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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Environmental Report (ER) has been prepared in connection with the 

Railroad Merger Application submitted to the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) IP 

Finance Docket No. 32760. LLQloQ_Pa£ifiC_CQiX)Qration. Union Pacific Railroao Company 

faJld-MiSgOun Pacific Railroad ^ . m j a n y - Control and Merger - Southern Pacific Rail 

Corporation. SouthernPacifiC Transportation Company. St. Louis Southwf stp^n R;^ii-^^y 

Company, SPCSL Corp.. and The Denver and Rio Grande Westftrn Railrn;^d r.omp^^ny 

This ER. prepared by Dames & Moore. Inc., is submitted in order to assess the impact of 

the proposed action on transportation, land use. energy consumption, air quality, noise, 

safety, biological and water resources, and historicai and archaeological resources. It 

addresses the changes proposed by the consolidated operations as required by ICC 

regulations (49 CFR 1105.7). 

The Railroad Merger Application (Application), which is being filed with the 

ICC simultaneously with this ER, describes the merger and consolidation of the respective 

Union Pacific (UP) and Southern Pacific (SP) railro^'d systems in detail and illustrates the 

proposed system on a combined system map as shown in the Figure following the Table 

of Contents. The Application addresses the benefits of the combined system, including 

improved service napabilities and increased '̂ -Derating efficiencies. 

As described in the Application, the merger will result in i number of 

construction projects which are proposed to provide connections between the existing rail 

lines of the UP and SP systems at points where those lines now intersect or are in close 

proximity to each other. In addition, a substantial number of construction projects are 

designed to provide added capacity to existing rail lines to handle increased traffic. These 

projects include double tracking or construction of additional sidings on existing main lines 

and increasing the height of bridges and tunnels to accommodate double stack intermodal 

cars, A number of construction projects are also proposed to provide increased or new 

I 



capacity in rail yards and iniermo'ial facilities. These projects are identified and discussed 

in Part 5 of the ER. 

The operating plan anticipates substantial re-routing of rail traffic within tho 

consolidated system, generating increased traffic densities on some line segments and 

decreases on other segments. In addition, truck-to-rail diversions, and diversions from 

other rail carriers, will result in increased rail traffic on certain main line route track 

segments as well as increased local trucis. tra '̂ic 'n and around certain iritermodal facilities. 

The corresponding decreased volumes of long haul truck traffic on interstate highways, of 

truck Iraffic at facilities where activity is decreased, and of reduced rail traffic on some 

segments in the combined system or elsewhere, will result in overall fuel savings and a 

resulting decrease in emissions of pollutants. 

Combining the UP and SP systems will also permit consolidation of yard 

activities at single locations within a terminal, providing the most efficient operation for that 

traffic. The combined system will also permit the division of traffic among existing rail 

yards within a terminal to provide the most efficient routing of traffic. Significantly, a 

number of existing intermodal facilities in the Los Angeles and Chicago terminals will be 

closed and consolidated with other facilities in those terminals, providing more efficient 

operations and capacity for increased traffic volumes. In other cases, existing rail yards 

will be realigned in order to specialize in intermodal traffic or other carload traffi'."; for moie 

efficient operation and better serv.ce to customers. A discussion of other effects of the 

consolidation of these facilities is proviaed in Volume 3 of the Application. 

Combining the two systems also will permit the abandonment of 17 rail lines, 

totalling approximately 600 miles, in most cases these raii lines generate very little, if any, 

local traffic (i.e.. traffic originating or terminating on the line) which would be diverted to 

a highway. In each case, the overhead traffic (i.e.. traffic which does not ongmate or 

terminate on the line) wouid be diverted to another, more efficient UP/SP rail line. Part 4 

of the ER discusses the environmental impacts of each of the abandonments. 
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The UP/SP operating plan contains the changes in operations which will 

result ff'om the integration of the combined railroads. In general, it is not anticipated that 

the types of commodities transported would materially change. It is anticipated, however, 

that diversions from truck and other rail carriers will increase the amount of commodities 

transported on the combined UP/SP system and reduce the over the road truck transport 

of some of these commodities. The principal environmental benefit from the proposed 

merger is the significant amount of truck freight which can be diverted to rail transportation, 

thereby reducing traffic and the resulting air emissions and other adverse environmental 

impacts associated with truck transport. 

The length of this ER reflects the large number of Items which were revit ved 

and assessed based on the regulations. It also reflects the efforts of UP/SP to thoroughly 

identify and analyze each of the elements of the proposed merger and any of the facilities 

and rail lines within the existing system that wilt be affected, including some which would 

not need to be analyzed under the ICC's regulations. The number of items addressed in 

this report reflects the fact that a significant amount of analyses and wo!'k has been done 

by UP/SP in connection with the Application to plan the consolidation of the existing lines 

and facilities into a coherent and efficient rail system that will produce significant 

transportation benefits to the shipping public and overall general benefits to the 

environment. 
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1.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

This document is Part 1 of the ER prepared for the proposed UP/SP merger. 

This part of the ER presents a summary and overview of the other parts (Parts 2 to 6). The 

detailed, supporting information is presented in the following: Part 2, Rail Segments; Part 

3. Rail Yards and Intermodal and Automotive Facilities; Part 4. Abandonments; Part 5, 

Construction; and Part 6, Appendix. Those parts are described fi..iher below. 

Part 1 presents an overview of the proposed merger and summarizes the 

assessment methodologies, conclusions regarding potentially significant impacts, 

beneficial effects of the merger, and identifies agencies contacted in connection with tne 

ER. In addition, this part contains a discussion of the effects of systemwide operational 

changes resulting from the UP/SP merger. These effects relate to transportation, safety, 

air quality, and energy consumption. 

Part 2, Rail Line Segments, analyzes the environmental impacts associated 

with the increases in traffic on affected rail segments. The potential environmental impacts 

associated with rail line operations are primarily related to air quality and noise levels. 

These levels were analyzed for all rail line segments that are projected to have an 

increase in rail traffic that would meet or e.xceed the ICC's environmental analysis 

thrtssholds as specified in 49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(i) and (ii) for ambient air quality and 49 

CFR 1 -105.7 (e)(6) for noise levels. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 

developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants. 

EPA has grouped contiguous areas of the country having similar topography and air 

quality management need.-? into Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRs) and designates each 

AQCR with an identification number. The ambient air quality of each AQCR is measured 

and compared to the NAAQS on a pollutant by pollutant basis. Areas in which ambient air 

quality concentrations of a pollutant are less than these standards are considered 

attainment areas for that pollutant. Conversely, areas where ambient concentrations 



exceed the standards for a pollutant are considered nonattainment areas. The thresholds 

for impact analysis for rail segments are: 

• Air quality threshold in attainment areas - an increase of 8 trains/day or 

100% as measured in gross ton miles annually; 

• Air quality threshold in nonattainment areas - an increase of 3 trains/day or 

50% as measured in gioss ton miles annually; and, 

• Noise threshold - an increase of 8 trains/day or 100% as measured in gross 

ton miles annually. 

A total of 70 raii segments met or exceeded the ICC's environmental analysis 

thresholds for air quality. Of these. 37 segments exceed ICC assessment thresholds for 

noise levels. Rail segments are discussed and analyzed in Section 1.2.2 and in Section 3. 

Part 3, Rail Yards and Intermodal and Automotive Facilities, analyzes the 

environmental impacts associated with increases in rail activity at these facilities. The 

potential environmental im p̂acts associated with these operations are mainly related to 

transportation, air quality, and noise levels. Paii yards and intermodal facilities that are 

projected tn have an increase m activity that would meet or exceed the ICC environmental 

analysis thresholds for transportation, air quality, and noise levels were analyzed. The 

thresholds for impact analysis for rail yards and intermodal facilities are: 

• Air quality threshold for rail yards in attainment areas - a 100% increase in 

yard activity as measured in carload activity; 

• Air quality threshold for rail yards in nonattainment areas - a 20% increase 

in yard activity as measured in carload activity; 

• Air quality threshold for intermodal facilities in attainment areas - an increase 

in truck traffic greater than 10% of average daily traffic or 50 trucks/day; 

• Air quality threshold for intermodal facilities in nonattainment areas - an 

increase in truck traffic greater than 10% of average daily traffic or 50 

trucks/day; 



Noise threshold for rail yards - a 100% increase in yard activity as measured 

in carload activity; and 

Noise threshold for intermodal facilities - an increase in truck traffic greater 

than 10% of average daily traffic or 50 trucks/day. 

The number of rail yards and intermodal facilities identified as meeting or 

exceeding the ICC's thresholds for air quality and/or noise levels are 27 and 18, 

respectively. No automotive facilities are projected to meet or exceed the thresholds Rail 

yards, intermodal, and automotive facilities are discussed and analyzed in Section 1.2.3 

and in Section 4. 

Part 4. Abandonments, analyzes the environmental impacts associated with 

the abandonment of rail line segments. The analyses include land use. water resources 

and wetlands, biological resources, and historic and cultural resources. Abandonments 

are discussed and analyzed in Section 1.2.4 and in Section 5. 

Part 5, Construction, analyzes the environmental impacts associated with 

construction projects that are proposed for the post-merger UP/SP system. Similar to that 

for abandonments, the analyses focused on land use. water resources and wetlands, 

biological resources, and histohc and cultural resources. The construction projects are 

discussed and analyzed in Section 1.2.5 and in Section 6. 

Part 6, Appendix, presents consultation letters to federal, state, and local 

government agencies, agency contact lists, agency responses, and records cf telephone 

contacts with agencies. Also presented in Part 6 is a description of the methodology used 

to analyze air quality, noise, transportation, safety, and energy. Lists of rare, threatened 

and endangered species and historic resources are found at the end of Part 6. 

Any potentially significant impacts associated with each of the affected 

elements are identified in Parts 2 to 5. Also included m each of those par+c p the ER are 

miiigation measures designed to lessen the likelihood and/or magnitude of any potentially 

significant impacts. 
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1.2 PROPOSED ACTION 

1.2.1 Background 

The proposed action is the merger of UP and SP into a new UP/SP system 

which is projected to result in traffic increases on 70 rail segments t^at exceed ICC 

analysis thresholds, increases in the level of activity at 27 rail yards and 18 intermodal 

facilities in excess of ICC analysis thresholds, abandonment of 17 rail line segments and 

construction of 195 merger-related projects. The proposed action is presented in four 

parts: Part 2 (Rail Line Segments), Part 3 (Rail Yards and Intermodal and Automotive 

Facilities), Part 4 (Abandonment), and Part 5 (Construction). 

1.2.2 Operations On Rail Segments 

The proposed merger would result in a rerouting of train traffic within the 

consolidated system. This rerouting would generate increased traffic densities on some 

line segments, decreased densities on other segments, and overall efficiencies within the 

system. In addition, there would be increased activity on some line segments due to 

diversions from rail and non-rail earners. The rerouting activities would also permit the 

abandonment of some rail segments, as well as rail line construction projects to maximize 

effectiveness and efficiencies. The rail line segments for which thresi-,C'':<3 were exceeded 

for air quality and.'or noise are included in Table 1. 

1.2.3 Operations at Rail Yards and Intermodal Facilities 

A number of rail yards and intermodal facilities are projected to expenence 

increased activity as a result of the proposed merger, Tnese increases would occur from 

diversions from non-rail earners, new business, internal re-routing of freight, and from the 

consolidation of activities at a single location in areas where both UP and SP now maintain 

separate facilities. Rail yards and intermodal facilities for which ICC analysis thresholds 

were exceeded for air quality and/or noise, and associated data on carload and traffic 

activity, are included in Tables 2 and 3. respectively. 



Tne net effects of UP/SP's proposed operations at terminal locations were 

also analyzed. Terminals are made up of rail yards, intermodal, and/or automotive 

facilities within a geographical area usually corresponding to a metropolitan area. The 

following terminals vere analyzed as shown in Table 9 to accoun: for increases and 

decreases in activity at all yards and facilities within the terminal: 

Los Angeles . Portland 

Oakland . Memphis 

Denver . San Antonio 

Chicago . Dallas 

St. Louis . Fort Worth 

Kansas City . Seattle 

1.2.4 Rail Segments Proposed for Abandonment 

In connection with the proposed merger, UP/SP have proposed the 

abandonment of 17 existing UP and SP rail segments. These line segments are bcated 

in eight states, as listed in Table 4, Overhead traffic currently moving on these segments 

will be rerouted after the merger to other UP/SP lines. Any local traffic on these lines 

would in most cases be diverted to truck or to other truck-rail movements. 

1.2.5 Construction Projects 

The proposed merger would involve 195 construction projects, including; 

• Common point connections - Construction to connect an existing raii line to 

other existing rail lines, sidings, and'or yards. The connections are 

generally between UP and SP; however, some involve the linking of UP or 

SP lines to those of BN/Santa Fe where trackage rights are involved. As 

described in Part 5 the comm.on point connections will be in the form of 

crossovers, universal crossovers, interlockers. and curve connections. 

Corridor upgrades - Construction of new sidings, extensions and/or 

upgrades to existing sidings, double-track/ng (construction of a second track 
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parallel to an existing track), and increasing clearance for tunnels and 

bridges. 

Construction at rail yards - Construction of new tracks or extensions of 

existing tracks, second main lines in and near yards, and tracks connecting 

main lines to yards, as well as connecting yards to yards; and construction 

of specific facilities within yards, such as crossovers. 

Construction at intermodal facilities - Expansion, renovation, and the 

addition of specific components to existing intermodal facilities, as well as 

the construction of new facilities. 

Construction projects evaluated as part of this merger are summarized in 

Table 5, and more fully discussed in Part 5. 

1.3 ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 

Two types of "no action" alternatives to the UP/SP merger were considered; 

• The system-wide alternative; and 

• The site-specific project alternatives. 

System-wide, the no action or "no-merger" alternative was considered. 

Under this alternative, the existing rail operations of UP and SP wouid oe maintained. 

There would be no new environmental impacts associated with the no action alternative, 

and tne environmental benefits offered by the merger would not be attained. 

No action alternatives to individual projects were also considered, generally 

by type of activity (abandonment, construction, changes in rail operations). The no action 

alternative to changes in rail activity on rail segments and at rail yards and intermodal 

facilities would resu.'c in no change from current levels of rail activity. No new 

environmental impacts would be expected. Under the no action alternative for segments 

proposed for abandonment, it is anticipated that if the merger is approved and 

implemented, all overhead traffic would be moved to other UP/SP routes, whether or not 

the abandonments are '-"-.piemented. As such, there would be no new environmental 



impacts on the abandoned lines. For the construction projects, the no action alternative 

assumes that the construction would not occur: therefore, no new environmental impacts 

would be expected. 
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TABLE 1 

RAIL UNE SEGMENTS THAT 
MEET OR EXCEED ICC EVALUATION THRESHOLDS 

SEGMENT TRAINS PER DAY 
PERCENT 

CHANGE IN 
G R O S S TON-
MltES PER 

YEAR i FflOM TO 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

PRE 
MERGER 

POST 
MERGER CHANGE 

PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 

G R O S S TON-
MltES PER 

YEAR 

H Bnnkley AR Pine Blufi AR 7- 00 226 31 3 8 7 91 3 

1 Fair Oaks AR Bnnkley AR 26 00 11 4 2' 7 10 3 97 5 

Paragould AR Fair Oaks AR 69 00 11 4 197 8 3 689 

Cochise A2 Tucson AZ 78 00 296 44 7 15 1 27 3 

Picacho AZ Yuma,aZ 203 00 258 39 2 1 3 4 23 0 

Tucson AZ Picacho AZ 50 00 257 41 4 16 7 386 

Yuma AZ West Collon CA '95 00 27 7 388 1' 1 24 • 

1 West Collon CA Palmdale CA 80 00 92 13.1 3 9 49 1 

1 Dunsmuir CA Klamath halls OR 106 00 1 6 5 2' 7 52 9 6 

1 Los Angeles CA Slauson Jet CA 600 1 9 4 25 6 6 2 5 1 

1 Martinez CA Oakland CA 32 00 25 0 29 8 4 8 39 1 

1 Marysville CA Dunsmuir CA •74 00 •6 7 2- 9 52 10 4 

Niles Jcl CA Oakland CA 25 00 2i i 29 5 5 • 58 

Roseville CA Sacramento CA •8 00 29 • 33 8 46 43 2 

Roseville CA Marysvilie CA 34 00 •6 7 20 2 3 5 7 3 

Slauson Jet C A Long Beach CA •400 22 0 25 6 3 6 ' 9 0 

Stockton 
Lathrop CA 

Martinez CA 48 00 00 40 4 0 >10 

StocKton 
Lathrop CA 

Sacramento CA 46 00 ' 3 3 ' 76 4 2 47 3 

Bond CO Dotsero CO 38 00 6 0 '2 • 6 • 202 2 

Denver CO Cheyenne Wr" •05 00 96 ' 4 5 4 8 78 5 

Denver CO Bond CO -27 00 *• 0 •7 7 6 7 87 8 

Calilomia Jet CA Fremont NE 3' 00 22 6 3i ' 8 5 33 7 

Clinton IA Be'/erly IA B- 00 42 8 47 9 5 ' 8o| 

Missoun Valley lA Cji.U)mia Jcl IA 6 00 28 9 37 4 8 5 28 0 j 

Buda IL Galesburg iL 43 00 •: 'C5 23 5 5 4 • 7 ' 

ChicagC' IL Villa Grove IL •2^ 00 • 6 2 •92 3 0 24 0 

Chicago-Proviso IL West Chicago IL •500 92 7 •066 •4 • 22 4 

Geneva iL Nelson IL 69 00 438 579 14 1 23 0 

Nelson IL Clinton IA 34 00 438 47 8 40 7 5 

Nelson IL BudaiL 34 00 6 - ' 6 2 10 1 97 2 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 

RAIL LINE SEGMENTS THAT 
MEET OR EXCEED ICC EVALUATION THRESHOLDS 

1 SEGMENT TRAINS PER DAY 
PERCENT 

CHANGEW 

f PROM TO 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 

f R E 
MERGER 

POST 
MERGER CHANGE 

• G R O S S TON-
MILES P E R 

YEAR 

Ij West Chicago IL Geneva iL eoo 78 6 92 7 !4 • 22 7 

Henngton KS Lost Spnngs KS 6 50 0 1 104 ' 0 2 17005 4 

Hutchinson KS StranfoftI TX 274 00 •1 3 201 88 24 3 

Lost Spnngs KS Wichita KS 64 30 1 9 11 8 9 9 362 4 

Mar>'svil(e KS Valley NE 134 00 OS 2 9 2 0 133 6 

Oakley KS Denver CO 262 00 1 8 87 6 8 443 6 

Salina KS Oakley KS 191 00 2 2 8 2 6 0 388 0 

Wichita KS Chickasha OK 192 00 4 4 1- 8 7 4 129 3 1 

Icwa Jet LA Beaumont TX 75 00 155 26 8 " 3 73 9 1 
Livonia LA Kinder LA 76 40 68 8 4 • 5 59 o | 

Shreveport LA Lufkin TX '16 00 83 •• 5 3 2 2 6 

DeKterJct MO Paragould AR 69 00 ' 6 0 22.3 6 3 43 0 

Lordsburg NM Cochise AZ 85 00 30 3 44 9 146 24 2 

Sparks NV Roseville CA '39 00 • 3 6 22 6 90 67 7 

Winnemucca NV Sparks NV •75 00 • 3 6 23 7 10 •' 642 

Chicka&ha OK Fort Worth TX •77 70 76 •42 6 5 ' 1 3 2 

Chemult OR Eugene OR 124 00 17 4 226 5,2 ' 1 2 

Eugene OR Portland OR •24 00 • 2 3 17 5 5 2 47 . 

Klamath Falls OR Chemult OR 74 00 •7 4 23 5 6 • -• 9 

Oregon Track Jet OR Portland OH 84 80 24 3 27 9 30 7 3 

Portland OR Seattle WA •86 0C' ' 5 9 20 5 3 5 138 

Angleton TX Bioomington TX 10- 00 6 8 • 0 8 39 49 1 1 
Big Sandy TX Dallas TX 98 OC. 27 7 34 9 72 502B 
Big Spring TX Toyah TX 15200 2 3 '2 • 98 345 7 

Dalhart TX El Paso TX 425 OC •20 ' 9 6 76 20 7 

Dallas Tx Fort Worth r x 3̂  50 23 5 33 7 10 • 45 3 

1 El Paso TX Lordsburg NM •48 00 29 3 44 7 ' 5 4 294 

1 r̂ on Worth TX Big Spnng TX 267 50 2 5 5 90 260 91 
1 Odem TX Co.-pus Chnsti TX •7 20 4 0 55 • 5 •55 7 1 

1 Sierra Blanca TX El Paso TX 88 00 20 5 26 4 58 2' 4 1 
1 Strantord TX Dalhart "̂ X 3^ 00 • 3 3 2- 9 86 34 4 1 
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TABLE 1 (concluded) 

RAIL LINE SEGMENTS THAT 
MEET OR EXCEED ICC EVALUATION THRESHOLDS 

SEGMENT 

LENGTH 
(MLES) 

TRAINS PER DAY 
PERCENT 

C H A N G E D 
G R O S S TON 
MILES P E R 

YEAR FROM TO 
LENGTH 
(MLES) 

PRE 
MERGEK 

POST 
MERGER CHANGE 

PERCENT 
C H A N G E D 

G R O S S TON 
MILES P E R 

YEAR 

texai^kana TX Big Saridy TX 108 00 11 7 183 66 1192 

Toyah TX Sierra Blanca TX 109 70 2 1 11 9 9 8 430 6 

Ogden UT Alazon NV 178 00 12 7 23 0 103 772 

Provo UT Lynndyl UT 87 00 87 11 7 30 39 1 

Oak Creek WI St Francis WI 700 4 0 32 -0 8 1o3 3 | 

Cheyenne WV K.jwlins WY 172 00 592 662 7 0 11 2 1 

Granger WY Ogden WY 145.20 344 382 38 127 J 

Green River WY Granper WV 29 90 57 9 647 6,7 11 0 j 

Rawlins WY Gretsn River WY -34 2C 57 5 64 2 S 7 • ' 4 
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TABLE 2 
RAIL YARDS THAT MEET OR EXCEED CARLOAD ACTIVITY THRESHOLDS 

1 StaM AbttvlHttitt 
AQCR 

Attecfd 
AQCR 
SUh is 

Ptttt- 1 Ptt-
Margr Ctitnut 

1 ̂  NOGALES 50' NA '23 3 ' 0 0 6 22 7 22 6% 

i AZ PHOENIX 504 NA 407 8 325 4 82 4 25 3% 

i AZ YUMA 503 NA 43 3 273 ' 6 0 58 6% 

CA INLAND EMPIRE 24 NA 740 7 0 740 7 >100»/. 

CA LATHROP 3' NA 245 • 147 6 97 5 66 1 % 

CA MARTINEZ 30 NA 1990 1542 44 8 29 1% 

CA MONTCLAiR 24 NA 1299 990 309 31.2% 

CA NILAND 33 NA •42 8 1186 24 2 20 4% 

CA ROSEVILL -C 508 NA '608 2 1023 3 584 9 57 2«/» 

CO GRAND JCT 35 NA 94 0 77 0 170 22 1 % 

CO LA SALLE 37 NA 1604 125 0 35 4 28 3% 

C3 R O L U 36 NA 105 2 88 4 368 53 8% j 

IL CANAL STREET 67 NA 5 '9 4 320 6 1988 62 0% 1 

i SALEM 74 A '33 2 640 69 2 i08 17„ 

1 HERINGTON 96 A 549 7 ' 5 0 0 399 7 266 5"/. 

DE QUINCY 106 NA 37 6 2 ' 6 160 74 1% 

LA LAKE CHARLES •06 NA 2201- 1187 102 0 85 9% 

LIVONIA •06 NA '375 • •058 2 3169 29 9»/o 

MO POPLAR BLUFF '38 NA 38 6 30 ' 8 5 28 2«.-o 

OR BEND '90 NA 7 6 5 6 2 0 35 7% 

OR HINKLE '9- NA ' 1309 7S3 7 337 2 42 5% 

B OR SALEM '93 NA 26 0 • 6 9 9 - 53 3% 

B TX AMARILLO 2 " A i ' 7 2 40 0 772 193 0% 

B TX BELLMEAD 2 '2 A 145 9 46 7 ' 0 0 2 2 ' 9 3% 

1 EL PASO •53 NA 590 6 440 5 •50 ' 34 1% 

1 FT WORTH 2^5 NA "755 2 •46C5 294 8 20 2% 

II WA SEATTLE 229 NA 649 9 .508 4 1 •4 - 5 27 8% 1 

^.'OTES A=Anainnieni NA=NonAttainment 
AQCR=Air Quality Control Region 

ASSUMPTIONS 

Number ot hours per shift = 8 hrs.-shm 

Number of railcars handled per shift = ' 50 radcars.'Shifl 

Operating schedule '= 365 days year 

Average switch engine fuel consumption = 86 gaJ hour 
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TABLE 3 

INTERMODAL FACILITIES 
THAT EXCEED 50 TRUCKS PER DAY THRESHOLD 

State FccHKy Operator 
Change 

Trucks/Day 

Change in 
Truck Trips 

Per Day 

Average 
Daiiy Traffic 

(AOT) 

Percent 
increase 

in ADT 

AZ Phoenix SP 50 100 25.396 0.4% 
AR West Memphis UP/SP 1 480 960 n a n/a 
CA East Los Angeles UP 587 1174 27,900 4.2% 
CA Inland-Empire UP/SP 493 986 n/a n/a 
CA Oakland UP 79 158 3,381 4,7% 
CA Oakland SP 68 136 3.381 4.7% 
CA Lathrop UP 103 206 n/a n/a 
CA Roseville SP 103 206 13,570 1.5% 
CO Denver UP 61 122 10,200 1.2% 
IL Dolton UP 85 170 n/a n/a 
IL Global II UP 425 850 30,000 2.8% 

'L Canal Street UP 186 372 25,500 1.5% 

IL St, Louis (Dupo) UP 178 356 5,300 6.7% 
KS Kansas City SP 173 346 15,875 2.2% 
OR Portland (Albina) UP 274 548 10,300 5,3% 
TX Dallas SP 101 202 16,000 1,3% 
TX San Antonio UP 116 232 17,694 1 3% 
WA Seattle UP 59 118 14 300 0,8% 

Note. n,.a - ADT not avaiiabie 
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TABLE 4 
LINE SEGMENTS PROPOSED FOR ABANDONMENT 

I 

Abandonment Location Length (miles) 
Milepost 
Numt>ers 

ARKANSAS 

Gurdon to Camden 28.7 428,3-457.0 

CALIFORNIA 

Alturas to Wendel 85.5 445.6-360.1 

Magnolia Tower to Melrose 4.9 5.8-10.7 

Whittier Jet. to Colima Jet. 5.2 0.0-5.18 

COLORADO 

Sage to Leadviile 69.1 335.0-276.10 

Malta to Canon City 109.0 271.0-162.0 

Towner to N.\ Jet. 122.4 747.0-869.4 

ILLINOIS 

Barr to Girard 38.4 51.0-89.4 

DeCamp to Edwardsville 14.6 119.2-133.8 

Edwardsville to Madison 15.0 133.8-148.78 

KANSAS 1 

Hope to Bndgeport 31 2 459 2-491.2 

Whitewater to Newton 9.0 476.0-485.0 

LOUISIANA 

iowa Jet. to Manchester 8.5 680.0-688.5 

TEXAS 

Seabrook to San Leon 10.5 30.0-40.5 

Suman to Bryan 16,2 117.6-101.4 

Troup to Whitehouse 7 5 0.5-8.0 1 

UTAH 1 

Little Mountain Jet to Little Mountain 12.0 0 0-12.0 
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TABLE 5 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

t acation/Stat ion 
ContMruction 

Type Deecr Tption 

ARIZONA 

Casa Grande CU Doubl e track with crossovers 

Razo to Luzena CU 2nd M am Track 

Rillito CU Doubl e Track one tram length east of Rillno 

Sentinel CU Doubl e Track one tram length west of Sentinel 

Willcox to Razo CU 2nd M am Track 

ARKANSAS 

Camdeti CPC 30 mf 
Dorad 

Jh connection in northeast quadrant to allow tor Pine Bluff to El 
0 tram 

Fair Oaks CPC Up^ra de existing connection m SE quadrant 

Pin© Bluff - East CPC 10 mp h connection north on SSW off UP line from McGehee 

Pine Biuff - West CPC 10 mp h connection north on UP line off SSW from south 

Texar1<ana Cl New f acility, 2 tracks, 1 pacKer 

Texarkana - SE CPC 30 mp h crossover between UP yard and SP mam line 

West Memphis CPC Upgra de wye connection at Presley Junction 

CALIFORNiA 

fipex (Beaumont) to 
Banning 

CU Doubl e Track 

Banning to Owl (West 
Cabazon) 

CU Doubl e Track 

Bridae Portals CU Increa se clearance on four bridges 

Donner Pass CU Remc 
passe 

ve snow sheds, increase clearance in tunnels and construct by-
s 

Finga! to W. Palm 
Springs 

CU Doub e tracK 

Glamis to Clyae CU Doub e track 

Haggin CT Upgra de six tracks ana construct one 8000' track 

LA - ICTF Cl Expar id SP facility, add 2 tracks, add 1,000 trailer stalls 

Lathrop CPC 40 mp >h connection m railroad southwest quadrant 

Marysville (Bioney Jet.) CPC Upgra 
move 

ae existing connection from 15 to 30 mph for SP-North lo UP-East 

Montclair CPC 15 mp )h connection betA/een SP Montclair Siding to UP Montclair Yard 

Oakland Cl Expar •id SP facility, configure UP facility for APL 

Pomona-1 CPC 60 mp )h connections to connect UP double mam to SP double mam 

Pomona-2 CPC Install 
Mam 

No. 30 crossover (60 mph) at W O Tower tor east end of Triplel 

Pomona to Cotton CU 2nd hJ lam Track [ 

Riverside Jet CPC 15 mp )h connection i 
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TABLE 5 (continued) 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

1 Location/Station 
Construction 

Type 
1 

D«scripi fon j 

1 Roseville CT 2nd mam Ime form Antelope to '245" ] 

Salvia fo Rimlon CU Double Track with crossover and helper track | 

Stockton-1 CPC Crossover (30 mph) from SP Mam Line to UP Stockton Yard | 

Stockton-2 CPC 40 mph connection at El Pinal | 

•Tracy to Martinez CU Two 9300' Sidings (New Love and Janney) | 

IWa rm Spnngs CPC 30 mph connection from staging tracks to San Jose Branch and upgraae 
Connection to 30 mph from UP Warm Spnnas Yard to SP relav rail 1 

I w e s f Co!ton-1 CPC 30 mph connection m tne southwest auadrant | 

West Col1on-2 CPC 30 mph connection and upgrade track in the southeast quadrant,] 
construct siding extension (6,300') ' | 

West Palm Spnng to 
Garnet 

CU Double track 

HCOLORADO 

Cedar Point CU Extend existing sidmg 3550' 

Ciiffofd CU E.xtend existing sidmq 5550' 

Denver Cl Expand 40th Sireel, convert to crane operation, add 1 track and parking | 

Denver (Pulmanj CPC Upgrade connection (4 miles! SP Route ana extend sidinn 1 

Firstview CU 9300' Siding 

Mesa CU 9300 siding 

SP Denver CPC 30 mpn connection from SP Motlat Mam Line to Ihe Belt Lme at North Vara 
Sirasbcg CU 9300 Siding 

ILUNOIS 

Barr CPC Upgrade connection to 30 mph 

Buda-1 CU Siding north o! Buda 

Buda-2 CPC Connection m northwest quadrant | 

Bucla-3 CU Siding on BN west of Buda | 

Buda-4 CPC Construct No. 20 crossover on BN west o( Buda | 
Dolton Cl E>i,pand existing f a c ' ' j 

DUDO Cl Expana existing site, convert to cranes j 

Girard CPC 10 mph connection in southeast auadran; | 

Global 2 c Expand faaliiy to accommodate new traffic 
Saiem 1 CPC Extend 3 tracks to 8000'in the Salem Yard 

Saierr,.2 j CPC 3onnect on in southeast auadrant 

Sprinqfisld | CPC Crossovers, move confol of Rioqeiy Tower to HDC 

KANSAS 

Brookvilie CU $ )30C' Siding 

BucWin CU E 
s 
Extend siding to the eas' ; ̂  .""OOO'total length without dosing County road, relay! 
idmg § 

Caldwell CU s 300sidina | 
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TABLE 5 (continued) 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

Location/Station 
Construction 

Type O«scrtption 

Cline CU Extend siding 3304' 

Dorrance CU 9300' siding 

Furtey CU 9300' siding 

Grainfield CU 9300' siding 

Heitngton-1 CT Construct 2 additional class tracks, wye connection and crossover 
Henngton-2 CT Exiena 3 tracks - disturbs new ground 

il2£2 CPC 30 mph connection frcm UP to BNSF in northeas! auadrant 

1 Kansas City Armourdale Cl Expand for added capacity 

McPherson CU 9700' siding 

f^idland CU Extend siding 1456' 

Oakley CU Extend siding 5500' 

Page City CU 9300' siding 

1Peabody CU 9300' siding 

Pratt CU Extend sidmq east to MP 296,1 

SaJina CU 9300 Siding 

Solomon CU 9300' Siding 

Topeka-1 CPC Upgrade UP SP wye connection in southwest quadrant to 15 mph, add 
crossover 

Topeka-2 CPC 10 mph mam line connection, and extend "ard lead 
Toulon CU 9300' Siding 

Wa Keeney CU 9300 Sidmq j 

We.skan CU Extend sidmq 5790 

Whitewater Cu Extend siding 4540' 

Wichita CT Connect two connections • UP to UP and U^ to BNSF 

LOUISIANA 

Avondaie-1 

Avonda(e-2 

Avondaie-3 

CPC 

CPC 

Construct universal xover 

Expand S? facility, close Westwego 

Reanange interlocker at Westbndqe Jet, 

Edna 

Elton 

Farmers 

owa Junction 

Kmde' 

Livonia 

>hrevepori 

Taft 

White Castle 

CU 6500' siding 

CU 8500' Siding 

CU Crossover 

CPC nph connection to ne-m with SP Ihie to Lake Charles 

CPC 

CT 
30 mph connection in southeast quadrant tor lowa Junction-Livonia move 

Incremental expansion al yanj - one receiving track, two class tracks wye 
connection in northeast quadrant, upgrade wye connection in southwest 
quadrant (Houston to ln'omai and finish puHback track 

CPC 25 mph connection southwest quadrant 

CU 

CU 

Add new mam line south of existing man line, convert old mam iine to siding 

Sidmq extension to MP 78.8 
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TABLE 5 (continued) 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

Location/Station 
Const niction 

Type Descr ipt ion 1 

MSSSOURt 

Dexier CPr- Extend siding 2,026' south 1 

Parent CU Extend Sidinq 8000' north 

NEVADA 

Alazon CU Install No. 14 crossover 

Barth CU Install No 14 crossover 

Beov^awe CU Install universal crossover 

Eltxirz CU Install No. 14 crossover 

MP 440 (Ml. Golcondai CU Install universal crossover 

UP Conn CU Install i-io, 14 crossover 

NEW MEXICO 

Aden CU Double track one tram length east 

D Afton CU Double track one tram length west 
1 — — — — 

Akela CU Double track one tram length east 

Arabella CU 9700' sidmq 

Came CU Double track one train length east 

Deming CU Double track - MP1211.16-MP1205.1 

Dona CU Double track one tram length west 

Gaqe CU DouWe track one tram length wesi 

Lanark CU Double U-ack one tram length west 

Leoncito CU 9700' sidinq 

Lizard to Anapra CU 2nd Mam TracK 

Lordsburq to Uimons CU Doubie track 

Oscura CU 9700 siding 

Palomas CU Extend siding 3120 east 

Robsart CU 9700 sidinq 

Separ to Wilna CU Double track and add crossover 

Strauss CU Double track one tram length west 

Tularosa CU 9700' Siding 

"''unis CU Double track one tram length west 

OKLAHOMA 

ChicKasha CU Extend siding 4225 

Concho CU Extend sidmq 1425 

Enid CU Extend siding 800' and mstaii two No 14 power operated turnouts 

Jacks CU Extend siding 4541 

yJetferson CU 9300' Siding 

Marlow CU 9300' siainq 

No. Enid CU E.xtenJ sidina 1190 
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TABLE 5 (continued) 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

Con.>»t ruction 
Location/'Statlon Type A 

Sunray 

V A / a 1 i n L( 3 

CU s 

CU E 

300' Siding , . . 

Extend sidinĉ  . 

CT I Expand Barnes Yard capacity 

Cascade Tunnels iCA- CU naease clearance m 23 tunnels 

l ^ isntnn ! i n p - l CU Extend Champ sidinq 1414' west . . 
r \ U l I ' .Uf 1 L,n l c i 

k^sntnn 1 inP-2 CU Extend Hemlock sidmci 300O west _ 
r \ d l l i J M L_M I C £-

I 1 
OT in t 

CU Siding to run around Hinkle to Bend trains 

Pnr t l f l r v i 1 Cl Expand Alr^na Yard tor increased tratlic , . , 
" ^ ^ 1 1 1 0 1 ^ 1 

Clin Qanrt\y-1 CU Extend siding ^ ^ - j 
O i L j O a l l u y 1 

CU New siding — -1 

CU 9300' siding , . 1 

Srazcs CU Extend Sidinq 1848' ' 

Bryan CPC Eliminate crossing frog at MP 77 8, use UP Ime between crossing ana Bryan 
Junction as sidmq, and crossing to Br/an on SP for mam line 

n u f n r H tn AI1alfa-1 CU No. 20 universal crossover 

Ri i t n r r i Tn A l ta l t a -2 CU Extend double track east .__—_ — 

a f T n l l t n P CPC Construct two 50-car interchange tracks .., 

CU Extend sidmq 7924' — 
0 1 H l-fW 

RaMac: irT CPC Connection from east to wesi from UP to Dallas Area Rap.d Transit 
L / a l i a s i C i 

P l a v / t n n 
CT Extend tracks 3 & 4 near Mam une to 4000' . _ _ 

El Paso CU Double track goinq north from Ei Paso , , 

P ia tnn ia *n V i c t o r i a CU Rabuiid three bndges — -jj 

Pt \A/nr*h-1 CPC Connection at interlocker south of Ney Yard m northeast quadrant 1 
r I . W U l (1 1 ' 

Pr \A/nr th-2 CPC Connection at mtehocker south of Ney Yard m southwest quadrant _ | 
r I VVUl ll 1 C 

r i r a n r i P r a i n 9 CU install No, 20 universal crossover , ,, 1 
V ̂  l a l l V J r i O l l ' W 

r ' i r a n r ' " - l a l i r t e " CU Expend siding 1008 , . . . 1 

w a r i l r v i p r * Cl New facility (will cover BroiA<nsville' ., 
n cu '11 l u c 1 

Hearne CPC Rehab existmg coonection ,decrease cun/ature) at Hearne (direct move Valley 
,i,.rY.t^n to Corsicaiwi Serve GATX (rom SP and eliminate UP switch and .ead 

HiCks CU Extend sidmq 3801' , . 

M m iQtnP-1 ^PC 20 mph connection m northwest quadrant at Tower 26 | 
' 1 > J U 3 l U 1 ' 1 

H n i i ^ t Q n - 2 Ci-C 10 mph connection m northwest quadrant at Tower 87 J 
r luijs vu 1 1 1-

U p i j c t r in -3 CPC 10 mph connection northeast quadrant at "Rabbit Crossing lunder Hwy 59)_J 

iaTan CU Extend sidmq 1478' — —1 

CU Extend siding 1056' • 1 

Jayell CU Extend sidmq 1848 _, —— 
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TABLE 5 (concluded) 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

Location/Station 
Constnidion 

Type 

Lawrence CU Extend sidinq 1325' 

Loraine CU 9300' siding . _ 

M-̂ rkel CU Extend siding 1162 

Miller CU Double track T209 to T208 with universal crossover at T209 

Mineola CU New Sidmq, extend sidmq and install crossover 

Monahans CU Extend sidmq 1425' — 

Monta CU Extend sidmq 1236' _ 

Pecos CU 9300' sidinq ~ 

Pegasus CU Extend Sidmq 2060' 

Port Lared" Cl Add track 803. provide 500 trailer stalls, i additional crane 

Preble CU Extend siding 1954' , 

Saginaw-I CPC Connection in railroad southwest quadrant (south on OKT and south on BNSR 

Saqinaw-2 CU Extend sidmq 3642' . _ 

San Antonio-1 CPC Crossover at west end of yard and 10,000 siding 

San Antonio-2 CPC IJ.Tversai crossover at north end of the yard, and crossover at Heafer Junction 

San Antonio-3 Cl Expand UP faahty. Independent swiidi leads both ends. 

San Antonio-4 CPC Reconstruct connection to SP Del Rio Sub at East Yard, usmq #2 track 

San Martme CU 9300' siding — 

Stoneburq CU Extend siding 5949' - - — ~ 

Strano CU Extend yard tracks 103 & 104 

Strawn CU Extend siding 4435' ' — 

Sweetwater CU Extend sidmq 5861' and install crossover 

Tatsie- Mumford CPC 40 mph crossover and connection, abandon diamond (consolidate UP-SP lines) 

Tiffin CU Extend sidmq 2270' 

Tcy?m CU Extend siding and constaict crossover 

Valley Jet. CPC Upgrade connection in southeast quadrant 

H Waco 1 CPC Construct one additional 4000'yard track at Bellmead Yard 

|wacn-2 CPC Constnjct connection between Bass Siding and Gatesville Branch, south of 

Waco -- - '— 
___ •— 
Westpoint CPC 30 mph connection in northeast quadrant 

Wild Horse CU Extend siding 5544' 

Wills Point CU Extend sidmq 1795' . _ 

UTAH 

Salt Lakt Citv 1 Cl isxpand North Yard .. 

CPC = Common Point Connection 
CU = Corndor Upgrade 
CT = Construction at Rail ^ ard 
CI = Construction at intermcdal Facility' 
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2.0 DfiNEFICIAL EFFECTS OF THE MERGER 

Activities associated with the merger, including proposed changes in rail and 

truck traffic patterns, abandonments, and construction projects, would result in both 

system-wide and site-specific beneficial effects. Benefits for rail iine segments are 

discussed in Section 3; benefits for rail yards, intermodal. and automotive facilities are 

discussed in Section 4; and fuel savings resulting from the merger are discussed in 

Section 7. 

Changes in operations resulting from a combined UP/SP system, including 

rerouting of rail traffic, consolidation of operations, and certain truck-to-rail and rail-to-rail 

diversions, would have general and specific beneficial environmental effects including 

savings in overall fuel ccnsumption, reductions in air emissions, improved highway safety 

and more efficient rail transportation service. 

In addition, abandonment of rail lines would result in beneficial effects due 

to the cessation of raiiroad operations. Generally, there would be fewer human-caused 

disturbances and. in some eases, a gradual re-establishment of natural vegetation. 

Potential beneficial effects, which would vary from line to :ine, may include the following: 

Reduction in human-caused disturbance to water and biological resources, 

including ground-surface disturbance, noise, nighttime lighting, and human 

presence. This would include beneficial effects to both common and 

sensitive resources. 

Gradual re-establishment ot native vegetation. 

Reduction in the likelihood of spills onto sensitive habitats and into stream 

courses. 

Reduction in loss of wi'dlife due to animal-train collisions. 

Increased contiguity in wildlife habitats, along with reduced habitat 

fragmentation, reduced detrimental "edge effect," and t.ie continuance or re-

establishment of movement corridors and habitat linkages. 
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Removal of approximately 550 road crossings, resulting in beneficial safety 

effects in the form of potentially fewer accidents/incidents. 

Rerouting of train traffic onto shorter or more efficient rail lines, resulting in 

beneficial transportation effects. 

Availability of some abandoned lines for "Rails to Trails" programs, 

increasing outdoor recreation opportunities. 

Reduction of noise exposure to adjacent land uses. 

Cessation of rail traffic, resulting in a reduction of air emissions in localized 

areas. 

The completion of construction projects would make certain operational 

benefits possible. They include: 

Construction projects are expected to increase efficiencies and maximize 

effectiveness of UP/SP consolidated activities, reducing transit times on raii 

lines, and delays at terminals and interchange points with other carriers. 

This would result in increased efficiency for the overall UP/SP transportation 

system and improved service to transportation customers. 

Operating efficiencies would result in overall fuel consumption savings and 

reductions in air emissions, in addition, the improved rail system wouid 

result in new truck-to-rail diversions, as well as more efficient internal 

reroutings which would result in further fuel savings and air emissions 

reductions. 

Overall, the UP/SP merger would have substantia! system-wide beneficial 

effects, including significant savings in fuel consumption, improved highway safety, and 

increased transportation efficiency. Also, the merger-related abandonments will result in 

safety improvements, reduced noise exposure and air emissions, and improved habitat 

conditions for biological resources. 
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3.0 RAIL LINE SEGMENTS 

This section provides a summary of potential environmental impacts from rail 

traffic increases on identified rail segments. The consolidation of the UP/SP rail system 

will result in many operational changes producing increases and decreases in the amount 

of train traffic on rail line segments throughout the system. Based on operational data 

developed by UP/SP, there are 70 rail line segments (out of 389 evaluated systemwide) 

that are projected to experience traffic increases in excess of iCC thresholds requiring 

analysis of air quality and/or noise. Detailed information for the proposed rail segments 

is presented in Part 2, Rail une Segments. 

3.1 APPROACH 

The assessment of potential environmental impacts on rail line segments 

focused on air quality and noise on a line-specific basis. Safety was addressed on a 

systemwide basis. Changes m tram traffic on existing rail lines are not expected to affect 

other environmental resources. 

3.1.1 Air Quality 

Data developed by UP and SP were evaluated to identify rail line segments 

on Viihich changes in traffic would meet or exceed iCC analysis thresholds for air quality 

and noise. Since the thresholds for air analysis differ according to the air quality status 

of a location, the Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRs) traversed by each segment were 

identified along with their status as attainmern or nonattainment for certain pollutants If 

an AQCR is nonattainment for one pollutant, it was considered nonattainment for all 

enteria pollutants, resulting in a more stnngent analysis. Emissions of cnteria pollutants 

were calculated using assumptions on typical locomotives, train composition, and fuel 

consumption. Emissions were calculated for each affected segment, and are shown by 

AQCR. 

Of the 70 rail line segments that are expected to exceed air quality analysis 

thresholds, 37 are expected to exceed the assessment thresholds for noise. Each of these 

25 



iine segments is identified and discussed in Part 2. The increase in noise exposure to 

sensitive receptors was estimated based on the projected number of trains and on 

assumptions for train composition, speed, and hen (train whistle) use. On 22 segments 

where noise increases of 2 decibels (dBA) or greater were predicted, land use analysis 

was conducted to identify' noise-sensitive receptors that couid be exposed to sound levels 

of 65 dBA or greater. 

3.1.2 Noise 

The ICC regulations require the performance of noise studies for al! rail line 

segments on which traffic will increase by at least 100% as measured by gross ton miles 

annually or at least eight trains per day. Noise sensitive land uses where the weighted 24-

hour sound exposure level will increase by decibels (dBA) or wil' meet or exceed 65 

dBA are required to be identified, fv/lethods useo to evaluate noise impacts along rail line 

segments are discussed in Part 6. For this study, tny increase in L,̂^ less than 2 decibels 

was considered insignificant, and only segments where the projected change in traffic 

wouid cause at least a 2 decibel increase in 1^. were evaluated. 

Part 2 of this ER presents the analysis of those line segments that exceed 

the ICC threshold for a noise study. For eleven of the segments the projected increase in 

traffic volume is sufficient to cause a 3 dBA or greater increase m noise exposure. 

3.2 CONCLUSIONS 

3.2.1 Air Quality 

There are 64 AQCRs that contain rail line segments where traffic increases 

wiii exceed iCC analysis thresholds, increased air emissions from each line segment 

exceeding iCC thresholds are identified by AQCR, Table 2-22 in Part 2 presents the 

emission increases projected for rail segment activity increases in excess of the ICC 

thresholds. 

in order to provide a more realistic a.^ressinent, and to evaluate the 

cumulative effects within certain nonattainment AQCRs, both the increased and decreased 
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emissions from all rail line segment changes and truck-to-rail diversions (when available) 

within these AQCRs were calculated, as shown on Table 6. The principal areas of 

concern for this analysis are ozone nonattainment areas because nitrogen oxide (NOj 

emissions from diesei fuel are generally considered to contribute to ozone production. For 

this analysis, NO, emissions were calculated for six metropolitan AQCRs based on rail 

segment activity increases in those areas. For these locations, a cumulative impact 

assessment was performed by calculating merger-related changes in NO, emissions from 

aii UP/SP rail lines in the AQCR (including those with traffic decreases) as well as 

dec-eased emissions from truck-to-raii diversions where data were available. The 

calculation did not consider the effects of changes m traffic on other rail carriers: thus, the 

reductions in emissions from decreases in traffic on other carriers resulting from the 

merger are not shown. This analysis shows that levels of NO, emissions for these 

selected AQCRs are in all cases significantly reduced from increases calculated for line 

segments where traffic will exceed the ICC thresholds and, in some cases, absolute 

reductions for the AQCR are predicted. 

Table 6 summarizes the net changes in NOx emissions due to all proposed 

rail segment activity changes and truck-to-rail diversions for the six selected AQCRs. 
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TABLE S 

CUMULATIVE RAIL LINE SEGMENTTRUCK DIVERSION IMPACTS 

IN SELECTED ACCRo 

AQCR AQCR NAME 
ATTAINMENT 

STATUS 

NO, EMISSION 
INCREASES ON 

SEGMENTS WHERE 
TRAFFIC EXCEEDS 
ICC THRESHOLDS 

NO, EMISSION 
CHANGES -ALL 
SEGMENTS 
AND TRUCK-TO-

RAIL DIVERSIONS 
(WHERE 

AVAILABLE) 

24 Metropolifan Los Angeles NA 3384 16,3 

28 Sacramento Valley NA 4855 -2924-

106 Southern Louisiana-
Southeast Texas 

NA 957,9 -447.8 

67 Metropolitan Chicago NA 4260 -79,4 

215 Metropolitan Dalias-
Ft, Worth 

NA 1542,7 298,2 

153 El Paso NA 18109 780,1-

1 ruck-to-rail diversions data not available. 

The results of this analysis fcr each selected AQCR are detailed below. 

Metropolitan Los Angeles - AQCR #24 

When ail UP/SP rai! segments within AQCR #24 are considered, the NO, 

emissions from threshold line segments are reduced from 338.4 tons to 76.59 tons per 

year. Additionally, this AQCR is expected to expenence truck-to-raii diversions of 34,630 

truckloads per year. Because of the greater fuel efficiency of rail systems in comparison 

to trucks, these diversions wiil resuit in an additional decrease in emissions within the 

AQCR of 60.3 tons per year. As a result, based on the available data a net increase of 

16.3 tons of No, per year for the Metrapolitan Los Angeles AQCR is projected. 



P: 

Sacramento Valley - AQCR #28 

When aii UP/SP rail segments within AQCR #28 are considered, the NQ, 

emissions from threshold line segments are reduced from 485.5 tons to -292.4 tons per 

year. The'e are insufficient data to calculate truck-to-raii diversions for '.nis area and no 

analysis could be performed. 

Southern Louisiana - Southeast Texas - AQCR #106 

When ail UP/SP rail segments within AQCR #106 are considered, the NO, 

emissions from threshold line segment.*̂  are reduced from 957.9 tons to -443.6 tons per 

year. Additionally, this AQCR is expected to experience truck-to-rail diversions of 740 

truckloads per year. Because of the greater fuel efficiency of rail systems in comparison 

tc trucks, these diversions will resuit in an additional decrease in emissions within the 

AQCR of 4.2 tons per year. As a result, based on available data, a net decrease of 447.8 

tons of NO, per year for the Southern Louisiana - Southeast Texas AQCR is projected. 

Me'i.opolitan Chicago - AQCR #67 

When all UP/SP rail segments within AQCR #67 are considered, the NO, 

emissions from threshold line segments are reduced from 426 tons to -23.5 tons per year. 

Additionally, this AQCR is expected to experience truck-to-rail diversions of 27,101 

truckloads per year. Because of the greater fuel efficiency of rail systems in comparison 

to trucks, these diversions wili result in an additional decrease in emissions within the 

AQCR of 55.9 tons per year. As a result, based on available data, a net decrease of 79.4 

tons of NO, per year for the Metropolitan Chicago AQCR is projected. 
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Metropolitan Dallas - Fort Worth - AQCR #215 

Wnen ail UP/SP rail segments within AQCR #215 are considered, the NO, 

emissions from threshold line segments are reduced from 1542.7 tons to 341.9 tons per 

year. Additionally, this AQCR is expected to expe.ience 16,060 truck-to-rail diversions. 

Because of the greater fuel efficiency of rail systems in comparison to trucks, these 

diversions will result in an additional decrease in emissions within the AQCR of 43.7 tons 

per year. As a result, based on available data, a net increase of 298.2 tons of NO, per 

year for the Metropolitan Dallas - Fort Worth AQCR is projected. 

El Paso - Las Cruces - Alamogordo - AQCR #153 

When all UP/SP rail segments wiihin AQCR #153 are considered, the NO, 

emissions from threshold line segments are reduced from 1810 tons to 780.1 tons per 

year. There are insufficient data to calculate truck diversions for this area and no analysis 

could be performed. 

3.2.2 Noise 

The results of the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 7, 

which shows the number of noise impacts for the pre- and post-merger tram volumes. 

Table 7 shows that the number of noise sensitive receptors exposed to noise levels 

exceeding L„„ 65 or greater is predicted to increase for the post-merger traffic on line 

segments analyzed. Also, at most of these receptors the increase in noise exposure will 

be between 2 and 3 dBA. The increase in noise exposure will be solely due to mor-a trains 

operating on the tracks; there should be no change in the noise emission from individual 

trains. 
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TABLE 7 

NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR RAIL SEGMENTS 

1 Rail Segment 

taa. 

NumbM of SttnsHivs Racaotor** 

Origin Oflttiration 
Road taa. 

PrB-Merg«r 
P08t> 

tiKfmta 

Tucson AZ PicactK) AZ SP 50,0 225 522 297 

ft Fair Oaks AR Bnnkley AR SP 26,0 114 210 96 1 
y r'aragould AR Fair Oaks AR SP 69,0 232 341 109 

Stockton.,'Lalhrop CA Martinez CA SP 48,0 0 622 622 

Nelson IL Buaa IL UP 34,0 65 182 117 1 
Henngton KS Lost Spnngs KS UP 6,5 0 58 58 1 
Hutchinson KS Stratford TX SP 274,0 524 914 390 1 
Lost Spnngs KS Wichita KS UP 64,3 0 I 9 l 191 1 
Marysville KS Valley NE UP 134,0 115 334 219 1 
Oakley KS Denver CO UP 2e2,0 50 249 199 i 

Bsaiina KS Oakley KS UP 191 0 144 488 344 i 

Wichita KS Chickasha OK UP 192,0 361 696 335 1 
lowa Jet, LA Beaumont TX SP 75,0 871 1384 513 

Sparks ,NV Roseville CA SP 139,0 651 1143 492 

Winnemucca NV Sparks NV SP 175,0 101 251 150 

Chickasha OK Fort Worth TX UP 177.7 135 260 125 1 
Big Spnng TX Toyah TX UP 1520 162 656 494 1 
Fort Worth TX Big Spnng TX UP 267,5 510 1615 1105 

Stratford TX Dalhart TX SP 31,0 44 8^ 43 

Toyah TX Sier-a Blanca TX UP 109 7 73 181 103 

Ogden UT Alazon NV SP 178,0 106 139 33 1 
TOTAL 4.488 10,523 6,035 1 

Notes: 
L l ^ e K c e e d i i i 5 dBA at noise sensitive receptors (residences, schools , libraries nursing homes and c hurches), | 

31 



4.0 RAIL YARDS AND INTERMODAL AND AUTOMOTIVE FACILITIES 

The UP/SP merger wiil provide opportunities to modify and consolidate 

operations of rail yards, intermodal. and automotive facilities for increased efficiency. The 

proposed changes to these facilities are discussed in Part 3 of this ER, as are the 

environmental effects on air quality, noise, transportation and safety associated with the 

changes. Proposed changes in carload activity at 27 rail yards have been studied for air 

quality and five for noise, based on ICC analysis thresholds. There are 18 intermodal 

facilities at which ICC truck activity thresholds would be met, requiring evaluations of 

transportation, noise, and air quality impacts. No automotive facility activities will exceed 

ICC analysis threshok ?. 

4.1 APPROACH 

Rail yard and intermodal facility air quality impacts were evaluated on a 

regional basis, and noise and transportation system effects on a site-specific basis. Safety 

was addressed on a systemwide basis. Changes in truck and rail traffic at terminals are 

not expected to affect other environmental resources. 

4.1.1 Transportation 

increases in truck traffic at intermodal and automotive facilities were 

calculated to determine which facilities would exceed ICC evaluation thresholds for air 

quality and noise. Data on the number of intermodal unit lifts (handling of units) in pre­

merger and post-merger scenarios were developed by UP and SP. A ratio of trucks to lifts 

was developed based on actual operating statistics to estimate changes in the number of 

trucks using each facility. 

32 



Impacts to local transportation systems were evaluated at each facility that 

met or e.xcoeded the iCC threshold of 50 trucks per day. The assessment compared the 

projected number of truck trips (trucks x 2) with the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) counts for 

local access streets, where available, in addition to ADT increases, the location of the 

facility relative to interstate highways, local road conditions, and assumed traffic 

signaiization were considered. 

4.1.2 Air Quality 

An analysis of air pollutant emissions was performed for each rail yard and 

intermodal facility that exceeded ICC analysis thresholds. Emissions increases were 

estimated for switch locomotives, litt equipment, yard trucks, and over-the-road trucks 

based on predicted operating scenanos. 

In addition, a cumulative impact assessment was performed for major 

terminals that correspond to metropolitan AQCRs. This analysis inclided increased and 

decreased emissions predicted from all rail yard, intermodai, and automotive facilities 

within the terminal region. 

4.1.3 Noise 

The first step in the analysis of the rail yards, intermodal. and automotive 

facilities was to determine whether the projected increase in operations would cause noise 

exposure to increase by at least 2 dBA. An increase of less than 2 dBA was considered 

insignificant and no further noise analysis was done For facilities where more than a 

2 dBA increase is projected, approximate counts were made of noise sensitive land uses 

where the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L̂ n) will meet or exceed 65 dBA or will 
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increase by 3 dBA or more. The counts were based on USGS maps and. where possible, 

site visits. 

In projecting noise exposure near rail yards, an adjustment was made to the 

noise model presented in Section C of Part 6, to account for rail cars stored in the rail yard 

that act as partial acoustical shields for rail yard activities. This shielding was assumed 

to reduce overall noise exposure by 3 dBA. This adjustment was based on observations 

at several rail yards. 

4.2 CONCLUSIONS 

4.2.1 Transportation 

In 19 locations, facility consolidations are planned that wiil increase 

operations at a UP or SP facility and decrease or close nearby ramps. Of these, regional 

consolidations of intermodal ramps are expected to result in increased truck traffic in 

excess of the iCC threshold of 50 additional trucks per day at nine specific facilities. 

However, increased traffic at these ramps is partially or completely offset by related 

decreases at nearby facilities so that regional effects on the transportation system wiil be 

minimal. 

On a national or systemwide basis, merger-related transportation effects 

include increased rail transportation and decreased long distance truck transportation. 

The effects of reduced long distance truck haulage on the national highway system wiii be 

positive. Based on truck diversion studies conducted by UP/SP consultants. 180.655 

truckloads of freight will be transferred to rail on an annual basis. The study analyzed ihe 

origin and destination points of these commodities. Based on that analysis, it is projected 

that truck-to-rail diversions will reduce nationwide truck travel by 283.313.759 truck miles 
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per year, thereby reducing wear and tear on highways and the adverse effects of truck 

traffic. 

Of the 18 intermodal facilities evaluated in Part 3 for transportation impacts, 

five were identified as having large truck traffic increases in the immediate vicinity of the 

facility (Table 8 lists these facilities), if warranted in the future, some type of traffic 

improvements in these areas such as signal phasing may be considered, as discussed in 

Part 3. 

TABLE 8 

INTERMODAL FACILITY TRAFFIC INCREASES 

State Facility 
Increased 
Trips/Day 

Average 
Daily Traffic 

% Increase 
in ADT 

CA East Los Angeles 1174 27900 4.2 

IL Global II 850 30000 2.8 

IL Canal Street 372 25500 1.5 

IL Dupo 356 5300 6.7 

OR 

• 
Portland 548 10300 5.3 

4.2.2 Air Quality 

Table 9 summarizes, by rail terminals, increases and decreases in air 

emissions from all UP/SP rail yards, automotive facilities and intermodai facilities within 

the terminal. A rail terminal is defined as a geographic area within or corresponding to a 

metropolitan area in which rail yards, intermodal. or automotive facilities are located. The 

emissions shown in Table 9 are cah'lated for only UP/3P facilities and do not consider 

the effects of reduced over-the-road truck traffic v^thin an AQCR or terminal resulting from 

truck-to-rail diversions, or changes at other rail or truck facilities located there. As a result, 

the increases shown may overstate the actual impacts of the proposed actions. 
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TABLE 9 

EMISSIONS FROM UP/SP YARDS 
AND INTERMODAL AND AUTOMOTIVE FACILITIES PER TERMINAL 

fa FACILITV 
0 OR TERMINAL 

,, TYPE ; STATE 
1 
i 

AQCR 
AFFECT 

1 ED 

. AQCR 
STATUS 

, TOTAL CHANGE IN EMISSIONS (TON-YEAR) | fa FACILITV 
0 OR TERMINAL 

,, TYPE ; STATE 
1 
i 

AQCR 
AFFECT 

1 ED 

. AQCR 
STATUS 

1 HC CO ! NOx 1 S02 PM 

V L O S ANGELES 
i ' 

1 CITY OF INDUSTRY (SP) 1 i CA 24 NA -8 9547 1 -41.8533 -49 4453 1.3627 •8 7600 
1 LATC(SP) 1 CA 24 NA -12,4806 •58,3331 -68 9144 •1 8992 •12 20^3 
1 LONG BEACH (SP) A CA 24 NA -02071 -0 9712 -1 2083 •0 0310 -0 1995| 
1 LOS NIETOS (SP) A CA 24 N -00628 j ^0 2930 •0 3336 -0 0097 0 06211 
1 E LOS ANGELES (UP) 1 CA 24 NA 1 14,9991 j 70.1043 82,8209 22825 14 67301 
1 INLAND-EMPIRE (UP/SP) 1 CA 24 NA 12 5925 58 8563 69 5325 1 9163 123188 | 
1 LONG BEACH (UP) A CA 24 NA 04100 1 9239 24134 0 0613 0 3 9 4 l | 

MIRALOMA(UP) A CA 24 NA 01675 0 7671 1 0110 00249 0 1598| 
ANAHEIM (UP) R CA 24 NA -0 0285 -0 0887 -0 6643 •00481 -0 0144 
CITY OF INDUSTRY (UP) R CA 24 NA -03070 •0 9544 •7 1444 j ^05177 •0 1549 
GEMCO (SP) A CA 24 NA 0 0017 00098 0 0452 OOOOO OOOOO 
GEMGO (SP) R CA 24 NA 0 0192 00595 04457 00323 0 0097 
ICTF (SP) R CA 24 NA •0 2926 -09098 •68101 -0 4935 0 1476 
INLAND-EMPIRE (SP) R CA 24 NA 1 3622 42352 31 7019 22972 0 6873 
J YARD(SP) R CA 24 NA -00797 •0 2479 -1 8557 -0 1345 -0 0402 
LA-ICTF(SP) 1 CA 24 NA ! -11753 •54933 -6 4897 -0 1789 -1 1498 
LATC (SP) R CA 24 NA 00000 aoooo OOOOO OOOOO OOOOO 
LONG BEACH (UP) P CA 24 NA 01007 0 3132 23443 01699 0 0508 
LOS ANGELES(UP) R CA 24 ^ NA -0 2309 -07180 5 37441 0 3894 •0.1165 
LOS NIETOS (SP) R CA 24 NA j 0 0166 •0 0515 -03857 -0 0280 •0 0084 
MIRALOMA (UP) R CA 24 NA 0 0241 00750 05614 00407 0 0122 
MONTCUIR (UP) R CA 24 NA 0,0569 01769 ! 3243 0 0960 0 0287 
WEST COLTON (UP) R CA 24 NA 0 2615 0 8130 60858 0 4410 01319 

TOTAL LOS ANGELES 
TERMINAL IMPACT 24 

I — 

! 
NA ! 6.1595 

27.4400 49.6605 2.2692 5.6035 

g 
OAKLAND 1 MiLPiTAS(UP) A CA 30 NA -0 1084 -0 5066 -0,6007 -0 0165 •01059 I 

MILPITAS (UP) CA 30 NA -0.0311 -0 0968 -r 7243 -00525 - 0 0 1 5 7 ! 
OAKLAND (UP) A CA 30 NA •03723 •1 7458 -21708 •00558 -0 3588 
MARTINEZ (SP) R CA 30 NA 0 0825 0,2565 1 9200 0 1391 00416 
BENEClA(SP) A CA 30 NA 0 4306 2 0219 2 5623 0 0642 0 4126 | 
OAKLAND (UP) 1 CA 30 NA 20148 9 4170 11 1252 03066 1 97101 
OAKLAND iSP) i CA 30 NA 1 73501 8 1091 95800 02640 1 69731 
OAKLAND (UP) R CA 30 NA 0.?464 0 7661 5 7344 04155 0 1 2 4 3 ! 
WARM SPRINGS (SP) A ^ CA 30 NA ^ -0 2939 •1 3769 1 6895 •0 0442 -02843 ] 
WARM SPRINGS (SP) R CA 30 NA •0 0256 -00796 -0 59571 •00432 0 0 l 2 9 j 

TOTAL OAKLAND TEBUBNAL 
IMPACT 30 

1 
NA 

-̂—^ 
3.6780 16.7649 

—. , 
25.1408! 0.9773 3.46911 

.—̂  —• "—1 
1 

DENVER j j " "t j 1 DENVER (SP) { 1 CO 36 i NA } -2.l267j -9 94021 -11.7433! •0.3236 •2O8O5I 
DENVER(SP) 1 A CO j 36 I NA 1 -04118! •1 9306j -23888 •0 0618 •0 3975 
DENVER (UP) j 1 CO j 36 ' NA 1 56711 73243 8 6529 0 2385 1.5330 
ROLLA(UP) ! A CO 1 36 1 NA 1 04133 1 9410 2 4677 00615 0 3956 
DENVER(UP) ' ! 

R i 
CO ! 36 i NA i 0 1215 0 3779! 2 82861 0 2050 ! 0 06131 

36 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 

EMISSIONS FROM UP/SP YARDS 
AND INTERMODAL AND AUTOMOTIVE FACILITIES PER TERMINAL 

FACILITY 
y OR TERMINAL 

TYPE 

i 
STATE AGGR 

j AFFECT 

ED 

AQCR 
1 STATUS 
I 

TOTAL CHANGE IN EMISSIONS (TON YEAR) [ FACILITY 
y OR TERMINAL 

TYPE 

i 
STATE AGGR 

j AFFECT 

ED 

AQCR 
1 STATUS 
I j HC 1 CO j NOx 1 S02 j PM 1 

ROLLA lUPi R CO 36 NA 0 0678 02107 ' 5772 0 ' i 4 : 0 0,342 
TOTAL DENVER TERMINAL 

IMPACT 36 NA -0.3689 -2.0169 
1 

1.3943 

! 

1 
1 
j 0.233{ 1 -0.4S39 

CHiCAGO 

CHI • FOREST HLL ;SP) 1 IL 67 NA -2.6304 122944 145246 •0 4003 -25733 
CHI - IMX (SP) 1 IL 67 1 NA 1 -5 4847 -25 6352 •30 2853 j •0 8346 5 3655 
CHI-MIT (SP) 1 IL 67 NA 5790 •7 8475 •9 2710 •0 2555 -1 6425 
CANAL STREET(UP) 1 IL 67 NA 47572 22 2346 ! 26 2678 0 7239 4 6538 
GLOBA. II (UP) 1 IL 1 NA 10.8575 50 7472 59 9525 1 6522 106215 
CHICAGO HTS (UP) A IL 67 NA •0 0234 •01083 •01092 •0 0037 •00238 
CHICAGO-BRC(UP) R IL 67 NA 09692 3 0134 22 5561 1 6344 0 4890 
CHICAGO -IMX (SP) R <L 67 NA ' 02350 ^ 7 3 0 6 •5 4687 •0 3963 •0 1186 
DOLTON (UP) 1 IL 67 NA 1 21827 10 2018 12 0523 0 3322 2 1353 
DOLTON JCT (UP) R IL 67 NA OOOOO OOOOO OOOOO OOOOOj OOOOO 
GLOBAL 1 (UP) 1 IL 67 NA OOOOO OOOOO OOOOO OOOOO OOOOO 
PROVISO (UP) R IL 67 NA •06678 •2 0452 •153088 •1 10931 03319 
W CHICAGO (UP) A IL 67 1 NA -0 0596 •0 2788 •0 3356 •0 0090j •O 0580 
W CHICAGO (UP) j R IL 67 NA •0.0129 •00401 -0 3000 •0 02171 -0 0065 
YARD CENTER(UPi \ R IL 67 NA -0 0206 •O0641 -0 4800 -003481 0 0104 

TOTAL CHICAGO TERMINAL 
IMPACT 67 NA 7.9«32 37.1527 44.7456 1.2775 7.7691 

! —. 
ST. LOUIS i ' 

ST LOUIS (DUPO) (UP) 1 1 I L 1 70 NA 4 5333 2 ' '883 j 25 0317' 0 6899 4 4348 
VALLEY JCT (UP) ! R L i 70 NA 1 0639 •3 3076' -24 7590i -1 7941 •0 5368 
E ST LOUIS (SP) i 1 IL 70 NA -3 74981 -17 52611 -20 7052 -0 5706 3 66831 
ST LOUIS (UP) '. A MO 70 NA 0 0007! 0 0039 0 0181) OOOOO oooool 

TOTAL ST. LOUIS TERMINAL 
IMPACT 1 70 . NA 

f ' - 4- ' '• * , 

-0.2/96' 0.3585 -20.4144 -1.6748 0.22978 

1 : .— ' 1 

! 
1 

KANSAS CITY 
1 

j —'—1 1 —- t 1 1 
KANSAS CITY (SP) , 1 KS 1 94 1 An 4 4 2 l 4 j 20 6651; 244136; 0 6728 4 3253 ! 
EIGHTEENTH ST (UP) R KS 94 , An 1 -0 6081 -1 8906 -141517] -10254 0 3 0 6 8 | 
fAiP.FAX (UP) A KS 94 An j OOOOO OOOOO OOOOOj OOOOO oooooB 
MUNCIE (UP) A , 1 , KS , 94 An -00180| •0 0839 •0 09171 -0 0028 0 0 i 8 0 | 
KANSAS CiTY (UP) 1 ) MO 94 ! 1 

An -4 5333' •2" 1883 
1 

•25 03171 06899 4 43481 
KANSAS CITY (UP) ' R I MO 94 An -0 591 Ol •1 8373- -137531 -0 9966 0 2 9 8 2 | 

TOTAL KANSAS CITY TERMINAL 
MPACT 1 1 94 Alt. 

I 

•1.3290 
r 

-4.3349 
1 

-28.6145' -2.04181 -0.73251 

i i 

PORTLAND 
• . fc. 1 ~ i j 1 

1 PORTLAND (SP) j 1 ' OR ! 193 ' NA 5 4288 •25 3736 •29 9762 182611 -5 31O8 
PORTLAND (ALBINA) (UP) 1 ! 

^ 
OR 193 NA 6 9958 32 6979 38 6292 1 0646' 6 8438 

ALBINA (UPj I R ! OR 193 NA 0 1560 0 4850 3 6301: 0 2630 0 0787 
BARNES(UPr 1 A [ OR 193 ; NA -0 0926; •0 4337 •0-5294; -001401 -0 0897 
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TABLE 9 (Continued) 

EMISSIONS FROM UP/SP YARDS 
AND INTERMODAL AND AUTOMOTIVE FACILITIES PER TERMINAL 

1 FACILITY 
H OR TERMINAL 

TYPE 

1 
STATE AQCR AQCR 

AFFECT j STATUS 
ED 1 

TOTAL CHANGE IN EMISSIONS i l ON YEAR) 1 FACILITY 
H OR TERMINAL 

TYPE 

1 
STATE AQCR AQCR 

AFFECT j STATUS 
ED 1 HC CO NOx 1 S02 1 PM 

1 BARNES (UP) 1 R OR '93 NA 0 G70: 1 -0 2 '8- 1 e37i 0 • '86 )| -0 0355 

1 1.4865 

TOTAL PORTLAND TERMINAL 
IMPACT 193 NA 1.5601 

1 

i 7.156( 1 10.1164 0.3681 

)| -0 0355 

1 1.4865 
1 
1 j 

MEMPHIS 1 
1 MEMPHIS (SP) 1 TN 18 An -5037C 23 5425 278130 -0 7665 •4 9275 
1 MEMPHIS (UP) 1 TN 18 An I -4.1975 -196186 •23 1775 -0 6388 I •4.1063 
1 WEST MEMPHIS (UP'SP) 1 TN i 18 An j 12.2567 57 2868 6? 6783 1 8652 1 11 9903 
1 MEMPHIS (UP) R TN ! 18 ' An 0 1657 05153 3 8.=72 0 2795 j 0 0836 1 

GAVIN (UH) 1 A AR i 8̂ An , ^0 0128 -00593 •OcjeiO •0 0020 1 •OO130I 
TOTAL MEMPHIS TERMINAL 

(MPACT 18 An. 3.1751 
1 

14.5815 20.4840 0.7374 3.0272 
1 

SAN ANTONIO 1 
SAN ANTONIO (SP) 1 TX 217 NA •34699 •162182 •19,1601 •0 5280 -3 3945 | 
SAN ANTONIO (UP) 1 1 TX 217 NA 29662 13 8639 16 3788 0 4514 2 90181 
SAN ANTONIO (UP) A i TX 217 NA •01212 -05680 •0.6973 •0 0182 •0 11731 
SAN ANTONIO (SP) R i TX 217 NA •0 2466 -0 7666 •5 7387 •0 4158 •0 12441 
SO RAN ANTONIO (UP) R ! TX 217 NA •0 4024 -1 2510 -93644 0 6786 •0 203o | 

TOTAL SAN ANTONIO TERMINAL 
MPACT ; 

' • ' —' * ,—• , — 
217 NA -1.2739 -4.9399 -18.5817 -1.1893 •0.9374j| 

1 

1 
1 

DALLAS 1 1 MESQUITE (UP) , A ,j T< 215 NA j -0 2557 -1 1987 -1 4864 •0 0384 •0 24661 
MIDLOTHIAN (SP) A 1 TX 215 NA 0 2184 1 0253 1 2958 00326 0 20Sw| 
DALLAS (SP) 1 1 TX • 215 ' NA 2 5745 12 0328 14 2155 0 3918 2 5iSU 
DALLAS (UP) R TX j 215 NA •0 2365 •0 7352 5 5029 •0 3987 •0 1193 
DALLAS (MESQUITE) (UP) 1 1 TX j 215 NA 0.50371 2 3543 2 7813 0 07G7 0 4928 
MESQUITE (UP) R ] TX 1 215 ; NA I 0 1 326! 041221 30858 0 2236i C 0669 

TOTAL DALLAS TERMINAL , i 
IMPACT ! 215 

! - H 

NA 1 2.93701 

1 

13.8908 U.3891 0.2875 2.92171 
] 

1 1 
1 

FT WORTH I 1 1 

1 i 
1 L 

FT WORTH lUPi R j TX i 215 NA i 0 54291 1 6879 I 2 6345j 
1 

0 9155) 0 2 7 3 9 ! 
TOTAL FORT WORTH TERMINAL j 
IMPACT I i 2 ,5 

1 [ 

NA i 0.5429 1.68791 12.63451 0.9155 0.27391 

I 
r — L ' " 4. 

SEATTLE ! 1 j ! 1 
KENT (UP) j A ; WA ^ 229 NA '. 0 02741 0 1292 01747] 0 00401 0 0257I 
KENT (UP) ! R 1 WA ' 229 i NA 001291 0.0401 0 3000! 0 0217 0 OO65I 
SEATTLE (UP) , 1 j WA | 229 j NA 1 51111 7 0628! 8 34391 0 2300 1 47831 
SEATTLE lUP) ' ^ \ ^ A | 229 1 NA j 0 2606 ! 0.8102 6 0644! 0 4394 0 1 3 1 5 I 

TOTAL SEATTLE TERMINAL ' 
IMPAf:T 2?9 NA 1 811Q a.04y^ 
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TABLE 9 (Continued) 

EMISSIONS FROM UP/SP YARDS 
AND INTERMODAL AND AUTOMOTIVE FACILITIES PER TERMINAL 

An -AtUinment. NA=Non-AtUlninent. .AOCR=Air Quality Control Region 
HC=hydmcart>on, CC)=caibon monoxide, NOx̂ nitrogen oxides, S02'=sulfur dioxide. PVI=T)aniculite maner 
A=Aulomoove facility. R=Rail yard, I=liUerinodal fatilit) 
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4.2.3 Nt.. d 

There are five rail yards which are expected to meet or exceed ICC noise 

assessment thresholds. Of these five rail yards, three will have noise exposure exceeding 

L̂ , 65 or noise exposure increases of at least 3 dBA. As shown on Table 10, these three 

rail yards are Herington, Kansas: Salem, Illinois: and Bellmead, Texas. The number of 

noise sensitive receptors exceeding Ldn 65 dBA is projected to increase from 10 to 20 

residences at the Herington Yard, from 11 to 16 residences at the Salem Yard, and from 

0 to 16 residences at the Bellmead Yard. 

Noise impacts are not projected for any of the intermodal facilities. In several 

cases the maximum noise exposure change exceeds 2 dBA; however, there is no impact 

because there are no noise-sensitive receptors in the immediate vici.iu,^ of the facilities. 

TABLE 10 

NOISE SUMMARY AT RAIL YARDS 

Rail Cars Handled Number ot 
Sensitive 

Receptors* 

Facility State Line 

Pre-
Merger 

Post-
Merger 

O l 
VO 

Change 
Pre-

Merger 
Post-

Merger 

Herington KS SP 150 550 266 10 20 
Bellmead TX UP 46 146 219 0 16 
Salem !L SP 64 133 108 11 16 

Notes: 
* Nun,ber of sensitive receptors with exposure exceeding Ldn 65 dBA, 

In any community, the loudest noise source, whether it be a highway, airport 

or rail line, will usually dominate the noise exposure, which means that cumulative noise 

impacts are not common unless there are severai noise sources that cause similar degrees 
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of noise exposure. For mos* of the rail seiments where post-merger train volumes are 

projected to cause a significant increase in noise exposure, train noise is already the 

dominant noise source. For areas farther from the rail lines where other noise sources 

may cause higher levels of noise exposure than the train noise, tne increase in train noise 

can be expected to cause only a small increase in overall noise exposure. Thus, adverse 

cumulative noise impacts are not anticipated. 
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5.0 ABANDONMt:;̂ <TS 

A detailed discussion of the proposed abandonments is presented in Part 4, 

Abandonments. This section provides a summary of the analysis of environmental impacts 

of proposed abandonmenit. in connection with the proposed merger, UP/SP is proposing 

the abandonment of 17 raii iine segments as listed in Table 4. The overhead traffic 

currently moving on these rail lines would be re-routed afte' the merger to other UP/SP 

lines. 

5.1 APPROACH 

The following areas were analyzed for each proposed abandonment: land 

use, water resources and wetlands, biological resources, historic and cultural resources, 

safety, transportation, air quality, noise, and energy. Following track removal and other 

salvage activities, the right of way would either: (1) contain land uses which conform to 

land uses on adjacent property: or (2) be used for recreational purposes, such as the 

"Rails to Trails" program. It is, therefore, highly unlikely that there would be negative 

overall community and social impacts due to the new uses. 

A combination of literature review, agency contacts, resource maps, and site 

visits was used to charactehze existing conditions for land use. water resources and 

wetlands, biological resources, historic and cultural resources, safety, and transportation. 

The focus of the charactenzation was on aspects of these resources which might be 

sensitive to potentially adverse impacts from salvage operations, including: 

• Land Use - structures within 500 feet of rail lines, occurrence within coastal 

zone, and presence of prime farmland. 
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Water Resources and Wetlands - blue-line streams; waterbodies; wetlands; 

canals, culvens, ditches. 

Biological Resources - vegetation types; occurrence of tfircatened and 

endangered plant/wildlife species; cntical habitat; parks, forests, refuges, 

and sanctuaries within five miles of rail lines. 

Histone and Cultural Resources - historic or archaeological sites listed or 

eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

• Safety - occurrence of hazardous waste sites. 

• Transportation - traffic levels. 

Criteria were deve'oped to assess possible significance of abandonment 

impacts on the resources itemized above. The key criteria included: 

• Land Use - incompatibility with surrounding land use, inconsistency with 

planning policies/controls, and loss of prime farmland 

Water Resources and Wetlands - substantial interference with drainage 

flow, loss of wetlands, aoverse discharges to waters (sediment increases, 

pollutants). 

Biological Resources - loss cf important vegetation types/wildlife habitats: 

loss of individuals or habitat f c threatened and endangereo plant/wildlife 

species: loss of critical habitat: losi or degradation of parks, forests, refuges, 

and sanctuaries. 

Histone and Cultural Resources - dis urbance to listed or eligible sites. 

Safety - exposure of people to hazardo JS waste conditions. 
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Transportation - substantial increase in truck traffic on local transportation 

systems. 

Air quality impacts were discussed in the context of the projected decrease 

in rail traffic and the small number of rail-to-truck diversions (6 of the 17 rail lines). Noise 

was discussed in the context of the minimal short-term exposure during salvage operations 

and elimination of noise sources resulting from the removal of the rail lines. No energy 

assessment was done because projected rail-to-truck diversion traffic was below ICC 

thresholds for analysis. 

5.2 CONCLUSIONS 

Potential impacts were analyzed for all of the abandonments in accordance 

with the approach described in Section 5.1. No significant adverse impacts were identified 

in the areas of: land use, water resources and wetland, safety, transportation, air quality, 

noise, and energy. Potentially significant impacts to sensitive biological resources and 

historic and cultural archaeological resources are identified and discussed in Part 4. 

Mitigation measures related to these resources are aiso discussed in Part 4. The 

abandonments will aiso have beneficial effects which are discussed in Section 2 above. 
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6.0 CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

A detailed discussion of the proposed construction projects is presented in 

Part 5, Construction. This section summanzes the analysis of environmental impacts of 

the proposed construction projects. The proposed construction projects are designed to 

link the UP/SP rail systems in order to improve the efficiency and quality of rail service 

offered by the merged system, and to add and expand facilities to handle increased rail 

traffic. 

6.1 APPROACH 

The proposed construction projects listed in Table 5 are located in 14 states. 

The proposed construction projects include common point connections, corndor upgrades, 

and construction at rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The following areas were analyzed for each proposed construction project: 

land use. water resources and wetlands, biological resources, histone and cultural 

resources, safety, transportation, air quality, noise, and energy. 

Safety concerns dunng construction activities would be addressed by 

compliance with applicable regulatory requirements. Construction-related transportation 

impacts were assessed not to be significant, based on the short duration of activities 

(typically a few to several weeks) and limited vehicle traffic (worker vehicle and material 

delivery trucks). Air quality impacts during construction will be temporary and will 

generally involve dust from earth-moving activities and emissions from construction 

equipment and vehicles. Construction-related noise impacts were analyzed qualitatively, 

based on equipment usage, short duration of activities, and presence ot sensitive 

receptors (if any) within 200 feet of activities. Energy consumption for construction 
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activities was evaluated within the context of overs.ll merger-related fuel consumption 

savings. The operational impacts of construction projects for these resource areas were 

evaluated as part of the analysis for rail line segments and rail yards, intermodal and 

automotive facilities. 

A com.bination of literature review, agency contacts, resource maps, and 

some site visits was used to characterize existing conditions for land use, water resources 

and wetlands, biological resources, and historic and cultural resources. The type of 

information collected was the same as descnbed for abandonments in Section 5.1. 

impacts were evaluated using the same significance critena described above as applied 

to abandonments in Section 5.1. 

6.2 CONCLUSIONS 

Potential impacts were analyzed for all of the construction projects in 

accordance with the approach described in Section 6.1. For most projects, no significant 

adverse impacts on the resource areas were identified. In the case of the remaining 

projects, potentially significant impacts on one or more resource areas (water resources 

and wetlands, biological resources, histone and cultural resources) were identified These 

projects, associated potentially significant impacts, and proposed mitigation are identified 

and discussed in Part 5 of this ER. The construction projects contribute to the overall 

efficiency of the system which will result in truck-to-rail diversions, fuel efficiency, low-r 

emissions, and improvec highway safety. These are significant beneficial effects. 
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7.0 SYSTEMWIDE ANALYSIS 

The changes in rail operations brought about hy the UP/SP merger will have 

systemwide effects on transportation, safety, air quality, and energy consumption. These 

systemwide effects are discussed in this section, and are based on data developed by 

UP/SP for the operating plan, which is outlined below. 

The operating plan desenbes how a unified UP/SP system would operate and 

serve its cu itomers using 1994 traffic levels, modified to take into account the estimated 

impacts of the UP/CNW merger, the BN/Santa Fe merger, and the conditions granted in 

pertinent settlement agreements. These modifications are described in the Traffic Study. 

To provide as accurate an indication of operating patterns as possible, UP 

and SP planners identified freight train schedules and other operating data for the most 

recent period dunng 1995 for which this information was available when planning began. 

Like the traffic data, these data were modified to take into account anticipated changes 

resulting from the UP'CNW merger, the BN/Santa Fe merger, and pertinent settlement 

agreements. Traffic data for ioaded movements during the base period were developed 

for each earner oy applying to each loaded movement an empty-return factor for each car 

type in the opposite direction to the movement of the load, except in a small number of 

circumstances where this would nave distorted known operaiions involving a backhaul 

arrangement. Using a computer model, loaded and empty traffic in tha base period for 

each separate system was routed across that system and assigned to appropnate trains 

basf-d on the blocking plan and train schedules for the base penod.' The computer model 

Ba.se-period SP train schedules were identified manually by SP personnel due to variations 
in SP train cpeiations from those scheduled during that period.' 
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maintained counts of trains, cars and gross tonnage on each line segment, as well as car 

flows through terminals. It also compiled total car-mile, car-hour, and gross-ton-mile data. 

Locomotive tonnages by segment were calculated on ti basis of freight gross ton miles. 

To create a merged UP/SP scenaho, the two traffic data bases were 

combined and then modified to include the impacts of extended hauls, new marketing 

opportunities, diversions from trucks, other mergers, and the UP/SP settlement with 

BN/Santa Fe. Again using the computer model, the resulting traffic was flowed across a 

merged UP/SP system and assigned to appropriate blocks and trains based on a merged 

operating scenario for the UP/SP system. 

To quantify changes in line segment density and terminal activity, statistics 

on car miles, car hours, trains, gross ton-miles, and terminal volumes for the merged 

system were compared with those developed for the spoarate UP and SP systems. These 

comparisons suggested changes in routing, blocking, and train schedules, as well as the 

need for capacity improvements. The final UP/SP operating plan was developed through 

an iterative process of running the computer model with a particular blocking and train 

schedule scenario, reviewing the results, and then revising the plan as necessary for a 

subsequent computer run. 

7.1 TRANSPORTATION 

ICC regulations require a descnption of the effects of the proposed UP/SP 

merger on regional and local transportation systems and patte ns, and an estimate of the 

amount of passenger or freight traffic that would be diverted to other transportation 

systems or modes as a result of the proposed merger. The proposed UP/SP merger is 

expected to result in increased local truck traffic at 34 facilities and decreased truck activity 
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at 40 facilities, with corresponding impacts to local roads and regional road networks in the 

vicinity of these facilities. These expected changes are principally the results of merger-

related truck-to-rail diversions and consolidation of intermodal and automotive facility 

operations, and are described more fully in Parts 3 and 4. This section analyzes the net 

effect of the proposed merger on transportation, both rail and truck, across the nation. 

Impacts to the national transportation system will be twofold. First, the 

proposed UP/SP merger will result in major changes to the operation of the rail systems 

of the two railroads, with decreased traffic in some sectors and increased traffic in other 

•sectors. Second, the proposed merger is expected to result in a significant reduction in 

truck traffic on major state and interstate highway systems. Both of these represent 

positive effects on the national transportation system. 

Studies conducted by Reebie Associates and Transmode Consultants, Inc. 

estimated the number of truck-to-rail diversions that could be expected as a result of the 

UP/SP merger. These represent truckloads of freight that would othenwise be carried over 

the national highway sy.tem. Table 11 shows the predicted truck-to-rail diversions 

originating in each major market of the combined UP/SP system and the associated truck 

travel miles saved based on origin-destination data developed from the diversion studies. 

It is estimated that 180,655 intermodal units will be removed from the n.itional 

highway system annually as a result of the UP/SP merger. These diversions are expected 

to save 283.3 million truck-miles per year. This reduction in truck traff'c will have the effect 

of reducing wear and tear on highways, thereby extendincy the life of the national road 

system. 
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TABLE 11 

SUMMARY OF PROJECTED TRUCK-TO-RAIL DIVERSIONS 

================= 

Maiitet 

Total 
Truck-to-Ra 

Diversions 
(Units/Year 

il 

) 
Total Truck-Miles 
Avoided (1000s) 

1 -
1 Ari.rona 2. 920 4.807 

Bay Area 24, 090 42,744 

Central Va':ey 2. 190 2.920 

Chicago 27, 010 50,293 

Dallas 16. 060 22,653 

Houston 11, 258 18,785 

Kansas City 2. 555 4.174 

Los Angeles 34, 830 52.436 

Memphis 7. 665 14.945 

Minneapolis 6, 840 13.136 

New Orleans 730 1.798 

Portland 17. 097 18.624 

San Antonio 3. 285 4.846 

Seattle 17. 025 21.058 

1st. L OUIS 7. 300 10.095 

All Marketr 180, 655 28?,314 

Rail-to-truck diversions resulting from rail line abandonn-ients will be minor 

(less than 1,000 carloads per year) and will not have a significant effect on the national 

highway system. 

Changes in operation of the combined UP/SP rail system will likewise 

improve rail transportation on a nationwide basis. Shorter, faster, and more efficient 
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routing of freight on the combined system can be expected to reduce delays and operating 

inefficiencies on the separate systems, as currently operated. In addition, portions of the 

UP/SP rail infrastructure wiil be upgraded as a result of the merger to accommodate 

increased traffic and to handle existing traffic more efficiently. 

7.2 SAFETY 

Public health and safety-related impacts of the UP/SP merger have been 

assessed on a systemwide basis. This analysis discusses safety effects related to: 

Rail-highway grade crossings; 

Increase in delay time at grade crossings; 

Train accidents, derailments, and other incidents; 

Truck accidents; 

Shipments of hazardous commodities; and 

Hazardous waste sites and hazardous material releases. 

Potential nealth and safety impacts considered here are those that may occur 

as a result of significant changes in the combined operations of the railroads compared 

to the current operations of the individual entities. Potential safety impacts can be caused 

by delays at highway crossings, construction of rail-highway grade crossings, transport of 

hazardous materials and the presence of hazardous waste sites in the vicinity of 

construction activities. 

Overall, on a systemwide basis, the proposed UP/SP merger is expected to 

have net beneficial safety impacts. A detailed discussion of safety issues, rationale, and 

assessment methodology is provided in Part 6 of this ER. 

7.2.1 Grade Crossinqs 

Rail-highway grade crossing accidents have been studied extensively in the 

United States. The Highway Safety Acts of 1973 and 1976, and the Surface 

Transportation Acts of 1979 and 1982, provided funding to investigate and improve safety 

at public grade crossings. Since tne Federal Safety .Act of 1970, railroads have been 
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required to file accident reports with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) providing 

an extensive data base for accident statistics. These data have been combined with the 

Department of Transportation-Association of Amencan Railroads National Highway 

Crossing Inventory to provide models for predicting accidents and optimizing resource 

allocation for mitigation measures, 

Several merger-related rail connections would require reconstruction of 

grade crossings or relocation and/or modification of existing grade crossings, although it 

is not anticipated that any new roads would be crossed by rail construction. According to 

FRA publications, the current UP and SP systems have the following public and private 

crossings: 

TABLE 12 

UP AND SP GRADE CROSSINGS 

Railroad 
1 - 1 

Public Crossings 
At Grade 

Private 
Crossings 
At Grade 

Union Pacific 16.292 10.609 

Southern Pacific 8.090 4.893 

Total 24,382 15,502 

There are approximately 40.000 existing crossings in the combined systems: 

therefore, the modification of a few crossings will not significantly affect human heal'h or 

the environment and cannot be expected significantly to increase the total systemwide 

number of accidents or waiting time at grade crossings. In addition, approximately 550 

grade crossings would be eliminated on rail segments proposed to be abandoned. 

7.2.2 Accidents and Derailments 

The 1994 national average accident rate for all types of rail accidents was 

4.07 accidents per million train-miles Of the total accidents, derailments accounted for 

1.825 acciderts, or 68.4%. while collisions accounted for 240 or 9%, and 604 or 22.6% 
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were classified as "other." According to railroad data, the accident rates for UP and SP 

for 1994 were 4.07 and 3.96 accidents per million train-miles, respectively. These rates 

are consistent with the national average. It should be noted, however, that UP reports 

accidents and deraiime.nts in a manner that is much more conservative than that required 

by the FRA, which increases UP's reported rate relative to other rr.,lroads. 

According to UP/SP data, the merger is expected to result in a systemwide 

increase in train-miles travelled of 6,204,270 per year. All of this traffic will be diverted 

from other rail carriers or from trucks. Conservatively apply., ig the UP (and national) 

reported accident rate, this would indicate a predicted increase of 25 accidents 

systemwide per year. Compared to nationwide annual rail accidents ( g ^ , 2,669 in 1994), 

this is a negligible increase. UP/SP have adopted a "best practice" policy relative to 

operating safety practices; the more stnngent current practice of either railroad will be 

employed by the merged company. Given this, the actual accident rate likely will be lower 

than estimated. 

The greater use of intermodal shipments will result in increased truck activity 

in the vicinity of some intermodal ramps, and may present a potential for increased 

accidents. These facilities, however, generally are loca'ed in industrial areas with low 

potential for contact with pedestrian and non-commercial traffic. 

Any increase in accioents due to greater overall traffic levels on UP/SP would 

be more than offset by reductions in accidents on highways and other railroads from which 

the traffic was diverted. The diversion of long-haul truck traffic should have a very 

significant beneficial effect on safety, and should result in the merger having a net 

beneficial effect on safety. 

7.2.3 Hazardous Commodities 

Federal regulat'ons novern the transport of hazardous matenals. The 

proposed merger is not expected to affect the policies or operation of UP/SP concerning 

the type or quantity of hazardous matenals transported or the method of handling. 
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Therefore, the types and quantities of hazardous commodities do not appear to be a factor 

in evaluating the safety impacts of the merger. 

Both UP and SP have developed Hazardous Materials Emergency Response 

Plans and Hazardous Matenals Emergency Action Plans for the transponation of 

hazardous materials. These plans are developed to provide policies and orocedures for 

responding to and mitigating emergencies involving hazardous materials and guidance 

and procedures on how eacn will site respond to hazardous material incidents. 

Emergency Action Plans prepared by UP and SP are detailed and include 

a state by state listing of all agencies to be contacted in the event of an emfjrgency. UP 

has up to 1300 hazardous material agents throughout the country vvho will respond 

immediately to any emergency event occurring as a result of hazardous material releases, 

collisions, derailments or any other related events. UP is recognized as an industry leader 

in safe chemical handling. 

A total of 420,000 and 305,000 hazardous material shipments were 

transported by UP and SP, respectively, in 1994. These shipments resulted n 118 

reportable incidents for UP, and 35 incidents for SP. Therefore, 99.98% of lhe shipments 

arrived at their destination without incident. 

As previously noted, the consolidation of the companies will result in a "best 

practice" approach to hazardous material handling and emergency action planning. 

7.2.4 Hazardous Waste Sites 

Information concerning active and inactive hazardous waste sites on or 

adjacent to properties owned or controlled by UP and SP is included in Part 6 of this ER. 

The proposed merger will have no effect on the number or nature of known hazardous 

waste "'ttio. 
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7.3 ENERGY 

ICC regulations require an examination of the effects of the proposed UP.'SP 

merger on: 1) the transportation of energy resources: 2) the transportation of recyclable 

commodities; and. 3) potential increases or decreases in overall energy efficiency. 

7.3.1 Effects on the Transportation of Energy-
Resources and Recyclable Commodities 

UP and SP currently handle energy producing materials and recyclables. 

These include coal, fuel oils, liquefied gases wood products, chemical products, and 

various petroleum-based products, as well as recyclable aluminum/aluminum alloy scrap, 

non or steel scrap or tailings, and paper waste or scrap. 

The proposed merger wil! not adversely affe-.t the transportation of energy 

producing matenals nor the transportation of recyclable commodities. It is expected that 

the increased efficiencies of operation and reduced cost of post-mnrger operation will 

benefit the transportation of these commodities. 

7.3.2 Effects on Energy Efficiency 

To analyze energy consumption effects of liie UP/SP merger, fuel 

consumption data were obtained from JP/SP for 1994. and an estimated fuel efficiency 

factor was developed for the merged system. As presented in Table 13 below, the 1994 

data were averaged to obtain representative figures for the combined system. 

TABLE 13 

SYSTEMWIDE ENERGY CONSUMPTION BASELINE 

i System 

Diesel Fuel 
Consumed 
(ni l i ion gal) 

Consu.nptiijn 
Rate 

(gallOOO GTM) 

Gross Ton Miles 
(GTM) 

per Gallon 

UP fi29 1 409 710 

1 434 1,757 i 
569 i j Combined System 1063 I 592 1 1̂ 
628 || 
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The major energy-related effect of the proposed merger is the reduction in 

diesei fuel consumption for the national transportation system. It is estimated that a net 

savings in diesei fuel consumption of more than 35 million gallons per year will be realized 

as a result of the following merger-related factors: 

Changes in the merged system traffic volume; 

More efficient rail yard, terminal and intermodal activities; 

Track upgrades and new construction; 

Reduction in truck fuel consumption avoided as the result of diversion to rail; 

Rail-to-truck diversions resulting from rail line abandonment. 

Table 14 presents a summary of fuel consumption changes for each of these factors. 

TABLE 14 

SUMMARY OF MERGER-RELATED FUEL 
CONSUMPTION CHANGES 

Category 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption Change 

(mgal / year) 

Changes in merged system traffic volume -45.0 

Decreases in fuel used by other carriers Not available j 

Rail yard, terminal and intermodal facility 
changes 

-I-0.62 1 

Track upgrades and new construction Negligible j 

Truck-to-rai! diversions (i.e.. truck fuei 
I consumption avoided) 

-80.9 

1 Raii-to-truck diversions Negligible 

Change in Total Fuel Consumption 
(before fuel savings realized by other 
carriers) 

-35.28 

Each of these factors is discussed in more detail below. 
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7.3.2.1 Changes In Merged System Traffic Volume 

According to data provideo by UP,/SP, the proposed merger will result in an 

estimated increase of 577,513 rail car-miles per day (approximately 210 million rail car-

miles per year). These changes are the result of severai merger-related factors, including: 

Efficiencies created by internal reroutes of through trains; 

Expected traffic gains from other railroad earners and from new truck-to-rail 

diversions; 

Elimination of inefficient operations and abandonment of inefficient rail lines; 

Expected traffic gams and losses as the result of the BN'Santa Fe merger; 

and. 

• New extended haul opportunities. 

Efficiencies gained from internal reroutes are predicted to save 25.6 million 

gallons of fuel per year, while increased business wii! require UP/SP to use 70.6 million 

additional gallons per year. The increased business attributable to traffic increases gained 

from other railroad earners wili result in a corresponding decrease in diesei fuei 

consumption for those other railroad systems This factor is not reflected m Table 14; 

accordingly, the reduction in total fuel consumption is expected to be greater than 35 

million gallons. 

7.3.2.2 Rail Yard, Intermodal, and Automotive Facility Changes 

Merger-related changes m activity at rail yards, intermodal facilities and 

automotive facilities are expected to result in a small increase (approximately 0.62 million 

gallons per year) in annual diesei fuel consumption. Table 15 presents a summary of 

estimatad fuel consumption changes by facility type. These impacts were estimated using 

operational data and equipment fuel assumptions provided by UP SP, which are discussed 

in more detail in Part 3 of this ER. 
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TABLE 15 

SUMMARY OF FUEL CONSUMPTION CHANGES FOR 
RAIL YARDS, INTERMODAL AND AUTOMOTIVE FACILITIES 

Facil!ty 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption Impacts 

(mgal/year) 

Rail Yards -0.56 

Intermodal Facilities +1.15 

Automotive Faciliti-as +0,03 

1 Total +0.62 

7.3.2.3 Track Upgrades and New Construction 

Increased enc'-jy consumption from construction activities is anticipated to 

be minimal and insignificant when compared to overall fuel consumption savings realized 

from other sources. 

7.3.2.4 Truck-to-Rail Diversions 

Reebie As.'jociates and Transmode Consultants, Ine conducted studies of 

estimated truck-to-rail diversions that are projected to occur as the result of the merger. 

These studies project that 180.655 truckloads of freight per year will be diverted to rail as 

a result of the proposed merger Truck fuel efficiency can vary widely depending on the 

distance traveled, type of commodity being transported and type of truck (i.e.. flatbed, van, 

container, etc.). This analy^ îs useii a 140 ton-mile per gallon truck fuel efficiency factor 

to represent an average value for trucks involved in medium-distance and long-distance 

hauls of vanous commodities (Abacus Technology Corp.. 1991). Therefore, rail 

transportation is approximately 4.5 times more fuel efficient than truck transportation, 

based on the assumed fuel efficiency factors of 628 ton miles per gallon for rail. Because 

of this, the net effect of the merger will be an overall decrease in diesei fuel consumption 

as the result of new truck-to-rail diversions. 
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Table 16 presents a summary of estimated truck fuel consumption savings 

from truck-to-rail diversions for the combined UP/SP system. This analysis was based on 

truck-to-rail c îverfiion estimates and origin to destination mileage estimates obtained from 

the Reebie Associates and Transmode Consultants. Inc. studies, plus assumptions 

regarding average truck weight (40 tons) and truck fuel efficiency. The table shows total 

expected truck-to-rail diversions originating in each major market of the combined UP/SP 

system. It is estimated that truck-to-rail diversions will result in an approximate reduction 

of 80.9 million ga"ons per year in diesei fuei consumed by trucks. 

TABLE 16 

SUMMARY OF TRUCK FUEL CONSUMPTION SAVINGS 
RESULTING FROM TRUCK-TO-RAIL DIVERSIONS 

Market 

Total 
Truck-to-Rail 

Diversions 
(Units/Year) 

Truck 
Gross 

Ton Miles 
(1000s) 

Truck Fuel 
Consumption 

Savings 
(1000 gal) 

A:\zona 2,92C 192,267 1.373 

Bay Area 24.090 1.709.765 12,212 

Central Valley 2.190 116.815 834 

Chicago 27.010 2.011,734 14.370 

Dallas 16.060 906.^34 6.472 

Houston 11.258 751.403 5,367 

Kansas City 2.555 166.966 1.193 

Los Angeles 34.630 2,097,459 14,SvB2 

Memphis 7.665 597,782 4,270 

Minneapolis e,840 525,450 3.753 

New Orleans 730 71 934 514 

Portland 17.097 744,974 5.321 

San Antonio 3.285 193,844 1,385 i 
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Market 

Total 
Truck-to-Rail 

Diversions 
(Unlts,^ear) 

Truck 
Gross 

Ton Miles 
(1000s) 

Truck Fuel 
Consumption 

Savings 
(1000 gal) 

Seattle 17,025 842,306 6,016 1 

St. Louis 7.300 403 807 2.884 1 

1 All Markets 180,655 
1 1 — 

11,332,640 80,946 

7.3.2.5 Rall-to-Truck Diversions 

Minimal rail-to-truck diversions are expected to occur as the result of rail line 

abandonments. Total diversions from the 17 proposed abandonments are estimated as 

978 rail cars per year over 598 miles of rail line. This number of rail-to-truck diversions 

does not meet the ICC threshold for energy consumption analysis. Fuel consumption 

impacts from these diversions are insignificant in companson to the savings realized from 

truck-to-rail diversions and internal reroutes. A discussion of the rail-to-truck diversions 

resulting from rail "ine abandonment projects is presented in Part 4 of this ER. 

7.4 AIR QUALITY 

Systemwide changes m air pollutant emissions were calculated based on 

predicted changes in fuel consumption resulting from the UP/SP merger. As shown in 

Table 17, even without considenng reductions in emissions occurnng on other railroads 

as a result of rail-to-rail diversions, the data show that overall emissions of HC, CO, and 

PM will be redi..->d. It is quite possible that the merger will also cause a net reduction in 

NO, and S02 emissions because t ie merged system will divert traffic from other railroads, 

resulting in reductions m fuel consumption and related emissions on the part of other 

railroads. 
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TABLE 17 

SUMMARY OF SYSTEMWIDE MERGER-RELATED EMISSIONS 

1 Category 
Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

Change 

Emissions 
1 Category 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

Change 
HC CO NO, PM 

1 Changes in merged system rail 
Itraffic volume 

+45 0 495 1539 11,520 835 250 

iDecreasso in fuel used by other 
learners 

Not Available 

Rail yard, terminal and 
intermodal facility changes 

+0,62 14 67 79 2 
l| 

Track upgrades and new 
construction 

Negligible - - - -

Truck-to-rail diversions (i.e.. truck 
fuel consumption avoided) 

-80 9 -1861 -8697 -10,274 -283 -i 
-1820 

Rail-lo-to/ck diversions Negligible 

Change in Total Fuel 
1 Consumption (before tue! 
savings realized by other 
caTiers) 

-35.28 -1351 -7041 1325 554 -155', 1 
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8.0 AGENCY CONSULTATIONS 

8.0 AGENCY CONSULTATIONS 

In the course of prepanng this report. Dames & Moore consulted with 

numerous federal, state, and local governmental agencies, including state cleannghouses, 

state environmental protection agencies, state coastal zone management agencies, heads 

of each county. Regions of the U.S. EPA, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, U.S. Soil Conservation Sen/ice, the Nationa. Park Service, and state 

histone preservation officers. 

In each instance, the agency was provided with details of the proposed 

action involving its junsdiction and was requested to provide information on any 

environmental or local concerns, including protected species, cntical habitats, locations 

of parks and refuges and permitting/approval authority. 

A summary of the comments received appears in each of the pertinent Parts 

of this Report. Letters received by November 8. 1995, in response to inquiries are 

included in Part 6. Consultation is ongoing and will continue to be pursued as appropriate. 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

10 log 

A 

ADT 

AHPP 

AQCR(s) 

BMPs 

BN 

BN/Santa Fe 

CBC 

CERCLIS 

CFR 

Cl 

CO 

COE 

COFC 

CPC 

CT 

CTC 

CU 

Log base 10 

Attainment 

Average daily traffic 

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 

Air Quality Control Region(s) 

Best Management Practices 

Burlington Northern Railroad Company 

The new raiiroad system created by thfi merger of the holding 
companies of BN and Santa Fe. 

Cannot be classified 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Information System 

Code of Federal Regulations 

Construction at Intermodal Facility 

Carbon Monoxide 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

Container on flatcar 

Common Point Connection 

Construction at Rail Yard 

Centralized Traffic Control 

Corridor Upgrade 
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db 

dBA 

DNL 

DOT 

DRGW 

DTSC 

EPA 

ER 

ERNS 

FEMA 

FHWA 

FIRM 

FRA 

HC 

HMMH 

ICC 

IHPA 

KSHS 

LUST 

NA 

NAAQS 

Decibel 

Decibels (of sound) A range 

Day-night equivalent level 

United States Department of Transportation 

The Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad Company 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Environm-ental Protection Agency 

Environmental Report 

Emergency Response Notification System 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

Federal Highway Administration 

Flood Insurance Rate Maps 

Federal Raliroad Administration 

Hydrocarbons (in air) 

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. 

Interstate Commerce Commission 

Illinois Histone Preservation Agency 

Kansas State Historical Society 

Day-night equivalent sound level 

Maximum sound level during train passby. dBA 

State Inventory of Leaking Underground Storage Tan«s 

Non-attainment 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
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NAP 

NHPA 

NOj 

NO. 

NPDES 

NPL 

NRCS 

NRHP 

NS 

NWI 

O3 

OBS 

OSHA 

PM,o 

POTO 

PSD 

RCRA 

ROW 

SCS 

SEL 

SHPO 

Portion of AQCR designated as non-attainment 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

Nitrogen dioxide 

Nitrogen oxides 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

National Priorities List 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 

National Register of Historic Places 

Not Significant 

National Wetlands Inventory 

Ozone 

Office of Biological Services/United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

Particulate Matter (under 10 microns in diameter) 

Power Operated Turnout 

Prevention of Significant Detenoration 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Right of Way 

Soil Conservation Service (currently named Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Division of United States Department of 
Agnculture) 

Source sound exposure level at 100 feet, dBA 

State Historic Preservation Office 
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so. Sulfur dioxide 

SP Southern Pacific Railroad Company, includes SPT, SSW, 
SPCSL and DRGW 

SPL State Priority List 

oTATSGO State Soil Geographic Database 

SWLF State Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities 

TOFC Trailer on flat car 

TSO Treatment. Storage, or Disposal sites 

ISP Total Suspended Particulates 

U Unclassifiablfe 

UP UPRR, MPRR, and CNW 

USDA United States Department of Agriculture 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

VISTA VISTA Environmental Information, Inc. 
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I GLOSSARY 

borrow material 

construction footprint 

criteria pollutant 

dBA 

decibel 

endangered 

fill 

flat yard 

Earthen material used to fill depressions to create a level right-
of-way. 

The area at a construction site subject to both permanent and 
temporary disturbances by equipment and personnel. 

Any of six substances (i.e. lead, carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, 
nitrogen dioxide, ozone and particulate matter) regulated 
under the Clean Air Act, for which areas must meet national air 
quality standards. 

Adjusted decibel level. A sound measurement that adjusts 
noise by filtenng out certain frequencies to make it analogous 
to that perceived by the human ear. 

A logarithmic scale that compnses over one niliion sound 
pressures audible to the human ear over a range from 0 to 
140, where zero decibels represents a reference sound level 
necessary for a minimum sensation of heanng and 140 
decibels represents the level at which pain occurs. 

A species that is in danger of extinction throughout ali or a 
significant portion of its range and is protected by state and/or 
federal laws. 

The term used by the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
that refers to the placement of suitable matenals (e.g., soils, 
aggregates, formed concrete structures, sidecast material! 
etc.) within water resources under Corps juhsdiction. 

A system of relatively level uaeks within defined limits provided 
for making up trains, stonng cars, and other purposes which 
requires a locomotive to move cars (switch cars) from one 
track to another. 

Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps Maps available from the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency that delimit the land surface area of 100-year and 500-
year flooding events. 
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floodplaln 

frog 

habitat 

haulage right 

hump yard 

interlocker 

intermodal facility 

intermodal train 

The lowlands adjoining inland and coastal waters and 
relatively fiat areas and flood prone areas of offshore islands 
including, at a minimum, that area inundated by a 1 percent 
(also known as a 100-year or Zone A floodplain) or greater 
chance of flood in any given year. 

A device used where two running rails intersect that provides 
flangeways to permit wheels and wheel flanges on either rail 
to cross the other. 

The plaee(s) where plant or animal species generally occur(s) 
including specific vegetation types, geologic features, and 
hydrologic features. The continued survival of that species 
depends upon the intrinsic resources of the habitat. Wildlife 
habitats are often further defined as places where species 
derive sustenance (foraging habitat) and reproduce (breeding 
habitat). 

The limited right of one railroad to operate trains over the 
designated lines of another railroad. 

A system of tracks within defined limits provided for making up 
trains, storing cars, and other purposes which utilizes an 
artificial hill or "hump" to use gravity 
classification tracks. 

to sort cars into 

An arrrngement of switch, lock, and signal appliances 
interconnected so that their movements succeed each other in 
a predetermined order. 

A site or hub consisting of tracks, lifting equipment, paved 
areas, and a control point for the transfer (receiving, loading, 
unloading, and dispatching) of intermodal trailers and 
containers between rail and highway or rail and marine modes 
of transport. 

A train consisting or partially consisting of highway trailers and 
containers or marine containers being transported ;^r the rail 
portion of a multi-moda! movement on a time-sensitive 
schedule. Also referred to as piggyback, TOFC (Trailer on 
Flat Car), COFC (Container on Flat Car), and double stacks 
(for containers only). 

Level of noise (measured in decibels) averaged over the 
daytime period (0700-2200). 

68 



mmmmmmfmm 

lift 

iocomotive, road 

locomotive, switching 

merchandise train 

National Wetlands 
Inventory 

nonattainment 

pick up 

rail spur 

right-of-way 

set out 

take 

Nighttime noise level (LJ adjusted to account for the 
perception that a noise level at night is more bothersome than 
the same noise level would be during the day. 

A lift is defined as an i.ntermodal trailer on container lifted onto 
or off a rail car. For calculations, lifts were used to determine 
the number of trucks using intermodal facilities. 

One or more locomotives (or engines) designed to move trains 
between yards or other designated points. 

Locomotive (or engine) used to switch cars in a yard, 
industrial, or other area where cars are sorted, spotted (placed 
at a shippers facility), pulled (removed from a shipper's 
facility), and moved within a local area. 

A train consisting of single and/or multiple car shipments of 
various commodities. 

An inventory of wetland types in the United States compiled by 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

An area that does not meet NAAQS specified under the Clean 
Air Act. 

To add one or more ears to a train from an intermediate (non 
yard) track designated for the storage of cars. 

A track that diverges from a main line, also known as a spur 
track or raii siding, which typically serves one or more 
Industnes. 

The right held by one person over another person's land for a 
specific use; rights of tenants are excluded. The strip of land 
for which permission has been granted to build and maintain 
a linear structure, such as a road, railroad, or pipeline. 

To remove one or more cars from a tram at an intermediate 
(non yard) location such as a siding, interchange track, spur 
track, or other track designated fcr the storage of cars. 

Loss of individuals of a plant or wildlife species and/or any 
direct or indirect action that results in mortality and/or injury. 
Further defined to include actions that disrupt normal patterns 
of wildlife species behavior; specifically those that reduce the 
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threatened 

trackage right 

turnout 

survival and reproductive potential of an individual, 
refers to loss and/or degradation of species' habitat. 

Also 

A species that is likely to become an endangered species 
within the foreseeable future throughout all or part of its range, 
and is protected by state and/or federal law. 

The right or combination of nghts of one railroad to operate 
over the designated trackage of another railroad including, in 
some cases, the nght to operate trains over the designated 
trackage; the right to interchange with all earners at all 
junctions; the hght to build connections or additional tracks in 
order to access other shippers or earners. 

A track arrangement consisting of a switch and frog with 
connecting and operating parts, extending from the point of the 
switch to the frog, which enables engines and ears to pass 
from one track to another. 

unit train A train consisting of cars carrying a single commodity, e.g.. a 
coal train. 

water resources 

wetland 

wye 

All-inclusive term that refers to many types of permanent and 
seasonally wet/dry surface water features including springs, 
creeks, streams, nvers. pond, lakes, wetlands, canals, 
harbors, bays, sloughs, mudflats, and sewage-treatment and 
industnal waste ponds. 

As defined by 40 CFR 230,3. wetlands are "those areas that 
are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands 
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas. 

A principal track and two connecting tracks arra^ned like the 
letter "Y," on which locomotives, cars, and train^ may be 
turned. 
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CERTIFICATE OF gERVIgg 

I certify that I have served a copy of Exhibit 4, Environmental Report, in 

Finance Docket No. 32760. by first class mail, properly addressed with postage prepaid, 

or more expeditious form of delivery, upon all persons required to be served and set forth 

in 49 C.F.R. § 1105.7(b), namely: 

(I) the State cleannghouse or other equivalent State agency for each 

State involved; 

(ii) the State Environmental Protection Agency of each State involved; 

(iii) the State Coastal Zone Management Agency for any state where the 

proposed merger would affect land or water uses within that state's coastal zone; 

(iv) the appropriate regional offices of the Environmental Protection 

Agency; 

(v) the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

(vi) the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 

(vii) the National Park Service: and 

(viii) the U.S. Soli Conservation Service, 

and that I have also served upon the head of each county (or comparable entity) in which 

any activity which tnggers the thresholds m 1105.7(e)(4)(iv) and all agencies that have 

been consulted in preparing the Report, a conformed copy of Part 1 of the Report and an 

offer to mai! any or ali of :he remaining parts upon request. 

Dated at Omaha. Nebraska, this 30th day of November, ,^985. 

7^/Uu.^ ^. 
Louise A. Rinn / 

One of the Attorneys f^ Applicants 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Part 2 of the Environmental Report (ER) prepared for the proposed 

UP/SP railroad merge.-- focuses on rail line segments that are expected to expenence 

increases in traffic as a result of operating the merged system which meet or exceed 

thresholds in the ICC regulations at 49 CFR 1105.7. This Part analyzes the potential 

environmental impacts of all traffic increases on affected line segments. 

Part 1 of this ER provides an overview of the proposed merger and 

summarizes the potential impacts on environmental resources. Parts 3, 4, and 5 analyze 

potential environmental impacts of merger-related activities at rail yards and intermodal 

and automotive facilities, abandonments, and construction projects, respectively. Part 6 

contains consultation letters and methodologies used in the analyses in the ER. 

Based on operational data developed by UP and SP, there are 70 rail line 

segments (out of 389 segments system wide) that are projected to experience traffic 

increases that exceed the ICC thresholds. These line segments are located in 19 states, 

and are listed in Table 1-1 and shown on Figures 1-1 through 1-8. 

The following Section 1.1 identifies the ICC evaluation criteria for air quality 

and noise, and discusses the types of impacts that can occur as a result of the increased 

rail traffic on a line segment. 

Section 2.0 describes the air quality and noise effects of increased 

operations on the affected rail line segments. (Cumulative effects of the merger are 

described in Part 1 of this ER.) Section 3.0 discusses environmental mitigation. Section 

4.0 summarizes comments from public agencies. 



1.1 TYPES OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

This section summarizes the types of potential environmental impacts 

associated with changes in traffic activity on rail line segments. These impacts pertain to 

air quality, noise, and safety. Discussion of methodologies used in the air quality and 

noise assessments is incorporated in Part 6. Increases in rail traffic are not expected to 

cause physical disturbances to land use, water, historical, archeolocfieal or biological 

resources and, accordingly, these are not assessed. 

1.1.1 Air Quality impacts 

Air quality impacts are defined as the increase or decrease in emissions from 

a source to the ambient air. The source evaluated for rail segment traffic changes is diesei 

locomotive engine emissions. Diesel locomotives are a mobile rather than stationary 

source. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has developed National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for the following six criteha pollutants to protect 

human health and welfare: 

•Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 'Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

•Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) •Lead (Pb) 

•Ozone (O3) 'Particulate Matter (TSP and PM ô) 

The tables contained in this Part show air emissions in hydrocarbons (HC), 

carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOJ, Sulfur Dioxide {SO/i, and Particulate Matter 

(PM). Ozone (O3) is formed dunng complex photochemical reactions between nitrogen 

oxides (NOJ and volatile hydrocarbons (HC) in the presence of sunlioht. Lead (Pb) is 

present in trace quantities in fuel oils. However, for purposes of this study, the magnitude 



of lead emissions associated with diesei fuel combustion is not anticipated to be 

significant; therefore, it is not shown in the tables. 

Contiguous areas of the country having similar topography and air quality 

management needs are grouped into Air Quality Controi Regions (AQCRs). The ambient 

air quality concentrations in a given AQCR may exceed these NAAQS making the AQCR 

a nonattainment area. If pollutant concentrations are less than the standards, the AQCR 

is referred to as an attainment area. Table B-1 in Part 6 presents the attainment status of 

the AQCRs in all states affected by the proposed UP/SP merger. Air quality impacts 

associated with the proposed merger were evaluated for eacn affected AQCR. In some 

cases, a rail iine segment crosses more than one AQCR. For purposes of this analysis a 

eonsen/ative approach was taken; if a portion of an AQCR is designated as nonattainment 

for one or more pollutanis, the entire AQCR is assumed to be nonattainment. 

Some areas of the country, such as National Parks and National Wildlife 

Areas, ?re further designated as Prevention of Significant Deterioration ^PSD) Class I air 

quality areas. There are no rail line segments in PSD Class I areas which will experience 

increases exceeding ICC thresholds. 

The threshold values which determine whether the impact to ambient air 

quality' adjacent to a rail segm«?nt must be assessed are specified in 49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5) 

and summarized below. 



ICC AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS 

ACTIVITY THRESHOLD 

Attainment Areas [49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(l)] 

Rail line 
segment 

Increase of 8 trains/day or 100% as measured in gross ton miles 
annually 

Nonattainment Areas or PSD Class 1 Areas [49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5))ii)] 

Rail line 
segment 

Increase of 3 trains/day or 50% as measured in gross ton miles 
ennually 1 

UP/SP operating data indicates that as a result of the merger, 70 rail 

segments are expected to experience increases in excess of the ICC thresholds. 

1.1.2 Noise 

The ICC regulations require the performance of noise studies for ail rail line 

segments on which traffic will increase by at least 100% as measured by gross ton miles 

annually or at least eight trains per day. Noise sensitive land uses where the weighted 24-

hour sound exposure level L̂^ will increase by 3 decibels (dBA) or will meet or exceed 65 

dBA are required to be identified. Methods used to evaluate noise impacts along rail line 

segments are discussed in Part 6. For this study, any increase in L̂ n less than 2 decibels 

was considered insignificant, and only segments where the projected change in traffic 

would cause at least a 2 decibel increase in L̂ ^ were evaluated. 

Details of the approach used to identi'; noise impacts on the above-threshold 

segments and the models used to project noise exposure are included in Part 6. Following 

is a summary of the steps taken: 

1. Noise sensitive land uses near line segments were identified. When 

possible, the towns that the rail segments pass through were visited to 

inventory the noise sensitive land uses. For towns that were not visited, land 

use along the line was analyzed on the basis of USGS 7.5 minute quad 

maps. In some locations it is unclear from the USGS maps whether land use 



is residential or commercial/industrial. In most cases, residential land use 

was assumed, to ensure that potential noise impacts are not overlooked. 

65 contours were drawn on the USGS maps for each community. For the 

noise projections, the average train was assumed to be pulled by 3.5 

locomotives, 5000 feet long, and traveling at 50 mph. It was assumed that 

train horns are sounded starting V4-mile before all grade crossings and 

continuing until the locomotive is through the grade crossing. Where, based 

on either a site visit or information on USGS maps, buildings along the 

tracks act as acoustical shielding for buildings farther from the tracks, an 

assumption, based on available data was made. It was assumed that the 

acoustical shielding reduces levels of train noise by 5 dBA. This is an 

important assumption since acoustical shielding by buildings can greatly 

reduce the extent of noise impacts. 

Approximate counts were made of the number of residences, schools, 

nursing homes and libraries and churches within the L,3„ 65 contour for both 

the pre-merger and post-merger train volumes. 

Table 1-2 summarizes the line segments that exceed the ICC threshold for 

a noise study. Also shown in Table 1-2 are the total number of trains using the line 

segment for the pre- and post-merger cases, the estimated sound exposure increase 

caused by the increase in train traffic, and whether the increase is greater than 2 dBA 

requiring tabulation of the noise impacts. For eleven of the segments in Table 1-2 the 

projected increase in volume is sufficient to cause a 3 dBA or greater increase in noise 

exposure. With the information available, it was not feasible to estimate the number of 

noise sensitive land uses where L̂ . will increase by 3 oBA in addition to counting the 

number where Lĝ  will exceed 65 dBA. 

3. 



1.1.3 Safety 

Public safety considerations related to rail line traffic increases include 

accidents at highway grade crossings, spills and releases of hazardous materials. 

The proposed merger will result in a rerouting of tram traffic within the 

consolidated system, generating increased train traffic densities on some line segments, 

and decreases on other segments. On a particular rail line, the number of 

accidents/incidents related to train/vehicle collisions is statistically likely to vary in relation 

to rail and vehicle traffic volumes as well as with the number of grade crossings. As 

discussed in Part 1, however, the number of grade crossings on the combined system is 

not projected to increase; in fact, there will be 550 fewer crossings as a resul: of the 

proposed abandonments. 

TABLE 1-1 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENTS 
MEETING ICC EVALUATION THRESHOLDS 

RAIL SEGMENT 
LENGTH 

TRAINS PER DAY PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 

ORIGIN DESTlNAnON TO 
(MILES) 

PRE 
MERGER 

POST 
MERGER 

CHANGE 

GROSS TON-
MILES PER 

YEAR 

BnnKley AR Pine Blutl Afl 7" 0 22 6 3- 3 8 7 9- 3 

Fair Oaks AR BnnKley AR 26 0 1 • 4 21 7 -0 3 97 5 

Paragould AR Fair Oaks AR 69 0 ' ' 4 ' 9 7 8 3 689 

Cochise AZ Tucson AZ 78 0 29 6 44 7 •5 ' 27 3 

Picacho AZ Yuma AZ 203 0 25 8 39 2 '3 4 23 0 

Tucson AZ Picacho AZ 50 0 25 7 41 4 "57 38 6 

Vuma AZ West Collon CA '95 0 27 7 388 1 - • 24 ' 1 
West Collon CA Palrrlale CA 80 0 92 •3 • 3 9 49 ' 1 
Dunsmuir CA Klamath Falls OR •06 0 •6 5 2- 7 52 96 1 
Los Angeles CA Slau'on Jcl CA 600 •94 25 6 6 2 

iMartinez CA Oakland CA 32 0 25 0 298 4 8 39 - \ 

Marysville CA Dunsmuir CA ' 7 4 0 167 2 ' 9 52 • 0 4 1 

Niles Jci CA Oaklarid CA 25 0 24 4 295 5 ' 5 8 

Roseville CA Sacramento CA • 8 0 29 • 33 8 4 6 43 2 

Roseville CA Marysville CA 34 0 ' 6 7 20 2 3; j 73 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENTS 
MEETING ICC EVALUATION THRESHOLDS 

R A I L S E G M E N T 
L E N G T H 
( M I L E S ) 

T R A I N S P E R DAY 
P E R C E N T 

C H A N G E IN 
G R O S S T O N -

M I L E S P E R 
Y E A R O R I G I N D E S T I N A T I O N T O 

L E N G T H 
( M I L E S ) 

P R E 
M E R G E R 

P O S T 
M E R G E R 

C H A N G E 

P E R C E N T 
C H A N G E IN 

G R O S S T O N -
M I L E S P E R 

Y E A R 

Slauson Jc l CA Long Beach CA •4 0 22 0 2 S 6 3 6 •9 _ 

Stockton 

Lathrop CA 
Manmez CA 4 8 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 >-'00 

SlocKlcn 

Lathrop CA 

Sacramento CA 4 6 0 13.3 1 7 6 4 2 47.3 

Bond CO Dotsero CO 3 8 0 6 0 12 1 6 1 202 2 

Denver CO Cheyenne Wi ' 0 5 0 9 6 •4 5 4 8 -'B 5 

Denver CO Bond CO ' 2 7 0 " 0 • 7 7 6 7 87 8 

Cali fornia Jc l lA Fremont NE 3 ' 0 22 6 3 ' ' 8 5 33 7 

Clinton iA Beverly l,A 8* 0 42 8 47 9 5 • 8 0 

Missoun Valley !A Ca l l lomia Jet IA 6 0 28 9 3 M 8 5 28 0 1 

Buda IL Galesburg IL 43 0 •7 05 23 5 6 4 

Chicago IL Villa Grove IL ' 2 7 0 i f - 9 2 3 0 24 0 

Chicago-Proviso IL West Ch icago IL ' 5 0 92 7 1 0 6 8 14 ' 22 4 

Geneva IL Nelson !L 69 0 43 8 5^9 ' 4 - 23 0 

Nelson IL Clinton IA 34 00 43 8 47 8 4 0 7 5 

Nelson IL B u d a l L 34 00 6 ' ' 6 2 •0 ' 97 2 

tMesl Ch icago IL Geneva IL 6 0 73 6 92 7 14 ' 22 7 

Henngton KS Lost Spnngs KS 6 5 0 •' ' 0 4 •0 2 ' 7005 4 

Hutch inson KS Strantord TX 274 0 " 3 20 ' 8 8 24 3 

Lost Spnngs KS Wich i ta KS 64 3 ' 9 " 8 9 9 362 4 

1 Marysvi l le KS Valley NE •34 0 0 9 2 9 2 0 133 6 

^ 
Oakley KS Denver CO 262 0 • 8 8 7 6 8 443 6 j 

SaJina KS Oakley KS •9^ 0 2 2 8 2 6 0 388 0 

Wich i l a KS Chickasha OK •92 0 .14 • • 8 7 4 ' 2 9 3 

lowa Jet LA Beaumont TX '5 0 •5 5 26 3 * ' 3 73 9 

L i vona LA Kinder LA -e 4 6 8 8 4 ' 5 59 0 

Shreveport LA Lutkin TX ••6 0 8 3 * - c 3 2 2 6 

D e j l e r Jc l M O Paragould AR 69 0 - 6 0 22 3 6 3 4 3 0 

Lordsburg N M Cochise AZ 85 0 30 3 44 9 ' 4 6 24 2 

Sparks NV Rosevil le CA ' 39 0 • 3 6 22 6 9 0 67 7 



TABLE 1-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENTS 
MEETING ICC EVALUATION THRESHOLDS 

1 RAIL SEGMENT 

LENGTH 
(MILES) 

TRAINS PER DAY PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 

GROSS TON-
MILES PER 

YEAR 
ORIGIN DESTINATION TO 

LENGTH 
(MILES) 

PRE 
MERGER 

POST 
MERGER CHANGE 

PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 

GROSS TON-
MILES PER 

YEAR 

Winnemucca NV Sparks NV '75 0 - 36 23 7 ' 0 • 64 2 

Chickasha OK Fort Worth TX 1777 76 142 6 5 • 1 3 2 

Chemult OR Eugene OR 124 0 174 22 6 5 2 •-2I 
Eugene OR Po.Hand OR 1240 123 1 ' 5 5 2 47 4 1 
Klamaih Fails OR Chemult OR 740 174 23 5 6 ' l i l | 
Oregon Track Jet OR Portland OR 848 24 9 27 9 30 73I 
Portland OR Seattle WA ' 8 6 0 169 205 35 13 8 1 
Angleton TX Bioomington TX 101 0 6 8 103 3 9 49 1 1 

Big Sandy TX DalLas TX 980 27 7 349 72 50 2 1 
Big Spring TX Toyah TX '52 0 2 3 12 1 9 8 345 7 J 
DalhanTX El Paso TX 425 ' 2 0 ' 9 6 7 6 20 7 1 
Dallas TX Fort Worth TX 3' 5 23 5 33 7 ' 0 1 45 3 1 
El PasoTX Lordsburg NM 148 0 293 44 7 154 294 

1 Fort Worth TX Big Spnng TX 267 5 2 5 1 ' 5 9 0 260 9 

1 Odem TX Corpus Chnsti TX • 7 2 4 0 5 5 - 5 155 7 

Sierra Blanca TX El Paso TX 880 20 6 26 4 5 8 2 ' 4 J 

Strattford TX Daihan TX 31 0 ' 3 3 2 ' 9 8 6 34 4 1 
Texarkana TX Big Sandy TX 108 0 ' ' 7 ' 8 3 6 6 •192 

Tovah TX Siena Blanca TX '09 7 2 - " 9 9 8 430 6 

Ogden UT Alazon NV ' 7 8 0 127 23 0 10 ? •^2 
Provo UT Lynndyl UT 87 0 a 7 " 7 30 39 1 

Oak Creek Wi St Francis WI ^ 0 4 0 3 2 0 8 '53 3 1 

Chfcyenne WY Rawiins WY •72 0 59 2 6C 2 7 0 11 2 

1 Granger W\' Ogden WY '45 2 34 4 382 38 127 

1 Green R ver Wy Granger W>' 29 9 57 3 64 7 6 7 '1 0 

1 Rawlins WV Green River WY • 34 2 64 2 £ 7 • ' 4 



TABLE 1-2 
RAIL SEGMENTS EXCEEDING ICC TRAFFIC THRESHOLDS 

FOR NOISE ASSESSMENT 

1 R.4il Segment 
Miles 

Trains/Day dB ' Noise impact 
A^sessn^ent Road Miles 

1 Inrr Increase 
Noise impact 
A^sessn^ent 

• Brinkley AR Pine Blutt AR SP 71 0 22 6 31 ; a 1 4 NO 
1 Fair Oaks AR Brinkley AR SP 260 114 21 7 10.3 ^ 2 8 YES 
y Paragould AR Fair Oaks AR SP 69 0 114 19 7 8 3 2 4 NO 

Cochise AZ Tucson A2 SP 78 0 29 6 44 7 15 1 1 8 NO 
Picacho AZ Yuma AZ SP 2030 25.8 39.2 134 18 NO 
Tucson AZ Picacho AZ SP 500 25 7 41 4 157 2 1 YES 
Yuma AZ West Colton CA SP 195 0 27 7 388 111 15 NO 

1 StocktorVLathrop CA Martinez CA SP 480 000 4 0 4 0 YES 
iBond CO Dotsero CO SP 380 6 0 12 1 6 1 3 NO 
1 California Jcl IA Fremont NE UP 31 0 226 31 1 8 5 14 NO 

Missouri Valley IA Calllomia Jet IA UP 6 0 289 37 4 8 5 NO 
Chicago-Proviso IL West Chicago IL UP 150 S2 7 1068 14 1 0 6 NO 
Qer>eva IL Nelson IL UP 69 0 4 3 8 579 14 1 12 NO 
Nelson IL Buda IL UP 34.0 6 1 162 10.1 4 3 YES 
West Chicago IL Geneva IL UP 6 0 1 78 6 92 7 14 1 0 7 

NO 
1 Hennqton KS Lost Spnngs KS UP 6.5 I 0 1 104 ^ 103 18 7 YES 
I Hutchinson KS Strattord TX SP 274 0 j 11.3 20 1 8.8 2.5 YES 
jLost Spnngs KS Wrchna KS UP 64 3 ] 19 11 9 too 8 YES 
1 Marysvilie KS Valey NE UP 1340 0 9 2 9 2 0 5 YES 
lOaktey KS Denver CO UP 262.0 18 8 7 6 9 6 8 YES 
lialma KS Oakley KS UP 191 0 I 2 2 8 2 6 0 5 7 YES 
Iwichi ta KS Chickasha OK UP 192 0 { 4 4 11 8 7 4 4 3 YES 
1 loiva Jet LA Beaurrxjnt TX SI ' 75 0 1 15 5 268 113 2 4 YES 
1 Lordsburg NM Cochise AZ SP 85 0 i 30 3 44 9 1 146 17 NO 
• Sparks NV Roseville CA SP 1390 1 136 226 ' 9.0 2 2 YES 
1 Winnemucca NV Sparks NV SP 17S0 ! 13.6 23.7 1 10 t 2 4 YES 
[Chiekasha OK Fcrt Worth TX UP 1777 1 7.6 142 6 6 2 7 YES 
1 Siq Spnnq TX Toyah TX UP 1520 2 3 12.1 . 9 9 7 3 YES 
rpallas TX Fort Worth TX UP 31 5 235 33.7 10 2 1 6 NO 
i El PasoTX Lordsburg NM SP 148 0 ! 29 3 .. f 

44.7 ; 
154 18 NO 

|For1 Worth TX Big Spnng TX UP 267 5 ' 2 5 115 1 9 0 6 7 YES 
lOdem TX Corpus Christi TX UP 17.2 i 4 0 1 5 5 1 5 1 4 NO 

Strattord TX Daihan TX SP 310 13.3 I 21 9 8 6 2.2 YES 
Texarkana TX i Big Sandy TX SP t080 117 1 183 6 6 19 NO 
Toyah TX • SierrH Blanca TX UP ' 109 7 2.1 119 9 9 76 ' YES 
Ogden UT i Alaion NV SP [ 178 0 i 12.7 23 0 103 2.6 j YES 
Oak Creek Wl St Francis WI 1 UP i 70 ; 4 0 1 3 2 -09 -1 1 NO 
Noie 

dB = sound exposure increase in dedbols Only segments wnh rriinimum ol 2 dBA sound exposure increase were evaluated tor 
! lOise impacts 
r" Bond Dotsero has no sensitive receptors 



Figure 1-1 
Raii Line Segments 

Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas 
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Figure 1-2 
Rail Line Segments 

Arizona, New Mexico 
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Figure 1-3 
Rail Line Segments 

California (Southem) 
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Figure 1-4 
Rail Line Segments 

Califomia (Northern), Nevada, Oregon, Washington 
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Figure 1 -5 
Rail Line Segments 

Colorado, Nevada, Utah, Wyoming 
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Figure 1-6 
Rail Line Segments 

Illinois, lowa, Kansas, Nebraska 
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Figure 1-7 
Rail Line Segments 

Colorado, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas (Northern) 
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Figure 1-8 
Rail Line Segments 

New Mexicxi, Oklahoma (Western), Texas (Westem) 
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2.0 RAIL LINE SEGMENTS 

The following text summarizes the emission increases for each rail line 

segment which is projected to experience a merger-related traffic increase that meets the 

ICC threshold for evaluation. 

Table 2-22 summarizes the estimated emission increases generated by each 

of these rail line segments and indicates the AQCR. Many of the rail line segments 

analyzed affect more than one AOCR: also, a given AOCR may be impacted by several 

segments. The emissions increases in each AQCR shown on Table 2-22 from these rail 

linf; ssgments are attributable solely to the increases on the rail lines. Table 2-22 does 

not attempt to show the merger's overall effect on emissions within tne AQCRs because 

it does not take into account appropriate offsets from abandonments, diversions from other 

rail lines and truck diversions. 

The results of the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 2-23, 

which shows the number of noise impacts for the pre- and post-merger train volumes. 

Table 2-23 shows the number of noise sensitive receptors exposed to noise levels 

exceeding Lo„ 65. At moit of these receptors the increase in noise exposure wili be 

between 2 and 3 dBA. The increase in noise exposure will be solely due to more trains 

operating on the tracks; there should be no change in the noise emission on individual 

trains, 

A targe majority of the noise impact is due to tram horns being sounded 

starting i 4-mile prior to grade crossings. The train horns are much louder than the trains, 

which means that for V4-mile either side of a grade crossing the horns are the dominant rail 

noise source. In a number of the small towns that the trains pass through there are a 
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sufficient number of grade crossings that the train horns should be sounded virtually 

continuously as the trains pass through the community. 

2.1 BRINKLEY, ARKANSAS TO PINE BLUFF, ARKANSAS 

2.1.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) w'll experience an increase of 8.7 trains per 

day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (16 and 20) 

which are both designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The projected increase 

in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

28.81, CO 89.59, NO, 670.60. SO^ 48.59, and PM 14.54. 

2.1.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant in this study. 

2.2 FAIR OAKS, ARKANSAS TO BRINKLEY, ARKANSAS 

2.2.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of 10.3 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosser one state and one AQCR (20) 

which is designated as attainment for all cnteria pollutants. The projected increase in 

pollutant emissions on this raii segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

9.22. CO 28.67. NO. 214.62, SOj 15.55, and PM 4.65. 

2.2.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The areas of potential noise impact along the Brinkley 

to Pine Bluff alignment are as follows: 

19 



Fair Oaks, AR: There are only scattered residences in this area, most 

relatively close lo the tracks. 

Hunter, AR: The railroad tracks pass through Hunter with residences on both 

the east and west sides of the tracks. There are several grade crossings in Hunter. 

Fargo, AR: There are approximately 30 residences near Fargo, most within 

about 1000 feet of the tracks. 

Brinkley: The tracks run north/south through Brinkley. There is a residential 

neighborhood to the east of the tracks. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-1 below, approximately 94 

additional residences and two additional churches are projected to be exposed to noise 

levels greater than Ldn 65 dBA, with most of the noise impact from locomotive warning 

whistles or horns at grade crossings. 

TABLE 2-1 

NOISE SUMMARY 
FAIR OAKS, ARKANSAS TO BRINKLEY, ARKANSAS (SP) 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 
Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Fair Oaks, AR 6 0 1 10 0 1 
Hunter, AR 44 0 2 62 0 
Fargo. AR 19 0 1 26 0 -3—] Brinkley, AR 40 0 1 105 0 
TOTAL 109 0 5 203 0 
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2.3 PARAGOULD, ARKANSAS TO FAIR OAKS, ARKANSAS 

2.3.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will expenence an increase of 8.3 

trains per day as a resuit of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AOCR (20) 

which is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The projected increase in 

pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

17.30, CO 53.77, NO. 402.50, SO2 29.17, and PM 8.73. 

2.3.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The following is a summary of the existing conditions 

in the population centers located on this line segment. 

Jonesboro, AR: This segment is in the northern section of Jonesboro with 

BN tracks just to the north. The BN tracks act as a buffer between the SP tracks and any 

noise sensitive land uses to the north. There are residential land uses south of the tracks 

through much of Jonesboro. 

Vanndale. AR: Vanndale consists of scattered residences along the railroad 

tracks. Because there are three grade crossings in this area, train horns are expected to 

be the dominant noise source. 

Marmaduke. AR: The line passes through the southeast part of Marm?.duke 

with residential areas on both sides of the tracks. There are several grade crossings in 

Marmaduke and several to the south cf Marmaduke, For the noise analysis, it was 

assumed that train horns are always sounded for the 1/4-mi!e prior to the grade crossings. 

Fair Oaks. AR: There are oniy scattered residences in Fair Oaks, most 

relatively close to the tracks. 

Noise Assessment: The projected increase in train volume following the 

proposed merger is exacted to result in 106 additional residences and three additional 

churches being exposed to noise ievels greater than 65 Ldn compared to the pre-merger 

base case, as shown in Table 2-2. 
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TABLE 2-2 

VOISE SUMMARY 
PARAGOULD, ARKANSAS TO FAIR OAKS, ARKANSAS (SP) 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 
1 Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 1 Community 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
fljonesboro, AR 50 0 1 124 0 2 
Vanndale, AR 108 1 1 121 1 1 
Marmaduke, 
AR 

55 0 1 72 0 3 

Fair Oaks. AR 15 0 0 17 0 r-T-] 
1TOTAL 228 1 3 334 1 

2.4 COCHISE, ARIZONA TO TUCSON, ARIZONA 

2.4.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of '5 1 

trains per day as a result of the UP,/SP merger. The line crosses one state and two 

AQCRs (501 and 502). AQCR 501 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants 

except for PM and SOj. AQCR 502 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants 

except for PM. SO2. and CO. Increased pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 22.45. CO 69.79, NO. 522.41, SO2 37.85, and 

PM 11.33. 

2.4.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered msianificant in this study. 

2.5 PICACHO, ARIZONA TO YUMA, ARIZONA 

2.5.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-2) will exper,ence an increase of 13.4 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and three AQCRs 
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(503, 504, and 505). AQCR 503 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants 

except for PM. AQCR 504 is designated as attainmient for all critena pollutants except for 

PM, CO, and ozone. AQCR 505 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants 

except for SO. and PM. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rai! segment 

are estitTiated in tons per year, as follows: HC 48.82, CO 151.79, NO. 1136.18, SO2 82.23, 

and PM 24.63. 

2.5.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant in this study. 

2.6 TUCSON, ARIZONA TO PICACHO, ARIZONA 

2.6.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-2) will experience an increase of 15.7 

trains per day as a result of the UP,/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (502 

and 505). AQCR 502 is designated as attainment for ail criteria pollutants except for PM, 

SO2, and CO. AQCR 505 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except for 

SO2 and PM. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 20.12, CO 62.55. NO. 468.18, SO2 33.92, and 

PM 10.15. 

2.6.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The only population center that could be affected by 

noise from this line segment is Tucson. The line enters the northeastern part of Tucson, 

through the Pascua Yaqui Indian reservation and near dense residential areas. 

Residences may be as close as 100 feet from the tracks. The industrial buildings near the 

tracks should provide significant acoustical shielding for buildings farther from the tracks. 

Noise Assessment: The projected increase in tram volume following the 

proposed merger is expected to result in 296 additional residences and one additional 
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church being exposed to noise levels greater than L,.,, 35 compared to the pre-merger base 

case, as shown in Table 2-3. 

TABLE 2-3 

NOISE SUMMARY 
T'JCSON, ARIZONA TO PICACHO, ARIZONA (SP) 

Community 
Number of Sensitive Receptors 

Community Pre-Merger Post Merger Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Tucson, AZ 219 2 4 515 2 5 

TOTAL 219 2 4 515 2 5 

2.7 YUMA, ARIZONA TO WEST COLTON, CALIFORNIA 

2.7.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-3) will experience an increase of 11.1 

trains per day as a recult of the UP SP merger. It crosses one state and three AQCRs (24, 

33, and 503). AQCR 24 is designated as attainment for al! criteria pollutants except for 

PM, NO,, CO, and ozone. AQCR 33 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants 

except for PM and ozone. AQCR 503 is designated as attainment for ail criteria pollutants 

except for PM. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 48.36, CO 150.37, NO. 1125.58, SO2 81.56 and 

PM 24.40. 

2.7.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will causa less than a 2 

decibel increase, which is considered insignificant in this study. 

2.8 WEST COLTON, CALIFORNIA TO PALMDALE (VIA HILAND), CALIFORNIA 

2.8.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-3) will experience an increase of 3.P 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and t^o AQCRs (24 

and 33), AQCR 24 is designated as attainment for all criteha po"uta,nts except for PM, 
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NO,, CO, and ozone. AQCR 33 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants 

except for PM and ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail 

segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 13.00, CO 40.43, NO. 302.63 SO2 

21.93, and PM 6.56. 

2.8.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.9 DUNSMUIR, CALIFORNIA TO KLAMATH FALLS, OREGOri 

2.9.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will experience an increase of 5.2 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and two AQCRs (27, 

28. and 190). AQCR 27 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. AQCR 28 

is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants except for PM. CO, and ozone. 

AQCR 190 is designated as attainment for all cnteria pollutants except for PM and CO. 

The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this tail segment are estimated in tons 

per year, as follows: HC 5.74, CO 17.84, NO. 133.52, SO. 9.67, and PM 2.89. 

2.9.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.10 LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA TO SLAUSON JUNCTION, CALIFORNIA 

2.10.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-3) will experience an increase of 6.2 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (24). 

AQCR 24 IS designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants except for NO,, PM, CO, 

and ozone. The p.'ujected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC -0.16, CO -0.49, NO, -3.67. SO2 -0.27, and PM 

-0.08. 
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2.10.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.11 MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA TO OAKLANf? CALIFORNIA 

2.11.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will expenence an increase of 4.8 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (30). 

AQCR 30 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except for PM and CO. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 2.92, CO 9.08, NO, 67.96 SO^ 4.92, and PM 1.47. 

2.11.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.12 M/RYSVILLE, CALIFORNIA TO DUNSMUIR, CALIFORNIA 

2.12.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will experience an increase of 5,2 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (27 

and 28). AQCR 27 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants. AQCR 28 is 

designated as attainment for all critena pollutants except for PM, CO, and ozone. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 9.57, CO 29 75, NO, 222.72, SOj 16.14, and PM 4.83. 

2.12.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train traffic on this segment does not meet the ICC 

analysis threshold for noise. 

26 

^mmmmm&-mimsm!m^m^imtmmmtmi 



2.13 NILES JUNCTION, CALIFORNIA TO OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 

2.13.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This raii segment (refer to Figure 2-4) wili experience an increase of 5.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (30). 

AQCR 30 - de;-;ignated as attainment for all critena pollutants except for PM and CO. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 0.52, CO 1.61, NO, 12.03, SOj 0.87, and PM 0.26. 

2.13.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.14 ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA TO SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

2.14.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) wii! experience an increase of 4.7 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (28 

and 508). AQCR 28 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except for PM, 

CO, and ozone. AQCR 508 is designated as attainment for ail chtena pollutants except 

for ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rai! segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 5.58, CO 17.36. NO. 129.95, SO, 9.42. and PM 

2.82. 

2.14.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.15 ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNiA TO MARYSVILLE, CALIFORNIA 

2.15.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) wil! experience an increase cf 3.5 

trains per day as a result of the UP'SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCR; (28 

and 508). AQCR 28 is designated as attainment for all cntena pollutants except for PM, 
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CO, and ozone. AQCR 508 is designated as attainment for al! criteha pollutants except 

for ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 1.28, CO 3.98, NO, 29.80. SO2 2.16, and PM 

0.65. 

2.15.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.16 SLAUSON JUNCTION, CALIFORNIA TO LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

2.16.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-3) will expenence an increase of 3.6 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (24). 

AQCR 24 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except for NO,, PM, CO, 

and ozone. Reduced pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC -1.60, CO -4.99, NO. -37.32, SOj -2.70. and PM -0.81. 

2.16.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet the 

ICC analysis threshold for noise. 

2.17 STOCKTON/LATHROP, CALIFORNIA TO MARTINEZ (VIA MOCOCO), 

CALIFORNiA 

2.17.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will expenence an increase of 4.0 

trains per day as a result ot the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (30 

and 31). AQCR 30 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except for PM and 

CO. AQCR 31 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except for PM, CO, 

and ozone. The projected increase in poHutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 3.08. CO 9.57. NO, 71.61, SO2 5.19, and PM 

1.55. 
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2.17.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: This line see nent extends from Martinez to Lathrop 

through a number of areas where there has been substantial residential development over 

the past decade. The following is a summary of the land uses that could be affected by 

train noise. 

Martinez, CA: The line is located along the bay north of the town center and 

residential land uses. Martinez is an established community and there has been little new 

noise-sensitive development near the rail line. 

F'ittsburg, CA: There are a number of residential developments near the line 

in Pittsburg and West Pittsburg. These developments include two relatively new 

residential communities: River-Run, a gated community consisting of large two-story 

single family homes and California Seasons, which is located off of Willo^̂  Pass Road just 

east of Mallard Slough Road within 50 to 75 feet of the tracks. Both developments are 

shielded by walls that provide acoustical shielding for the first story but not the second 

story. 

Antioch, CA: Antioch is just south of Pittsburg with a similar density of 

residential land uses near the tracks. New development includes two apartment 

complexes located on Sycamore Drive just east of Somersvilie Road. The complexes are 

within 100 to 150 feet of the tracks and are shielded by a 6-foot wall. Both complexes are 

near the Somersvilie Road grade crossing. 

Oakley. CA: Most of Oakley is apprcximately one mile east of the SP tracks. 

However, there has been some development along the rail line. One new development 

is the Silverado Creek homes that are located along Neroly Road, which parallels the SP 

tracks. A wall that provides acoustical shielding for the first floor of the homes is located 

along the perimeter of the development. 

Brentwood, CA: Brentwood is a relatively new community south of Antioch 

and Oakley. Most of the non-aghcuitural land use in the Brentwood area is residential 
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including a new apartment complex (Towne Center Commons) on the outskirts of 

Brentwood and several mobile home parks. 

Byron, CA: Byron is a relatively small town with residential development on 

both sides of the rail line. There are two grade crossings. 

Tracy, OA: The railroad tracks pcss through the middle of Tracy adjacent to 

commercial development on both sides of the tracks. There are several grade crossings 

in Tracy. 

Noise Assessment: Because there are no trains presently operating on this 

line, there are no pre-merger noise sources. The post-merger plan calls for operating four 

trains per day on this segment, which is projected to cause noise exposure exceeding L̂p 

65 at 629 residences and three schools, as summarized in Table 2-4. 

TABLE 2-4 

NOISE SUMMARY 
STOCKTON/LATHROP, CALIFORNIA TO MARTINEZ. CALIFORNIA (SP) 

1' 
Community 

Number of Sensitive Receptors | 1' 
Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 1 

1' 
Community 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Martinez. CA 0 0 0 41 0 0 
Pittsburg. CA 0 0 0 70 1 0 
Antioch. CA 0 0 0 266 1 0 

j Brentwood. 
CA 

0 0 0 74 0 0 

3yron. CA 0 0 0 49 0 0 
IBethany. CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tracy 0 0 0 129 1 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 629 3 _ _ 0 

1 
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2.18 STOCKTON/LATHROP, CALIFORNIA TO SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

2.18.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail i>. gment (refer to Figure 2-4) will expenence an increase of 4.3 

trains per day as a resuit of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (28 

and 31). AQCR 28 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except for PM, 

CO, and ozore. AQCR 31 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except for 

PM. CO, and ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rai! segment 

are es'imated in tons per year, as follows: HC 14.41, CO 44.82, NO, 335.47, SOg 24.31, 

and PM 7.27. 

2.18.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresho!d.<: for noise. 

2.19 BOND, COLORADO TO DOTSERO, COLORADO 

2.19.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-5) wil! expenence an increase of 6.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (35). 

AQCR 35 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except for PM. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 12.80, CO 39.80. NO, 297.88, SO^ 21.58. and FM 5.46. 

2.19.2 Noise 

The line between Bond and Dotsero follows the Colorado River through 

sparsely populated areas. Because there are very few noise sensitive land uses near the 

i and tew grade cro.'jsings, L̂ , 65 is not projected to be exceeded at any noise-sensitive 

land uses with either the pre- or post-merger train volumes. 
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2.20 DENVER, COLORADO TO CHEYENNE, WYOMING 

2.20.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-5) will expenence an increase of 4.9 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and three AQCRs 

(36, 37, and 242). AQCR 36 is designated as attainment for all cnteria pollutants except 

for PM, CO. and ozone. AQCR 37 is designated as attainment for all cnteria pollutants 

except for PM and CO. AQCR 242 is designated -'• iinment for all chtena pollutants. 

The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons 

per year, af follows: HC 30.45, CO 94.68, NO, 708.71, SO2 51.35, and PM 15.36. 

2.20.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.21 DENVER, COLORADO TO BOND, COLORADO 

2.21.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This raii segment (refer to Figure 2-5) wil' expenence an increase of 6.7 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and three AQCRs (35, 

36, and 40). AQCR 35 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except for PM. 

AQCR 36 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except for PM. CO, and 

o.-£one. AQCR 40 is designateo as attainment for all criteha pollutants except PM. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, 23 follows: HC 42.87, CO 133.28. NO. 997.62, SO2 72.29. and PM 21.63. 

2.21.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 
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2.22 CALIFORNIA JUNCTION, IOWA TO FREMONT, NEBRASKA 

2.22.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) will expenence an increase of 8.5 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and two AQCRs (93 

and 146). AQCRs 93 and 146 are dê  .gnated as attainment for all chtena pollutants. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 8.79, CO 27.32, NO, 204.47, SOj 14.82. and PM 4.43. 

2.22.2 Noise 

The projected increase in tram volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant, 

2.23 CLINTON, IOWA TO BEVERLY, IOWA 

2.23.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail seg^ îent (refer to Figure 2-6) will experience an increase of 5.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and three AQCRs (69, 

88, and 91). AQCR 69 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except SOj. 

AQCRs 88 and 91 are designated as attainment for all cr'ceha pollutants. The projected 

increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as 

follows: HC 11.07. CO 34.41, NO. 257.55, SO218.66 and PM 5.58. 

2.23.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise 

2.24 MIS'̂ OURI VALLEY, IOWA TO CALIFORNIA JUNCTION, IOWA 

2.24.1 Air Quality Analysts 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) wili expenence an increase of 8.5 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (93). 

AOCR 93 is c'esignated as attainment for all chtena pollutants. The projected increase 
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in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

1.79, CO 5.56, NO, 41.65. SO, 3.02, and PM 0.90. 

2.24.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.25 BUDA, ILLINOIS TO GALESBURG, ILLINOIS 

2.25.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) will experience an increase of 6.4 

tram., per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. If crosses one state and three AQCRs (65, 

69, and 71). AQCR 65 is designated as attainment for all criteria polluta.its. AQCR 69 is 

designated as attainment for al! cntena pollutants except SO2. AQCR 71 is designated as 

attainment for all criteha pollutants except PM. The projected increase in pollutant 

emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 4.68, CO 

14.54. NO. 108.85, SO2 7.89. and PM 2.36. 

2.25.2 Noise 

The projected increase in tram volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.26 CHICAGO, ILLINOIS TO VILLA GROVE, ILLINOIS 

2.26.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) will experience an increase of 3.0 

trains per day as a resuit of the UP-SP merger It crosses one state and two AQCRs (66 

and 67). AOCR 66 is designated as attainment for all critena pollutants. AQCR 67 is 

designated as attainment for all cntena pollutants except for PM and ozone. The projected 

increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as 

follows: HC 14.82, CO 46.07 NO, 344.84, SO2 24.99, and PM 7.48. 
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2.26.2 Noise 

The projected Increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.27 CHICAGO - PROVISO, ILLINOIS TO WEST CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 

2.27.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) wilt experience an increase of 14.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AOCR (67). 

AQCR 67 is designated as attainment for al! criteha pollutants except for PM and ozone. 

The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons 

per year, as follows: HC 5.78, CO 17.98, NO, 134.58, SO, 9.75, and PM 2.92. 

2.27.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume or this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.28 GENEVA, ILLINOIS TO NELSON, ILLINOIS 

2.28.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-61 will experience an increase of 14.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP SP merger. It crosses one state and three AQCRs (67, 

71. and 73). AQCR 67 is designated as attainment for all cnteria pollutants except for PM 

and ozone. AQCR 71 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except for PM. 

AQCR 73 is Designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The projected increase in 

pollutant emissions on this rai! segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

26.60, CO 82.71, NO, 613.08, SO. 44.86, and PM 13.42 

2.28.2 Noise 

The projected increase m train volume on this segment wilt cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is conridered insignificant. 
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2.29 NELSON, ILLINOIS TO CLINTON, IOWA 

2.29.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) will expenence an increase or 4.0 

trains per day as a result of the UP.̂ SP merger. It crosses two states and two AQCRs (69 

and 71). AQCR 69 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except t-ir SO2. 

AQCR 71 is designated as attainment for all critena pollutants except for PM. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows- HC 4.32, CO 13.42, NO, 100.48, SO2 7.28, and PM 2.18. 

2.29.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this seg.^ent does net meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.30 NELSON, ILLINOIS TO BUDA, ILLINOIS 

2.30.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) will expenence an increase of 10.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (71). 

AQCR 71 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants except for PM. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this raii segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 8.14. CO 25 29. NO. 189.33, SO213.72, and PM 4.10. 

2.30.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are four small communities along this segment 

that could be affected by tram noise. The exi-^ting land use conditions for each community 

are summarized below. 

Nelson. IL: The line runs tc the center of this small community wnere it 

connects with another line. There is one grade crossing at the end of the line. There are 

residences to the south and east of the line. 

Normandy, IL: This is a small communit/ lo.-̂ ated on the line. There are 

residences on both sides of the tracks. There is one r,,ade crossing in the center of town. 
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Maniius, IL: The line runs north-south through the center of the town. There 

are two grade crossings in the town. There are residential areas on both sides of the 

tracks, with the larger residential area to the east. 

Buda, IL: The rail line runs through the center of the town where there is one 

grade crossing. There are residences within 400 feet from both sides of the tracks 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-5, based on post-merger 

operating plans, there wit! be 115 additional residences, one school and one church 

exposed to noise levels exceeding 65 compared to the pre-merger base case. The 

majority of these impacts are due to horn blowing at grade crossings. 

TABLE 2-5 

NOISE SUMMARY 
NELSON, ILLINOIS TO BUDA, ILLINOIS (UP) 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 

Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Nelson, IL 20 0 0 44 1 0 

Normandy. IL 8 0 0 14 0 0 

Manlius. IL 20 0 0 40 0 

Buda. IL 17 0 0 82 0 1 

TOTAL 65 0 180 1 1 1 

2.31 WEST CHICAGO, ILLINOIS TO GENEVA, ILLINOIS 

2.31.1 Air Quality Analysis 

Th's rail segment prefer to Figure 2-6) will experience an increase of 14.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP 'SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (67). 

AQCR 67 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except for PM and ozone. 

The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rai! segment are estimated in tons 

per year, as follows: HC 2 31, CO 7.19, NO. 53.83, SO, 3.90. and PM 1.17. 
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2.31.2 Noise 

The projected increase in tram volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.32 HERINGTON, KANSAS TO LOST SPRINGS, KANSAS 

2.32.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-7) will experience an increase of 10.3 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and tvvu AQCRs (96 

arid 99). AQCRs 96 and 99 are designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 3.10, CO 9.63, NO. 72.09. SO2 5.22, and PM 1.56 

2.32.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: Henngton is the only population center along this line 

segment. The line segment extends from the southem end of the Henngton Yard and 

avoids most of the resideniia! part of town. 

Noisa Assessment: As shown in Table 2-6, based on post-merger 

operating plans, there will be 58 residences exposed to noise levels exceeding L̂ p 65 

compared to the pre-merger base case. Most of the residences are m the southwest part 

of town, south of the Henngton Yard. 

TABLE 2-6 

NOISE SUMMARY 
HERINGTON, KANSAS TO LOST SPRINGS, KANSAS (UP) 

1 Community Number ot Sens pitive Receptor'i 1 Community 
Pre-Merger Pc^i-Meraer 

1 Community 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

iHenngton. KS 0 0 0 58 0 0 j 
ITOTAL M P , 0 n LaaJl 1 
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2.33 HUTCHINSON, KANSAS TO STRATFORD, TEXAS 

r*.33.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-7) is an SP line on which BN/Santa Fe 

currently has trackage rights. This line will experience an increase of 8.8 trains per day 

as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses three states and four AQCRs (99, 100, 187. 

and 211). These AQCRs are designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rai! segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 26.64, CO 82.82, NO. 619.90, SO2 44.92, and PM 13.44. 

2.33.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are a number of communities along thi*. segment 

that could be affected train noise. Tne land use for each community is summarized below. 

Hutchinson, KS: The CP yard is on the southwest side of town outside of the 

town limits. There are six houses 200 feet to the southeast of the tracks separated by a 

road. There is also a BN/Santa Fe track running parallel to the SP line at this point. 

Partndge, KS: The BN/Santa Fe line diverges from the SP line just north of 

the city. The closest residences are 200 feet northwest of the tracks. There is a school 

400 feet from the line on the north side of the tracks. Most of the noise comes from train 

horns at two grade crossings. 

Prate. KS: The line runs through a residential area on the northwest side of 

town. There are approximately 50 houses within 200 feet and another 30 houses 250 to 

400 feet away. There aro five grade crossings in the city, and all are in or near residential 

areas. 

Wellsford, KS: Wellsford is a small community with 15 to 20 houses. There 

is a grade crossing just east of Wellsford. 

Haviland, KS: The line passes through the south side of Haviland. There 

are 8 to 10 houses within 200 feet north of the tracks on the west side of town. There is 
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one grade crossing 400 feet from the nearest house. There is aiso a school 500 feet from 

the tracks behind the row of houses. 

Greensburg, KS: At the east end of town, there are four trailer homes near 

a grade crossing. At the west end of town there are 12 houses north and 10 houses south 

of the tracks, with the nearest being location within 100 feet. Two grade crossings are in 

the immediate area of the residences. 

Meade, KS: The rai! line passes just north of town. There are six houses 

within 200 feet of tracks. There is one grade crossing in town, with one house very close 

to the cossing. 

Bloom, KS: There are eight houses within 200 feet of the line on the south 

side. 

Kismet, KS: There are S'7 houses near the tracks. Four of these are within 

100 feet. 

Liberal, KS: The line passes through the center of town where horn noise 

from grade crossings wil! occur. There are 16 houses within 200 feet north of tracks on 

the eastern edge of town. On the south side of the line, a trailer park is located 

approximately 600 feet from the tracks, /ipproximately 60 trailer homes and houses are 

located along the tracks from the center of town to the western edge of town on the north 

side. There are also four grade crossings in this area, and a!! are located near houses. 

Guymon, OK: The line passes through the southeast corner of town where 

train noise is a noise source at many of the residences. There are approximately 50 

houses less than 200 feet north of the tracks on the west side of town. There are three 

grade crossings located near houses. 

Goodwell, OK: The line runs through the southeast side of town with two 

grade crossings in town. There are 10 houses within 200 feet of the line. At the west end 

of town there are 10 tc 12 trailer homes within 150 feet of the tracks on the north side. 
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Stratford, TX: The line passes through the southeast part of town near 

several residences. There are three grade crossings within the town limits and one grade 

crossing just east of town. There are nine houses witnin 200 feet of the tracks on the north 

side and a number of residences within 400 feet of the tracks both to the north .i,id south. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-7, based on projected train 

volumes, the post-merger noise impacts (L^, greater than 65 dBA) will include 386 

additional residences and two additional churches. The majonty of the increase is due to 

train horns at grade crossings. 

TABLE 2-7 

NOISE SUMMARY 
HUTCHINSON, KANSAS TO STRATFORD, TEXAS (SP) 

r Number of Sensitive Receptors 
Community Pre4leraer Post-Merger 1 Community 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Hutchinson. 0 0 0 6 0 0 
Partndge, KS 43 2 1 62 2 1 
Prate, KS 96 0 0 179 0 0 
Wellsford, KS 6 0 0 10 0 0 1 
Haviland, KS 38 0 1 75 0 1 1 
Greensburg. 
KS 

26 0 0 26 0 ° 1 
Bloom, KS 8 0 0 8 0 ° 1 Meade. KS 21 0 0 40 0 0 1 
Kismet. KS 6 0 0 6 0 0 1 

1 Liberal. KS 121 0 0 247 0 0 1 
Guymon, OK 109 0 0 158 0 0 
Goodwell. OK 31 0 0 58 0 2 
Stratford. TX 17 0 0 33 0 0 
TOTAL 522 2 2 908 1 2 4 
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2.34 LOST SPRINGS, KANSAS TO WICHITA, KANSAS 

2.34.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-7) will experience an increase of 10.0 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (99). 

This AQCRs are designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The projected 

increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as 

follows: HC 25.43, CO 79.06, NO. 591.82. SO2 42.88. and PM 12.83. 

2.34.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: Manon, Peabody. and Wichita, Kansas are the 

population centers along this segment of line. The tracks are on the west side of Mahon 

avoiding most of the residential areas. 

In Peabody the rail line passes through the west side of town with residential 

areas on both sides of the tracks. There are four grade crossings in Peabody. 

In Wichita, the land use along this segment is pnmaniy industrial with some 

tank farm. No noise sensitive areas are located near the tracks. 

Noise Assessment: The impact from this segment is in residential areas 

of Mahon and Peabody. The expected post-merger volume of 11.9 trains is projected to 

cause noise e.-posure of L,,- 65 dBA or greater at 190 residences and one church, as 

shown on Table 2-8. 

TABLE 2-8 

NOISE SUMMARY 
LOST SPRINGS, KANSAS TO WICHITA, KANSAS (UP) 

. . . . 

Community 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 
. . . . 

Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

. . . . 

Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church j 

Marion. KS 0 0 0 58 0 1 1 
Peabodv. KS 0 1 0 0 132 0 0 1 



1 Numt>er of Sensitive Receptors 

1 Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 1 Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Peabody, KS 0 0 0 132 0 0 

Wichita, KS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 0 190 0 1 

2.35 MARYSVILLE, KANSAS TO VALLEY, NEBRASKA 

2.35.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) will experience a 133.6% increase in 

gross tons transported annually as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and 

four AQCRs (85, 95, 145, and 146). AQCR 85 is designated as attainment for all critena 

pollutants except lead. AQCR 95, 145, and 146 are designated as attainment for all 

criteha pollutants. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows- HC 4.36, CO 13.55, NO, 101.4'i, SO2 7.35, and PM 

2.20. 

2.35.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The following is a summary of the population centers 

located on this segment. 

Marysville. KS: The iine segment runs north from the Marysville Yard. The 

north end of the yard is we!! outside of Marysville, where there are no noise-sensitive 

receptors. 

Barneston, NE: The line is located on the west side of the town with most 

residences over 200 feet from the tracks. 

Wymore, NF' The UP line passes approximately 3000 feet east of Wymore, 

so that train noise is not a significant source in the residential areas. 
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Beatrice, NE: The lme passes through the west side of Beatrice just east of 

the Blue River and Indian Creek. Much of the area east of the tracks is probably 

residential. 

Pickrell, NE: Pickrell is a small town lying immediately west of the rail line. 

There appear to be one or two residences within 100 to 200 feet west of the tracks, and 

10 to 20 residences within 400 feet. 

Cortland, NE: The railroad tine passes near the middle of the small 

community of Cortland. Most of the residences are to the west of the tracks with 25 to 30 

residence-, within 200 to 400 feet of the tracks There are several grade crossings in town. 

Roca, NE: Roca is located east of the line. Residential land uses are 

located over 400 feet from the tracks. 

Lincoln, NE: The iine parallels Salt Creek on the west side of Lincoln. Much 

of the area is relatively open with the exception of an area just south of the Lir coln yard 

that is developed. There are a number cf grade crossings in this area. 

vVest Lincoln. NE: The line passes on the west side of West Lincoln with 

Route 77 between the tracks and the residential area. 

Wahoc, NE: The UP lino passes through the east and south sides of 

Wahoo. Much of the east side of town is industnal. However, on the southern part of town 

the line passes close to residential areas and the high school. 

Valley, NE: The line approaches the Valley Vara frcm the southwest parsing 

Pleasure Lake and the northern part of Valley This area includes some residential land 

uses, a school, and industrial land uses. There are two grade crossings close to the 

residential areas. 

Noise Assessment: Although the volume of trains is relatively low on this 

segment (projected to rise from 0.9 trains per day pre-merger to 2.9 trains per day post-

merger), an additional 216 residences, one church and two schools wiil be exposed to 
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noise levels exceeding 65 U as shown in Table 2-9. Almost ali of these impacts are due 

to horns being sounded at grade crossings. 

TABLE 2-9 

NOISE SUMMARY 
MARYSVILLE, KANSAS TO VALLEY, NEBRASKA (UP) 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 
Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

Resid. School Church Hesid. Sc;h 70l Church 
Marysvilie. KS 0 0 0 V 0 0 
Barneston, NE 2 0 0 10 0 0 
Wymore, NE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Beatrice. NE 30 0 0 94 0 0 
Pickrell, iME 1 0 0 15 0 0 
CortlanC NE 4 0 0 28 0 1 

Ro.:a. NE 0 0 0 0 c 0 j 
Lincoln, NE 75 0 0 141 0 0 1 
West Lincoln, 
NE 

0 0 0 0 0 0 j 
Wahoo, NE 0 0 0 20 1 ^ 1 Vaiiey, NE 3 0 0 23 1 0 
TOTAL 115 0 0 331 2 1 

2.36 OAKLEY, KANSAS TO DENVER, COLORADO 

2.36.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rai! segment (refer to Figure 2-7) will experience p-y increase of 6,86 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and three AQCRs 

(97. 34, 36). AQCR 97 is designated as attainment for atl criteria pollutants. AQCR 34 is 

designated ?s nonattainment for alt cntena pollutants except PM AQCR 36 is designated 

as nonattainment for all cntena pollutants except PM. PM,c,. CO, and ozone. The projected 

increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as 

follows: HC 68.61, CO 213.32 , NO. 1596.80. SO2 115.71. and PM 34.62. 
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2.36.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The following is a summary of the existing conditions 

along the Oaxley to Denver segment. 

Oakley, KS: The tracks pass through the southern part of Oakley with 

residential land uses north and south of the tracks. There is one grade crossing in town. 

Sharon Spnngs, KS: Most of Sharon Spnngs is located south of US 40 and 

north of the tine. A few residences are less than 200 feet from the tracks, and most are 

300 feet or more from the tracivs. There is one grade crossing. 

LenneU, CO: Bennett is a small community with most of the town located 

north of the raii line. There is one grade crossing. Most residences are at least 300 feet 

from the tracks. 

Byers, CO: Tne line passes through the middle of the small town of Byers. 

The closest residences are about 300 feet from the tracks, and there are three grade 

crossings in town. 

Deer Trail, CO: The line passes by the west side of Deer Trail, There is one 

grade crossing at the south end of town. Train noise is expected to affect only a row of 

buildings closest to the tracks. 

Limon, CO: The tine passes south of Limon with 1-70 t)etween the tracks and 

the majonty of the town. Because of shielding by the interstate, train noise is not expected 

to affect moie than a small part of the town. 

Denver, CO: The west end of this line segment passes thorough a 

residential area with some commercial and light industnal land use along the tracks. Some 

of the residences benefit from the acoustical shielding pr*- *̂ ided by the one- and two-story 

commercial buildings along the tracks. Between Colorado Boulevard and Quebec Street 

there are no residential areas dose to the tracks. There are residential developments east 

and west of 1-225. There are sound watts on both sides of 1-225 to reduce traffic noise in 

46 



these communities. In addition, there is a new residential development east of Tower 

Road that could be affected by train noise, particularly since there is a grade crossing at 

Tower Road. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-10, the projected post-merger 

increase in train volume, it is expected that L ,̂ 65 will be exceeded at 246 residences 

compared to 50 for the pre-merger volumes. This increase is largely due to horn noise at 

grade crossings 

TABLE 2-10 

NOISE SUMMARY 
OAKLEY, KANSAS TO DENVER, COLORADO (UP) 

Community 
Number of Sen.sitiva Receptors 

Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger Community 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Oakley, KS 3 0 0 27 0 1 
Sharon 
Spnngs. KS 

4 0 0 21 0 0 

Bennett, CO 2 0 0 37 0 0 
Byers. CO 13 0 0 64 0 2 I 
Deer Trail. CO 0 0 0 13 0 0 1 
Limon, CO 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Denver, CO 28 0 0 84 0 0 
TOTAL 50 0 r. 

cJ 246 0 3 

2.37 SALINA, KANSAS TO OAKLEY, KANSAS 

2.37.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-7) wil! experience an increase of 6.0 

trams per day as a result of the UP SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (96, 

97). Both AQCRs 96 and 97 are designated as attainment for al! criteria pollutants. The 
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projected increase in poliutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 49.98, CO 155.38 , NO, 1163.07, SO2 84.28, and PM 25.22. 

2.37.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: Foiiowing is a summary of the existing conditions in the 

population centers located on this line. 

Sail, a, KS: The line originates at the Salina Yard in the northern pari of 

Salina. The Bf^Santa Fe tracks parallel the UP tracks for the first 1500 to 2000 feet west 

of the yard. There are no noise sensitive receptors near the tracks. 

Kanapotis, KS: The tine passes through the north part of Kanapolis. There 

are only a few residences less than 200 feet from the tracks, and 20 to 30 within 500 feet 

of the tracks. There are two grade crossings in town near the residential areas. 

Ellsworth, KS: The UP line passes through a residential area on the south 

side of Ellsworth. There are four grade crossings in this area. 

Russell, KS: The line goes through a residential area in the northern section 

of Russell. There are two grade crossings in this area. 

Hays, KS: The line passes through the middle of Hays, with a number of 

grade crossings through the town. There are noise-sensitive receptors on both sides of 

the tracks. These include a number of single family residences, several apartment 

buildings, some townhouse-styie buildings, and Fort Hayes State Coltege. Several of the 

college academic buildings are within 250 feet of tne tracks. 

WaKeeney, KS: Most of Wakeeney is located north of the line There are 

three grade crossings within the boundaries of the town. Both north and south of the 

tracks the land use is pnmarily residential. 

Oakley. KS: The line passes through the southern part of Oakley with 

residential land uses north and south of the tracks. There is one grade crossing in town. 
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Noise Assessment: Average trains per day are projected to increase from 

pre-merger volumes of 2.2 to post-merger volumes of 8.2. As a result, an additional 339 

residences, one school and 4 churches will be exposed to noise ievels exceeding 65 

as shown in Table 2-11 Most of these increases are due to noise from tram horns before 

grade crossings. 

TABLE 2-11 

NOISE SUMMARY 
SALINA, KANSAS TO OAKLEY, KANSAS (UP) 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 
Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

_ Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Salina, KS 0 0 0 0 0 — _ 

0 Kanapolis, KS 10 0 0 33 0 0 
Ellsworth, KS 40 0 2 165 0 2 

iRusse!!, KS 6 0 0 74 0 0 
[Hays. KS 52 0 1 96 1 5 
jWakeeney. 

ks 
30 0 0 84 0 0 

Oakley, KS 3 0 0 28 0 0 
ITOTAL 141 0 3 180 1 7 

2.38 WICHITA, KANSAS TO CHICKASHA, OKLAHOMA 

2.38.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-7) will experience an increase of 7.4 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and three ACCRs 

(99, 185, 184). All three AQCRs are designated as attainment for alt criteria pollutants. 

The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons 

per year, as follows: HC 67.88, CO 211.05 , NO, 1579 77, SO2 114.47, and PM 34.25. 
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2.38.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The following is a summary of the existing land use 

along the Wichita to Chickasha segment. 

Wichita, KS: The line passes through the southern part of Wichita and its 

adjacent suburbs. There are few residences in Wichita next to tne line, the abutting 

properties consisting mainly of industrial build'ngs. To the south of town, near the 

Arkansas River, the tracks pass within 100 feet of four three-story apartment buildings. 

The suburb of Glenvilte has residences scattered along the east side of the tracks, 

typically within 300 feet. Further south, near Midland Park, there are residences to the 

west of the tracks within 300 feet. 

Haysvitle: Residences are located about 100 feet to the west of the line in 

the southern part of the town. There is one grade crossing. 

Wellington: The area along the line is densely populated, with residences 

within 200 feet from the tine. Buildings close to the tracks and Route 81 will provide 

shielding from the train noise for areas farther from the line. 

Enid: Industnal areas are located to the west of the line, except for houses 

about 300 feet from the tracks at the north end of town. A few residences are located about 

200 feet east of the tracks, industrial buildings provide significant shielding. 

Kingfisher: There are densely populated areas to the west of the line, with 

the nearest residences about 100 feet from the tracks. To the east of the line is mostly 

industnal land use; however, a mobile home park is located about 100 feet from the tracks. 

Et Reno: The line runs past the Canadian County Histoncal Museum, with 

a rebuilt railroad station and the Old El Reno Hotel, Residences are located along both 

Sides of the tracks. 
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Chickasha: The line passes through the eastern part of town. There is no 

residential land use along the tracks. The closest residences are about 400 feet from the 

line. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-12, with the projected post-merger 

train volumes, the number of residences exposed to noise levels exceeding L,. 65 is 

expected to increase by 319. In additional, two schools and 14 additional churches are 

expected to be exposed to noise levels exceeding L̂ ^ 65. 

TABLE 2-12 

NOISE SUMMARY 
WICHITA, KANSAS TO CHICKASHA, OKLAHOMA (UP) 

Community 

Number of Sensitive Receptors i 

Community Pre-Merger Post-Merge r Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Wichita, KS 87 0 1 299 0 2 

Havsvitle, KS 30 0 0 52 2 1 

Wellington, 
KS 

58 0 1 98 0 3 

Enid. OK 24 0 2 24 0 4 

Kingfisher. OK 60 0 0 72 0 

El Reno. OK 80 0 0 99 0 

Chickasha, 
OK 

18 0 0 32 0 

3J 
TOTAL 357 1 c 4 676 2 

2.39 IOWA JUNCTION, LOUISIANA TO BEAUMONT, TEXAS 

2.39.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) wit! expenence an increase of 11.3 trains per day 

as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and one AQCR (106). AQCR 106 

is designated as attainment for alt criteha pollutants except ozone. Increased pollutant 

emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 28.99. CO 
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90.14, NO, 674.75, SO2 48.89, and PM 14.63. The effects of these emission increases 

and emission increases from other threshold rail line segments within the affected AQCRs 

are described in Table 2-2. 

2.39.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The existing land use conditions for each community 

on this tine are summarized below. 

lowa, LA: The tine passes through the center of town with one grade 

crossing in the town. There are residences to the north and south of the tracks. The 

residences are fairly dense in this area with a few industnal buildings to the south of the 

tracks providing some shielding to the residences behind them. There are also some 

scattered residences to the west of the town along the tine. 

Lake Chahes. LA: The line runs through the north-central part of the town. 

There are many residences to the east of the city limits along the tracks. There are also 

residences in the town on both the north and south sides of the tracks. There are several 

grade crossings in these residential areas. 

Westlake. LA: Westlake is west of Lake Charles. This is a residential area, 

with residences mostly to tne north of the line. There is one grade crossing in the 

residential area. 

Maplewood, LA: This community is located between Lake Charles and 

Sulphur. There are two grade crossings. The area south of the tracks is residential. 

Sulphur, L.A; The tine passes through what a residential areas in the center 

of the town. There are five grade crossings. There are also a number of churches both 

to the north and south of the tracks. 

Edgerty, LA: This community is west of Sulphur. There is one grade 

crossing, and the tine passes through the center of the town. There are some industrial 
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buildings to the south and residences on both sides of the tracks, with the south side being 

more densely populated. 

Vinton. LA: The line goes through the center of the town, parallel to US 90, 

which is just to the south of the tracks. There are five grade crossings. There are 

residences on both sides of the line with the north side being more densely populated. 

There are also churches north of the tracks. 

Oilia, TX: This is a small community on the Texas border. There is one 

grade crossing and several houses on both sides of the line. 

Conneil, TX: This is a residential suburb east of Beaumont. There is one 

grade crossing near some of the residences. The remainder of tne residences are 

scattered along the •.acks throughout the town. 

Beaumont, TX: The line goes through the center of the town on the eastern 

side. There are residences on both sides of tiie track between the river and a junction with 

the north-south track. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-13. based on the UP/SP traffic 

projections. 500 additional residences, two additional schools, and 11 additional churches 

wiil be exposed to noise levels exceeding L̂ , 65. The majority of the impact is due to train 

horns near grade crossings. 

TABLE 2-13 

NOISE SUMMARY 
IOWA JCT., LOUISIANA TO BEAUMONT, TEXAS (SP) 

Numt>er of Sensitive Receptors 1 
Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger | 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 1 
lowa, LA 173 1 271 3 
Lake Charles, 
LA 

84 1 2 101 1 3 1 
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Community 
Number of Sensitive Receotors 

Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger Community 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Westlake, LA 79 0 0 118 0 2 
Maplewood, LA 73 0 1 112 0 1 
Sulphur, LA 139 0 1 225 1 5 
Edgeriy, LA 42 0 1 54 0 1 
Vinton, LA 204 0 2 358 1 4 
Oitla, TX 11 0 0 13 0 0 
Conneil. TX 13 0 0 44 0 0 
Beaumont, TX 41 0 1 63 0 1 
TOTAL 859 3 9 1359 5 20 

2.40 LIVONIA, LOUISIANA TO KINDER, LOUISIANA 

2.40.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rai! segment (refer to Figure 2-1) wil! experience an increase of 59.0% 

(as measured in millions of gross tons) as a result of the UP'SP merger. It crosses one 

state and one AQCR (106). AQCR 106 is designated as attainment for all criteria 

pollutants except ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail 

segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 11.59. CO 36.04. NO, 269.79, SOj 

19.55, and PM 5.85. 

2.40.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.41 SHREVEPORT, LOUISIANA TO LUFKIN, TEXAS 

2.41.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will expenence an increase of 3.2 trains per 

day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and two AQCRs (22, 106). 

AQCR 22 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants. AQCR 106 is designated 

as attainment for all criteria pollutants except ozone. The projected increase tn pollutant 
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emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 0.89. CO 

2.78 , NO, 20.81, SO, 1 51, and PM 0.45. 

2.41.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 
2.42 DEXTER JUNCTION, MISSOURI TO PARAGOULD, ARKANSAS 

2.42.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rait segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of 6.3 

trains por day as a result of vhe UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and two AQCRs (138, 

20). AQCR 20 is designated as attainment for alt criteria pollutants. AQCR 138 is 

designated as nonattainment for PM and lead. The projected increase in pollutant 

emissions on this rait segment are estimated in to\.^ per year, as follows: HC 14.68, CO 

45.66 , NO, 341.75, SO, 24.76, and PM 7.41. 

2.42.2 Noiye 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.43 LORDSBURG, NEW MEXICO TO COCHISE, ARIZONA 

2.43.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rait segment (refer to Figure 2-2) will expenence an increase of 14.6 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger, it crosses two states and two AQCRs (510, 

501). AQCR 510 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except SO,. AQCR 

501 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except SO2, PM, and PMio- The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this raii segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 21.54, CO 66.98 , NO, 501.38. SO, 36.33, and PM 10.87. 
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2.43.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment wilt cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.44 SPARKS, NEVADA TO ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA 

2.44.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will experience an increase of 9.0 

trains per day as a result of the UR̂ SP merger. It crosses two states and two AQCRs (148. 

508). AQCR 148 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except PM, PM,o, 

CO, and ozone. AQCR 508 is designated as attainmer̂ * 'or all critena pollutants except 

ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated 

in tons per year, as follows; HC 33.09, CO 102.87 , NO, 770.04. SO, 55.80, and PM 16.69. 

2.44.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are a number of communities in both Nevada 

and California that may experience increased noise from trains on this segment. The 

existing land use conditions for each community are summarized below. 

Sparks, NV: The area from the Sparks yard to Reno is mainly industrial, with 

no residences in this area. 

Reno, NV: The line runs through the center of Reno. There are several 

grade crossings along the tracks. The area is mainly industrial and commercial, but there 

are residential areas near Sparks, on the western edge of town, and near the tracks 

throughout the middle of the town. 

Verdi, NV: This is a small community to the west of Reno. The line runs 

through the center of the town. There is one grade crossing in the town, and the majority 

of the residences are on the northern side of the tracks. 

Truckee, CA: This is a smalt community in the mountains east of Donner 

Pass. The line runs through the center of town, north of a river. There is one grade 
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crossing in the town and one to the east of the town near a residential area on both sides 

of the tracks. 

Norden, CA: Norden is just to the west of Donner Pass. There are a few 

scattered residences near the snowsheds to the west of Donner Pass. Much of the rail line 

is in tunnels in this area. 

Colfax, CA: The line runs north-south through the center of the town. There 

are two grade crossings in the town. There are several industrial buildings near the tracks 

that should provide some shielding to the residences behind them. There are numerous 

residences on toth sides of the tracks. 

Weimer, CA: This town is south of Colfax. There are no grade crossings, 

and most of the residences are set more than 200 feet from the tracks. 

Auburn, CA: The line splits into two segments just north of Auburn. There 

is only one grade crossing on either line through the town. There are many residences 

throughout the town, but only a relatively small number near the tracks, and very few near 

the grade crossing. 

Penryn, CA: There is a scattered residential area to the northeast of 

Roseville. The line passes through the center of town. There is only one grade crossing. 

The residences are scattered on both sides of the tracks. 

Loomis, CA: The line runs through the center of town. There are industrial 

buildings to the east of the tracks. This community is similar to Penryn in land use patterns 

and density. There is one grade crossing in the center of town, 

Rocklin, CA: This is a residential area just to the northeast of Roseville The 

residences are much closer together than in Loomis and Penryn. The iine runs through 

the center of the town and there are several grade crossings throughout the residential 

area. The residences are on both sides of the tracks, some within 200 feet of the tracks 

but with the majority over 500 feet distant. 
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Roseville, CA: The line terminates at the Roseville Yard at northeastern 

edge of town. There are industrial buildings to the north of the tracks, with some 

residential buildings on both sides of the tracks. 

Noise Assessment: As shown on Table 2-14, based on projected post-

merger train volumes, there are 487 additional residences, one school, and four churches 

that are projected to be exposed to noise levels exceeding L ,̂ 65. The principal source 

of increases is horn blowing at grade crossings in the affected communities. 

TABLE 2-14 

NOISE SUMMARY 
SPARKS, NEVADA TO ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA (SP) 

- Number of Sensitive Receptors 
Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Sparks, NV 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reno, NV 40 0 1 145 0 
Verdi, NV 56 0 1 86 0 

1 Truckee, CA 130 0 0 195 0 1 
Norden, CA 14 0 0 14 0 0 
Colfax, CA 47 0 0 101 1 1 
Weimer, CA 3 0 0 16 0 0 
Auburn, CA 35 0 0 67 0 0 
Penryn, CA 65 0 1 78 0 1 
Loomis. CA 47 0 2 91 0 4 
Rocklin, CA 179 0 1 270 0 1 
Roseville, CA 29 1 1 69 1 1 
TOTAL 645 1 7 1132 2 11 
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2.45 WINNEMUCCA, NEVADA TO SPARKS, NEVADA 

2.45.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) wil! experience an increase of 10.1 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (147, 

148). AQCR 147 is designated as attainment for ail chtena pollutants except SO^ and PM, 

AQCR 148 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except PM, PM,o, CO, and 

ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated 

in tons per year, as follows: HC 44.14, CO 137.24 , NO, 1027.26, SO, 74.44, and PM 

22.27. 

2.45.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are three communities along this segment that 

may expenence increased tram noise. The existing land use conditions for each 

community are summarized below: 

Winnemucca, NV: The line run through the center of the town where are two 

grade crossings. There appear to be residences to both sides of the iine, with a large 

residential area to the south of the tracks at the south end of town. 

Lovelock, NV: The line runs through the center of the town to the west of I-

80. There are several grade crossings throughout the town. There are residential areas 

on both sides of the tracks, with the larger area to the west. The buildings closest to the 

line provide acoustical shielding for buildings farther away. 

Sparks. NV: Sparks is an eastern suburb of Reno. NV. There are only a few 

residences near the line where the line enters the Sparks Yard. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-15, based on UP/SP traffic 

projections, the post-merger noise increases will include an additional 147 residences, one 

school, and two churches. The majority of the increases are due to horn blowing at grade 

crossings in the affected communities. 
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TABLE 2-15 

NOISE SUMMARY 
WINNEMUCCA, NEVADA TO SPARKS, NEVADA (SP) 

Community 
Number of Sensitive Receptors 

Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Winnemucca, 
NV 

43 0 1 120 1 2 

Lovelock, NV 55 0 0 123 0 1 
Sparks, NV 2 0 0 4 0 0 
TOTAL 100 0 1 247 1 

2.46 CHICKASHA, OKLAHOMA TO FORT WORTH, TEXAS 

2.46.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of 6.5 

trains per day and an annual increase in gross ton miles of 113% as a result of the UP/SP 

merger. It crosses two states and four AQCRs (184, 189. 210, 215). A'OCRS 184, 189, 

and 210 are designated as attainment for all critena pollutants. AQCR 215 is de'Jignated 

as attainment for all criteha pollutants except ozone and lead. The projected increase in 

pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

62.67, CO 194.86 , NO, 1458.60. SO2 105.69. and PM 31.62. 

2.46.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The following is a summary of the existing land use 

along the Chickasha to Fort Worth segment: 

Chickasha: The Ime runs through the eastern part of the town. There are 

two-story apartment buildings located 100 feet to the east of the tracks, but no other 

residential land use near this segment. 
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Marlow: The line runs through the eastern part of town, with the closest 

residences about 150 feet east of the track. Two two-story apartment buildings are located 

about 250 feet to the west of the tracks at the northern part of town near a grade crossing. 

Duncan: This town is the headquarters of Haliburton, a large oil industry 

supplier. Residences are located about 100 feet away from the line at the southern part 

of town. Residences in the north of town are located along a street parallel to the line. 

The line passes within 50 feet of a nursing home, at the north end of town. 

Sunray: The tracks line east of an oil refinery. Grade crossings are located 

about a mile to the north and to the south of town, a quarter mile from the nearest home. 

The closest residence is about 500 feet from the tracks. 

Waurika: The line runs through the center of this small town. There are 

grade crossings at US 70 and near an old depot, now a museum and library fenced off 

from the track. The closest residences are over 300 feet from the tracks with industrial 

buildings between the residences and the track.*; that provide significant acoustical 

shielding of train noise. 

Stoneburg: The line parallels Route 81 through the center of town. The 

highway provides significant shielding for the eastern half of the town. 

Ft Worth: The line enters the Diamond Hill area of Ft. Worth, iust north of 

the stock yards. Residences are located adjacent to the tracks, within 100 feet to the east. 

A few other nomes are located about 200 feet to the west. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-16. based on UP/SP traffic 

projections, the post-merger noise increases will include 113 residences, one school, and 

11 churches. 
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TABLE 2-16 

NOISE SUMMARY 

CHICKASHA, OKLAHOMA TO FORT WORTH, TEXAS (UP) 

Community 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 

Community Pre-Merger i^ost-Merger Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Chickasha, 

OK 

18 0 0 32 1 1 

Mahow, OK 39 0 1 56 0 2 

Duncan. OK 21 0 0 41 0 7 

Sunray, OK 0 0 0 4 0 0 

Waurika, OK 13 0 0 51 0 2 

Stoneburg, TX 3 0 0 3 0 0 1 
Ft. Worth, TX 40 0 0 60 0 0 J 
TOTAL 134 0 1 247 1 12 I 

2.47 CHEMULT, OREGON TO EUGENE, OREGON 

2.47.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will expenence an increase of 5.2 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (190, 

193). AQCR 190 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except PM ô and 

CO. AQCR 193 IS designated as attainment for all cntena pollutants except PM. PM,o, CO, 

and ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 7.28, CO 22.62, NO, 169.34, SO2 12.27, and 

PM 3,67, 

2.47.2 Noise 

The projected increases in train volume on this segment will not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 
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2.48 EUGENE, OREGON TO PORTLAND, OREGON 

2.48.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will expenence an increase of 5.2 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (193). 

AQCR 193 is designated as attainment for ali cntena pollutants except PM, PM,o, CO, and 

ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated 

in tons per year, as follows: HC 22.11, CO 68 74 , NO, 514.58, SO, 37.29, and PM 11.16. 

2.48.2 Noise 

The projected increases in train volume on this segment do not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.49 KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON '"O CHEMULT, OREGON 

2.49.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will expenence an increase of 6.1 

trains per day as a result of the UF/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (190). 

AQCR 190 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except PM,o and CO. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC4.61. CO 14.35, NO, 107.39, SO. 7.78. and PM 2.23. 

2.49.2 Noise 

The projected increases in tram volume on this segment do not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.50 OREGON TRK JUNCTION, OREGON TO PORTLAND, OREGON 

2.50.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This raii segment (refer to Figure 2-4) wil! experience an increase of 3 trains 

per day as a resuit of the UP/SP merger It crosses one state and two AQCRs (190, 193). 

AQCR 190 is designated as attainment for all critena pollutants except PM̂ o and CO. 

AQCR 193 is designated as attainment for all cntena pollutants except PM, PM,o, CO, and 

63 



ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated 

in tons per year, as follows: HC 4.99, CO 15.52, NO, 116.17, SOg 8.42, and PM 2.52. 

2.50.2 Noise 

The projected increases in train traffic on this segment do not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.51 PORTLAND, OREGON TO SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 

2.51.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-4) will experience an increase of 3.5 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and three AQCRs 

(193, 228, 229). AQCRs 193 and 229 are designated as attainment for all criteria 

pollutants except PM, PM,o, CO, and ozone. AQCR 228 is designated as attainment for 

all criteria pollutants except PM,o. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this 

rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows; HC 10.00, CO 31.10 , NO, 232.82, 

SO2 16.87, and PM 5.05. 

2.51.2 Noise 

The projected increases in train volume on this segment do not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.52 ANGLETON, TEXAS TO BLOOMINGTON, TEXAS 

2.52.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of 3.99 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (216, 

214). AQCR 214 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants. AQCR 216 is 

designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except ozone, The projected increase 

in poli'itant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

14.64, CO 45.52. NO, 340.72, SO2 24.69, and PM 7.39. 
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2.52.2 Noise 

The projected increases in train volume on this segment do not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.53 BIG SANDY, TEXAS TO DALLAS, TEXAS 

2.53.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of 7.2 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (22, 

215). AQCR 22 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants. AQCR 215 is 

designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants except ozone and lead. The projected 

increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as 

follows: HC 24.34, CO 75.68, NO. 566.48, SO2 41.05, and PM 12.28. 

2.53.2 Noise 

The projected increases in train volume on this segment do not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.54 BIG SPRING, TEXAS TO TOYAH, TEXAS 

2.54.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rait segment (refer to Figure 2-8) will experience an increase of 9.8 

trains per day as a result of the UP'SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (218). 

AQCR 218 is designated as attainment for al! criteha pollutants. The projected increase 

in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 

50.44, CO 156.83, NO. 1173.94, SO2 85.06, and PM 25.45. 

2.54.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are nine major communities along this track 

segment. The existing land use conditions are summarized below. 

Toyah, TX: The line runs through the center of town. There are two grade 

crossings. Most of the residences and a churcn are located north of the tracks. 
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Pecos, TX: The line runs through the northern part of the city. There are 

several grade crossings. The land use to the north of the tracks is primarily residential, 

while scuth of the tracks the first row of buildings is prirnarily commercial and industrial 

with residences farther from the tracks. 

Pyote, TX: The line runs through the southern part of town, just to the north 

of 1-20. There sre two grade crossings in town. The majority of the residences and a 

church are north of the tracks. 

Wickett, TX: The line runs through the southern part of the town. US 80 is 

just to the south of the tracks. There are two grade crossings in town. The majonty of the 

land use north of the tracks is residential. Most of the houses are set back over 500 feet 

from the line. 

Monahans, TX: The line runs through the northern part of the town with 

several grade crossings spaced throughout the town. The residences are in the western 

part of town, both north and south of the tracks. 

Odessa. TX: The line runs through the southern part of town, paralleling 1-20 

for most of the way. The juitdings closest to the tracks are primarily industrial, with 

residences set behind this first row of buildings. All the residences are located to the 

south of the tracks, along with a 20-unit apartment building and a church. 

Midland. TX: The line runs through tne southern part of the city. The first 

row of buildings to the north of the tracks are primarily commercial; the first row of 

buildings to the south of the tracks are mostly industrial. The majority of the residences 

are north of the tracks behind the commercial buildings. 

Stanton, TX: The line runs through the center of the town, just south of US 

80, which provides some shielding to the residences north of the tracks. There are 

residences on both sides of the track the length of the town. There are several grade 

crossings throughout the town. 
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Big Spring, TX: There are no residences located near the line or the Big 

Spring yard. There are no grade crossings in the town. 

Noise Assessment: Table 2-17 summarizes the noise increases for this line 

segment. Based on UP/SP rail traffic projections, the post-merger traffic will cause an 

additional 487 residences, one school, and six churches to be exposed to noise levels 

exceeding L ,̂ 65. The majority of the increases are due to horn blowing near grade 

crossings in the affected communities. The receptors in Toyah are split between this ine 

and the line from Sierra Blanca to Toyah (see section 2.63.2). 

TABLE 2-17 

NOISE SUMMARY 
BIG SPRING, TEXAS TO TOYAH, TEXAS (UP) 

Numter of Sensitive Receptors 
Community f^-Merge r Post-Merger 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Toyah, TX 20 0 0 34 0 1 
Pecos. TX 67 0 0 139 0 0 
Pyote, TX 18 0 0 36 0 1 
Wickett, TX 14 0 0 61 0 0 
Monahans, TX 27 0 0 108 0 2 
Odessa, TX 0 0 0 85 0 0 
Midland, TX 0 0 0 90 0 2 I 
Stanton. TX 16 0 0 96 1 0 1 
Big Spring, TX 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 162 0 0 649 1 6 

2.55 DALHART, TEXAS TO EL PASO, TEXAS 

2.55.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-8) will experience an increase of 7.6 

trains per day as i resuit of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and four AQCRs (211, 
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155, 154. 153). AQCRs 211, 154. and 155 are designated as attainment for all criteria 

pollutants. AQCR 153 is designated as attainment for all cnteria pollutants except PM,o, 

CO, and ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 42.80. CO 133.08, NO. 996.18. SO, 72.18, and 

PM 21.60. 

2.55.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.56 DALLAS, TEXAS TO FORT WORTH, TEXAS 

2.56.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of 10.15 

trains per day as a resuit of the UP.'SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (215). 

AQCR 215 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except ozone and lead. 

The projected increase m pollutant emissions on this rai! segment are estimated in tons 

per year, as follows: HC 6.33, CO 19.68, NO. 147.29. SO, 10,67, and PM 3.19. 

2.56.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment wil! cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.57 ;=L PASO, TEXAS TO LORDSBURG, NEW MEXICO 

2.57.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This raii segment (refer to Figu'e 2-2) will experience an increase of 15 40 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two -•ates and two AQCRs (153, 

5'0). AQCR 153 is designated as attainment for al! cnteria pollutants except PM,Q, CO, 

and ozone. AQCR 510 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except PM^Q. 

The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons 

per year as follows: HC 49.54, CO 154.02, NO. 1152.93, SO, 83.54, and PM 25.00. 
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2.57.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.58 FORT WORTH, TEXAS TO BIG SPRING, TEXAS 

2.58.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-8) will experience an increase of 9.01 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and three AQCRs 

(215, 210, 218). AQCRs 210 and 218 are designated as attainment for all critena 

pollutants. AQCR 215 is designated as nonattainment for ali criteria pollutants except 

ozone and lead. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this raii segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows: HC 84.36. CO 262.27, NO, 1963.22, SO2 142.26, 

and PM 42.56. 

2.58.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are a number of communities along this segment 

that could experience increased train noise. The existing land use conditions for each 

community are summarized beiow. 

Big Spring. TX: There are no residences located near the line or the Big 

Spring yard, nor are there any grade crossings in town. 

Sand Spnngs, TX: The line runs north on the outskirts of town. All of the 

residential areas are south of the tracks. 

Coahoma, TX: The line runs through the center of the town, to the north of 

1-20. There are two grade crossings in the town. There are residences on botn sides of 

the tracks, with the majority of the residences to the north. 

Westbrook, TX: The line runs through the southern end of town, just to the 

south of 1-20. 1-20 should provide shielding to the residential areas to the north. There are 

two grade crossings in the town. 
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Colorado City, TX: The line runs through the southern edge of town. There 

is only one grade crossing in the eastern section of the town, near residential areas on 

both sides of the tracks. 

Loraine, TX: The line runs through the northern part of town. There are two 

grade crossings. The land u;>e to the south of the tracks is residential. 

Roscoe, TX: There is only one grade crossing in the center of the town. The 

area just to the south of the line is industrial, with residential land use beyond this area. 

Most of the residences are not near the tracks. 

Sweetwater, TX: The line passes through the center of town. There are two 

grade crossings in the western part of town. There are residential areas on both sides ut 

the tracks. 

Abilene, TX: The line runs through the center of town. There are a number 

of grade crossings. There are residential land uses just west of the city limits. Within the 

city limits, the first row of buildings on both sides of the tracks is commercial, with 

residential land uses beyond the commercial areas. There are several apartment buildings 

along the tracks, including 20-L;nit, 24-unit, 12-unit, and 50-unit apartment buildings. 

There are also two churches in pioximity to the line. 

Clyde. TX; The line runs through the center of the town, between two east-

west roads. There are two grade crossings. There are residences on both sides of the 

tracks. 

Baird, TX; The line bypass the town to the south, and there is only one group 

of residential buildings near the tracks on the western edge of town. There is one grade 

crossing in this area. 

Putnam, TX: The line run through the center of the town just south of i-20. 

There are two grade crossings. The interstate provides some shielding to the buildings 
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to the north of the tracks. There are residences on both sides of the tracks, with the 

majonty to the south. 

Cisco, TX; The line runs along the northern edge of the town, through a 

residential area. There are two grade crossings. 

Eastland, TX: The line mns north of the town through a residential area with 

the majority of the residences south of the tracks. There are three grade crossings. 

Olden. TX; The line runs through the northern edge of this town with only 

a few residences to the south of the tracks. There is one grade crossing. 

Ranger, TX; The line runs through the center of town, just west of US 80. 

There are several grade crossings. US 80 provides some acoustical shielding for 

residences to the east c the tracks. There are residential areas on both sides of the 

tracks throughout the town. 

Strawn, TX; The line passes through the center of the town. There are 

several grade crossings throughout the town. There are residences to the north and the 

south of the tracks. 

Gordon, TX: The line goes through the center of the town. There are a 

number of grade crossings through the town. There are residences scattered on both 

sides of the tracks the length of the town. 

Weatherford, TX: The line runs through the center of town from the 

northwest to the southeast. There are three grade crossings. There are residential areas 

on both sides of the tracks, with the majority of the residences on the southwestern side 

of the tracks. 

Aledo, TX; This is a small community just to the west of Ft. Worth. The line 

runs thr'^'jgh the center of the town. 1 here are two grade crossings. The majority of the 

residences appear to be north of the tracks at the easv end of town. 

71 



Benbrook, TX: This community is a western suburb of Ft. Worth. There are 

several grade crossings on the line. There are residences on both sides of the tracks. 

Ft. Worth, TX: The line runs into the Ft. Worth yard in the western part of 

town. There are no grade crossings. There are some scattered residences on both sides 

of the tracks. 

Noise Assessment: As shown on Table 2-18. based on UP/SP rail traffic 

projections, 1087 additional residences, three additional schools, and 15 additional 

churches W'll be exposed to noise levels exceeding L ,̂ 65. The majority of the impacts in 

all the communities is due to the blowing of horns at grade crossings. 

TABLE 2-18 

NOISE SUMMARY 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS TO BIG SPRING, TEXAS (UP) 

Community 
Numtjer of Sensitive Receotors 

Community Pre-Mergei Post-hrterger Community 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Big Spring. TX 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sand Springs, 
TX 

0 0 0 1 0 0 

Coahoma, TX 44 0 0 90 0 1 
Westbrook. 
TX 

13 0 0 28 0 0 

Colorado City. 
TX 

42 0 2 102 1 4 

Loraine, TX 33 0 1 69 0 1 
Roscoe, TX 6 0 1 19 0 1 1 
Sweetwater. 
TX 

12 0 0 57 0 0 

Abilene. TX 55 1 0 354 1 6 1 
Clyde, TX 52 0 1 85 0 1 1 
Baird. TX 2 0 0 18 0 0 
Putnam, TX 7 0 0 29 0 1 
Cisco, TX 46 0 0 106 0 
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Number of Sensitive Receptors 
Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 
Eastland, TX 25 0 0 75 0 1 
Olden, TX 5 0 0 13 1 0 

iRanger, TX 30 0 1 75 0 1 
jstrawn, TX 19 0 0 44 0 0 
iGordon. TX 24 0 0 69 0 1 
jWeathertord, 
TX 

24 0 0 73 0 

Aledo. TX 24 0 0 75 1 2 1 
Benbrook, TX 40 0 0 105 0 0 1 
Ft. Worth. TX 0 0 0 15 0 0 
TOTAL 503 1 6 1590 4 21 

2.59 ODEM, TEXAS TO CORPUS CHRISTI, TEXAS 

2.59.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will expenence an increase of 155.7% 

(as measured in gross tons) as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one 

AQCR (214). AQCR 214 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The 

proposed increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows; HC 2.74. CO 8.51, NO, 63.66. SO, 4.61. and PM 1.38. 

2.59.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.60 SIERRA BLANCA, TEXAS TO EL PASO, TEXAS 

2.60.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-8) will experience an increase of 5.8 

trains per day as a result of the UP SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (153). 

AQCR 153 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants except PM,^, CO, and 

ozone. The proposed increase in pollutant em.issions on this rail segment are estimated 
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in tons per year, as follows: HC 12.25, CO 38.10, NO, 285.19. SO2 20.66, and PM 6.18. 

2.60.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment does not meet ICC 

analysis thresholds for noise. 

2.61 STRATTFORD, TEXAS TO DALHART, TEXAS 

2.61.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-8) will experience an increase of 8.6 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (211). 

AQCR 211 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The projected increase 

in poliutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows; HC 

5.26, CO 16.36, NO, 122.45, SO, 8.87, and PM 2.65. 

2.61.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: The twc population centers on this segment are 

Stratford and Dalhart. The line passes through the southeast part of Strattord with a 

number of the residences in this part of town. There are three grade crossings within the 

town limits and one grade crossing just east of town. There are nine houses within 200 

feet of the tracks on the north sid& and a number of residences within 400 feet of the tracks 

both to the north and south. In Dalhart, residences on the east side of town are separated 

from tne rail line by approximately 300 to 400 feet. There are only seven houses within 

400 feet north of the tracks on the east end of town. On the west side of Dalhart, there are 

two churches 200 to 250 feet from the tracks, and a grade crossing within 200 feet of six 

houses. 

Noise Assessment: As shown in Table 2-19, the number of receptors in 

Strattord are divided between this segment and the Hutchinson to Strattord segment. Most 

of the noise increase in Dalhart is on the west side of town and due to train horns at the 

grade crossing. 
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TAQLE 2-19 

NOISE SUMMARY 
STRATFORD, TEXAS TO DALHART, TEXAS (SP) 

1 Community 
Number of Sensitive Receptors 

1 Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger 1 1 Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 1 

1 Strattord, TX 18 0 0 33 0 0 
Dalhart. TX 24 0 2 52 0 2 

ITOTAL 42 0 2 85 0 2 1 

2.62 TEXARKANA, TEXAS TO BIG SANDY, TEXAS 

2.62.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-1) will experience an increase of 6.6 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger It crosses one state and one AQCR (22). 

AQCR 22 is designated as attainment for al! cnteria pollutants. The projected increase in 

pollutant emissions on this raii segment are estimated in tons per year, as follows; HC 

27.73, CO S6.22, NO. 645.41, SO2 46.77, and PM 13.99. 

2.62.2 Noise 

The projected increase m tram volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.63 TOYAH, TEXAS TO SIERRA BLANCA, TEXAS 

2.63.1 Air Quality Analysis 

•""his rail segment (refer to Figure 2-8) will expenence an increase of 9.86 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (218, 

153) AQCR 218 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. AQCR 153 is 

designated as nonattainment for all critena pcllutants except PM,o, CO, and ozone. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 36.67. CO 114.00, NO, 853.33, SO, 61.83, and PM 18.50. 
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2.63.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are several communities along this line segment 

that could experience increased train noise. The existing land use conditions for each 

community are summarized below. 

Sierra Blanca. TX: The line passes through the center of the town near to 

residences and churches. There is one grade crossing in the center of the town. The 

closest residences are within 250 to 400 feet of the tracks. 

Van Horn, TX: The line passes through the center of the town. There is one 

grade crossing. The area to the south of the tracks is industrial, with the majority of the 

residences to the north. A church is located 600 to 800 feet from the line. 

Toyah, TX; The line passes through the center of tcwn. There are two grade 

crossings and residences on both sides of the tracks. There is one church located to the 

north of the tracks that is acoustically shielded by some of the residences. 

No:«s3 Assessment: The receptors in Toyah are split between this line 

segment and the segment from Toyah to Big Spnngs. Based on UP'SP rail traffic 

projections, there will be an additional 99 residences and four churches exposed to noise 

exceeding L̂ . 65 due to increased rail traffic. The majority of the increase is due to horn 

blowing at grade crossings. 
TABLE 2-20 

NC:S£ SUMMARY 
TOYAH, TEXAS TO SIERRA BLANCA, TEXAS (UP) 

Number of Sensitive Receptors 

Community Pre-Merger Post-Merger Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Sierra Blanca. 24 0 1 64 0 3 1 
TX 
Van Horn, TX 34 0 0 79 0 1 1 
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Community 
Number of Sensitive Receptors ] 

Community Pre-Merge r Post-Merger Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Toyah, TX 19 0 0 33 0 1 
TOTAL 77 n 1 176 0 5 

2.64 OGDEN, UTAH TO ALAZON, NEVADA 

2.64.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-5) will experience an increase of 10.3 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and three AQCRs 

(220 219, 147). AQCR 219 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants. AQCR 

220 is designated as nonattainment for all cnteria pollutants except SO2, PM, PM10. CO, 

and ozone. AQCR 147 is designated as attainment for ali criteria pollutants except SO2 

and PM. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated 

in tons per year, as follows; HC 56.78, CO 176.52, NO, 1321.33, SO2 95.74, and PM 

28.65. 

2.64.2 Noise 

Affected Land Use: There are a five communities along this segment. The 

existing land use conditions for each community are summarized beiow; 

Ogden. UT: The yard at the termini-s of the line is located in the northwest 

part of Ogden. The line passes through a mainly industrial area north of the yard. There 

are only a few residences to the south of the tracks near a grade crossing. 

Garland, UT: Garland is just to the west of Ogden. It is a residential town 

with several grade crossings through the area. Several residences are located along and 

near the tracks. 

Monteilo, NV; This is a small town near the SP line. The line is to the 

southeast of the town, and State Route 30 is between the town and the tracks. There are 

no grade crossings and al! the residences are to the north of the tracks. 
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Wells, NV; The line runs through the northern part of the town. There are 

several industrial buildings to the south, and a residential area north of the tracks. US 40 

runs just south of the tracks and provides acoustical shielding for residences to the south. 

Alazon, NV; There are no residences in Alazon. 

Noise Assessment: As shewn in Table 2-21. based on UP/SP rail traffic 

projections, there are 32 additional residences, and one addittonal church that are 

expected to be exposed to noise levels exceeding L̂ ^ 65. The majority of the increase is 

due to horn blowing at grade crossings in the affected communities. 

TABLE 2-21 

NOISE SUMMARY 
OGDEN, UTAH TO ALAZON, NEVADA (SP) 

I 
Community 

Number of Sensitive Receptors I 
Community 

Pre-Merger Post-Merger 
I 

Community 
Resid. School Church Resid. School Church 

Ogden, UT 5 0 0 6 0 0 
Garland, UT 38 0 0 63 0 0 
Monteilo, NV 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Wells. NV 63 0 0 69 0 1 
Alazon. NV 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL i06 0 0 138 0 1 \ 

2.65 PROVO, UTAH TO LYNNDYL, UTAH 

2.65.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-5) will experience an increase of 3.0 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (220, 

219). AQCR 219 is designated as attainm.ent for all criteria pollutants. AQCR 220 is 

designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except SO,, PM, PMio, CO, and ozone. 
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The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons 

per year, as follows: HC 11.24, CO 39.94, NO, 261.54, SO218.95, and PM 5.67. 

2.65.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.66 OAK CREEK, WISCONSIN TO ST. FRANCIS, WISCONSIN 

2.66.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-6) will experience an increase of 153.3% 

(as measured in gross tons) as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one 

AQCR (239). AQCR 239 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except PM 

and ozone. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are 

estimated in tons per year, as follows; HC 0.08, CO 0.26, NO, 1.97, SO2 0.14, and PM 

0.04. 

2.66.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant, 

2.67 CHEYENNE, WYOMING TO RAWLINS, WYOMING 

2.67.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-5) wil! experience an increase of 7.0 

trains per day as a resuit of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and two AQCRs (242, 

243). AQCR 242 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. AQCR 243 is 

designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except PM and PMK,. The projected 

increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per year, as 

follows; HC 39.25. CO 122.04, NO, 913.51, SO2 66.19, and PM 19.80. 
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2.67.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.68 GRANGER, WYOMING TO OGDEN, UTAH 

2.68.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-5) will experience an increase of 3.8 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses two states and three AQCRs 

(243, 220, 219). AQCR 219 is designated as attainment for all chtena pollutants. AQCR 

220 is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants except SO2, PM, PM,o, CO, and 

ozone. AQCR 243 is designated as attainment for all cnteria pollutants except PM and 

PM,o. The projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in 

tons per year, as follows: HC 20.57, CO 63.94, NO, 478.61, SO2 34.68, and PM 10.38. 

2.68.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

2.69 GREEN RIVER, WYOMING TO GRANGER, WYOMING 

2.69.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rail segment (refer to Figure 2-5) will experience an increase of 6.7 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (243). 

AQCR 243 is designated as attainment for al! chtena pollutants except PM and PM^ .̂ Tho 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows: HC 6.96. CO 21.64, NO. 162.01. SO211 74. and PM 3.51. 

2.69.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 
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2.70 RAWLINS, VmrOMlNG TO GREEN RIVER, WYOMING 

2.70.1 Air Quality Analysis 

This rai! segment (refer to Figure 2-5) will experience an increase of 6.7 

trains per day as a result of the UP/SP merger. It crosses one state and one AQCR (243). 

AQCR 243 is designated as attainment for all criteha pollutants except PM and PM,o. The 

projected increase in pollutant emissions on this rail segment are estimated in tons per 

year, as follows; HC 30.65. CO 95.30, NO, 713.37, SO2 51.69. and PM 15.47. 

2.70.2 Noise 

The projected increase in train volume on this segment will cause less than 

a 2 decibel increase, which is considered insignificant. 

TABLE 2-22 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMISSION CHANGES 

S«gmem 0119m Qtigntdm 
AOCfl 

AtlBHT-

Statue 
ptt 

QroBS 
Tcfttpm S«gmem 0119m Qtigntdm 

AOCfl 

AtlBHT-

Statue Day 
dmttge 

y«ar 
Ctwi9« HC CO 

Bnnkley AR Pine Blufi AR 8 70 23 -7 28 81 89 59 670 CO 4859 14 54 

20 A 18 44 5734 429 19 31 10 9 3 0 

16 A •0 37 32 25 241 42 17 49 5 23 1 
Fair Oaks AR Bnnkley AR 10 30 20 25 922 28 67 214 62 :5 55 4 65 j 

20 A 9 22 28 67 21462 15 55 4 65 I 
Pai-agouk) AR Fair Oaks AR 8 30 143- •7 30 53 77 402 50 29 17 a 73 1 

20 A •7 30 53 77 402 50 29 ' 7 3 73 j 
Cochise AZ Tucson A2 15 10 16 43 22 45 69 79 522 41 37 85 11 33 1 

50- NA 11 22 34 90 26 ' 21 18 C3 5 66 1 
502 NA - 22 34 90 261 2- 18 93 566 1 

Picacho AZ Yuma AZ 1340 1373 46 82 151 79 1136 18 82 33 24 6.3 1 
506 NA •- 23 34 9^ 261 32 18 94 567 1 
504 NA -7 09 53 ' 3 397.66 28 82 8 62 J 
503 NA 20 99 65 27 4aj65 35 40 10 59 1 
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TABLE 2-22 (Con'd) 

RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMISSION CHANGES 

0«sftne&Hi AQCn 

AtlBin-
ment per 

j Gross 

• 0«sftne&Hi AQCn 
Static Day 1 Veer 

1 Qittm HC CO SO, PM 

1 Tucson A2 1 .-«io,iO AZ 1570 22 97 20 12 62 55 468 18 33 92 10 15 

1 502 NA 1 ' 27 35.03 262.18 1900 563 

605 NA 8 85 27 52 206 00 14 93 4 47 

, Vuma A2 West Collon 
CA 

n 10 14 16 48 36 •50 37 1125 58 81 56 24 40 
West Collon 
CA 

503 NA 0 IS 0 45 338 024 0.07 

33 NA 41 93 130.37 975 88 70 71 21 16 

24 NA 629 19.55 146 33 1060 3 17 

Wesi Collon 
CA 

Palmdale CA 
(via Hiland) 

390 928 13.00 40 43 302.63 21 93 6 56 1 Palmdale CA 
(via Hiland) 

24 NA lOOi 31 13 233 03 16 89 5 05 y 
33 NA 299 9 30 69 61 504 1 5i 1 

Dunsmuir CA Klamath Falls 
OR 

5 20 3 09 574 •784 133 52 967 2 89 j 
Klamath Falls 
OR 

28 NA 0 03 O i l 080 006 0 02 

27 A 4 6 - 14 34 107 35 7 78 2 33 

190 NA • 09 3 39 25 37 1.84 0 55 

Roseville CA Marysville CA 3 50 2 -5 • 28 3 98 29 80 2 16 0 55 

508 NA 0 8- 2 5- 18 77 1 36 0 41 

28 NA 0 47 • 47 1- 03 0 80 024 1 
Slauson Jet GA Long Beach CA 3 60 -6 54 1 60 -4 99 37 32 -2.70 08' 1 

24 NA -1 60 4 99 -37 32 -2 70 -0 81 

Stockton 
Lathinp CA 

Martinez CA 
(via Mococoi 

400 3,66 308 957 71 6 1 5 19 1 55 
Stockton 
Lathinp CA 

3 1 NA ' 48 4 59 34 38 2.49 0 75 

30 NA 1 60 497 37 24 2 70 081 

Stockton 
Lathrop CA 

Sacramento CA 428 17 89 1 4 4 1 44 82 335 47 2431 7 27 
Stockton 
Lathrop CA 

31 NA 7 93 24 65 i845^ 13 37 400 

23 NA 6 49 20 17 •50 96 10 94 3 27 

Bond CO Dotsero CO 6 10 •9 23 •280 39 80 297 86 21 58 6 46 1 
35 NA 1280 39 80 1 297 a t 21 58 546 1 
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TABLE 2-22 (Con'd) 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMISSION CHANGES 

tOain-
msm 

I rmt t t 
pet 
Day 

Tons p«r 
yaw 

^.triSB 
S«gm«« Origan Bsgrmtt 

AQCfl 
Status 

I rmt t t 
pet 
Day 

Tons p«r 
yaw 

^.triSB 
HC CO MO, SO, m 

Denver CO Cheyenne WY 4 86 1656 30 45 94 68 708 71 5- 35 '5 36 

242 A 396 12 31 92 13 668 200 

37 NA 21 32 66 28 496 10 35 95 10 76 

36 NA 5 18 16 10 120 48 8 73 261 

Denver CO Bond CO 6 70 19.27 42 87 133 28 997 62 72 29 21 63 

36 NA 15 43 47 98 359 14 26 02 7 79 

40 NA 24 43 75 97 568 64 41 20 12 33 

35 NA 300 9 33 69 83 560 1 51 

Calllomia Jet 
IA 

Fremont NE 8 54 16 18 8 79 27 32 204 47 1482 4 43 Calllomia Jet 
IA 

93 A 1 32 4 10 30 67 222 0 66 1 

146 A 7.47 23 22 173.80 1259 377 1 

Clinton IA Beverly IA 5.10 780 '1 07 34.41 257 55 18.66 5 58 1 

69 NA 398 12 39 9272 672 2 01 

91 A 1 55 482 36 06 261 0 78 

83 A 5 53 17.20 •28 77 9 33 2.79 

Missoun Valley 
IA 

California Jet 
IA 

850 17 03 1 79 556 41 65 302 C90 Missoun Valley 
IA 

California Jet 
IA 

93 A 1 79 556 41 65 302 0 9 0 

Buda IL Galesburg IL 644 6 21 468 14 54 108 85 7 89 2.36 

71 NA 0 98 3.05 22 86 1 66 O.-V) 

69 NA 1 45 4 51 33 74 2 45 0 73 

65 A 2 25 6 98 52.25 79 1 13 

Chicago IL Villa Grove IL 3 01 6 66 14 82 46 07 344 84 24 99 7 48 

67 NA 489 15 20 113.80 8 2 5 2.47 

66 A 9 93 .W87 231 05 16 74 5 01 

Chicago-
Proviso IL 

West Chicago 
IL 

14 10 22 01 5 78 17 98 134 58 9 75 292 

67 NA 5 78 •7 98 134 58 975 2 92 

Geneva IL Nelsen II 14 10 22 01 26 60 82 71 61908 44 86 1342 

67 NA 5 32 1654 123 82 897 268 

73 A 11 17 34 74 260 02 1884 564 

1 71 NA 10.11 31 43 235 25 17 05 5.10 
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TABLE 2-22 (Con d) 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMISSION CHANGES 

Otibrtekm AOC« 

T r w i B 
pet 
Day 

O n » 3 
Tonsper 

Ywr 
Otibrtekm AOC« 

T r w i B 
pet 
Day 

O n » 3 
Tonsper 

Ywr 
H C C O N O , SO, P M 

Nelson IL Cl inton IA 4 0 0 7 2 5 4 32 13 42 • 0 0 48 7 2 8 2 18 Ne lson IL Cl inton IA 

69 N A 4 14 • 2 89 96 46 6 9 9 2 09 

Ne lson IL Cl inton IA 

71 N A 0 17 0 54 4 02 0 2 9 0 0 9 

Nelscxi IL Buda IL lO 14 13 66 8 14 25 29 139 33 13 72 4 10 Nelscxi IL Buda IL 

71 N A 8 14 2 5 2 9 189 33 13 72 4 10 

West Ch icago 
IL 

Geneva IL 14 10 2 2 ^ - 2 31 7 ' 9 53 83 3 9 0 1 17 West Ch icago 
IL 

Geneva IL 

67 N A 2 3^ 7 19 53 83 3 9 0 1,17 

Henngton KS Lost Spnng f 

KS 
1 0 2 9 27.21 3 10 9 63 7 2 0 9 5 2 2 1 56 Henngton KS Lost Spnng f 

KS 

96 A 2 32 7 2 2 54 07 3 9 2 1 17 

Henngton KS Lost Spnng f 

KS 

99 A 0 77 2 4 1 18 02 1 31 0 39 

Hutch inson KS Stratt tord TX 8 8 0 5 55 26 64 82 82 6 1 9 9 0 44 92 13 44 1 Hutch inson KS Stratt tord TX 

99 A 3 20 9 9 4 74 39 5 39 1 61 1 

Hutch inson KS Stratt tord TX 

100 A 15 45 48 03 359 54 26 05 779 1 

Hutch inson KS Stratt tord TX 

187 A 6 13 19 05 142 58 10 33 3 09 1 

Hutch inson KS Stratt tord TX 

2 ' - A 1 86 5 80 43 39 3 14 0 94 1 

Lost Spnn ie 
KS 

Wich i ta KS 9 9 6 22 58 25 43 79 06 591 32 4 2 8 8 1 2 8 3 Lost Spnn ie 
KS 

Wich i ta KS 

99 A 25 43 79 06 5 9 ' 82 42 88 • 2 83 

Marysvi l ie KS Valley NE 2 0 0 • 86 4 36 • 3 55 101 45 7 35 220 1 Marysvi l ie KS Valley NE 

85 NA 0 0 4 0 14 1 0^ 0.07 0 02 j 

Marysvi l ie KS 

' 4 6 A 1 09 3 39 25 36 - 84 0 55 1 

Marysvi l ie KS 

145 A 2 92 9 0 8 67 97 4 93 1 47 1 

Marysvi l ie KS 

96 A 0 3- 0 95 7 10 0 51 0 15 

Oak iey KS Denve CO 6 8 6 • 4 95 68 6- 213 32 1596 80 • 1 5 7 1 34 6 2 Oak iey KS 

97 A 1 9 9 0 6- 86 463 07 33 55 • 0 0 4 

Oak iey KS 

34 N A 33 62 104 53 782 43 56.70 1 6 9 6 

Oak iey KS 

36 N A 1 5 0 9 46 93 351 30 25 46 7 62 

Sai ina KS Oakley KS 6 0 0 • 4 94 49 98 155 38 • 1 6 3 07 84.28 25 22 Sai ina KS 

96 A • 3 9 9 4 3 5 1 325 66 23 60 7 0 6 

Sai ina KS 

97 A 35 98 • • • 8 7 837 41 6 0 68 18 15 
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SUMMARY OF 

TABLE 2-22 (Con'd) 

RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMISSION CHANGES 

1 Swjmemoiw 
| ~ 

Btgrrtott Aite<»»tt 
A O C R 

mere per 
j Grt»9 

Tonspw 1 Swjmemoiw 
| ~ 

Btgrrtott Aite<»»tt 
A O C R 

y«wr 
&tmiQB 

HC CO N O , P M 

Wich i ta KS Ch ickasha OK 7 43 20 18 67 88 211 05 1 5 7 9 7 7 114 47 34 25 

99 A 17 65 54 87 410.74 29 76 8 9 0 

185 A 2 3 7 6 73 87 552 92 40 07 11 9 9 

184 A 2 6 4 7 82 3- 616 11 44 64 13 36 

l owa Jet LA Baumont TX 11 30 22 07 28 99 90 14 674 75 48 8 9 14 63 

106 NA 28 99 90 14 674.75 48 89 - 4 63 

I j von ia LA K inder LA 1 57 8 6 6 11 59 36 04 269 79 1 9 5 5 5 85 

106 NA 11 59 36 04 269.79 19 55 5 15 

Shrevepor t LA L u f k i p T X 3 2 0 0 4 4 0 8 9 2 7 8 2 C 8 1 1 51 C 4 5 

22 A 0 32 1 00 7 49 0 54 0,16 1 
106 NA 0 5 7 - 78 1 3 3 2 0 9 6 0 29 j 

1 Dexter Jet M O Paragould AR 6 30 •2 15 1 4 6 8 45 66 .341 75 24 76 7 41 { 
136 NA 6 9 0 21 46 160 62 11 64 3 48 1 
20 A 1-78 24 20 181 13 13.12 3 93 1 

Lordsburg N M Coch ise A 7 14 60 1 4 4 7 2 - 54 56 98 501 38 36 33 10.87 1 
510 NA •6 -6 50 24 376 04 27 25 815 1 
50- NA 5 39 16 75 125 35 9 08 2 72 1 

Sparks NV Rosevil le CA 9 0 0 ' 3 59 33 09 102 87 770 04 55 80 16 69 1 
• 4 8 NA 2 65 8 23 61 60 4 4 6 1 34 1 
508 NA 30 44 94 64 708 44 5- 33 1 5 3 6 

1 W i n n e m u c c a 
N V 

Spar l is NV •c -0 :4 40 44 14 1 3 7 2 4 • 0 2 7 2 6 74 44 22 .27 

147 NA 33 11 102 93 770 45 55 83 16 70 

148 NA • • 04 3 4 3 1 256 82 1 8 6 1 5 57 

Ch ickasha OK Fort Wor th TX 6 57 20 14 62 67 •94 36 1458 6 0 105 6 9 3- 62 

184 A •0 65 33 13 247 96 1 7 9 7 5 3 8 

189 A 20 68 64 30 48 " 34 34 88 10 44 

210 A 1 0 6 5 33 13 247 96 17 97 5 3 8 

215 NA 20 68 64 30 481 34 34 8 8 10 44 
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TABLE 2-22 (Con'd) 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMISSION CHANGES 

Otttittakm AOCR 

M$ijt- Trame 

pm 

Qmpgt 

Tone par 

Veer 

ChanoB Otttittakm AOCR 

M$ijt- Trame 

pm 

Qmpgt 

Tone par 

Veer 

ChanoB 
HC CO m t t 

169 34 

PM 

Chemul t OR fcugene O R 5 2 0 3 35 7.28 22 62 

m t t 

169 34 12 27 3 67 Chemul t OR fcugene O R 

190 NA 1 96 6 11 45 72 3 3 1 0 9 9 

Chemul t OR fcugene O R 

193 NA 5 3 1 16 51 123.61 8 9 6 2 6 8 

Eugene OR Port land O P 5 20 • 0 18 22 11 68 74 5 1 4 5 8 37 29 1 - 16 Eugene OR Port land O P 

193 NA 22 1 < 6 8 7 4 514 58 37 29 11 16 1 

Klamath Falls 
O R 

Chemul t OR 6 10 3 56 4 61 1 4 3 5 107 39 7 78 2 33 1 Klamath Falls 
O R 

Chemul t OR 

190 NA 4 6^ 14 35 107 39 7 78 2 33 j 

O r e o o n Trk Jet 

OR" 
Port land OR 3 02 3 3 6 4 99 - 5 52 • 1 6 17 S 42 2 52 j O r e o o n Trk Jet 

OR" 
Port land OR 

190 NA 3 05 9 47 70 87 5 14 1.54 j 

O r e o o n Trk Jet 

OR" 
Port land OR 

•93 NA • 95 6 05 45 3^ 3 2 8 0 98 1 
Por land OR Seatt le W A 3 5 3 3 07 1 0 0 0 3 ' 10 232 82 16 87 5 05 1 Por land OR Seatt le W A 

•93 NA 5 0 0 • 5 55 1 1 6 4 1 8 4 4 2 52 1 

Por land OR Seatt le W A 

228 NA • 10 3 42 25 61 1 8 6 0 56 1 

Por land OR Seatt le W A 

229 NA 3 9 0 • 2 13 90 80 6 5 8 1 9 7 

Angle ton TX Bioomington TX 3 99 8 28 •4 64 45 52 340 72 24 69 7 39 1 Angle ton TX Bioomington TX 

216 NA 8 34 25 95 194 21 1 4 0 7 4 21 1 

Angle ton TX Bioomington TX 

2^4 A 6 3 0 • 9 57 146 51 10 62 3 18 ] 

1 B;g Sandy TX Dallas TX 7 20 ' 4 •S 24 34 75 68 5 ' i6 48 41 05 12 28 1 1 B;g Sandy TX Dallas TX 

22 A • 2 9 0 40 11 300 23 21 76 6Si J 

1 B;g Sandy TX Dallas TX 

2 - 5 NA ' • 44 35 57 266 24 • 9 2 9 5 7 7 

1 Big Spnng TX Toyah TX 9 8 6 •8 95 50 44 156 83 1 ' 7 3 94 85 06 25 45 1 Big Spnng TX Toyah TX 

218 A 50 44 156 83 T 7 3 94 85 06 25 45 

1 Da ihan TX El Paso T X • •60 5 75 42 80 • 3 3 08 996 ' 8 72 18 21 6 0 1 Da ihan TX El Paso T X 

211 A 3 42 1 0 6 5 79 6 9 5 77 1 73 

1 Da ihan TX 

•55 A 7 70 23 95 • 7 9 3 ' 1 2 9 9 3 89 

1 Da ihan TX 

• 5 4 A • • 99 37 26 278 93 20 21 6 05 j 

1 Da ihan TX 

• 5 3 NA • 9 69 61 22 458 24 33 20 9 . 

Dal las T X Fort W o n h TX • 0 • s 1^ 4^^ 6 33 19 68 • 4 7 29 - 0 67 3 19 1 Dal las T X 

2 - 5 NA 6 33 1 9 6 8 147 29 1 0 6 7 3 - 9 
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TABLE 2-22 (Con'd) 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMiSS.v. V CHANGES 

v^tfiiOttOr^ 

AOCR 

raent 
Status 

Trame 
per 
Day 

Ctw«iga 

Grass 
J o m par 

v^tfiiOttOr^ 

AOCR 

raent 
Status 

Trame 
per 
Day 

Ctw«iga 
Yeer 

Changs 
HC CO N O , SO, PtA 

El Paso TX Lordsburg NM 15 40 i 9 v 49 54 154 02 1152 93 83 54 25 00 El Paso TX Lordsburg NM 

153 NA 18 33 56 99 426 58 3091 9 25 

El Paso TX Lordsburg NM 

510 NA 31 2 97 04 726 35 62 63 15 75 

Fort Worth TX Big Spnng TX 9 01 1800 84 36 26227 1963 22 142 26 4256 Big Spnng TX 

215 NA 27 34 86 55 647 86 46 94 14 05 

Big Spnng TX 

210 A 48 93 152 12 1138 67 8251 24 69 

Big Spnng TX 

218 A 7 59 23 60 1 76.69 1280 3 83 

Odem TX Corpus Chnsti 
TX 

• 50 908 2 74 6.51 63 66 4 61 1 38 Odem TX Corpus Chnsti 
TX 

214 A 274 851 63 66 4 61 1 38 

Sierra Blanca El Paso TX 580 7 95 12 25 38 10 285 19 2C 66 6 18 El Paso TX 

153 NA 1225 38 10 285 19 2f 66 6 18 1 

Strattford TX Daihan TX 86C 9 69 526 16 36 122 45 8 87 2 65 1 Strattford TX Daihan TX 

211 A 526 18 36 122 45 887 2 65 1 

Texar1<ana TX Big Sandy TX 660 1466 27.73 86 22 64541 46 77 13 99 1 Texar1<ana TX Big Sandy TX 

22 A 27 73 8'5 22 645 4^ 46 77 13 99 1 

Toyah TX Sierra Blanca 
TX 

9 86 19 08 36 67 1140C 853 33 61 83 13 50 11 Toyah TX Sierra Blanca 
TX 

218 A 9 17 23 50 213.33 15 46 4 62 1 

Toyah TX Sierra Blanca 
TX 

153 NA 27 50 85 50 640 00 46 37 13 87 1 

Ogden UT Alazon NV -C 30 •821 56 78 176 52 1321 33 96 74 28 o5 1 Ogden UT Alazon NV 

220 NA 454 •4 12 105 71 766 229 1 

Ogden UT Alazon NV 

219 A 3^ 79 98 85 739 94 53.62 1604 1 

Ogden UT Alazon NV 

147 NA 20 44 63 55 475 68 34 47 10 31 I 

Provo UT Lynndyl U"r 300 7 37 •• 24 39 94 261 54 •8 95 5 67 I Provo UT Lynndyl U"r 

220 U\ 3 9? •2 23 91 54 6 63 1 98 1 

Provo UT Lynndyl U"r 

219 7 30 22 7^ 170 00 •2 32 3 69 

Oak Creek WI St Francis W! -0 86 0 69 0 08 026 1 97 0 14 004 Oak Creek WI St Francis W! 

239 NA 0 08 0 26 1 97 0 14 004 

1 

Rawlins WY 1303 39 25 •22 04 91351 66 19 1980 

1 

Rawlins WY 

242 A 24 73 76 88 575.51 41 70 12 48 

1 

Rawlins WY 

243 •4 52 45 ' 5 338 00 2449 7 33 
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TABLE 2-22 (Con'd) 

SUMMARY OF RAIL LINE SEGMENT EMISSION CHANGES 

NOTES; 

Emission Factors (lb/1000 gallons diese! fuel); 

Pollutant 
HC 
CO 
Nox 
S02 
PM 

Emission Factor 
22 
68.4 

512 
37.1 
11.1 

Emission Factors adapted from "Locomotive Emission Study," Booz Allen 
& Hamilton, January 1991. 

Fuel efficiency 
factor 

628 (gross ton miles/gallon) 

jSagrnertOrij^t 
Qte/^ti^fstt AOCR 

A t t ^ 
ment 

Status 

Trawfi 
pm 

Omgt 

Tompar 
¥«er 

Chungs 
jSagrnertOrij^t 

Qte/^ti^fstt AOCR 

A t t ^ 
ment 

Status 

Trawfi 
pm 

Omgt 

Tompar 
¥«er 

Chungs HC CO SO, 

Granger WY Ogden UT 38,5 809 20 57 63 94 478 61 34 68 lU 3fc 
Granger WY Ogden UT 

243 NA 11 31 35 17 26324 19 07 571 

Granger WY Ogden UT 

220 NA 1 44 4 48 33 50 243 0 73 

Granger WY Ogden UT 

219 A 781 24 30 181 87 13 18 3S4 

Green River 
WY 

Granger WY 6 73 13 29 696 21 64 162.01 11.74 3 51 Green River 
WY 

Granger WY 

243 NA $ 9f 21.64 162 01 11 74 3 51 

Rawlings WY Green River 
WY 

6 72 1304 30 65 95 30 71337 51 69 i5 47 Rawlings WY 

243 NA 30 65 95 30 713 37 51 69 1647 
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TABLE 2-23 

NOISE ASSESSMENT FOR RAIL SEGMENTS 

1 ^ 

4i 

Rail Seament Number of S«nsKive Receptors* 

O i g i n 
Miles 

Pre-Merger 
Post-

Merger 
Increase 

Bnnklev AR Pine Bluff AR 71.0 * • 

Fair Oaks AR Bnnkley AR 26.0 114 210 96 

Paraqould AR Fair Oaks AR 69.0 232 341 109 

Cochise AZ TuCSOn AZ 780 •• *• * • 

Picacho AZ Yuma AZ 203.0 • • ** * * 

Tucson AZ Picacho AZ 50.0 225 522 297 

Yuma AZ West Colton CA 195.0 *• ** * • 

Stockton;Lathrop CA Martinez CA 48.0 0.00 622 622 

Bond CO Dotsero CO 38.0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

California Jet IA Fremont NE 31.0 >• * • * * 

Missoun Vaiiey IA California Jet. IA 6.0 •• • • • * 

Chicaqo-Proviso IL West Chicaqo IL 15.0 *• * * 

Geneva l l . Nelson IL 69.0 •* • * 

Nelson I I Buda IL 34.0 65 182 117 

West Chicago IL Geneva IL 6.0 •* « • 

Hennqton KS Lost Springs KS 6.5 000 58 58 

Hutchinson KS Stratford TX 274 0 524 914 390 

Lost Spnnq.i KS Wichita KS 64.3 0,00 191 191 

Marysville KS Vaiiey NE 134.0 115 334 219 

Oakley KS Denver CO 262.0 50 249 199 

Sauna KS Oakley KS 191 0 144 488 344 

Wichita KS Chickasha OK 192.0 361 696 335 

lowa Jet LA Beaumont TX 75.0 871 1384 513 

LordsbLrg NM Cochis i AZ 85.0 •* • • 

Sparks NV Roseville CA 139.0 651 1143 492 

Winnemucca NV Sparks NV 175.0 101 251 150 

Chickasha OK Fort Worth TX 177.7 135 260 125 

Biq Spnnq TX Toyah TX 152.0 162 656 494 

Dallas TX Fort Worth TX 31,5 ** • * • * 

El Paso TX Lordsburg N\A 148,0 • * * * 

Fort Wor^.h TX Biq Spnng TX 267.5 510 1615 1105 

Oaem TX Corpus Chnsti TX 17.2 * * * * 

Stratford 1 A DaihartTX 31,0 44 87 43 

Texarkana TX Big Sandy TX 108 0 ** *• 

Toyah TX Sierra Blanca TX 109 7 78 181 103 

loc ;den UT Alazon NV 178.0 106 139 33 

Oak Creek WI St. Francis WI 7.0 *• " * * * u 

TOTAL 4,488 10,523 6,035 1 

Notes: 
' L,. exceeds 65 dB 
" Less than a 2 dBA 

A at noise sensrtive receptors (res 
nerease in noise exposure 

idences, schools and churches). 
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Figure 2-1 
Rail Line Segments and AQCR Status 

Arkansas, Louis jna, Oklahoma, Texas 

^ R X T ^ ' ' 3 B ^ ^ 

^•"IVONIA LA S. 

lOWVAJCTLA 773^^'''^ 

7S^. • 

LEGEND 

• Nodes 
Rail Unes 
AQCR Boundary 
State Border 
County Boundaiy 
PSD Class I Area 

AQCR status 

BAttainment 
Non-Attainment 

Seoment 
% of Segment 

Seoment JtCtCB. .WVrthin Ri»(jir)n 
Dexter Jet, to Paraoould 13B 47 

20 £3 
Paiagouldto Fairoaks 20 100 
Fairoaks to Brinkley 20 100 
Brinkley to Pine BItjff 20 64 

16 36 
Shreveport to LuTldn 22 36 

106 64 
Texarkana to Big Sandy 22 100 
Big Sandy to Dallas 22 S3 

215 47 
lowa Jet to Beaumont 106 100 
Dallas to Ft Worth 215 100 
Chikasha to Ft Worth 1S4 17 

189 33 
210 17 
215 33 

Livonia to Kinder 106 100 
Odem to Corpus Chnst) 214 100 
Angleton tc Bioomington 216 57 

214 43 

N 
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Figure 2 2 
Rail Line Segments and AQCR Status 

Arizona, New Mexico 

S7 < 

LEGEND 

• Nodes 
/ \ / Rai\ Lines 
r i AQCR Boundary 
t : state Border 

County Boundary 
[ 3 3 PSD Class I Area 
AQCR Status 

BAttainment 
Non-Attainrr;"nt 

Segment Anr.R Jfi/Jthia 

El Paso to Lordsburg 153 37 
510 63 

Lordsburg to Cochise 510 75 
501 25 

Coctiise to Tuscon 501 50 
502 50 

Tuscon to Picacho 502 56 
505 44 

pfcacho to /uma 505 23 
504 35 
503 42 

% of Segment 
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Figure 2-3 
Rail Line Segments anr* AQCR Status 

Califomia (Southern) 

L E G E N D 

Nodes 
Rail Lines 
AQCR Boundary 
State Border 
County Boundary 

r n PSD Class I Area 
AQCR Status 

BAttainment 
Non-Attainment 

fjftfjmairtt 

Yuma to West Colton 

Los Angeles to Slauson Jet 
Slauson Jet to Long Beach 
West Colton to Palmdale 

503 
33 
24 
24 
24 
24 
33 

% of Segment 

0.3 
86.7 
13 

100 
100 
77 
23 

N 

92 
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Figure 2-4 
Rail Line Segments and AQCR Status 

Califomia (Northern). Nevada, Oregon, Washington 

^<3i7—-^f 227 

3^0 
IMARTIN, 

NILES JC 
OAKLAND 

L E G E N D 

• Nodes 
A / R a i l Lineii 
1 1 AQCR Boundary 
[ 3 3 . state Bordei 

County Boundary 
[ i PSD Class I Area 
AQCR Status 

I Attainment 
J Non-Attainment 

Segment 
Sparks to Roseville 

Roseville to Sacramento 

StccWon/Lalhrop to Martinez 

Stockton to Sacfamento 

Martinez to Oakland 
Roseville to Marysville 

Marysville to Dunsmuir 
Dunsmuir to Klamath Falls 

Klamath Falls to Chemult 
Chemult to Eugene 

Eugene to Portland 
Portland to Seattle 

Oregon Track Jet to Portland 

Winnemucca to Sparks 

Niles Jet to Oakland 

93 

V of Segment 
AQCR Within Reoton 
14B B 
SOB 92 
508 22 
28 7B 
31 48 
30 52 
31 55 
28 45 
30 100 
50B 63 
28 37 
26 100 
28 06 
27 80 4 
190 16 
190 100 
190 27 
193 73 
193 100 
193 50 
228 11 
229 39 
190 61 
193 30 
147 7S 
148 25 
30 100 

N 



Figure 2-5 
Rail Line Segments and AQCR Status 

Colorado, Nevada, Utah, Wyoming 

t3 
\ 

'31 
3» '77 \ 

500 
503 / 

< ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ - ^ 506 

LF^GEND 

• Nodes 
A / R a i l Lines 
r i AQCR Boundary 
r State Border 

County Boundary 
r I PSD Class I Area 
AQCR Status 

SAttainment 
Non-Attainment 

fiapm».n' 
% of Segment 

fiapm».n' Anr .p WVithin R«[j inn 
Denver to j ond 36 36 

40 57 
35 7 

Bond to Dotsero 35 100 
Cheyenne to Rawlir.s 242 63 

243 37 
Green River to Granger 243 100 
Rawlins to Green River 243 100 
Denver to Cheyenne 242 13 

37 70 
36 17 

Granger to Ogden 243 55 
218 38 
220 7 

Ogden to Alazon 220 8 
219 £6 
147 36 

Provo to Lyrndyl 220 35 
219 65 

94 



Figure 2-6 
Rail Line Segments and AQCR Status 

Illinois, lowa, Kansas, Nebraska 

LEGEND 
• Nodes 

A / R a i l Lines 
I I AQCR Boundary 
: ; state Border 

County Boundary 
PSD Class I Area 

AQCR status 
Attainment 
Non-Attainment 

Proviso to West Chicago 
West Chicago to Geneva 
Geneva to Nelson 

Nelson to Clinton 

Clinton to Beverly 

Nelson to Buda 
M«;souri Vaiiey tc Cai Jet 
Cai, Jet, to Fremont 

St Francis to Oak Creek 
Buda to Galesberg 

Chicago to Villa Grove 

Marysville to Vaiiey 

AQ,r.R 
67 
67 
67 
73 
71 
71 
69 
69 
91 
BB 
71 
93 
93 
146 
239 
71 
69 
55 
67 
86 
85 
146 
145 
95 

% of Segment 
Within Rrginn 

100 
100 
20 
42 
38 
4 
96 
36 
14 
50 
100 
100 
15 
85 
100 
21 
31 
48 
33 
67 
1 

25 
67 
7 
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Figure 2-7 
Rail Line Segments and AQCR Status 

Colorado. Kansas, Oklahoma. Texas (Northern) 

L E G E N D 

• Nodes 
A / R a i l Lines 
1 . 1 AQCR Boundary 
[ ' J State Border 

County Boundary 
r i PSD Class I Area 
AQCR Status 

Attainment 
Non-Attainment 

Witchita to Chickasha 

Oakley to Denver 

Salina to Oaktey 

Herington i Lost Rprings 

Lost Sp J t to Witchita 
Hutchinson to Strattford 

AQr.B, 
99 
185 
184 
97 
34 
36 
96 
97 
96 
99 
99 
99 
100 
187 
211 

% of Segment 
Within Rraiiaa. 

26 
35 
39 
29 
40 
22 
28 
72 
75 
25 
100 
12 
58 
23 
7 

N 
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Figure 2-8 
Rail Line Segments and AQCR Status 

New Mexico, Oklahoma (Western), Texas (Western) 

LEGEND 
• Nodes 

Rail Lines 
AQCR Boundary 
State Border 
County Boijndary 

I I PSD Class 1 Area 
AQCR Status 

Attainment 
Non-AKainment 

RttQmnr\1 

Sierra Bianca to El Paso 
Strattford to Dalhart 
Dalhart to El ^asd 

Big Spring to Toyan 
Toyah to Sierra Blanca 

Ft Worth to Big Spring 

Anr.R 
% of Segment 
Within R*(jinn 

153 100 
211 100 
211 B 
155 IB 
154 28 
153 46 
21B 100 
218 25 
153 75 
215 33 
210 58 
218 8 
211 8 

N 
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3.0 MITIGATION 

3.1 AIR QUALITY 

The air emissions which have been calculated for each of the AQCRs from 

increases in train activity are from diesei locomotives operating on these line segments. 

Calculations were made on tue basis of a 1991 study which calculated emission factors 

for pounds of HC, CO, NOx, SO2 and PM per 1000 gallons of diesei fuel. These factors 

will change as improvements in locomotive fuel efficiency and controls are implemented. 

Changes in emission regulations, under the Clean Air Act currently under consideration, 

if implemented, will require significant reductions in emission factors for some criteria 

pollutants, most notably NO .̂ UP/SP continues to study ways to reduce emissions and 

intends to work with all aporopriate agencies as well as locomotive builders to reduce air 

emissions from locomotives. 

3.2 NOISE 

It is important to recognize that the increase in noise impacts along the 

evaluated segments are spread out over 2,700 miles of track and that they will be in 

some circumstances partially counterbalanced by decreases in noise impact on lines that 

will be abandoned or will see a decreats in train traffic. The majority of noise impacts 

are in neighborhoods within 1/4-miie of grade crossings. For the noise analysis it was 

assumed that all trains sound their horns for the full 1/4-mile before all grade crossings. 

This may not be the case at all crossings, howevt,, since local or state requirements may 

prohibit train whistles. Recent research by the Federal Railroad Administration has 

shown that the accident rate is higher at grade crossings where warning horns are not 

sounded. 

Any effort to mitigate the pnncipal noise impacts from train operations must 

focus on the noise from the train horns. In most cases, the elimination of train whistles 

or reduction in decibel levels could create safety concerns for vehicular or pedestrian 
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traffic. UP/SP will consult with local and state authorities to address noise concerns 

where appropnate. 
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4.0 SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS 

To assist in assessing the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 

UP/SP merger, information requests were submitted to various Federal, state, and local 

agencies. In each instance, the agency was provided with details of the proposed action 

involving its jurisdiction and was requested to provide information on any environmental 

or local concerns, including protected species, critical habitats, locations of parks and 

refuges and permitting/approval authority. Copies of all correspondence received and 

telephone conversation notes recorded in response to the request for information are 

included in Part 6 of this ER. A summary of comments received prior to November 8, 

1995 is listed below. 

4.1 ARIZONA 

There are five rait segments which are expected to exper! ?nce an increase 

in rail activity in Arizona. For the rail segments in this state, the following agency 

responded; Arizona State Parks. 

• Arizona State Parks operates two parks within the *ive-mile radius of the 

line segments and is unaware of any direcl impacts to either park because 

of increased activity. The agency also provided other contacts for agencies 

regarding critical habitats and ondangered species. 

4.2 CALIFORNIA 

There are thirteen rail segments which are expected to experience an 

increase in rail activity in California. For the r.̂ il segments in this state, the following 

agencies responded; California Environmental Protection Ageii'^y'Department of Toxic 

Control, California Environmental Protection Agency/Office of Environmental Health 

Hazara Assessment. State of California Air Resources Board. 

• The Department of Toxic Control does not have information regarding 

critical habitats, protected species, or locations of parks and refuges This 

IOO 
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agency does not require permitting for increased raii activity unlev«s the 

handling or management ol hazardous waste is involved. 

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has not been 

involved in any activities coicerning the line segments and, therefore, has 

no documents, correspondence, memoranda, or reports on the rail line 

segments. 

The Air Resources Boar j does not have information on the requested 

information concerning the rail line segments. 

4.3 COLORADO 

There are four rail segmf nts which are expected to expenence an increase 

In rail activity in Colorado. For the rail line segments in this state, the following agency 

rosponded: 

• Natural Resources Con«;ervation Service stated that there are no known 

protected species or critical habitats within a five-mile radius of the 

segment. The agency did express concerns regarding crossing safety, 

increased noise pollution, and weed control and grass management of the 

railroad right-jf-way. 

4.4 KANSAS 

There are seven rail segments which are e.xpected to see an increase in rail 

activity in Kansas. For the rail segments in this state, the following agencies responded; 

Army Corps of Engineers-Kansas City District, Ellis County Environmental Office, and 

Logan County Cle/ks Oft'ce. 

The Army Corps of Engineers stated that any activities which involve 

excavation requiie permitting. The Army Corps of Engineers also assigned 

reference nun bers to three of the rail segments. 

• The Ellis County Environmental Office stated that increase rail activity 

wco'd increase the possibility of unscheduled releases. 

101 



STB FD 32760 11-30-95 A 1648V18 4/6 



msmmm 

The Logan County Clerks Office stated that they have no knowledge of 

impacts concerning increased rail activity. 

4.5 OKLAHOMA 

There are three rail segments which are expected to see an increase in rail 

activity in Oklahoma. For the rail segment in this state, the following agency responded: 

Oklahoma Department of Transportation. 

The Oklahoma Department of Transportation stated that resources 

agencies should be contacted and provided a list of contacts tor this 

purpose. The Department of Transportation also fonwarded the letter to the 

Rail Planning Branch and the Traffic Engineering Division. 

4.6 TEXAS 

There are sixteen rail segments which are expected to see an increase in 

rail activity in Texas. For the rail segments in this state, the following agency responded; 

Montague County. 

The Montague County Judge stated that he is unaware of any 

environmental situations which would be impacted by the increase in rail 

activity. 

7 

'1 

102 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Part 3 of the Environmental Report (ER) prepared in connection with the 

proposed UP/SP merger analyzes, by geographic location, the potential environmental 

impacts from increased activities at rail yards and intermodal facilities that meet or exceed 

thresholds in the ICC regulations at 49 CFR 1105.7. An analysis of the merger's effects 

on transportation, air quality by Air Quality Control Region (AQCR), and noise is provided 

in Part 1, Overview. 

Part 1 of this ER provides an overview of the proposed merger and 

summarizes the potential impacts on environmental resources. Parts 2, 4 and 5 analyze 

potential environmental impacts of merger-related activity on rail line segments, 

abandonments, and construction projects, respectively. Part 6 contains consultation 

letters and methodologies used in the analyses in the ER. 

1.1 TYPES OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

This section summarizes the types of environmental impacts associated with 

changes in activity at the subject rail yards and intermodal facilities. Figure 1-1 shows the 

locations of these rail yards and intermodal facilities. Changes projected at automotive 

facilities do not meet the ICC's activity thresholds for analysis. 

The types of impacts addressed in this section include transportation, air 

quality, noise, and safety. Because physical disturbance •o land or water resources is not 

associated with the increases in activity described in this part of the ER, impacts are not 

expected to land use, water resources and wetlands, biological resources, and historic and 

cultural resources. 

1.1.1 Transportation 

ICC regulations require a descnption of the potential effects of the proposed 

merger on regional and local transportation systems and patterns, and an estimate of the 

amount of passenger or freight traffic that might be diverted to other transportation systems 

1 
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or modes. Th^ -agulations call for an analysis of potential air quality and noise impacts 

of actions that could result in a traffic increase of 50 trucks per day or an increase of 10% 

in average daily traffic (ADT) on any given road segment. It is anticipated that these 

thresholds would be met at certain intermodal facilities because of increased activity, as 

discussed in Section 3.0. 

The major transportation-related effect of the proposed UP/SP merger is a 

significant reduction in vehicular traffic on interstate highways and regional transportation 

routes in UP/SP operating territory. According to data prepared for UP/SP by Reebie 

Associates (1995) and Transmode Consultants, Inc. (1995), the merger would result in a 

significant number of trucks being diverted from highways to intermodal rail trains. As 

discussed in Part 4, Abandonments, minimal diversions of existing rail traffic to truck may 

occur as a result of rail iine abandonments. 

The UP/SP merger system will affect local transportation systems by 

increasing or decreasing truck traffic at UP or SP intermodal and automotive facilities. 

Traffic changes are expected as a result of a variety of factors, including new truck-to-rail 

diversions and the consolidation of operations now conducted in separate UP/SP facilities 

located within the same terminal. Table 1-1 summarizes the estimated intermodal truck 

traffic changes and Table 1-2 summarizes the estimated change in truck traffic from 

automotive facilities. Table 1-3 presents a summary of intermodal facilities at which truck 

traffic increases are expected to meet or exceed the ICC threshold of 50 additional trucks 

per day. Based on available data, there are no locations where increased truck traffic 

wouid constitute 10% of ADT. No automotive facilities are expected to meet or exceed the 

50-t'jck-a-day or 10%-of-ADT thresholds. Projected increases and decreases in trafric 

at individual intermodal facilities are discussed in Section 3.0, Intermodal Facilities, and 

regional/national transportation effects are discussed in Part 1, Oven/iew, Section 4. 



1.1.2 Air Quality Impacts 

Air quality impacts are defined as the increase or decrease in pollutant 

emissions from a source to the ambient air. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

has developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NA,AQS) for the following six 

criteha pollutants; 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2); • Carbon Monoxide (CO); 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,); • Lead (Pb); and 

Ozone (O3); • Particulate Matter (TSP and PM10). 

The tables contained in this Part show air emissions in hydrocarbons (HC), 

carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOJ, Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), and Particulate Matter 

(PM). Ozone (O3) is formed during complex photochemical reactions between nitrogen 

oxides (NOJ and volatile hydrocarbons (HC) in the presence of sunlight. Lead (Pb) is 

present in trace quantities in fuel oils. However, for purposes of this study, the magnitude 

of lead emissions associated with diesei fuel combustion is not anticipated to be 

significant; therefore, it is not shown in the tables. 

Contiguous areas of the country having similar topography and air quality 

management needs are grouped into Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRs). Table B-1 in 

Section B. Part 6. Consultation and Methodologies, shows the attainment status of the 

AQCRs in all states affected by the proposed UP/SP merger. The ambient air quality 

concentrations in a given AQCR may exceed tt-ese NAAQS (considered nonattainment 

areas) or mzy be less than these standards (considered attainment areas). In this 

analysis, if a oortion of an AQCR is designated as nonattainment for one or more of these 

pollutants, the entire AQCR is considered to be nonattainment. 

A few intermodal facilities in nonattainment areas couid possibly generate 

increases of over-the-road traffic sufficient to trigger traffic controi management standards 

contained in the respective States' ImplementatioiT Plans. If so, UP/SP would comply with 

those standards. Some areas of the country, such as National Parks and National Wildlife 



Areas, are further designated as Prevention of Significant Detenoration (PSD) Class I air 

quality areas. There are no rail yards or intermodal facilities in PSD Class I areas which 

will expenence increases exceeding ICC thresholds. 

The threshold values for rail yards and intermodal facilities are set forth in 

49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5) and summarized in Table 1-4. Information provided by UP/SP 

indicates that, as a resuit of the merger, several rail yards and intermodal facilities when 

viewed individually are expected to experience increases that meet or exceed thresholds 

listed in Table 1-4. No automotix'e facilities are projected to exceed thresholds. Tables 

1-5 through 1-9 show the affected AQCRs and the emission estimates resulting from the 

increased activity in individual rail yards and intermodal facilities. In arriving at the 

emission estimates, the following expected activities wuhin the yard were analyzed: switch 

engines, yard trucks, over-the-road trucks, and yard equipment. Section 2.0, Rail Yards 

and Section 3.0, Intermodal Facilities discuss air quality impacts at each rail yard and 

intermodal facility that meets or exceeds the ICC thresholds. Cumulative impacts of 

merger-related activities on air quality in relation to a geographical location (defined as a 

terminal) and .AQCRs are discussed in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

1.1.3 Noise 

ICC regulations require that noise studies be performed for rail yards where 

there will be a 100% or greater increase in rail yard activity, as measured by carload 

activity, or an increase in truck traffic greater than 10% of the ADT or 50 trucks per day on 

any effected road segment. The approach and models used to evaluate noise impacts 

from, rail yard and intermodal facilities are included in Section C of Part 6. For this 

analysis, c?.rload activity is determined by the number of cars actually .̂ -witched, or 

classified, by physical handling. Trains running through a yard, or blocks of cars set out 

and subsequently moved in the same block were not included in rail car activity. The 

potential for noise impacts at all facilities that meet or exceed the ICC thresholds has been 

evaluated and is discussed below. 



The first step in the analysis of rail yards and intermodal facilities was tc 

determine whether the projected increase in operations would cause noise exposu.''e to 

receptors to increase by at least 2 dBA. As discussed in Section C of Part 6. an increase 

less than 2 dBA was considered insignificant and no further noise analysis was done. For 

facilities where more than a 2 dBA increase to receptors is projected, approximate counts 

were made of noise sensitive land uses where the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (1̂ 3 

would meet or exceed 65 dBA or would increase by 3 dBA or more. The counts were 

based on USGS maps and, where possible, site visits. 

In projecting noise exposure near rail yards, an adjustment was made to the 

noise model that is presented in Section C of Part 6 to account for rail cars stored in the 

rail yard that act as partial acoustical shields for rail yard activities. This shielding was 

assumed to reduce overall noise exposure by 3 dBA This adjustment was based on 

observations at several rail yards. 

The results of the noise analysis are surnmanzed in Tables 1 -10 and 1-11. 

Table 1-10 shows the assessment for potential impact for the rail yards where a 100% or 

greater increase in rail car activity is projected. Increases in rail yard activity are not 

expected to effect an increase in truck traffic on any affected road segment and, 

accordingly, no noise analysis based on the threshold for increases in truck traffic, as set 

out in § 1105.7(e)(5)(C), was made for rail yards. For the intermodal and automotive 

faciiities, the number of rail cars handled and truck trips associated with the facility were 

considered separately. The potential impact from additional truck thps is shown In Table 

1-11. No automotive facilities are expected to meet the ICC activity thresholds. 

The following summanzes the noise impacts for rail yards and intermodal 

facilities: 

Rail Yards: Table 1-10 shows the five rail yards which are expected to meet 

or exceed ICC activity thresholds These rail yards are Inland Empire, California; 

Herington. Kansas; Bellmead and Amarillo, Texas; and Salem. Illinois. Three of these rail 



yards will have either noise exposure exceeding L̂^̂  65 or noise exposure increases of at 

least 3 dBA. These three rail yards are Henngton, Kansav>; Bellmead, Texas; and Salem, 

Illinois. The number of potentially affected residences is projected to increase from 10 to 

20 residences at the Henngton Yard, 0 to 16 residences at the Bellmead Yard, and 11 to 

16 residences at the Salem Yard, No sensitive receptors other than residences were 

identified. 

Intermodal Facilities: Analysis of impacts from traffic noise is required 

where there is a projected increase of more than 10% of ADT or 50 vehicles per day on 

any affected road segment. As Table 1-11 indicates, eighteen intermodai facilities are 

projected to exceed the thresholds. Since most of the facilities that requiie a noise 

analysis are located in areas with easy access to major truck routes, the additional trucks 

into and out of intermodal facilities would not have a significant effect on the tota! traffic 

volume or the total noise. 

In estimating the effacts of the increase in truck traffic on overall noise 

exposure, the following assumptions were made; 

1. Truck volume was estimated as the truck volume associated with the facility 

pre-merger, and projected for the facility post-merger, plus 4% of the ADT 

in each case to account for other truck traffic not originating from or destined 

to the facility. 

2. The maximum increase in traffic noise exposure was estimated as; Change 

(dB) = 10/op(post-merger volume - pre-merger volume). 

This approach tends io overstate the truck noise impact because it does not 

account for the noise from automobile traffic. As seen in Table 1-11, noise impacts on 

sensitive receptors are not projected for any of the intermodal facilities. In several cases 

the maximum noise exposure change exceeds 2 dBA; however, there is no impact because 

there are no noise-sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the facilities. 

6 



1.1.4 Safety 

The proposed merger will result in increased rail and truck activity at certain 

intermodal and automotive facilities. The post merger increase in the use of rail for 

intermodal and automotive shipments will result in a decrease in the number of trucks on 

interstate highways. Changes to local truck traffic in and around intermodal and 

automotive facilities (Le., trucks entering and exiting facilities from local roads to pick-up 

or drop-off containers or trailers which have been or will be transported by rail) are shown 

on Tables 1-1 and 1-2. Overall, the decrease in over-the-road truck traffic should result 

In a decrease in accidents, as discussed in Part 1 of this ER. 

In order to handle increased traffic resulting from the merged UP/SP system, 

construction of new or expanded facilities is planned at some rail yard and intermodal 

locations. The traffic and safety impacts *rom these projects are detailed in Part 5, 

Construction. Construction at these facilities will be conducted in accordance with 

applicable regulatory requirements. 
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FIGURE 1-1 
RAIL YARDS AND INTERMODAL FACILITIES* 

Junction 

• La Salle 
• Rolla _ ^ 
" Denver(U * 

Ml 
Amarillo 

Chicago Area Intermodal 
Canal St (UP) 
Chicago -Forest Hill 
Chicago - IMX 
Chicago - MIT 
Dolton 
Global 11 

KEY 

• Intennodal Facility 

• Rail Yard 

San Antonio (SP)rv..-

San Antonio {WXc 3 

' Facilities shown on this figure are those analyzed pursuant to 49 CFR 1105.7(e) 
New facilities (Inland-Empire and West Memphis) are not shown. 
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TABLE 1-1 

ESTLM.VfE OF INTERMODAI, TRUCK TRAFFIC CHANGES 

stale >•arillt^ Operator 

Pre-Merger 

1 it:s Year 

Pre-Merger 

1 rucus. Dav 

l*o<>e-Merger 

l ifts Near 

I ' l ' i . ! Merger 

1 rutks, Da\ 

Change 

1 rurks/Uav 

•\R l ittle Ki>ck' UP 1 .\00() 2-';.(H)o 55 22 

Pine BlulT SP 10.000 22 0 0 -22 

.AR TN Wfs t Mrniphls (new)' UP.SP I . 1) 214,000 4X0 4S0 

Memphis SP yo.ooo 147 0 0 -147 

Meinphis UP 75.000 164 0 0 -164 

Phoeiii\ SP < 1,00(1 68 54,000 1 IX Sii 

( A Kast l.us Angeles' UP yyi.ooii 74.^ 607,000 I.V30 587 

LA r t SP .12.V000 4X4 0 0 -4X4 

t ' A Lo> Angeles K Tl SP h.'̂ VOOO 1,4M 632,000 1,1X5 -46 

C A Inland >-niplre (new)' Ui^ SP 0 0 22VOOO 441 441 

(.'ilv ol InUtism s? 160.000 .151 0 0 -351 

C \ 1 resm 1 SP 1 1,000 24 l6.(Hii! 35 1 1 

(. A Laihrup UP lO.VOOO 226 1 50,000 :.24 103 

C A ()al<|jiid UP i,'̂ ;.ooo :vV1 ISX.OOO 412 74 

(.'A Oaklanil SP 144,000 .127 ISO,000 345 6X 

( A Rosoi llie SP 40.000 SS 87,000 141 101 

to Denver' UP H ; 000 1X0 1 10,000 241 61 

Deiner SP ,<K,000 S3 0 0 -X3 

m Nainpj UP .vooo •7 3.000 - 0 

IL rXillon LIP ! SO.OOO »45 214.000 4S0 S5 

i l tikihul ! UP .^:ti.(ioo •15 126,000 715 0 

i l . <;iobal I I ' UP 144.000 425 3SS,000 8,50 425 

Canal Street' UP 1.50.000 324 235.000 515 1X6 

t 111 - IMX SP 98.000 215 0 0 -215 

t. HI - f-orest Mill SP 47,000 10.3 0 0 -103 

CHI-MIT SP .Mi.OOO 66 (1 0 -66 

St. l.rniis (Dupu)' UP 1 }> i ,000 2X7 212.000 465 17X 

I ; Jl Loui.s SP 67,000 !47 0 0 -14:' 

CD 



TABLE 1-1 (Continued) 

ESTIMATE OF INTERMODAL TtUJCK TRAFFIC CHANGES 

Slate Kaclllrv Operator 
Pre-Merger 
l i f ts /Year 

Pre-Merger 
1 ruckvDav 

Post-Merger 
l . l f t sAear 

Post-Merger 
1 rucks/Dav 

< hange 
1 r l i r L s / n . j v 

^:.s Kansas CIrv ' SP 56.()()() 123 135,000 246 
I 1 u v l / d V 

! "̂ 1 
Kansas City UP SI,000 r s 0 0 •! 7X 

L/\ Avondaie' SP 66,000 145 44.000 46 -4S 
W'eslwegi) VP 24.000 53 0 0 -51 

MN Fv in Cities UP 14,00(1 75 42.000 42 1X 
Nl- Omaha UP 26,(100 57 20,000 44 -13 
NV Las Vega.s UP 1 (),00(» 22 10.000 22 0 
N \ ' Sparks* SP I4,(>()() 31 24,000 64 3.> 

—^—— ReiH) UP 26,000 57 0 0 -57 
OR llmkle UP 2,000 4 2.000 4 0 
OR Portland (Alh lna) ' 

Portland 

UP 

SP 

1 12,(100 

47,(1(10 

2X4 

213 

257,000 

0 

563 

0 

2 74 

-213 
rx Bariniurs Cm SP 52,000 1 14 52,000 1 14 0 
TX Dallas (Mest|Uile) UP IXS.(i(10 412 147,000 432 20 
TX Dallas SP 1 "'4,0(10 342 225.000 443 101 
TX L ! Paso SP 54,000 1 IX 54,000 1 IX 0 
TX Harlingen L'P 5,00(1 1 1 5.000 1 1 0 
TX i Illusion SP ! 44.000 425 1X5.000 405 -20 
TX Hoiislon LT' 1 10,000 241 1 12.000 245 4 
TX Larcdo Lip SH,0(Hi 143 xx.ooo 141 0 
TX San . \n ton io ' 

San Antonio 

UP 

SP 

1 5,000 

62,000 

33 

136 

68,000 

0 

144 

0 

116 

. 1 iti 
TX 

LA 

texarkana ' 

Shreveport 

Lip 

SP 

0 

"iOOO 

0 

1 1 

1 5,000 

0 

33 

0 
33 

- I I 
.1-1 

TX Mar-ihall UP 10,000 0 0 

33 

- I I 
.1-1 

UT -Salt Lake Cl»>" 

.Salt La l ie t it> 

UP 

SP 

4"',000 

11,000 

213 

6X 

X6,000 

0 

IXS 

(1 

24 

-68 
U A Scallle UP 256.000 561 28.^.000 620 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued) 

ESTIMATE OF INTERMODAL TRUCK TRAFFIC CHANGES 

state Factllt> Operator 

Pre-Merger 
Lifts/Year 

Pre-Merger 

1 ruckv'Day 

Post-Merger 
Lifts/Year 

Posi-NScrger 
I ruck.vUav 

Change 
1 rucki'Dav 

WA Tacoina Lip 14.000 42 14.000 42 0 

WY (ireen River L'P S.OOO IS S.OOO IS (> 

Note • Denotes lacilines al which nmsolidation ol iniemiodal traHlc from other facililies in the terminal is projected 



TABLE 1-2 

ALTOMOTIVE FACILITIES 
ESTIM ATE OF TRtC K TRAFFIC CHANGES 

.State Facilllv Operator 
Pre-Merger 
Lifts/ \ ear 

Pre-lMerger 
Trucks/Dav 

Post-Merger 
Lift.s/\ear 

P<)sl-Merger 
Truckv/l)a\ 

Change 

Trucks/Dav 

AR Ciavm UP i.IOO 4.2 855 3.3 -09 

/VZ Phoenix SP 4.48(1 17.1 4,354 16.6 -0.5 

CA 
Benecia' SP 17.204 65.6 24.997 95 4 29.7 

Oakland UP 6.7:'7 25.0 0 0 0 -259 

CA Cictnco SP 2,466 9 4 2,466 9 4 0 0 

C A Long Beach' UP 5,572 2I..1 13.016 49 7 28.4 

Lon^ Beach SP .1,76 )̂ 14.4 0 OO -14.4 

C A Milipiias CP 16.048 64.7 16.948 M.7 OO 

C A Mira Loina' UP 20.868 1 14 () .32,886 125 5 11 5 

I OS Niclos SP i . r i 4 5 0 OO -4 S 

t A VK ai iii Spnngs SP 20.519 7X.3 15,148 57 8 -20 > 

CO Rolla' UP 14.574 55 6 22,046 84.1 28.5 

CO Denver SP 7,508 28.6 0 OO -28.6 

IL C hicago Heights UP l(i..s2.l 40 2 10,073 38 4 -! 7 

IL West C hicago UP 6,92'^ 26.4 5.834 22 3 -4 2 

KS Haiti ax UP 1 5,494 59.1 1 5,494 59 1 OO 

KS Muncie UP .1.9.18 1 5 0 3,598 13.-' -1 3 

lA Pott Alien (Addis) UP 6.62.1 25.-1 6,641 25 3 0 1 

LA Reisor UP 23.484 896 23,484 89 6 0 0 

MO St Louis UP 8S4 1.4 884 3 4 0 0 

N \ Reno j I P -•18 1.2 287 1 1 O l 
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TABLE 1-2 (Continued) 

AUTOMOTIVE FACILITIES 
ESTIMATE OF TRUCK TRAFFIC CHANGES 

State Facilln Operator 
Pre-Merger 
Lifts/ \ ear 

Pre-Merger 
Trucks/Day 

Post-Mergei 
Lifts/Year 

Post-Merger 
Trucks/Day 

Change 
Trucks/Day 

NV Valley UP 3,200 12.2 3,200 12.2 0.0 

OR Mames UP 13.164 50 2 I 1.469 43 8 -6 5 

TX Arlingt(>n UP 25.829 98 6 25.829 98.6 0.0 

TX Midlothian' SP 8.869 33.1 12,626 48.2 14.4 

Mesqui'.e UP 4.658 1 7.8 0 OO -17.8 

TX San /Vnionio UP 5.601 21.4 3.386 12.9 -8.5 

TX .Spring' UP 16.828 64.2 23.394 89 3 25.1 

Cialcna Park SP 775 3.0 0 0.0 -30 

UT Salt Lake r i t > ' SP 5,445 20.8 7,371 28 1 7.3 

Clearlield U!P 7,067 27.0 0 0.0 •270 

WA Fife UP 4,635 17.7 4,635 17.7 0.0 

WA Kent UP 'J.452 36 1 9.937 37.9 19 

WA Spokane UP 2,208 8 4 2.208 8.4 0.0 

WT BeKidere UP 9,57! 36 5 9,571 36.5 0.0 

W! .lanesviHe UP 28,3-M 108 2 28,354 108.2 0 0 

Wl Ciranv ilk- UP 3,8^7 14 8 3.833 14 6 -0 2 

to 

Note:' Denotes facilities at which consolidation ol automotive tralTic from other facilities is projected. 



TABLE 1-3 

INTERMODAL FACILITIES 
THAT EXCEED THRESHOLDS 

Note: n a - ADf not available 
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TABLE 1^ 

ICC AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS 

1 ACTIVITY THRESHOLD 

1 Attainment Areas [49 CFR ii05.7{e)(5)(i)l 

1 Rail YarcJs 100% increase as measured in carload activity 

1 Intermodal 
1 Facilities 

Increase in truck traffic greater tnan 10% of average daily 
traffic or 50 trucks per day 

1 Nonattainment Areas [49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)ii)1 

Rail Yards 2C% increase as measured in carioad activity 

Intermodai 
Facilities 

Increase in truck traffic greater than 10% of average daily 
traffic or 50 trucks per day 

15 



TABLE 1-5 

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM LNC REASED ACTIVITY .T RAIL YARDS 

S L A I I : A B R E V N A M F 
A Q i R 

A K I ( I I D 
A(.K R 

S T A I L S 
POSI 

M l RCil R 
PM: 

MI R ( i l R 
C l l A N U l " o ( H A N ( i F - lie ( O NO. SO PM 

A / M K . A l I S Mil " \ KK) n 22 " 22 f>'*o 0 04 o n 0 4 " 0 07 0 02 

iW P l l O I M . X 50-1 NA 40" X L'5 4 S2 4 25 '» „ 0 15 0 47 1 51 0 26 0 OX 

VI M A NA 41 \ 27 ' 16 0 5X 6"„ 0 01 ooy 0 64 0 05 0 01 

C.\ I M A N D l iMIMRl : 21 NA MO •' 0 •^40 ^ >I(X)"'„ 1 .16 4 24 11 ""O 2 10 0 64 

C A 1 A l l l R O P \\ NA I 147 6 y- f. 66 l' '„ 0 IX 0 56 4 IX 0 10 0 04 

( A M A R M M / \i) NA I'W 0 L M 2 44 X 20 I",, 0 ox 0 26 1 42 0 14 0 04 

( A M O N K 1 AIR :A NA \71 -> W (1 . W J \\ 2",, 0 06 0 ;x 1 .12 0 10 0 0 ' 

C A M l A N D 11 NA IA: S I ,»< 6 24 2 20 4" „ 0 04 II 14 1 04 0 OX 0 02 

t A R().S1 V I I 1 1 NA i 6 ( ) s : 1021 5X4 "J S 7 T j ^ 1 ox 1 .15 25 07 1 X2 0 5-1 

C O I I R A N M X 1 NA 44 (1 77 0 17 0 22 r „ 0 0.1 0 10 0 71 0 05 0 02 

K ) 1 A SAl 1 ( .!7 NA 160 4 125 0 <5 4 2X 2,0, 0 (17 0 20 1 52 0 1 1 0 01 

CO ROI 1 A NA lOs 2 6S 4 \t i S 51 »\ 0 07 0 21 1 5X 0 1 1 0 01 

I I I ^ A l S l R I l 1 NA M 4 4 :<20 6 W8 X 62 0 " , 0 17 1 14 X 52 0 62 0 IX 

l l SAl 1 : M ''A A 1 <1 2 64 0 M 2 IOS l " „ 0 11 0 4(1 2 47 0 2 1 0 06 

K.S I I I R I N H I O N 'III A '•A') - 150 0 W 7 266 5% 0 74 2 24 17 1.5 1 24 0 r 

1,A 1)1 (.H INCV 106 NA r 1, 21 6 16 0 74 1 % 0 0.1 0 (W 0 64 0 1)5 0 01 

1.A 1 A K I ( l l A R l L,S 106 NA 220 " 1 IX 7 102 0 X5 0 l<) 0 5X 4 1^ G i:" 0 04 

LA L I V O N I A 106 NA 1 ' " 5 1 IC5S 2 21 0 5X 1 XI 1 1 5X 0 4X 0 24 

WO POPl A R B l i l K \Mi NA <S 6 Ml 1 S 5 2X 2% 0 02 0 05 0 16 0 01 0 01 

OR Bi N I ) WO NA " 6 5 6 2 0 15 7 t „ 0 00 0 0 1 0 04 0 01 0 00 

OR H l N K . l i : 141 NA 1 no» -'t)'i 7 . ^ 7 2 42 5»„ 0 6 2 I 4.1 14 45 1 1 05 0 .11 



TABLE 1-5 (Continued) 

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM RAIL YARDS 

< AR1.()AD A f I I V i 1 \ ((• AR.S D/\ 'l ) 1 .Ml.SSlONSINCRl-.A.SI S d o N VRi 

siAtr A B R i V N A M I 
AQ("R 

•\n i ( ri D 
A(X'R 

S 1 \ 11 s 
POS! 

Ml RLI R 
PRl 

Ml P.(.ll R 
(HANOI ' "„ (HANOI- IK ( O N(), SO PM 

OR SAl i:.M 141 NA 26 0 16 4 4 1 5.1 X''<. 0 02 0 05 0 14 0 01 0 01 

rx AMARU 1 () 211 A 11/ 2 40 0 -T7 1 14.1 0°o 0 14 0 44 1 11 0 24 0 07 

IX Bl.l 1 MKAD 212 ,\ 145 4 4^ - IOO 2 214 .1% 0 IX 0 5- 4 24 0 11 0 04 

rx 11. PASO n.1 NA 540 6 440 5 150 1 14 1% 0 2X 0 X6 6 4.1 0 47 0 14 

rx FI WOR 111 2n NA 1 •'55 .1 1460 5 244 X 20 2°^ 0 54 ! 64 i 2 6.1 0 42 0 2 ' 

WA si-A n i l 224 NA 6 4 4 I) A 141 5 " X"„ 0 26 0 XI 6 06 0 44 0 1 1 

N o l l S A .AHainnieni, NV^ NiniAilaiiinicni 
A(^ R=\ir(^3;il\ ( onlrol Region 

IK'=hyilrocartx)n. CO^artxin monoxide, NO.=iutnDgcn oxides. S()-suitur dioxide. P.M=p»iln.ulale malter 

ASSLMPIIONS: 
fc'.MI.SSION FACTORS(adapied from "l.ocomocne Fmission Sludy", Boo/. Allen. * Hamil(on. Januai> \10\) 

Pollutant 
HC 
CO 
NOx 
S02 
PM 

(lb.KKK) gal) 
22 

684 
512 
M 1 
11 I 

N umber of hours per shift = 8 hrs shift 

Number of raikars handled per shift = 150 railcarscars shift 

(iperatlng schedule = .V>5 days.'year 

A\eiage switch engine fuel consumptioD 8 6 gal hour 
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TABLE 1-6 

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM 
INTERMODAL OPERy\TIONS - OVER-THE-ROAD TRUCK EMISSIONS' 

STATF FACI I11Y 
A ( ^ R 

AFFF( I F D 

, 
A t H R 

STAFFS 

( I I A N G F IN 
1 IFTS PFR 

V F A R 

( l IANCiF IN 
NO I R L C KS 

PFR DA ' I ' 
H( CO NO, so, PM 

AR Wcsi Mci i iph i . n A 2 l.OOU 4S0 -t ' 0 2! 4 " 1) "2 1 61.' 

A7 Ph^x^nix 504 \.\ 26X.000 Ml 0 44 2 11 2 1 0 08 0 48 

C A 1-asl I OS Ar.gclcs 24 NA 225.0(X) 5X"' 5 7S 26 X4 .11 0 88 5 61 

( A Inland-Fmpirc 24 NA 47,000 441 4 X.l 22 58 26 6:' 0 "4 4 7.1 

( A I alhrop i | NA .16.000 10.1 1 0 ! 4 7 : 5 5'' 0 15 0 44 

C A Oakland 10 NA .11 i m "'4 0 ' 7 .161 4 2 ' 0 12 0 76 

( A Oakland 10 NA 4' ' .000 68 l)t^ 1 1 1 .167 0 10 0 65 

( A Ro>c\illt? 'OX NA 2X.0tK) 101 1 01 4 "1 5 54 0 15 0 44 

( () IVr i \ t'r 16 NA X 5.000 61 0 60 2 XI < .12 0 04 0 54 

11 ( ana! Streei 6 ' NA 144.000 1X6 1 x:̂  8 51 10 OX 0 2X 1 74 

11 t i lobal II 6 ' NA X 1,0(M) 425 4 16 14 46 21 00 0 6.1 4 0 ' 

11 S I I outs 1 IXip*.^ 1 -(i NA 14.000 rx 1 "4 X 1 1 4 60 0 26 1 70 

IF [Xil ion 6 " NA 74.000 85 0 X4 1 4 ! 4 62 0 1.1 0 82 

kS Kansas ( '((> 44 A 125.000 171 1 70 "^41 4 16 0 26 1 66 

OR Portland ( Albina) 14.1 NA 219.000 274 2 68 12 54 14 X2 0 41 2 61 

! \ San -\ntonio 2 1 ' A 5 l.(HK) 1 16 1 14 5 12 6 2X 0 17 1 1 1 

I X Dallas 215 NA 46.000 101 O W 4 62 5 45 0 15 0 47 

W A Seattle 224 NA 2 ' .000 54 0 58 ^•331-^ 0 04 0 s^ 

N o l l s inland 1 nipire and We<;i Memphis are tiev, (aciliuê . 
A=.Aitainment, NA-Non AttainnK-nt 
A(.K R=\iryualit\ ( ontrol Region 
OTR=0\er the road 
ADF=.A\erage daily traffic 
HC=hydrocart>on. ( ()=c4rt»n monoxide. NO,=nitn>gen oxides. SO.-=sulfur dioxide. PM=piiticiilae miner 

ASSLMPTIONS 

EMISSION FACTORS (Ilv 10(K) gallons diesei fuel): 

Pollutant Fmis.sion Factor 
HC 46 
(O 215 
NO. 254 
SO 7 
PM 45 

Source of emission factors = LSEPA. AP-42. 1995 

1 missions liom I'>..T the toad trucks are calculated ior lhe 
penod uithin the facilit> 



TABLE 1-7 

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM 
INTERMODAL OPERATIONS LIFT EQUIPMENT EMISSIONS 

s i A i i : 

AR 

F.Al 11 I IY 

'Aevl Memphis 

P.'ioenix 

A<^ R 
AFFFCIFD 

504 

McH R 
STA TFS 

NA 

( i lANd) IN 
1 IFTS PFR 

^FAR 

: i . iKK i 

268,000 

( HANCrf IN 
NO TRUCKS 

PI R DAY 

4X0 

50 

MFI FCjLIPMI V[ ( MISSIONS 

HC CO 

0 17 

NO, 

0 xo 
4 

( ' " i t > r l 

SO 

0 25 

PM 

(O 

CA 

( A 

( A 

( A 

I A 

( () 

K.S 

Fa.'J 1 OS .A ̂ gele^ 

Inland 1 mpife 

I athro^i 

Oakland 

> iakiand 

Rosc\ llie 

( anal Street 

tilohai i i 

St 1 cuic (Dupv'i 

Dollo.i 

Kansas C i i \ 

24 

24 

NA 

NA 

225.000 587 1 44 1 1 01 

(i 01 

0 10 
4"-,0(W 441 I 6^ 4 24 

H) 

S08 

6-' 

44 

141 

NA 

NA 

16,000 102 0 15 1 6.1 I 4.1 
11.000 

NA 
I 25 I 48 

47,000 68 0.21 I 08 
NA 

I 2: 

NA 

28,000 

X5,000 

lO^ 

NA 144.000 

NA 

NA 

X 1.0(H1 

61 

I ^6 

425 

.14.000 17X 

NA '4.000 X5 

125.000 17.1 

0 15 I 6.1 1 91 

0 21 0 4"' 1 15 
0 61 ! 46 1 44 

1 44 6 75 

0 60 2 X2 1 11 

0 24 .16 1 60 
0 54 

0 25 

0 04 

0 04 

0 05 

0 0.1 

0 10 

0 04 

0 04 

0 n 

195 

1 64 

0 .14 

0 26 

0 21 

0.14 

0 20 

0 62 

0 28 

IX 

WA" 

San Anioniii 

Dallas 

Seattle 

NA 

A 

214,tK)0 274 0 91 4 .15 5 14 
5.1.000 116 0 14 

215 
1 84 2 18 

NA 46.oo(; 101 0 14 I 60 
NA 

1 X4 
'.000 0 20 (> V4 

NOIF.S Inland rnipire unci Uest \(eni|ihi- are iie« lasiiiiies 
A=Attainnient. NA=Non Atiainmcni 
.ACK R=Air Quality ( onlrol Region 
ADI»A\eragedail\ tralTic 

HC=hydfiKafbor.. (()--=c.-rUm monoxide NO,=niiragen oxides. .SO =sul(ur dioxide PVf=p«iticulHe m»ner 
ASSUMPTIONS: 

EMISSION F A C rORS (lb 1000 gallons diesei fuel) 

FnussKia 
Pollu!"T 

46 
CO 215 
NO. 254 
SO, 7 
fM 45 

Source of emission factors = USEPA. AP-42. 1995 

0 09 

0 14 

0 0 6 

0 05 

0 58 

091 

0 .19 
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TABLE 1-8 

to 
o 

NOTES 

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM 
INTERMODAL OPERATIONS - YARD TRUCK EMISSIONS 

1 ^ A R D I R L I K FMISS ONS (ton yr) 

STATE FACI l I I V 
A ( X R 

AFFFCTFD 
,\Qt, R 

S T A H S 

C H A N O I IN 
1 IFTS PFR 

VFAR 

( H A N O I IN 
NO TRU( KS 

PFR D A Y 
I K (() NO. SO PM 

AR Uest Niemphis i:-; A 214,000 4X1) S i l l 2 ' ' 0 12 ' 2 0 40 5 XO 

,^y PluV l l lX s04 N \ 2.1.000 50 0 62 2 41 1 44 0 04 0 61 

C A [:ast I.os .Angeles 24 NA 2(.X,(K)0 5 8 ' ' 25 1.1 84 40 04 i 10 709 

(.A Inland Finpire 24 NA 225.000 491 6 09 28 46 .11 62 0 4,1 5 96 

( A 1.alhrop i | NA 4'.(100 101 1 2 ' 5 44 ' 02 0 14 1 24 

( A Oakland .10 NA 16,000 79 0 9^ 4 55 5 18 0 n 0 45 

C A Oakland 10 NA 11.000 68 0 84 1 42 4 6 l 0 n 0 x2 

( A Rose\ ilie 5 OS NA 4 ' ,000 101 1 27 5 44 ' 02 0 14 i 24 

( () I)cn\ er 16 NA 2X 000 61 0 76 .1 54 4 18 0 12 0 •'4 

11 ( .mai Street 6 ' NA S5,00() 186 2 .'0 1 0 ' 5 12 70 0 .15 2 25 

11 Cilobal 11 6 ' NA 144,000 425 5 25 24 54 28 94 0 xo 5 14 

11 Si 1 ouis lDups< 1 ' 0 NA X1,000 178 2 14 10 24 12 10 0 11 2 14 

IL IXilton 6 ' NA 14,000 85 1 06 4 91 5 X I 0 16 1 0.1 

KS Kansas ( lis 41 A '4 ,000 I ' . l 2 14 9 44 1 1 XO 0 .11 2 09 

OR Portland (Albina) 141 NA 125,000 2 ' 4 .1 .18 15 81 IX 68 0 51 1 11 

I X San Antomo 2 n A 51,000 1 16 1 4.1 6 ' 0 '' 92 0 22 1 40 

rx Dallas "n NA 46,000 101 _ j 1 24 5 82 6 X ' 0 14 1 22 

\ \ A Sc.inie : ~ , i i o i ) s<J . 1 ^ 1 1 4 ; 4 (! ' 1) i 1 0 ' i 

Inland Linpire and West Memphis are new iacihties 
A=Aii:unment, N.A=Non-Attainment 
Ay( R=.AirQualir\ Control Region 
HC=h\iir«arbon. CO=carbon monoxide. NO,=nitr»geD oxides, SO;=sullur dioxide, 
PM=paniculatc matter 

ASSL-MPIIONS 
EMISSION FACTORS (Ib 1000 gallons diesei fuel): 

Pollutant Emission Factor 
IK 46 
CO 215 
NO. 254 
SO 7 
PM 45 

Source of emission f»clors = LSFP.V AP 42. 1995 



TABLE 1-9 

SUMMARY OF EMISSION INCREASES AT INTERMODAL FACILITIES 

1 
1 L.MI.SSION IN( Rl ASl S l i o n vr) ' 

SI A 11: LAC i l m 

I 

, \ t } ( R 

EFFEl T E D 

A ( X R 
S F A I V S 

( H A N O I 

IN 1 IFTS 

PFR V F A R 

( l l A N l i F IN NO 

OF I R L C K S PFR 

DAV 

i K ( () NO, SO. PM 

.\R West .Menipliis Tl 214.000 4X0 12.26 5'.24 6:' 6X 1.X7 1 i 94 

iM Phoenix NA 2.1.000 50 1.29 6.02 11 0 20 1.26 

VA Last Los .\iiteleb 24 NA 268.000 5X7 15 00 ' 0 10 82 82 2.28 14 67 

, U Inland Fmnire 24 NA 225.000 491 12 59 5S 86 64 51 - «̂ 12 12 

VA Lalhron }\ >A 47.000 10.1 26.1 12 24 14 52 0.40 1 57 

VA '.iakiand .10 N A .16.000 74 . 0 1 9.42 11 1.1 0 .11 1 9^ 

I A Oaklanu 10 NA .11.000 68 1 ' . X 11 4 58 0 26 ' 70 

VA Roses liie 50N NA ..r.m.. 10.1 2 6.1 12 .11 14 54 0 40 2 ^8 

(() Deiixer .16 NA 2 8 . ( » 0 61 1 5- -' \' X 65 0 24 i 

11 Canal Street 67 NA 186 4 76 26 2 ' 0 72 4 65 

IL Ulobal 11 6 ' NA 144.000 425 10X6 5 0 - 5 S9 4S 1 65 10 n2 

11 Si LOUIS iDu iH . i (V NA X 1.000 I ' X 4 5.1 21 14 25 01 0 6 9 4 41 

IL D^.lion 6 ' N . \ .14.000 85 2 18 10.20 i 2 05 0 1.1 2 M 

K:S K i l l l i ^ f i'^i A -4,ov9 I ' . l 4 42 20 67 24 41 0 . 6 ' 4 1 1 

OR K>nl̂ >2 iAlt>iuitl N.K 125.000 2 ' 4 ' 0>; .!2 70 .18 6.1 1 06 _ t i t 

.W San .-Vnli'mo ;r A 5.1000 116 2 97 1.1.86 16 .18 0.45 2 90 

1̂  Dallas 215 NA 101 12 0.1 14 22 0 .19 2 52 

w \ Seattle .'24 NA 2 ' .000 So 1 ' \ ' 06 s iA 1 4K 

Notes: ' Summary of TaMes 1-6. 1-7, 1-8 
A=.Attainnient, NA=Non.Attainmei.t * 
AtK'r=Air tjuality ( ontrol Region 
()TR=0\er the Road 
HC=hydrocarbon. I ()=carbon monoxide, N( l,=nitnigen oxides. SO.=sulfur dioxide. PM*=particulale matter 
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TABLE 1-10 

SUMMARY OF NOISE ASSESSMENT AT RAIL YARDS 

Facility State Line 

Rai 1 Cars Handled 
1 Number of j 
Sensitive Receotors* 

Facility State Line 
Pre-

Merger 
Post-

Merger 
% 

Change 
Pre-

Merger 
Post- 1 

Merger 
Inland Empire CA (new) 0 741 >I00 
Herington KS SP 150 550 266 10 20 
Bellmead TX LJP 46 146 219 0 16 
Amarillo TX SP 40 117 193 0 0 
Salem IL ,SP 64 133 108 1 ! 

Notgs: 
* Number of sensitive receptors within L̂ ^ 65 dBA contour. 
- Inland Empire was not analyzed for noise since the location of the rail yard 

has not yet been determined. 
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TABLE 1-11 

SUMMARY OF NOIGE ASSESSMENT AT INTERMODAL FACILITIES 

Facility State Line 

Estimated Number 
of Trucks 

Estimated 
Change in 

Noise 
Exposure 

(dBA) 

Number 
of 

Sensitive 
Receptors Facility State Line 

Change 
Trucks 
Per Dav 

% ADT 
Change 

Estimated 
Change in 

Noise 
Exposure 

(dBA) 

Number 
of 

Sensitive 
Receptors 

West Memphis AR UP'SP 480 .site has rot been selected 

Phoenix AZ sr 50 0.4%. 0.4 0 

East Los Angeles CA UP 587 4.2"/o 1.9 0 

Inland-Empire CA UP'SP 493 site has not been selected 

Oakland CA UP 79 4.7% 0.8 0 

Oakland CA SP 68 4.7° 0 0.4 0 

Lathrop CA UP 103 a'a 0.4 0 

Roseville CA SP 103 1.5% 0.2 0 

Denver CO LP A I 
i , 1 

1 t o ' 
1 ..^ . u 0 6 0 

Dolton IL UP 85 n a 0.9 0 

Global n IL UP 425 2.8° 0 3.0 0 

Canal Street IL UP 186 1.5% 0.9 0 

St. Louis (Dupo) IL UP 178 6.7% 0.7 0 

Kansas Cit\' KS SP 173 2.2% 1.4 0 I 
Portland (Albina) OR UP 274 5.3" 0 1.9 0 1 
Dallas TX SP 101 1.3% 1.0 0 1 
San Antonio TX UP 116 1.4'!'o 1.2 0 

1 Seattle WA ^ P 59 0.8''o 0.4 0 1 
Note: n a - .ADT not av îilable 
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2.0 R/'JL YARDS 

2.1 ARIZONA 

The Nogales, Phoenix, and Yuma rai! yards in Arizona are projected to have 

post-merger carload activity increases equal to or greater than the ICC threshold of 20% 

for air quality assessment in nonattainment AQCRs. The increases in criteria pollutant 

emissions ociaied with increased carload activity projected at these rail yards are 

presented in Table 1-5. Figure 2-1 depicts the location of the rail yards in Arizona. Noise 

impacts are discussed below. 

2.1.1 Nogales 

2.1.1.1 Air Quality 

The Nogales raii yard is located in the Southeast Arizona AQCR (AQCR 

501), which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-2 depicts the location of 

this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO2, and PM 

emissions from sources within the yard rre 0.04, 0.13, 0.97, 0.07. and 0.02 tons per year, 

respectively. .\ summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is 

presented in Part 1. Overview, Section 4. 

2.1.1.2 Noise 

The Nogales rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below 

the ICC threshold of 100%: inerefore, noisp impacts were not addressed. 

2.1.2 Phoenix 

2.1.2.1 Air Quality 

The Phoenix rail yard is located in the Maricopa AQCR (AQCR 504) which 

is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-3 depicts the location of this rail yard. 

The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO2, and PM emissions frcm 

sources within the yard are 0.15, 0.47, 3.53, 0.26. and 0.08 tons p--r year, respectively. 

A summary of raii yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is presented in Part 

1, Overview, Section 4. 
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2.1.2.2 Noise 

The Phoenix rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below 

the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.1.3 Yuma 

?.1.3.1 Air Quality 

The Yuma rail yard is located in the Mojave-Yuma AQCR (AQCR 503) which 

Is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-4 depicts the location of this rail yard. 

The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, and PM emissions from 

sources within the yard are 0.03, 0.09, 0.69, O.Oo, and 0.01 tons per year, respectively. 

A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility imp?.cts for each AQCR is presented in Part 

1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.1.3.2 Noise 

The Yuma rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below the 

ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.2 CALIFORNIA 

The Inland Empire, Lathrop, Martinez, Montclair, Niiand, and Roseville rail 

yards in California are projected to have post-merger carload activity increases equal to 

or greater than the ICC threshold of 20% for air quality assessment in nonattainment 

AQCRs. The increases in criteria pollutant emissions associated with increased 

operations projected at these rail yards are presented in Table 1-5. Figure 2-5 depicts the 

location of the raii yards in Caiifornia. Noise impacts are discussed below. 

2.2.1 inland Empire 

Inland Empire is a planned new facility which will be located in San 

Bernardino County in the East Los Angeles Basin. Since an exact location of the facility 

has not yet been determin'' d, noise impacts could not be analyzed. 
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2.2.1.1 Air Quality 

When developed, Inland Empire will be located in the Metropolitan Los 

Angeles AQCR (AQCR 24), which is presently designated as nonattainment. The 

estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, and PM emissions from sources 

within the yard are 1.36, 4.24, 31.70, 2.30, and 0.69 tons per year, respectively. A 

summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is presented in Part 

1, Overview, Section 4. 

The Inland Empire rail yard is part of the Los Angeles Terminal. An analysis 

of the change in emissions associated with changes in operations at all rail yards, 

intermodal, and automotive facilities in the Los Angeles Terminal is presented in Part 1, 

Overview, Section 4. 

2.2.1.2 Noise 

Potential noise impacts from rail car movements into and out of the Inland 

Empire rail yard could not be evaluated because a specific site has not yet been selected. 

2.2.2 Lathrop 

2.2.2.1 Air Quality 

The Lathrop rail yard is located in the San Joaquin Valley AQCR (AQCR 31) 

which is presen;1y designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-6 depicts the location of this rail 

yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, and PM emissions from 

sources within the ye rd are 0.18, 0.56, 4.18, 0.30, and 0.09 tons per year, respectively. 

A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is presented in Pait 

1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.2.2.2 Noise 

The Lathrop rail yard is projected to have a carload activity incre'̂ .se below 

the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 
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2.2.3 Martinez 

2.2.3.1 AirQuailty 

The Martinez rail yard is located in the San Francisco Bay area AQCR 

(AQCR 30) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-7 depicts the 

location of this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO2, and 

PM emissions from sources within the yard are 0.08, 0.26, 1.92, 0.14, and 0.04 tons per 

year, respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR 

is presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

The Martinez rail yard is part of the Oakland Terminal. An analysis of the 

change in emissions associated with changes in operations at all rail yards, intermodal and 

automotive facilities in the Oakland Terminal is presented ... Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.2.3.2 Noise 

The Martinez rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below 

the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.2.4 Montclair 

2.2.4.1 Air Quality 

The Montclair rail yard is located in the Metropolitan Los Angeles .AQCR 

(AQCR 24) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-8 depicts the 

location of this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, and 

PM emissions from sources within the yard are 0.06, 0.18, 1.32, 0.10, and 0.03 tons per 

year, respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR 

is presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

The Montclair rail yard is part of the Los Angeles Terminal. An analysis of 

the change in emissions associated with changes in operations at all rail yards, intermodal 

and automotive facilities in the Los Angeles Teiminal is presented in Part 1, Overview, 

Section 4. 
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2.2.4.2 Noise 

The Montclair rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below 

the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.2.5 Niiand 

2.2.5.1 Air Quality 

The Niiand rail yard is located in the Southeast Desert AQCR (AQCR 33) 

which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-9 depicts the location of this rail 

yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO.,, and PM emissions from 

sources within the yard are 0.04, 0.14, 1.C4, 0.08, and 0.02 tons per year, respectively. 

A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is presented in Part 

1, Overviev/, Section 4. 

2.2.5.2 Noise 

The Niiand rail yard is projected *o have a carload activity increase below the 

ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.2.6 Roseville 

2.2.6.1 Air Quality 

The Roseville rail yard is located in the Mountain Counties AQCR (AQCR 

508) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-10 depicts the location of 

this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, and PM 

emissions from sources within the yard are 1.08, 3.35, 25.07. 1.82, and 0.54 tons per year, 

respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is 

presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.2.6.2 Noise 

Construction of a new mainline track is planned at the Roseville Yard to 

inc ease the capacity of the facility. Although there are several ""esidential communities 

bordering the Roseville Yard, operations on the planned mainline track will be within the 

confines of the existing yard and therefore do not represent a new noise source. The 
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projected increase in carload activity is less than 100%; therefore, a noise impact 

assessment is not required for the Roseville Yard. 

2.3 COLORADO 

The Grand Junction, LaSalle, and Rolla rail yards in Colorado are projected 

to have carload activity increases equal to or greater than the ICC threshold of 20% for air 

quality assessment in nonattainment AQCRs. The increases in chtena pollutant emissions 

associated with increased operations at these rail yards are presented in Table 1-5. 

Figure 2-11 depicts the location of rail yards in Colorado, Noise impacts are discussed 

below. 

2.3.1 Grand Junction 

2.3.1.1 Air Quality 

The Grand Junction rail yard is located in the Grand Mesa AQCR (AQCR 35) 

which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-12 depicts the location of this 

rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO^, and PM emissions 

from sources within the yard are 0.03, 0.10, 0.73, 0.05, and 0.02 tons per y. ar, 

respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is 

presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.3.1.2 Noise 

The Grand Junction rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase 

beiow the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.3.2 LaSalle 

2.3.2.1 Air Quality 

The LaSalle rail yard is located in the Pawnee AQCR (AQCR 37) which is 

presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-13 depicts the location of this rail yard. 

The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO .̂ and PM emissions from 

sources within the yard are 0.07, 0.20, 1.52, 0.11, and 0.03 tons per year, respectively. 
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A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is presented in Part 

1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.3.2.2 Noise 

The LaSalle rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below 

the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.3.3 Rolla 

2.3.3.1 Air Quality 

The Rolla rail yard is located in the Metropolitan Denver AQCR (AQCR 36) 

which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-14 depicts the location of this 

rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO2, and PM emissions 

from sources within the yard are 0.07, 0.21, 1.58, 0.11, and 0.03 tons per year, 

respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is 

presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

The Rolla rail yard is part of the Denver Terminal. An analysis of the change 

in emissions associated with changes in operations at all rail yards, intermodal and 

automotive facilities in this terminal is presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.3.3.2 Noise 

The Rolla rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below the 

ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.4 ILLINOIS 

The Canal Street rail yard located in Chicago, Illinois is projected to have a 

post-merger carload activity increase equal to or greater than the ICC threshold of 20% 

for air quality assessment' lonattainment AQCRs. The Salem rail yard in Illinois is 

projected to have a carload activity increase equal to or greace^ than the ICC threshold of 

100% for attainment AQCRs. The increases in criteria pollutant emissions associated with 

increased operations at these rail yards are p-'esented in Table 1-5. Figure 2-15 depicts 

the locatio 1 of rail yards in Illinois. Noise impacts are discussed below. 
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2.4.1 Canal Street 

2.4.1.1 Air Quality 

The Canal Street rail yard is located in the Metropolitan Chicago AQCR 

(AQCR 67) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-16 depicts the 

location of this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, and 

PM emissions from sources within the yard are 0.37, 1.14, 8.52, 0.62, and 0.18 tons per 

year, respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for ba-P ICR 

is presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

The Canal Street raii yard is part of the Chicago Terminal. An analysis of the 

change in emissions associated with changes in operations at all rail yards, intermodal and 

automotive facilities in this terminal is presented in Part 1 Overview, Section 4. 

2.4.1.2 Noise 

The Canal Street rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase 

below the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.4.2 Salem 

2.4.2.1 Air Quality 

The Salem rail yard is located in tne Southeast Iiiinois AQCR (AQCR 74) 

which is presently designated as attainment. Figure 2-17 depicts the location of this rail 

yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO. NO,, SO,, and PM emissions from 

souxes within the yard are 0.13, 0.40, 2.97, 0.21, and 0.06 tons per year, respectively. 

A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each AQCR is presented in Part 

1. Overview, Section 4 

2.4.2.2 Noise 

This yard is located in a ru''al area northeast of Salem, IL. Although the yard 

is in a sparsely populated area, there are several houses to the east of the yard, with 

nomes approximately 100 feet from the yard boundary. The carload activity at this facility 
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is projected to increase from 64 to 133, representing a potential L ,̂ increase of 3 dBA in 

the vicinity of the yard. Following is a .'nummary of the projected noise impacts. 

Number ot 

Condition 
Residences 

Condition 
Pre- Post-

Merger Merger 
Ldn > 65 dBA 11 12 
L̂ r < 65 and Jt 

increase > 3 dBA 4 
Total 11 16 

2.5 KANSAS 

The Herington rail yard in Kansas is projected to have a carload activity 

increase equal to or greater than the ICC threshold of 100% for attainment AQCRs. The 

post-merger increases in criteria pollutant emissions associated with increased operations 

at this rail yard are presented in Table 1-5. Figure 2-18 jepicts the location of rail yards 

in Kansas. Noise impacts are discussed below. 

2.5.1 Herington 

2.5.1.1 Air Quality 

The Herington rail yard is located in the North Central Kansas AQCR (AQCR 

96) which IS presently designated as attainment. Figure 2-19 depicts the location of this 

rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, and PM emissions 

from sources within the yard are 0.74, 2.''9, 17.13, 1 24, and 0.37 tons per year, 

respectively. A summary of rail yard and mte-modal facility impacts for each AQCR is 

presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4, 

2.5.1.2 NoiSb* 

The Herington Yard is a relatively low-voiume yard used for classification and 

consolidation. The closest residential area is located 500 to 1000 feet west ot the yard, 

in the vicinity of 8th Street. To the east of the yard, there is a park and residential area. 
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which are beyond a heavily wooded slope and more than ! 000 feet from the yard Based 

on the existing rail car volume of 150 cars per day. the existing L,„ is projected to be less 

than 65 dBA at all of these noise s nsitive sites. The post-merger transportation plan is 

to increase carload activity by an average of 400 per day, resulting in a projected L̂ ^ 

increase of 5.6 dBA. Following is a summary of projected noise impacts. Most of the 

projected noise impact is in the residential area west of the yard. 

Number of 

Condition 
Residences 

Condition 
Pre- Post-

Merger Merger 

Lo, > 65 dBA 0 10 

Ldn < 65 and 10 
increase > 3 dBA 

10 

Total 0 20 

2.6 LOUISIANA 

The DeQuincy, Lake Charles, and Livonia rail yards in Louisiana are 

projected to have post-merger carload activity increases equal to or greater than the ICC 

threshold of 20% for air quality assessment in nonattainment AQCRs. The increases in 

criteria poliutant emissions associated with increased operations at these rail yards are 

presented in Table 1-5. Figure 2-20 depicts the location of rai! yards in Louisiana. Noise 

impacts are discussed below. 

2.6.1 DeQuincy 

2.6.1.1 Air Quality 

The DeQuincy rail yard is located in the Southern Louisiana - Southeast 

Texas AOCR (AQCR 106) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-21 

depicts the location ot this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC. CO, NO,, 

SO2, and PM emissions from sources within the yard are 0.03. 0.09. 0,69, 0.05, and 0.01 

tons per year, respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each 

AQCR IS presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 
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2.6.1.2 Noise 

The De Quincy rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below 

the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.6.2 Lake Charles 

2.6.2.1 Air Quality 

The Lake Charles rail yard is located in the Southern Louisiana - Southeast 

Texas AQCR (AQCR 106) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-22 

depicts the location of this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, 

SO2, and PM emissions from sources within the yard are 0.19, 0.58, 4.37, 0.32, and 0.09 

tons per year, respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impacts for each 

AQCR is presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.6.2.2 Noise 

The Lake Charles rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase 

below the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.6.3 Livonia 

2.6.3.1 Air Quality 

The Livonia rail yard is located in the Southern Louisiana - Southeast Texas 

AQCR (AQCR 106) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-23 depicts 

the location of this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, 

and PM emissions from sources within the yard are 0.58, 1.81,13.53, 0.98, and 0.29 tons 

per year, respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermodal facility impact;- for each 

AQCR is presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.6.3.2 Noise 

Incremental expansion of rail facilities is planned at several locations in the 

Livonia Yard. There are no noise sensitive receptors close enough to the yard to be 

affected by any additional noise that might be caused by operations within the expanded 
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facilities. The Livonia rail yard is projected to have a carload activity increase below the 

ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.7 MISSOURI 

The Poplar Bluff rail yard in Missouri is projected to have a carload activity 

increase equal to or greater than the ICC threshold of 20% for air quality assessment in 

nonattainment AQCRs. The increases in cnteria pollutant emissions associated with 

Increased operations at this rail yard are presented in Table 1-5. Figur(; 2-24 depicts the 

location of this rail yard in Missouri. 

2.7.1 Poplar Bluff 

2.7.1.1 Air Quality 

The Poplar Bluff rail yard is located the Southeast Missouri AQCR (AQCR 

138) which is presently designated as nonattainment. Figure 2-25 depicts the location of 

this rail yard. The estimated post-merger increases in HC, CO, NO,, SO,, '.nd PM 

emissions from sources within the yard are 0.02, 0.05. 0.36, 0.03, and 0.01 tons per year, 

respectively. A summary of rail yard and intermcdal facility impacts for eacn AQCR is 

presented in Part 1, Overview, Section 4. 

2.7.1.2 Noise 

The Poplar Bluff rail yard is projected tj have a carload activity increase 

below the ICC threshold of 100%; therefore, noise impacts were not addressed. 

2.8 OREGON 

The Bend, Hinkle, and Salem rail yards in Oregon are projected to have post-

merger carload activ'ty increases equal to or greater than the ICC threshold of 20% for air 

quality assessment n nonattainment AQCRs. The increases in critena po'lutant emissions 

associated with increased operations at these rail yards are presented in Table 1-5. 

Figure 2-26 depicts the location of the rail yards in Oregon. Noise impacts are discussed 

beiow. 
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