. 

Bllk1L 
(9) 

$1 ,324 

$3,002 
$2,911 
$3,725 
$1 ,607 
$6,879 
$2,430 
$3,693 
$4,253 
$3,83 1 
$1,621 
$2,565 
$5,385 
$2,633 
$5,750 
$6,067 

·$2,01 2 
$2,693 
$2,914 
$4,012 
$4,613 
$2,982 
$1,846 
$4,450 
$3,476 
$4,589 
$3,97 1 
$1,82 1 
$2,884 
$5,220 
$3 ,694 
$3,9 14 
$5,528 
$3,699 
$3,716 
$3,054 
$5,641 
$3,582 
$3,334 
$2,421 
$1,621 
$3,898 
$1 ,040 
$2,884 
$2,446 
$5,506 
$7,5 14 
$5,220 
$4,976 
$2,771 
$4,806 
$2,741 
$4,204 
$4,368 
$4,298 
$1,62 1 
$2,913 
$3,473 
$2,866 
$3,4 14 
$3,694 
$7,645 
$2,008 
$3,722 
$3 ,3 16 
$4,744 
$2,638 
$3,004 
$1,597 
$4,584 
$4,576 
$2,630 
$3,582 
$4,442 
$5,443 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3012 

Origin 11 Destinat ion Railroad(s) ~Qmmsu;litl: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821 142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 2821 140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
11 0. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
112. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 3. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
115. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 139 
11 6. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 28211 39 
11 7. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
119. Chicago IL Evansvi lle IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1139 

1/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1-16 Exhibits.xlsx." Uti lizes the STB's 2012 CSXT URCS. 
2/ MMM Ratio of236% from Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 

.!!m..!L 
(5) 

$6,943 
$6,943 
$5,011 
$4,198 
$4,198 
$5,956 
$6,558 
$4,041 
$3,305 
$3,359 
$3,364 
$4,989 
$6,289 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-1 1 
Page 2 of2 

3Q2012 
Phase III Jurisdict ional SAC SIB Maximum 

~ Thrt~h2l!! 11 .&kll Rate3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,952 $3,5 14 $4,613 $4,613 
$1,954 $3,518 $4,6 18 $4,618 
$1,160 $2,088 $2,74 1 $2,74 1 
$1,448 $2,607 $3,422 $3 ,422 
$1,448 $2,607 $3,422 $3 ,422 
$1,71 1 $3 ,080 $4,044 $4,044 
$2,106 $3,790 $4,976 $4,976 
$849 $1 ,529 $2,007 $2,007 
$385 $693 $909 $909 
$647 $1,164 $1,528 $1 ,528 
$684 $1 ,231 $1,616 $1,616 
$968 $1 ,742 $2,287 $2,287 

$1 ,559 $2,806 $3,684 $3 ,684 



Origin 11 
(I) 

Exhibit A 
2. Clinton 

Exhibit B 
I . Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
IO. Memphis 
I l. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Ch icago 
16 . New Orleans 
17. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33. Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35 . New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orl eans 
5 1. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55. New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63. Memphis 
64 . New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84 . Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
101. Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destinat ion 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansvi lle 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi lle 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Ut ica 
Cartersville 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrenceville 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackennan 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvil le 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 4012 

IN 

Railroad Cs) 

(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSFMEMPHCSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSFCHGOCSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LAURN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHWA 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

282 11 39 

2821 139 
2821 139 
282 1140 
282 1139 
282 1142 
2821 139 
2821140 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
2821 140 
2821139 
2821 140 
2821 142 
28 18342 
2821139 
2821 142 
2821 140 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
282 11 40 
2821 140 
2821 139 
2821 140 
291131 5 
282 1140 
2821142 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 1140 
2821142 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 1139 
282 1142 
282 1142 
282 11 42 
282 1142 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
291 1315 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
2821142 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
2821 140 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 11 40 
2821 142 
282 1142 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
2821 142 
2821 139 
282 1142 

Tariff 

.Bl!1t.1L 
(5) 

$2,728 

$5,606 
$5,516 
$7,278 
$3,759 
$9,45 1 
$5,823 
$7,275 
$8,376 
$7,291 
$5,791 
$5, 181 
$8,923 
$5,842 
$7,832 
$7,295 
$3,955 
$4,675 
$5,516 
$6,677 
$6,993 
$5,057 
$5,813 
$8,346 
$7,30 1 
$6,626 
$4, 11 2 
$4,035 
$3 ,885 
$7,829 
$7,277 
$7,433 
$8,600 
$7,278 
$7,278 
$6,599 
$8,893 
$7,268 
$4,585 
$5,605 
$5,791 
$5,690 
$5,468 
$3,885 
$5,825 
$8,600 

$10,083 
$7,829 
$6,606 
$5,494 
$6,297 
$5,033 
$6,0 12 
$6,028 
$6,019 
$5,791 
$4,547 
$5,913 
$4,048 
$5,335 
$7,277 
$9,758 
$4,054 
$6,547 
$4,216 
$8,376 
$5,614 
$4,203 
$4,199 
$7,369 
$7,369 
$5,842 
$7,268 
$8,346 
$8,594 

Phase III 

£l!ll.U 
(6) 

$569 

$1 ,290 
$1 ,25 1 
$1 ,600 
$690 

$2,955 
$1 ,044 
$1 ,587 
$1 ,827 
$1 ,646 
$697 

$1,102 
$2,3 14 
$1,131 
$2,470 
$2,607 
$864 

$1,157 
$1,252 
$1,724 
$1 ,982 
$1,281 
$793 

$1,9 12 
$1,493 
$1,972 
$1,814 
$782 

$1,239 
$2,243 
$1,587 
$1 ,681 
$2,375 
$1,589 
$1,596 
$1 ,3 12 
$2,424 
$1,539 
$1,432 
$1,040 
$697 

$1,675 
$447 

$1,239 
$1 ,051 
$2,365 
$3,228 
$2,243 
$2,138 
$1,191 
$2,065 
$1 ,177 
$1,806 
$1 ,877 
$1,847 
$696 

$1,251 
$1,492 
$1,23 1 
$1,467 
$1 ,587 
$3 ,285 
$863 

$1,599 
$1,425 
$2,038 
$1,133 
$1 ,291 
$686 

$1 ,969 
$1 ,966 
$1 ,130 
$1,539 
$1,908 
$2,338 

4Q2012 
Jurisdiction al 
Threshold 11 

(7) 

$1,024 

$2,321 
$2,25 1 
$2,881 
$1,243 
$5,320 
$1 ,879 
$2,856 
$3,289 
$2,962 
$1 ,254 
$ 1,984 
$4, 165 
$2,036 
$4,447 
$4,692 
$1 ,556 
$2,083 
$2,254 
$3,103 
$3,567 
$2,306 
$1,428 
$3,442 
$2,688 
$3,549 
$3,265 
$1,408 
$2,230 
$4,03 7 
$2,856 
$3,027 
$4,275 
$2,860 
$2,874 
$2,362 
$4,362 
$2,770 
$2,578 
$1 ,873 
$1 ,254 
$3 ,015 
$804 

$2,230 
$1,891 
$4,258 
$5,811 
$4,037 
$3,848 
$2,143 
$3,717 
$2, 119 
$3,25 1 
$3 ,378 
$3,324 
$1 ,254 
$2,253 
$2,686 
$2,216 
$2,640 
$2,856 
$5,912 
$1,553 
$2,878 
$2,565 
$3,669 
$2,040 
$2,323 
$1,235 
$3,545 
$3 ,539 
$2,034 
$2,770 
$3,435 
$4,209 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-12 
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SAC 

&!J.tll 
(8) 

$1,344 

$3,047 
$2,956 
$3,782 
$1 ,632 
$6,983 
$2,467 
$3,750 
$4,3 17 
$3,889 
$1,646 
$2,604 
$5,467 
$2,673 
$5,838 
$6,160 
$2,043 
$2,735 
$2,959 
$4,073 
$4,683 
$3,027 
$1 ,874 
$4,518 
$3,529 
$4,659 
$4,286 
$1,849 
$2,928 
$5,299 
$3,750 
$3,973 
$5,6 12 
$3,755 
$3,773 
$3,100 
$5,727 
$3,637 
$3,385 
$2,458 
$1,646 
$3 ,958 
$1 ,056 
$2,928 
$2,483 
$5,590 
$7,628 
$5,299 
$5,052 
$2,814 
$4,879 
$2,782 
$4,268 
$4,434 
$4,364 
$1,646 
$2,957 
$3,526 
$2,9 10 
$3,466 
$3,750 
$7,761 
$2,039 
$3,779 
$3,367 
$4,8 16 
$2,678 
$3 ,050 
$1,621 
$4,654 
$4,646 
$2,670 
$3,637 
$4,510 
$5,525 

STBMaximum 

~ 
(9) 

$1,344 

$3,047 
$2,956 
$3,782 
$1,632 
$6,983 
$2,467 
$3,750 
$4,317 
$3 ,889 
$1,646 
$2,604 
$5,467 
$2,673 
$5,838 
$6,160 
$2,043 
$2,735 
$2,959 
$4,073 
$4,683 
$3,027 
$1,874 
$4,518 
$3,529 
$4,659 
$4, 11 2 
$1,849 
$2,928 
$5,299 
$3,750 
$3,973 
$5,6 12 
$3, 755 
$3,773 
$3, 100 
$5,727 
$3,637 
$3,385 
$2,458 
$1,646 
$3,958 
$1,056 
$2,928 
$2,483 
$5,590 
$7,628 
$5,299 
$5,052 
$2,814 
$4,879 
$2,782 
$4,268 
$4,434 
$4,364 
$1,646 
$2,957 
$3 ,526 
$2,910 
$3,466 
$3,750 
$7,76 1 
$2,039 
$3,779 
$3 ,367 
$4,816 
$2,678 
$3,050 
$1,621 
$4,654 
$4,646 
$2,670 
$3,637 
$4,5 10 
$5,525 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 4012 

Origin 11 Destination Railroad(sl ~Qmm2dit·l: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

105 . New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 42 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 2821140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 42 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 0. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 
113 . Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
11 5. Chicago IL Indianapolis JN BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 139 
11 6. Social Circle GA Covington GA GR WR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 7. Social Circle GA A thens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821139 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821139 
119. Chicago IL Evansvi lle JN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 1140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 

1/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal JI-A 1-1 6 Exhibits.xlsx.' Utilizes the STB's 2012 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of 236% from Rebuttal Exhibi t III-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 
Rate 11 

(5) 

$6,993 
$6,993 
$5,033 
$4,228 
$4,228 
$5,991 
$6,606 
$4,054 
$3,306 
$3,367 
$3,373 
$5,005 
$7,275 

Rebuttal Exhibit ill-H-1 2 
Page 2 of2 

4Q2012 
Phase III Jurisdictional SAC STB Maxim um 

~ Thr~~h2I !! 11 Rate 21 Ra te 3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,982 $3 ,567 $4,683 $4,683 
$1,984 $3,57 1 $4,689 $4,689 
$1,177 $2, 11 9 $2,782 $2,782 
$1,470 $2,646 $3 ,474 $3,474 
$1,470 $2,646 $3 ,474 $3,474 
$1,737 $3,127 $4,106 $4,106 
$2,138 $3,848 $5,052 $5,052 
$862 $1,552 $2,038 $2,038 
$39 1 $703 $923 $923 
$657 $1,182 $1,552 $1,552 
$694 $1,250 $1,641 $1,641 
$982 $1,768 $2,32 1 $2,321 

$1,583 $2,849 $3 ,740 $3,740 

I 



Origin I/ 
(1) 

Exhibit A 
2. Clinton 

fu.!!l.!ili1!. 
1. Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3-. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Ori eans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16. New Orleans 
17 . Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33. Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
51. Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53. Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55. New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75. Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
8 1. Chicago 
83. Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93. Ch icago 
96. Chicago 
97. New Orleans 
98. New OrleanJ 
101. Memphis 
102. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104 . New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
lL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansville 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi lle 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Ut ica 
Cartersville 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrenceville 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Ut ica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvi lle 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 1013 

IN 

Railroad(s) 
(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LAURN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSFNEWORCSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHWA 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

2821139 

282 11 39 
2821139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
2821139 
2821 140 
2821139 
2821139 
2821139 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
2821142 
2818342 
282 I 139 
2821 142 
282 1140 
2821139 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
2821140 
2911315 
282 11 40 
282 1142 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 1139 
2821 140 
282 11 40 
2821 142 
282 11 39 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
282 1142 
2821142 
2821 142 
282 1139 
282 1139 
29 11 315 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821142 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
2821 139 
2821 139 
282 11 42 
282 1140 
2821142 
2821142 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821142 
2821 139 
282 11 42 

Tariff 

Rl!.ttlL 
(5) 

$2,728 

$5,596 
$5,509 
$7,267 
$3,756 
$9,429 
$5,817 
$7,264 
$8,361 
$7,280 
$5,786 
$5, 175 
$8,904 
$5,835 
$7,814 
$7,277 
$3,95 1 
$4,668 
$5,509 
$6,665 
$6,976 
$5,049 
$5,807 
$8,333 
$7,289 
$6,612 
$4,100 
$4,032 
$3,878 
$7,8 1 I 
$7,267 
$7,41 9 
$8,582 
$7,267 
$7,267 
$6,590 
$8,875 
$7,258 
$4,576 
$5,598 
$5,786 
$5,679 
$5,467 
$3,878 
$5,819 
$8,583 

$10,057 
_$7,8 11 
$6,590 
$5,487 
$6,283 
$5,026 
$5,999 
$6,015 
$6,006 
$5,786 
$4,539 
$5,904 
$4,040 
$5,325 
$7,267 
$9,731 
$4,050 
$6,536 
$4,207 
$8,361 
$5,608 
$4, 193 
$4,196 
$7,355 
$7,355 
$5,835 
$7,258 
$8,333 
$8,577 

Phase III 

~ 
(6) 

$542 

$1,276 
$1,229 
$1 ,573 
$676 

$2,913 
$1 ,025 
$1 ,559 
$1,806 
$1,619 
$690 

$1,080 
$2,287 
$!, !I I 
$2,435 
$2,562 
$848 

$1,137 
$1 ,230 
$1,697 
$1 ,952 
$1 ,260 
$785 

$1,88 1 
$1,477 
$1,94 1 
$1,78 1 
$767 

$1 ,218 
$2,218 
$1 ,561 
$1,662 
$2,339 
$1 ,563 
$1 ,570 
$1,290 
$2,386 
$1 ,514 
$1,408 
$1 ,029 
$690 

$1 ,648 
$435 

$1,218 
$1 ,032 
$2,330 
$3 ,183 
$2,218 
$2,106 
$1,170 
$2,029 
$1 , J 57 
$1,777 
$1,847 
$1,817 
$690 

$1,230 
$1,467 
$1 ,210 
$1,442 
$1 ,56 1 
$3,247 
$846 

$1,574 
$1 ,402 
$2,007 
$1,11 3 
$1,278 
$672 

$1 ,938 
$1,935 
$1 ,1 JO 
$1 ,513 
$1 ,878 
$2,303 

JQ2013 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold I/ 

(7) 

$976 

$2,296 
$2,213 
$2,831 
$1,2 18 
$5,243 
$1,845 
$2,807 
$3,25 1 
$2,914 
$1,242 
$1 ,945 
$4,117 
$1 ,999 
$4,383 
$4,61 I 
$ 1,527 
$2,047 
$2,2 14 
$3,055 
$3,513 
$2,268 
$1,413 
$3,385 
$2,658 
$3,494 
$3 ,206 
$1,380 
$2,193 
$3 ,993 
$2,809 
$2,992 
$4,2 11 
$2,813 
$2,826 
$2,322 
$4,296 
$2,724 
$2,535 
$1,853 
$1 ,242 
$2,966 
$782 

$2,193 
$1,857 
$4,194 
$5,729 
$3,993 
$3,791 
$2,106 
$3,651 
$2,083 
$3,199 
$3 ,324 
$3,27 1 
$1,242 
$2,214 
$2,64 1 
$2,177 
$2,596 
$2,809 
$5,844 
$1,524 
$2,833 
$2,523 
$3,612 
$2,003 
$2,300 
$1,210 
$3,488 
$3,484 
$1,998 
$2,724 
$3,381 
$4,146 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-13 
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SAC 

.Bl!!tl/. 
(8) 

$1,124 

$2,645 
$2,549 
$3,261 
$1 ,403 
$6,039 
$2,126 
$3,233 
$3,745 
$3,35 7 
$1,431 
$2,240 
$4,743 
$2,303 
$5,049 
$5,3 1 I 
$1 ,759 
$2,359 
$2,55 1 
$3,519 
$4,047 
$2,6 12 
$1,628 
$3,900 
$3,062 
$4,025 
$3,694 
$1,590 
$2,526 
$4,599 
$3,236 
$3,447 
$4,851 
$3,24 1 
$3,256 
$2,675 
$4,948 
$3 ,138 
$2,920 
$2,134 
$1,43 I 
$3,416 
$90 1 

$2,526 
$2,139 
$4,83 I 
$6,599 
$4,599 
$4,367 
$2,426 
$4,206 
$2,400 
$3,685 
$3,830 
$3,768 
$1,43 1 
$2,550 
$3,043 
$2,508 
$2,990 
$3,236 
$6,732 
$1,755 
$3,264 
$2,907 
$4,16 1 
$2,308 
$2,649 
$1,393 
$4,018 
$4,0 13 
$2,301 
$3,138 
$3,895 
$4,776 

STD Maximum 

.B.ll!s.1L 
(9) 

$1,124 

$2,645 
$2,549 
$3,261 
$1 ,403 
$6,039 
$2,126 
$3,233 
$3,745 
$3,357 
$1,43 1 
$2,240 
$4,743 
$2,303 
$5,049 
$5,31 I 
$1 ,759 
$2,359 
$2,55 1 
$3 ,519 
$4,047 
$2,612 
$1,628 
$3 ,900 
$3,062 
$4,025 
$3,694 
$1,590 
$2,526 
$4,599 
$3,236 
$3,447 
$4,851 
$3,24 1 
$3,256 
$2,675 
$4,948 
$3,138 
$2,920 
$2,134 
$1,43 1 
$3,416 
$901 

$2,526 
$2,139 
$4,831 
$6,599 
$4,599 
$4,367 
$2,426 
$4,206 
$2,400 
$3,685 
$3,830 
$3,768 
$1 ,431 
$2,550 
$3 ,043 
$2,508 
$2,990 
$3,236 
$6,732 
$1 ,755 
$3,264 
$2,907 
$4,161 
$2,308 
$2,649 
$1,393 
$4,018 
$4,013 
$2,301 
$3,138 
$3,895 
$4,776 



Co mparison of C SX Tariff Rates a nd 

Maximum Rates Per C ar for TPI Movemen ts - 1013 

Origin 11 Destination Railroad(s) ~2mm2dill:: 
( I) (2) (3) (4) 

105 . New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 42 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 1140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 42 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 0. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1139 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1139 
113. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 5. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 6. Social Circ le GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821139 
11 7. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
11 9. Chicago IL Evansville IN BRC CHGO CSXT 282 11 40 
120. New Orlean s LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821139 

I/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal II-A 1-16 Exhibits.xlsx." Utilizes the STB's 2013 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of207% from Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 

.B.!UtlL 
(5) 

$6,976 
$6,976 
$5,026 
$4,218 
$4,218 
$5,980 
$6,590 
$4,050 
$3,306 
$3,364 
$3,370 
$5,000 
$7,264 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H- 13 

P age 2 of2 

1Q2013 
Phase Ill Jurisdictional SAC STBMaxim um 

~ Thr~1h2ld 1£ Rat.tl1 !!ill..JL 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,952 $3,5 13 $4,047 $4,047 
$1,953 $3,5 16 $4,050 $4,050 
$1,157 $2,083 $2,400 $2,400 
$1,447 $2,604 $3,000 $3,000 
$1,447 $2,604 $3,000 $3,000 
$1,7 11 $3,079 $3,547 $3,547 
$2, 106 $3,79 1 $4,367 $4,367 
$846 $1,523 $1,754 $1,754 
$377 $678 $78 1 $781 
$639 $1,151 $1,326 $1,326 
$676 $1,218 $1 ,403 $1 ,403 
$961 $1,73 1 $1,994 $1,994 

$1,557 $2,802 $3,228 $3,228 



Origin 11 
(1) 

.!ll!illill.A 
2. Clinton 

Exhibit B 
1. Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. fv!emphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15 . Chicago 
16. New Orleans 
17. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33. Chicago 
34. Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St . Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
S I . Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
SS . New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
7S . Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
IOI. Memphis 
l 02. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circle 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthi ll 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansville 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circ le 
Piqua 
Painesvi ll e 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersville 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencevi ll e 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonville 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hi ll 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapoli s 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 2013 

IN 

Railroad(sl 
(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCJR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
JN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LAURN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH . BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VJNHJ NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT n 
TN BNSFNEWORCSXT ' 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSFMEMPHCSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

282 1139 

2821139 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 1139 
282 1142 
2821 139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
28211 39 
28211 40 
2821139 
28211 40 
282 1142 
2818342 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
2821140 
282 1139 
2821139 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
29 11 315 
282 1140 
282 1142 
2821 139 
2821139 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821142 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 11 40 
2821142 
282 11 39 
28211 40 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
2821142 
2821 142 
2821142 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
291131 5 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
2821142 
282 11 39 
28211 39 
282 1139 
282 11 40 
2821 139 
2821 139 
2821142 
2821140 
2821142 
282 1142 
2821140 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821 142 
282 1139 
2821 142 

Tariff 

&1tlL 
(5) 

$2,838 

$5,601 
$5,5 12 
$7,272 
$3,757 
$9,440 
$5,820 
$7,269 
$8,368 
$7,285 
$5,788 
$5, 178 
$8,913 
$5,838 
$7,823 
$7,286 
$3,953 
$4,671 
$5,512 
$6,671 
$6,984 
$5,053 
$5,810 
$8,339 
$7,295 
$6,6 19 
$4,106 
$4,033 
$3,88 1 
$7,820 
$7,272 
$7,426 
$8,591 
$7,272 
$7,272 
$6,594 
$8,884 
$7,263 
$4,581 
$5,601 
$5,788 
$5,684 
$5,467 
$3,881 
$5,822 
$8,591 

$10,070 
$7,820 
$6,598 
$5,491 
$6,290 
$5,030 
$6,570 
$6,586 
$6,577 
$5,788 
$4,543 
$5,908 
$4,044 
$5,330 
$7,272 
$9,744 
$4,052 
$6,542 
$4,211 
$8,368 
$5,829 
$4,198 
$4,197 
$7,362 
$7,362 
$5,838 
$7,263 
$8,339 
$8,585 

Phase III 

~ 
(6) 

$563 

$1,275 
$1 ,237 
$1,583 
$683 

$2,923 
$1,032 
$1 ,569 
$1 ,807 
$1 ,628 
$689 

$1 ,090 
$2,288 
$1,119 
$2,443 
$2,578 
$855 

$1,144 
$1,238 
$1,705 
$1 ,960 
$1,267 
$784 

$1,89 1 
$1 ,477 
$1,950 
$1,794 
$774 

$1,225 
$2,21 8 
$1,569 
$1 ,663 
$2,349 
$1 ,572 
$1 ,579 
$1,297 
$2,397 
$1 ,522 
$1 ,416 
$1 ,029 
$689 

$1 ,656 
$442 

$1,225 
$1 ,039 
$2,339 
$3 ,192 
$2,218 
$2,114 
$1 ,178 
$2,042 
$1 ,164 
$1 ,786 
$1,856 
$1 ,826 
$689 

$1,238 
$1 ,475 
$1 ,218 
$1,451 
$1,569 
$3 ,248 
$853 

$1 ,58 1 
$1,409 
$2,016 
$1 ,121 
$1,276 
$678 

$1,948 
$1,944 
$1,11 7 
$1,522 
$1,887 
$2,312 

2Q2013 
Jurisdictional 
Th res hold I / 

(7) 

$1,013 

$2,296 
$2,226 
$2,849 
$1,229 
$5,26 1 
$1 ,858 
$2,825 
$3,252 
$2,930 
$1,240 
$1,962 
$4, 11 8 
$2,0 14 
$4,397 
$4,640 
$1 ,539 
$2,060 
$2,229 
$3,068 
$3 ,528 
$2,280 
$1,412 
$3,403 
$2,658 
$3,510 
$3 ,228 
$1,393 
$2,206 
$3 ,992 
$2,825 
$2,993 
$4,228 
$2,829 
$2,842 
$2,335 
$4,314 
$2,740 
$2,550 
$1 ,852 
$1 ,240 
$2,98 1 
$796 

$2,206 
$1,870 
$4,211 
$5,746 
$3 ,992 
$3 ,805 
$2,120 
$3 ,676 
$2,096 
$3 ,2 15 
$3,340 
$3,287 
$1 ,240 
$2,228 
$2,656 
$2,192 
$2,6 11 
$2,825 
$5,847 
$1,536 
$2,846 
$2,536 
$3,628 
$2,018 
$2,298 
$1,221 
$3,506 
$3 ,500 
$2,011 
$2,740 
$3 ,397 
$4,162 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H -14 
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SAC 

&!.ltl!. 
(8) 

$1,166 

$2,644 
$2,565 
$3,282 
$1,416 
$6,060 
$2,141 
$3 ,254 
$3,747 
$3 ,375 
$1,428 
$2,260 
$4,744 
$2,320 
$5,066 
$5,345 
$1 ,772 
$2,373 
$2,568 
$3,534 
$4,064 
$2,627 
$1,626 
$3,92 1 
$3,062 
$4,043 
$3,719 
$1,604 
$2,54 1 
$4,599 
$3,254 
$3,448 
$4,870 
$3,259 
$3,274 
$2,690 
$4,970 
$3,156 
$2,937 
$2,1 33 
$1,428 
$3,434 
$916 

$2,541 
$2,155 
$4,85 1 
$6,620 
$4,599 
$4,384 
$2,442 
$4,234 
$2,415 
$3,703 
$3,848 
$3,787 
$1,428 
$2,566 
$3,059 
$2,525 
$3 ,008 
$3,254 
$6,735 
$1,769 
$3 ,279 
$2,922 
$4,180 
$2,324 
$2,647 
$1 ,407 
$4,038 
$4,032 
$2,3 17 
$3,156 
$3 ,9 13 
$4,795 

STD Maximum 
Rate3/ 

(9) 

$1 ,166 

$2,644 
$2,565 
$3,282 
$1,41 6 
$6,060 
$2,141 
$3,254 
$3,747 
$3 ,375 
$1,428 
$2,260 
$4,744 
$2,320 
$5,066 
$5,345 
$1 ,772 
$2,373 
$2,568 
$3,534 
$4,064 
$2,627 
$1 ,626 
$3,921 
$3,062 
$4,043 
$3,719 
$1,604 
$2,54 1 
$4,599 
$3,254 
$3,448 
$4,870 
$3,259 
$3,274 
$2,690 
$4,970 
$3,156 
$2,937 
$2,133 
$1 ,428 
$3,434 
$916 

$2,541 
$2,155 
$4,851 
$6,620 
$4,599 
$4,384 
$2,442 
$4,234 
$2,41 5 
$3,703 
$3,848 
$3,787 
$1 ,428 
$2,566 
$3,059 
$2,525 
$3 ,008 
$3 ,254 
$6,735 
$1,769 
$3 ,279 
$2,922 
$4,180 
$2,324 
$2,647 
$1,407 
$4,038 
$4,032 
$2,317 
$3,156 
$3,913 
$4,795 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates an d 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 2013 

Origin 1/ Destination Railroad(s) ~omm2dib: 

(I) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamiel NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamiel NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 1140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
110. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1139 
112. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 28211 39 
113. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 5. Chicago IL Jodianapoli s IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 6. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
11 7. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 8. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821139 
119. Chicago IL Evansville IN BRC CHGO CSXT 2821 140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821139 

I/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal Il-A 1-16 Exhibits.xlsx." Utili zes the STB's 2013 CSXT URCS. 
21 MMM Ratio of207% from Rebuttal Exhibit IIl-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Ta riff 
Rale l/ 

(5) 

$6,984 
$6,984 
$5,030 
$4,223 
$4,223 
$6,550 
$6,598 
$4,052 
$3,306 
$3,365 
$3,371 
$5,002 
$7,269 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-14 
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2Q2013 
Phase HJ Ju risdictional SAC SIB Maximum 

~ !hr~ih2I~ II Rate 21 Rate3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,960 $3,528 $4,064 $4,064 
$1,962 $3,532 $4,069 $4,069 
$1,164 $2,096 $2,4 15 $2,415 
$1,454 $2,617 $3 ,015 $3,015 
$1,454 $2,617 $3 ,015 $3,015 
$1,718 $3,093 $3,563 $3 ,563 
$2,1 14 $3,805 $4,384 $4,384 
$853 $1,535 $1 ,768 $1,768 
$386 $695 $801 $801 
$649 $ 1,169 $1,347 $1,347 
$687 $1,236 $1,424 $ 1,424 
$972 $1 ,749 $2,014 $2,014 

$1,565 $2,8 18 $3 ,246 $3 ,246 



Origin 11 
(1) 

Exhibit A 
2. CLinton 

Exhibit B 
l. Memphis 
2 . Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4 . Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6 .• Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orleans 
9. New Orleans 
10. Memphis 
11. New Orleans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Chicago 
16. New Orleans 

17. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
21. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
2S. Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29 . Memphis 

30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33 . Chicago 
34. Chicago 
3S. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44. East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
SI . Memphis 
52. Memphis 

53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
SS . New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57. Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
61. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63. Memphis 
64 . New Orleans 
67 . Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75. Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 

81. Chicago 
83 . Chicago 
84. Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97. New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 
101. Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 

LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circ le 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthi ll 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansvi ll e · 
Cumberland 
Hamlet 

Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesville 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersville 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrencevi ll e 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonvil le 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hill 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapoli s 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesvi ll e 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3013 

IN 

RailroadCs) 

(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO ·csxT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHOO CSXT UTICA MHWA 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMP A 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

282 1139 

282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
2821139 
282 1142 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
2821139 
2821 140 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
2821142 
2818342 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
282 1140 
2821139 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
291 1315 
282 1140 
2821142 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821139 
2821 139 
2821 142 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 1140 
282 11 39 
2821140 
282 1140 
2821142 
28211 39 
282 1140 
28211 39 
282 11 42 
282 1142 
282 11 42 
282 1142 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
291131 5 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
2821139 
2821 139 
282 11 42 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
2821 139 
2821 139 
2821139 
2821140 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
2821 140 
282 1142 
282 1142 
2821140 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
2821139 
28211 42 

Tariff 

R ate 11 
(5) 

$2,892 

$5,581 
$5,497 
$7,25 1 
$3,752 
$9,396 
$5,808 
$7,248 
$8,339 
$7,262 
$5,779 
$5,165 
$8,875 
$5,825 
$7,785 
$7,250 
$3,944 
$4,657 
$5,497 
$6,646 
$6,951 
$5,037 
$5,798 
$8,3 12 
$7,27 1 
$6,590 
$4,082 
$4,026 
$3,866 
$7,783 
$7,250 
$7,399 
$8,555 
$7,25 1 
$7,251 
$6,577 
$8,848 
$7,242 
$4,562 
$5,586 
$5,779 
$5,661 
$5,466 
$3,866 
$5,809 
$8,556 

$10,019 
$7,783 
$6,566 
$5,477 
$6,261 
$5,015 
$6,822 
$6,836 
$6,829 
$5,779 
$4,527 
$5,889 
$4,028 
$5,310 
$7,250 
$9,689 
$4,043 
$6,520 
$4,1 92 
$8,339 
$5,923 
$4,177 
$4,192 
$7,333 
$7,333 
$5,825 
$7,242 
$8,3 12 
$8,550 

Phase Ill 

.QW.lL 
(6) 

$566 

$1 ,283 
$1,245 
$1,593 
$687 

$2,941 
$1,039 
$1 ,579 
$1 ,818 
$1,638 
$693 

$1,097 
$2,303 
$1,126 
$2,459 
$2,594 
$860 

$ 1,152 
$1,246 
$1,7 15 
$1 ,972 
$1,275 
$789 

$1,903 
$1,486 
$1 ,962 
$1,805 
$779 

$1,233 
$2,232 
$1 ,579 
$ 1,673 
$2,364 
$1,581 
$1,589 
$1 ,306 
$2,412 
$1,532 
$1,425 
$1,035 
$693 

$1,667 
$445 

$1,233 
$1,046 
$2,354 
$3,213 
$2,232 
$2,128 
$1, 185 
$2,055 
$1,172 
$1,797 
$1,868 
$1 ,838 
$693 

$1,245 
$1,485 
$1 ,225 
$1,460 
$1,579 
$3,269 
$859 

$1,591 
$1 ,418 
$2,028 
$1 ,128 
$1,285 
$683 

$1 ,960 
$1,957 
$1 ,124 
$1 ,532 
$1,899 
$2,327 

3Q2013 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold 11 

(7) 

$1,019 

$2,3 10 
$2,24 1 
$2,867 
$1,237 
$5,294 
$1,870 
$2,842 
$3,273 
$2,948 
$1,248 
$1,974 
$4,145 
$2,026 
$4,425 
$4,669 
$1,548 
$2,073 
$2,243 
$3,088 
$3,550 
$2,295 
$1,421 
$3,425 
$2,675 
$3,532 
$3,249 
$1,401 
$2,220 
$4,017 
$2,843 
$3,012 
$4,255 
$2,847 
$2,860 
$2,350 
$4,34 1 
$2,757 
$2,566 
$1,864 
$1,248 
$3,000 
$80 1 

$2,220 
$1,882 
$4,23 7 
$5,783 
$4,017 
$3,830 
$2,133 
$3,699 
$2,109 
$3,235 
$3,362 
$3,308 
$1,248 
$2,242 
$2,673 
$2,206 
$2,628 
$2,843 
$5,884 
$1,546 
$2,865 
$2,552 
$3,65 1 
$2,030 
$2,3 12 
$1,229 
$3,528 
$3,522 
$2,024 
$2,757 
$3,419 
$4,189 

Rebuttal Exhibit 111-H-15 
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SAC 

B.attlL 
(8) 

$ 1,174 

$2,661 
$2,581 
$3 ,3 03 
$1,425 
$6,099 
$2,154 
$3 ,274 
$3,770 
$3,396 
$1,437 
$2,274 
$4,774 
$2,334 
$5,098 
$5,379 
$1 ,784 
$2,388 
$2,584 
$3 ,557 
$4,090 
$2,644 
$1,637 
$3,946 
$3,082 
$4,069 
$3,743 
$1 ,614 
$2,557 
$4,628 
$3 ,275 
$3,470 
$4,90 1 
$3 ,279 
$3 ,295 
$2,707 
$5,001 
$3 ,176 
$2,956 
$2,147 
$1,437 
$3 ,456 
$922 

$2,557 
$2,168 
$4,881 
$6,662 
$4,628 
$4,412 
$2,457 
$4,261 
$2,430 
$3,727 
$3,873 
$3,81 1 
$1 ,437 
$2,582 
$3 ,079 
$2,54 1 
$3,027 
$3,275 
$6,778 
$1,780 
$3 ,300 
$2,940 
$4,206 
$2,339 
$2,664 
$1,4 15 
$4,064 
$4,057 
$2,332 
$3,176 
$3 ,938 
$4,825 

STBMaximum 

E.l!.!LJL 
(9) 

$1 , 174 

$2,661 
$2,58 1 
$3,303 
$1 ,425 
$6,099 
$2,154 
$3,274 
$3,770 
$3,396 
$1 ,437 
$2,274 
$4,774 
$2,334 
$5,098 
$5,379 
$1,784 
$2,388 
$2,584 
$3,557 
$4,090 
$2,644 
$1,63 7 
$3,946 
$3,082 
$4,069 
$3, 743 
$1,614 
$2,557 
$4,628 
$3,275 
$3,470 
$4,90 1 
$3,279 
$3,295 
$2,707 
$5,001 
$3 ,176 
$2,956 
$2,147 
$1,437 
$3,456 
$922 

$2,557 
$2,168 
$4,881 
$6,662 
$4,628 
$4,412 
$2,457 
$4,26 1 
$2,430 
$3,727 
$3,873 
$3,81 1 
$1,437 
$2,582 
$3,079 
$2,541 
$3,027 
$3,275 
$6,778 
$1,780 
$3,300 
$2,940 
$4,206 
$2,339 
$2,664 
$1,415 
$4,064 
$4,057 
$2,332 
$3,176 
$3,938 
$4,825 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 

Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 3013 

Origin 11 Destination RailroadCsl ~omm2~ib: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

105 . New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 28211 42 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 1140 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
109. Ch icago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821 142 
11 0. Chicago lL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 2. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821139 
113. Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 5. Chicago IL Indianapolis IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
11 6. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
117. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 8. Social Circ le GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 11 39 
11 9. Chicago lL Evansvi ll e IN BRC CHGO CSXT 2821140 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 28211 39 

I/ Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPI Rebuttal 11-A 1-16 Exhibits.xlsx." Uti lizes the STB's 2013 CSXT URCS. 
2/ MMM Ratio of 207% from Rebuttal Exhibit !Il-H-2 x Column (6). 
3/ Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 

.!!.a.ttlL 
(5) 

$6,951 
$6,951 
$5,015 
$4,203 
$4,203 
$6,804 
$6,566 
$4,043 
$3,305 
$3,360 
$3,366 
$4,99 1 
$7,248 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-15 
Page 2 of2 

3Q20!3 
Phase III Ju risdict ional SAC STBMaximum 

~ Thrt~h!,? l d 11 Rate2/ Rate 3/ 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1,972 $3 ,550 $4,090 $4,090 
$1,975 $3,554 $4,094 $4,094 
$1,172 $2, 109 $2,430 $2,430 
$1,463 $2,634 $3,034 $3 ,034 
$1 ,463 $2,634 $3,034 $3 ,034 
$1 ,729 $3,11 2 $3,585 $3 ,585 
$2,128 $3,830 $4,412 $4,412 
$858 $1,545 $1,779 $1,779 
$389 $700 $806 $806 
$654 $1,176 $1,355 $1,355 
$69 1 $1 ,244 $1,433 $1,433 
$978 $1,760 $2,027 $2,027 

$1,575 $2,835 $3,266 $3,266 

J 



Origin 11 
(1) 

.E.!.l!i.l!.i!. 
2 . Clinton 

Exhibit B 
I . Memphis 
2. Memphis 
3. New Orleans 
4. Chicago 
5. New Orleans 
6. Memphis 
7. New Orleans 
8. New Orle~s 
9. New Orleans 
IO. Memphis 
11. New Orl eans 
12. New Orleans 
13. Memphis 
15. Ch icago 
16. New Orleans 
17. Chicago 
18. Chicago 
19. Memphis 
20. Chicago 
2 1. New Orleans 
22. Chicago 
25 . Memphis 
26. New Orleans 
28. New Orleans 
29. Memphis 
30. East St. Louis 
32. Effingham 
33 . Chicago 
34 . Chicago 
35. New Orleans 
37. New Orleans 
38. New Orleans 
39. New Orleans 
43 . New Orleans 
44 . East St. Louis 
46. New Orleans 
48. New Orleans 
51 . Memphis 
52. Memphis 
53 . Memphis 
54. New Orleans 
55 . New Orleans 
56. Chicago 
57 . Memphis 
58. New Orleans 
60. New Orleans 
6 1. Chicago 
62. Chicago 
63 . Memphis 
64. New Orleans 
67. Chicago 
70. New Orleans 
71. New Orleans 
72. New Orleans 
74. Memphis 
75 . Memphis 
76. Memphis 
77. New Orleans 
78. New Orleans 
79. New Orleans 
80. New Orleans 
81. Chicago 
83. Chicago 
84 . Chicago 
86. New Orleans 
89. Memphis 
93 . Chicago 
96. Chicago 
97 . New Orleans 
98. New Orleans 

· 101. Memphis 
I 02. New Orleans 
103. New Orleans 
104. New Orleans 

IN 

TN 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
IL 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
TN 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
TN 
LA 
IL 
LA 
LA 
LA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 
LA 
IL 
IL 
IL 
LA 
TN 
IL 
IL 
LA 
LA 
TN 
LA 
LA 
LA 

Destination 
(2) 

Atherton 

Social Circ le 
Evansville 
Covington 
Clinton 
Ampthill 
Bowling Green 
Conyers 
Barnett 
Athens 
Vine Hill 
Hope Hull 
Oneco 
Glasgow 
Orangeburg 
Galloway 
Anderson 
Cincinnati 
Evansvi ll e 

Cumberland 
Hamlet 
Mentor 
Guthrie 
Beech Island 
Social Circle 
Piqua 
Painesvi lle 
Terre Haute 
Terre Haute 
Utica 
Cartersville 
Laurens 
De land 
Lawrenceville 
Covington 
Sidney 
Lakeland 
Ackerman 
Gallaway 
Bridgeport 
Vine Hill 
LaGrange 
Ansley 
Terre Haute 
Hopkinsville 
Orlando 
Baltimore 
Utica 
Clarksburg 
Madisonville 
Atlanta 
Akron 
Chattanooga 
Eton 
Tyner 
Vine Hi ll 
Jackson 
Lewisburg 
Evergreen 
Helena 
Newnan 
Green Spring 
Indianapolis 
Lockport 
Wapakoneta 
Thomson 
Horse Cave 
North Vernon 
Francesville 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Glasgow 
Ackerman 
Beech Island 
De land . 

Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 4013 

IN 

Railroad(s) 
(3) 

CSXT 

GA BNSF MEMPH CSXT SOCIR GRWR 
IN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
VA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT BRNET GWRC 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VlNHl NERR 
AL CN NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT ONECO SGLR 
KY CNMEMPHCSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
IN CN MEMPH CSXT 
MD BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT GUTHR RJCM 
SC CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT SOClR GRWR 
OH CN MEMPH CSXT 
OH UP ESTL CSXT 
IN CN EFHAM CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT LA URN CPDR 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF ESTL CSXT 
FL CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN CN MEMPH CSXT 
AL CN MEMPH CSXT BRDGL SQVR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MS CN NEWOR CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
MD BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT UTICA MHW A 
WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA UP NEWOR CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT VINHI NERR 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
TN BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
AL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
WV BNSF NEWOR CSXT GRESP SBVR 
IN CN CHGO CSXT 
NY BNSF CHGO CSXT 
OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY CN MEMPH CSXT 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT NVERN CMPA 
IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 
GA CN NEWOR CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
KY BNSF MEMPH CSXT 
GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
SC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 
FL BNSF NEWOR CSXT 

Commodity 
(4) 

2821 139 

282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 1139 
2821142 
282 11 39 
2821140 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 1139 
282 1140 
282 11 42 
28 18342 
282 11 39 
282 1142 
282 11 40 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 1140 
282 11 40 
282 1139 
282 11 40 
29 11 315 
282 1140 
282 1142 
282 11 39 
2821139 
282 11 39 
282 1139 
282 1142 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
2821 140 
2821139 
282 11 40 
28211 40 
2821 142 
282 1139 
282 11 40 
2821139 
2821 142 
2821 142 
282 1142 
282 1142 
282 1139 
282 11 39 
291 1315 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
282 11 39 
2821 142 
2821 139 
282 11 39 
282 11 42 
2821139 
2821139 
282 11 39 
2821140 
282 11 39 
2821 139 
2821142 
282 1140 
282 11 42 
282 11 42 
282 1140 
282 1139 
282 1139 
282 1142 
2821139 
282 1142 

Tariff 

&!tlL 
(5) 

$2,892 

$5,59 1 
$5,505 
$7,262 
$3,755 
$9,418 
$5,814 
$7,259 
$8,354 
$7,274 
$5,784 
$5, 171 
$8,894 
$5,832 
$7,804 
$7,268 
$3,948 
$4,664 
$5,505 
$6,658 
$6,968 
$5,045 
$5,804 
$8,326 
$7,283 
$6,604 
$4,094 
$4,030 
$3,874 
$7,801 
$7,261 
$7,4 12 
$8,573 
$7,262 
$7,262 
$6,586 
$8,866 
$7,252 
$4,571 
$5,594 
$5,784 
$5,673 
$5,467 
$3,874 
$5,815 
$8,574 

$10,044 
$7,801 
$6,582 
$5,484 
$6,275 
$5,022 
$6,835 
$6,850 
$6,842 
$5,784 
$4,535 
$5,899 
$4,036 
$5,320 
$7,261 
$9,717 
$4,048 
$6,53 1 
$4,_202 
$8,354 
$5 ,930 
$4,187 
$4,195 
$7,347 
$7,347 
$5,832 
$7,252 
$8,326 
$8,568 

Phase III 

~ 
(6) 

$563 

$1,277 
$1,239 
$1,585 
$684 

$2,927 
$1,034 
$1 ,572 
$1 ,810 
$1,630 
$690 

$1,091 
$2,291 
$1,120 
$2,447 
$2,582 
$856 

$1 ,146 
$1,240 
$1,707 
$1,963 
$1,269 
$785 

$1 ,894 
$1 ,479 
$1,953 
$1,796 
$775 

$ 1,227 
$2,221 
$1 ,572 
$1,665 
$2,352 
$1 ,574 
$1,581 
$1,299 
$2,400 
$1,524 
$1,419 
$1 ,030 
$690 

$1,659 
$443 

$1,227 
$1 ,04 1 
$2,343 
$3,197 
$2,22 1 
$2,117 
$1,179 
$2,045 

. $1,166 

$1,789 
$1,859 
$ 1,829 
$690 

$1,239 
$1,478 
$1 ,219 
$1,453 
$1,572 
$3,253 
$854 

$1 ,584 
$1 ,411 
$2,019 
$1,123 
$1,278 
$679 

$1,950 
$1 ,947 
$1 ,119 
$1 ,524 
$1,890 
$2,3 16 

4Q2013 
Jurisdictional 
Threshold l/ 

(7) 

$1,01 4 

$2,299 
$2,230 
$2,853 
$1 ,231 
$5,268 
$1,861 
$2,829 
$3,257 
$2,934 
$1,242 
$1,965 
$4,125 
$2,0 17 
$4,404 
$4,647 
$1,54 1 
$2,063 
$2,232 
$3,073 
$3,533 
$2,284 
$1,414 
$3,409 
$2,662 
$3,515 
$3,233 
$1,395 
$2,209 
$3,998 
$2,829 
$2,998 
$4,234 
$2,833 
$2,846 
$2,339 
$4,320 
$2,744 
$2,553 
$1,855 
$1,242 
$2,986 
$797 

$2,209 
$1,873 
$4,217 
$5 ,155 
$3,998 
$3,81 1 
$2,123 
$3,68 1 
$2,099 
$3,220 
$3,345 
$3,292 
$1,242 
$2,23 1 
$2,660 
$2, 195 
$2,615 
$2,829 
$5,855 
$1,538 
$2,85 1 
$2,540 
$3,634 
$2,02 1 
$2,30 1 
Sl ,223 
$3,5 11 
$3,505 
$2,014 
$2,744 
$3 ,402 
$4,169 

Rebuttal Exhibit ID-H-16 
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SAC 

.Bl!.ltlL 
(8) 

$ 1,168 

$2,648 
$2,569 
$3,287 
$1 ,418 
$6,069 
$2,144 
$3,259 
$3,752 
$3,380 
$1,430 
$2,263 
$4,75 1 
$2,323 
$5,073 
$5,353 
$1,775 
$2,376 
$2,572 
$3,540 
$4,070 
$2,631 
$1,629 
$3,927 
$3,067 
$4,049 
$3,724 
$1,607 
$2,545 
$4,606 
$3,259 
$3,453 
$4,877 
$3 ,263 
$3 ,279 
$2,694 
$4,977 
$3 ,16 1 
$2,941 
$2,136 
$1,430 
$3,440 
$918 

$2,545 
$2,158 
$4,858 
$6,629 
$4,606 
$4,390 
$2,445 
$4,24 1 
$2,418 
$3,709 
$3,854 
$3,792 
$1,430 
$2,570 
$3,064 
$2,529 
$3 ,012 
$3 ,259 
$6,745 
$1,772 
$3,284 
$2,926 
$4,186 
$2,328 
$2,65 1 
$1 ,409 
$4,044 
$4,038 
$2,320 
$3,161 
$3 ,919 
$4,802 

STBMaximum 
Rate3/ 

(9) 

$1,168 

$2,648 
$2,569 
$3,287 
$1 ,418 
$6,069 
$2,144 
$3,259 
$3,752 
$3 ,380 
$1 ,430 
$2,263 
$4,751 
$2,323 
$5,073 
$5,353 
$1 ,775 
$2,376 
$2,572 
$3,540 
$4,070 
$2,63 1 
$1 ,629 
$3,927 
$3,067 
$4,049 
$3,724 
$1,607 
$2,545 
$4,606 
$3 ,259 
$3,453 
$4,877 
$3,263 
$3,279 
$2,694 
$4,977 
$3,161 
$2,941 
$2,136 
$1,430 
$3,440 
$918 

$2,545 
$2, 158 
$4,858 
$6,629 
$4,606 
$4,390 
$2,445 
$4,241 
$2,41 8 
$3,709 
$3 ,854 
$3 ,792 
$1 ,430 
$2,570 
$3,064 
$2,529 
$3,012 
$3 ,259 
$6,745 
$1 ,772 
$3 ,284 
$2,926 
$4,186 
$2,328 
$2,651 
$1,409 
$4,044 
$4,038 
$2,320 
$3,161 
$3,919 
$4,802 



Comparison of CSX Tariff Rates and 
Maximum Rates Per Car for TPI Movements - 4013 

Origin 11 Destination Rai lroadfs) ~ommg~ i tl:: 
( I ) (2) (3) (4) 

105. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 1142 
106. New Orleans LA Hamlet NC CN NEWOR CSXT 282 11 40 
108. Chicago IL Akron OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821142 
109. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 2821142 
11 0. Chicago IL Lima OH BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 11 39 
112. New Orleans LA Dalton GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 2821139 
113 . Chicago IL Clarksburg WV BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1142 
11 5. Chicago IL Indianapol is , IN BNSF CHGO CSXT 282 1139 
11 6. Social Circle GA Covington GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
117. Social Circle GA Athens GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 282 1139 
118. Social Circle GA Conyers GA GRWR SOCIR CSXT 2821139 
11 9. Chicago IL Evansville IN BRC CHGO CSXT 28211 40 
120. New Orleans LA Conyers GA BNSF NEWOR CSXT 282 11 39 

l / Source: Rebuttal workpaper "TPJ Rebuttal IT-A 1-16 Exhibits.xlsx. " Utili zes the STB's 2013 CSXT URCS. 
2/ MMM Ratio of207% from Rebuttal Exhibit 111-H-2 x Column (6). 
31 Greater of Column (7) or Column (8) but never greater than Column (5). 

Tariff 
Rate II 

(5) 

$6,968 
$6,968 
$5,022 
$4,213 
$4,213 
$6,8 16 
$6,582 
$4,048 
$3,305 
$3,363 
$3,369 
$4,997 
$7,259 

Rebuttal Exhibit III-H-16 
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4Q2013 
Phase Ill Ju risdictional SAC STBMaximum 

~ Thq~~hgld 11 Rate 21 Rate 31 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 

$1 ,963 $3,533 $4,070 $4,070 
$1,965 $3,537 $4,075 $4,075 
$1,166 $2,099 $2,418 $2,418 
$1,456 $2,62 1 $3,019 $3 ,019 
$1,456 $2,621 $3 ,0 19 $3,019 
$1,72 1 $3,097 $3 ,568 $3,568 
$2, 11 7 $3,81 1 $4,390 $4,390 
$854 $1,537 $1 ,77 1 $1 ,771 
$387 $696 $802 $802 
$650 $1 ,171 $1,349 $1,349 
$688 $1 ,238 $1,426 $.l,426 
$973 $1,751 $2,017 $2,017 

$1 ,568 $2,822 $3,251 $3 ,25i 
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