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volume of traffic that the line presently serves. In his affidavit, Mr. Tumney
has the line “operating two through trains per day (one in each direction).”
Id. SP’s environmental report on the line gives a different picture, however.
While it describes the line as “infrequently used,” it further states the
following

“Currently, SP operates seven trains each day
seven days a week over this line, all overhead
traffic between points in Oregon and the Central
Corridor."

UPSP Railroad Merger Application, Vol. 6, Part 4, pp. 53, 56

A line that serves approximately 50 trains a week can hardly be SEA has reviewed CPUC's question about the number of trains using

the Wendel to Alturas line. The EA states that the line “currently serves

o “: : " : a »
described as “infrequently used.” The extent of the misnomer was further as a through route for limited traffic.” To clanfy, the traffic consists of

I r 4 i i seven through trains per day, serving traffic between points in Oregon
e i P T and the Central Candor. There is na local traffic on the line. If this line
County of Modoc, spoke at a CPUC Warkshop on the proposed UPSP were abandoned, \na througn traffic would be handled via Portland on
the shorter, faster UP main line.

merger. He stated that the line serves six to ten trains a day

This volume of usage confirms the worth of the line as a regional
transportation resource. It also demonstrates that an abandonment of the
Wendel-Alturas Line does n~t qualify as a matter of limited scope under
49 U.S.C. § 10505. Moreover, SP provides no factual basis for its claim
that rerouting trains through Roseville or Portland will constitute better

service.
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[n 1988 when Rio Grande Industries (RGI), the parent company of
the Denver and Rio Grande Westemn Railroad, sought to acquire SP, one of
the public interest argurnents it advanced was that it would reopen the
Modoc Line and continue its operation. This commitment was one of the
reasons why the CPUC, as well as the State of Oregon, supported RGI'’s
acquisition proposal. The public interest considerations that prompted the
CPUC’s position at that time still obtain. Moreover, the high volume of
present usage demonstrates its value as a connection to the Central Corridor
transcontinental route for Northeast California and Oregon.

WHEREFORE, the CPUC strongly urges the Board to reject the g 3

SEA has considered CPUC's reguest that the Applicant be required to
Petition for Exemption. As a condition of any UPSP consolidation, UP operate the Wendel to Alturas line for not less than five years. The
Board's junsdiction is limited to deciding the ments of an abandonment
shouid be required to operate the line for not less than five years. application. Whether the Board approves or denies the application, it
cannot impose a time limit on how long SP must operate the line. The
Altemmatively, UP may bring in a qualified short line or regional railroad only postponement of the effective date in a granted abandonment is for
a 180-day public use candition or the granting of intenm trail use
carrier to operate the line, subject to the following conditions: The carrier authonty. If the Board denies the abandonment proposed, it cannot
require SP to continue operations for any certain time period.

shall operate the entire Modoc Line without traffic surcharges, with any

financial losses paid for by UPSP, and with full and unrestricted interchange
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rights with BNSF at Klamath Falls, at Flanigan, and at such other locations
as the carrier may elect.
Respectfully submitted,
PETER ARTH, JR.
EDWARD W. O'NEILL

JAMES T. QUINN

JAMES T. QUINN

James T. Quinn

505 Van Ness Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: (415) 703-1697
Fax: (415) 703.4592

Attorneys for the Public
Utilities Commission of the
March 28, 1996 State of California
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
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SACAAM ENTO 4296500 1

(919) &4 eaze

FAR (918) aS35004

(916) 653-6624
FAX (516) 6%53-9824

ICC951009A-Y

Elaine Kaiser, Chief Finance Docket No.
Section of Environmental Analysis J2760

Syrface Transportation Board

1201 Constitution Avenue

WASHINGTON DC 204230001

Dear Ma. Kaisaer:

Thank you for submitting to our office your April 12, 1996
letter and supporting documentation ragarding the Environmental
Asssssment (FA) being propared in conpliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the propessed merger of
the operations of the Union Pacific Railrosd Company (UP) and the
Southern Pacific Transportation Company (SP). Thae proposed merger
is intended to improve service capabilities and operating
sfriciencies. The merger now requires the approval of the
Surface Transportation Board (sTB)

You are seeking our comments on your proposed EA in
accerdance with 36 CFR 800, regulatiors isplementing Section 106
of tha National Historic Preservation Act, We understand bowever
that additional documentation is being ferwarded to our office
that will provide comprehensive survay infcrmation regarding
historic resources asscciated with the propeosed project, ihis
information will be evaluated in accordance with 16 CFR 800.4(c),
regulations irplemerting Section 106 of the National Historic
Preaservation ACt. Since the submitted EA contains only preliminary
information on these resources, and is purely s Natjional
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document, ocur office dec)inas
comment on its contents pursuant to Section 176

Thank you again for seeking our comsents on your project. 7T¢
you have any questions, please contact staff nistorian Clarence
Ceesar gt (916) 6%1-8902,

sinf-talyt -
PD ij\ v u,},é1

Cherilyn Widell 7
State Historic Prescrvation Offjcer

n SEA acknowledges the California State Historic Preservation Officer's
choice not to comment on the EA. Section 106 consultation with the
State Histonc Praservation Officer to reach a determination of effects
$ underway. Because consultation has not been completed, mitigation
measures are specified in Chapter 5 of the Post EA
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GaLx A. Nowtow STATE OF COLORADO STy Savices Buiping
oraey Genera erman Street - S Floo
: : DEPARTMENT OF LAW Denver, Colorado 0203

STEPMEN K. ERENBRACK Phone (303) 9664300

Chief Deputy Atiomey General OFMICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENPRAL AX  (303) 866-3691

TiMoTHY M. TYMxovicH May 1, 1996
Solcuwor General

Surface Transportation Board
Section of Environmental Analysis
1201 Constitution Avenue, N.W
Room 3219

Washington, D.C. 20423

RE Environmental Assessment for the proposed aband
lines in Colorado- Finance Docket No. 32760

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region VIII (EPA) hereby submit their comments on the Environmen
tal Assesament (EA) as it relates to environmental impacts of the
proposed merger of Union Pacific Railrcad (UP) and the Southern
Pacific Transportation Company (SP) and their subsidiaries and
proposed abandonments in Finance Docket No. 32760

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. CDPHE and EPA are pleased that the EA recommends that UP/SP - . . .
be required to perform a Risk Assessment and develop a Remedi- 1 SEA's recommended mitigation has been amended to include approval

ation Plan alongkthe en;tu rail line proposed for abandonment of the Risk Assessment and Remediation Plan by the Colorado
The EA should make it clear, however, that this Risk Assessment
and Remediation Plan should be subject to the approval of CDPHE Department of Public Health and Environment. The request for
and EPA.' The review of the plans, moreover, will require reimbursement of costs for plan review by state agencies is not within

significant amount of time and effort on the part of CDPHE and
EPA. UP/SP should be required to reimburse CDPHE and other state the authonty of SEA or the Surface Transportation Board. This request

agencies involved, ae well as EPA and any other federal agencies should be submitted directly to the Applicant,
for their coste

Section 4.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacte of Proposed Action-
Water Rssources

Paragraph 2 etates that soil disturbance from the
removal of materials other than bridges is expected to be negli-

In general CDPHE and EPA perform the Risk Assegssments at
Superfund sites
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gible Because of the length of the segment proposed for aban-
donment and the number of ties involved, a fairly large soi
disturbance will result. The disturbance of the rail bed will
increaee the poctential for erosion of adjacent soile, resulting
in increased gediment transport into adjacent surface water
bodigs, thereby negatively impacting the water guality The EA
should give greater consideration to stabilizing or fully re-
claiming those areas identified as having a high erceion/sediment
traneport potential

SITE SPECIPIC COMMENTS
1. Eagls Mine gite’

a. Section 4.1.3 Bxistiang Bavironmeat

Paragrapn 3 states that the proposed abandonment runs
directly along the banks of the Arkansas River. It should be the
Bagle River.

b. Biclogical Rescurces-Vegetation

This paragraph etates that opportunistic plant species would
quickly revegetate the cleared rail bed and the area would
eventually evolve into a natural state. These opportunistic
plant epecies will be dominated by weedy and even noxious plant
speciee. The rail line would serve as a eource of weed propaga-
tion and future seed asource. Noxious weed control have become a
concern at the county and state level. At other areas ar the
Eagle Mine Site, CDPHE and BPA have specified the vegetation that
should be seeded a® well ae the percentage of each species. and
the density of the vegitation. Reclamation of the porticre of

! CDPHE has been acting as the lead agency for clean-up of the
Eagle Mine Site since March 26, 1986, when the State of Colorado
and EPA entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOA) with
regards to the clean-up. As noted in the Joint Comments submitted
to the Surface Transportation Board on March 29, 1996 (COLO-6) at
page 4, BPA, CDPHE and Viacom, Inc. have entered into a three way
Congent Decree relating to the Eagle Mine Site. CDPHE, however, was
never contacted by anyone at the Surface Transportation Board
regarding the EA According to Volume S5 of the EA, only the
Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer and the Department of
Natural Resources were golicited for comments Neither of those
agencies have any jurisdiction over the removal or clean up of
hazardous waste or hazardous materials CDPHE does have that
authority, and filed notice of its intent to participate im this
préceeding in January.

SEA acknowledges concerns about erosion and sedimentation from

salvage activities. Recommended abandonment mitigation measures
in Volume 1, Chapter S of the Post EA respond to these concems.

The name of the affected nver (Eagle River) is noted

SEA has recommended mitigation measures in Chapter 5 of the Past

£A to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and to stabilized disturbed
scils. UP/SP has stated a willingness to negotiate a conversion of the
abandonment to the State of Colorado. The Department's request for
particular plantings can be accommodatad in that negotiation.

Refer to following page for comment.

The Colorado Department of Public Heaith and Environment was not
contacted directly for comment and input into the EA because SEA’s
contact mechanism directed correspondence to the State
Cleannghouse in each affected State Corresponaence sent to the
State Cleannghouse adcress was returned to SEA. stating that
Calorado has opted to discontinue its cleannghouse. No designated
aiternative central point of contact was identified.
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the rail line that will not be developed or maintained as a Refer to previous page for response.
transportation or racreation corridor should be seeded with
native grass, forb and shrub species in a manner subject to the
approval and overeight of COPHE and EPA

Califoxnia Gulch Site

Pursuant to the Congent Decree entered December 15, 1993 t th &RGW would be required to perform a
between the Denver Rio Grande & Western Railroad (D&RGW) , a 6 SEA recognizes that the D G qQ P

subsidiary of Southern P:citic Railroad, and the United States, feasibility study for siag piles near and along the Sage to Leadville line
DERGW is required to perform a Feasibility Study on a number of ’ i ]
slag piles as well as on ite easement, if necessary. The Feasi- in the event of land use change. SEA's recommended mitigation
bility Study wase deferred, however, until such time ac the land measures in Volume 1, Chapter S of the Post EA acknowiedge this
use changed. If the rail )ine is abandored, therefore, D&RGW t

will be required to perform a Feasibility Study pursuant to the requireament.
Coneent Decree, and subject to the approval of EPA and CDPHE.
Seg, COLO-6 at pages 9-11.

Respectfully Submitted,

Assistant Attorney General
Natural Resources Section
Colorado Department of Law

1525 Sherman Street

Denver, CO 80203

(303) 866-5073

Attorneys for Colorado Department
of Public Health and Environment

No A MWE;.._
s mngone oy arf

Nancy A.

Enforcement Attorney

Legal Enforcement Program

U.S. EPA Region VIIIX

999 Eighteenth Street, Suite 500
(BENF-L)

Denver, CO 80202-2466

(303) 312-69013

¢¢: Richard Parachini

d
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I hereby certify that on thie ""dny of May, 1996, true and
correct copies of the within Joint Comments of the Colorade
Department of Public Health and the Rovironment and the United
States BEnvironmental Protection Agency Region VIII oan the
Bavir tal A t were deposited in the United States mail,
at Denver, Colorado postage prepaid as follows:

An original and 20 copies and a 3.5" WordPerfect dieskette of
the Joint Comments was sent to:

Surface Transportation Board
Section of Environmental Analysis
Attn: Finance Docket No, 32760
1201 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washingten, D.C. 20423

Additionally, cne (1) copy of the Joint Commente was sent to
each of the parties of record.

Onic % tée ngouéo Attorney General
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Surface Transportation 8oard
Office of the Secretary

120! Constitution Avenue N. W
Room 2215

Washington, 0.C G423 2irigw

RE Protest of the Intent to Abandon and Discontinue Service filed by the
Southern Pacific Transportation Company and the Denver and Rio Grande
Wwestern Railroad Company

NO. AB-12 (Sub-No. 188) and No. AB-8 (Sub-No. 139)

Members of the Surface Transportation Board

I am State Representative Ken Chlouber and | represent District 61 in the
Colorado House of Represeantatives My House district s comprised of the
counties of Chaffee, Gunnison, Hinsdale, Lake, Park, Pitkin, and Teller,
Colorado. { have Tived i~ *~is area far 22 years and have represented this House
district for the past ° irs. Prior to that | was a county commissioner for
Lare County. [ am a er au 3uctioneer, and a small businessman. [ am very
famiiiar with the pe d economy of the area and therefore [ must strongly
protest the abandonmer the Malta line which extends from railroad milepost
271.0 near Malta to r. .-0ad milepost 162.0 near Canon City, a distance of 109
miles in Fremont, Chaffee, and Lake Counties, Colorade

Abandonment of the Malta line will have an extremely adverse impact on the
economy in that area as well as the state of Colorado as a whole. The economy
the area ralies upon the mining of gald, silver, coal, and molybdenum ore The
mining industry has supplied many in my district with jobs and has created 3 =ay
of 11fe unprecedented anywhere else in the country Much of the Maita line
runs through that area and, because of the mountainous terrain it 15 the onl
practical way to transport the are out of the mountains. The only other means
s by way of a two-lane highway, however, this highway was not constructed For
nor is 1t large enough to accommodate the transportation of great truckloads of
ore Construction of a larger highway to accommodate transport of the are by
truck is not practical, again because of the mountainous terrain of the area
To increase its size would be cost prohibitive and could not occur fast enough
to save an already weakened mining industry
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The Calorado mining Industry 's heavily dependent upor the operation of the
Malta line. 8y abandoning this line, ft will pa hobbled, {f not completely
paralyzed. [n racent years, mining has been marginally profitable at best. [f
the ore can not bte Iriansported from the mines in a manner that is not cost
effective, the mining ingustry in Colorado will never recover. [f this occurs
many jobs will be lost and the continued existence of many of the small mining
towns in my district may be threatened.

Abandonment of the Malta line will also negatively impact the highway
infrastructure throughout Colorado. The ore that was once transported by rail
will be placed on trucks and added to an already overburdened highway system.
The cost in pollution, hignhway repair, and congestion will be certainiy be
increased. [n an era where the discovery of convenient, clean, and inexpensive
methods of transportation is becoming imperative, it is ironic that abandonment
of any functioning rail line ts even considered.

Additionally, there is little doubt that {f you allow Malt 2 to be
abandoned, the rail line itself will be removed and salvaged. Perhs is will
not occur immadiately, but rest assured that it will accur. Wh it doas,
transportation of ors by rail w#ill be only a memory Lost also will de the
passibility of using the rail lines as an alternative method for the mass
transportation of people and other types of cargo.

Transportation by automobiies and trucks on the nations highways is
incraasing pollution. The roadways are difficult and expensive to maintain. [f
the rail lines are presant, there {s always the possibility of using them. Once
they’'re gone, they’re gone.

Calorads, and much of the West, was built by and because of the existance
of the railroads. [t s our tradition, cur history. Not only do ve fear the
loss of Jjobs and a weakened economy, we fe2ar that once the rail lines aire
ramoved, that part of aur past will be irretrievatle. Tha state of Calorade and
the vast would be much detter served by maintaining the rail line. Our future,
our past, depends on it.

Thank you for your consideration.
e

“Kan Chlouber, State Reprasentative

SEA has reviewed Representative Chlouber's comment on impact to
highway infrastructure. SEA’s analysis of rail-to-truck diversions, as a
result of the proposed abandonments, indicate that 530 rail cars per
year for the Maita 1> Canon City segment would be diverted These
diversions would cause an estimated increase of 2,120 truck trips per
year. This level of diversion would represent an increase of less than
one percent of regional truck traffic, so no mitigation is necessary. Rail
to truck diversions are anticipated to be limited to the Maita area for the
maovement of mine products from Asarco in Maita.




STAT

NCIES SETA SR HEO

coLo

- 6TATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

7~

= ]
T

“JIOR=rey
+ ISTORICAL
SOCIETY

The Coloredo History Museum 1300 Broadsay Denver, Colurado BO203 2137

May 2, 1986
Elalne K. Kaiser
Chief, Secuon of Environmental Analysis
Surface Transporuation Board
Washingron, D C. 204230001
RE: Unioa Pxcific/Southern Pacific Railrosa Merger (Finance Docket No  32760)
Dear Ms. Kalser

Thank you for your Apnil 12, 1996, correspondeacs concerning the above merges  We ar¢ responding
0 your request to review the Environmental Assessment (EA) for this undeitaking

Ip general we helieve that the need to Mentify historlc propesties (cultural resources) and dctermine
eligibility and poteatial Impacts to them has been satisGactorily addressed. o additon we agres with
P fal of effects identified withn each of the five categories of activaies except as specified
ia our comments below

Apcil 12, 1996 lettex

Page 2. paragragh two. oexi 1o last seniegeg - It is our understanding - and our expectation - that
Colorado Cultural Resource Survey forms ase being prepared for the raliruad lines and &) assoclated
featwres, rather than only bridges

Atsachiuent &

s A2, Calegory 3 - We look forward (o receiving an inventory record form for the water tower at
the Denver North Yard latermodal faciicy

Page A2, Category 4 - All three railmad abandonment projects in Colorado have the potential to
adversely affect historic properties if the railzoad lines themselves are dewermined eligible for inclusion
in the Natlona Register of Historic Places and if contribating featuses, including but not limited 10
bridges, will be impacted. Activities involving jadividually eligible struceures also may constitute an
sdverse effecr

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVA’ION
303 $66-3392  Fax 303866 4464

n SEA acknowledges the State Historic Preservation Officer's (SHPC)
cqmmgms that the neer. to identify historic properties and determine
eligibility and potential i/mpacts have been satisfactorily addressed.

The SHPO's request for Colorado Cultural Resource Survey forms for
railroad lines and asscciated features, in addition to bridges, was
addressed in matenals <ibmitted as part of the Section 106
consulitation process.

The requested inventory record was provided as part of the Section
106 consuitation process.

4 The SHPO's opiiiion on potential impacts of rail line abandonment was
considered in the Section 106 consultation process

MERGER. OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY “\
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Elsine K Kalser
May 2, 1996
Page 2

- There is also 8 potenual for 1dverse effects lu tue event thas the new connections 5

a0d sew sidings will oceut i previously undisturbed Aress The SHPQ's concern for potential adverse effects in the event of new

construction was considered in the Section 106 consultation process.
Attachment C

The discussion of the area of potential effects (APE) and the criteria of adverse effects was quile clear a
and compredeusive. We would suggest substitutiog “constructed” for “established” (page C 3, (), Proposed ‘anguage changes are noted, but w~ould not change the

“bullet”, |
S S - conciusions drawn in the EA. Also, the EA will not be repnnted.
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT(EA)

Yaolume 1
Pagg ES-16. Abacdonments - This discussion does not address the potential to impact historic properties Subsequent Section 106 consuitation has addressed this concemn

Pags 1:25. pacagragh two, ling 14 - We belicve that “Antonio” should be *Aatonito”
* beliove et “Ansonle i @D 5:5005e0 anguage changes are noted. but wouid not change the

Page 36, Section 3.4 - We request that “known® be added before “historic resources™ in all thres conclusions drawn in the EA. Also, the EA will not be reprinted.
subsections, sioce surveys have not yet been completed and reviewed for any of the three sbandonuent
arcas. Tables oo pages 3-14, 15 and 16 will need 10 be updated once the surveys are compiewed and
coneuitation wrh our office regarding National Reglser eligibilicy bas beo conducted

Bage 6, Secicn 6.0

Whils we agree that it is not likely that histcric propenties will be impacted by the in § activity, rail a !

yards and insesmodal facilities categoties, we wish (0 reiteraie the comments made in our February 2, SEA's recommended mitigation measures states that the Applicant
1996, respoase resarding the potestial for activitles involving previousiy undisturbed ground o have the must cease work in th r i

poteatial to Impat bistoric properties. In addition, if previously ugidentified bistoric propecties are ' e area of discovery of a previously unknown
located within the A PE, it will be necessary 10 evaluate thelr ellgibility and determine effects. archeological resource and contact the governing SPHO

Yolume 3

Pages 4-i4 (Section 4.1.7). 416 (Sectign ¢.1.8), 428 (Sectica 4.2.7). 4-29-30 (Section 4 2.8), 342

(oo &.1.7) ad 44 s 4,11 - Complton of sppicpiate culral courcsivertry secock {e]) Decisions on mitigation measures. where necessary, will be made in
forms, inteeim mai jes do nok consti jon measures for adverse the course of Section 106 consultation. Mitigation measures that
cffects. Typical midgation uumnu (o( these types oﬂlmnduduumuu resources include archival
quality recordution 1 Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Enginesring Rocurd would apply while Section 106 proceeds are reported in Chapter S of
(HABS/HAER) dards, keting historic prop with preference givea to recipiems willing w the Post EA,

malutain the properties ln xemaum with t!u Smuuyonh- Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, Rallg
10-Trails conversions and interp for subsucface resources when
avoidance o7 in-place preservatio is not possible include daca recovery and completion of « ceport after
development of an appropriate research design, curation of anifacts, moniworing disturbance and
publication of findings in appropriate protessional veues.

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
303-866-3192  Fax 3038664464
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Page 3

Page 4-34 - It will be necessary 1o sddress the Navional Register eligidility of the Towner to NA Junction
section of the Hoisiagron Subdivision railroad line itself, as well as associated features, in 24dition 1o the
individual eligibility of features, includiog but not limited w hridges

Pags 4-38 - The Colorado Sue Historic Preservauion Officer bas not yet besn requested to comment
specifically on the effects of the abandonment of the Towner to NA Junciion section. We will not be able
10 offer our opinion on the effects of any of the proposed activities baviog the poteatial to affect bistoric
propecties until we have reviewed and commented on the results of appropriate surveys o identify such
properties.

Page 443, Hisworic and Cuitural Resoyrges - Comment #1 Is not applicable to this segment

Page 4-20. Historic and Cylnural Resourcey - If thece are no hisorie properties located within the APE
of this new connection (desctided in Section 4 2.1), then thete will be g effect on historic propenies

lo the future we would appreciate haviag more than fifteen working days w review a five volume
document such &s Wis EA. We are concerned that other agencies having jurisdiction regarding some or
all of the proposad activities as well a3 interested parties may not «il be able 1o provide meaningful
commem within such & shor time frame

1f we may be of forther assistance, please contact Kaaren Hardy-Hunt, our Technical Secvices Director,
ar (303) 866-3398

Sute Historic Preservation Officer

JEH/KKP

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
303-866-3392  Fax 3778664464

“ LCe.warmination of National Register eligibility of various resources was
part o, the Section 108 consuitation process

12 Information to allow determinstions of effect on the Towner to NA
Junction abandonment was provided in the Section 106 consultation
process

s The SHPO's comment is noted.

(G The SHPC'- interpretation was incorporated into the Saction 106
consultation process.

U2l The amount of review time allowed for the EA is a result of the overall
schedule established for review of the merger application. In
anticipation of this concerm, SEA initiated contact with agencies on
January 29, 1996 to identify areas and issues of concern and to alert
agencies of the 20 day review period for the EA.

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY “‘
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The Colorado History Museum 1300 Broadway

April 10. 1996

Jutie Donsky

Environmental Scientist
Dames & Moore

One Continen’dl Towers
1701 Golf Road, Suite 1000
Rolling Meadows, IL 60008

Re Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Railroads Merger
Rail Segment - Activity [ncrease
Denver, Colorado to Dotsero, Colorado

Dear Ms. Donsky

Thank you for yous correspondence dated March 26, 1996, concerning the above project having Surface
Transpertation Board involvement

The nature of the proposed project is such that there will be no effect on historic properties lf we may
ve of further assistance. please contact Kaaren Hardy-Hunt, our Technical Services Director. at (303)
866-3398

Singerely
/

/
/

O it - ¥
thmu E. Hartmann
) State Historic Preservation Officer

JEH/KKP

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESEKVATION
303-866-3392  Fax 303-366-4464

n The Agency's concurrence that the proposed merger (Denver to Dotsero rail
segment) will have no effect on histonc and cuitural properties is noted. This
correspondence completes Section 106 coordination responsibilities for the State
of Colorado.
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Elaine K. Kaiser

Chiel, Sextion of Environmental Analysis
Surtace Transportation Board
Washington, D €. 20423.0001

Ke Proposed Abandonment, Hoisington Subdivision
Proposed Constructions on Saiina Branch

Dear Ms Kuiser
Thank vou fur your correspondence dated March 13, 1996, concerning the ahove pr
Hoisioguon Subsdiwvision - Towner t0 NA Jupstion Abandonment

Ihe Hoisington Subdivision appears have been evaluated solely for archuectural/engineering

significance as related to s 18¥6- 1887 constructinn  No evaluation has been made of the entire rexource
as opposed tu a series of bridges - for its historical significance in the area of ransporiation. The route

appears (0 have changed little over its 18861946 period of significance. Most of the upgrades 10 track

and bridges - in fact, for all but one bridge - occurred during this pericd of s gnificance. There is n

indication of why the line was upgraded during the Great Depres: . although this would seem

unusual corporate expenditure tor the 1930°s. We note that the list of bridges in the photograph not:

does not include all the bridges along the soute. Additionally . mach of the route traversed by the fine

retains its historic appearance during the period of signiticance, thus yielding an intact transportaty

corridor/cuitural landscape

No mention is made of the ravlroad’s impact on the towns along its route. i.e lowner. Sherdan Luke
Haswell, Eads, Sugar City, Crowley. Olncy Springs Do these communities not owe their founding and
development 1o the availubibity of rail service? The context submitted suggests that the Mis

served only Pueblo and points in Kansas without in any way impacting the development

Colorad Did the sugar beet indusiry ground Sugar city and Ordway happen withou! reterence t
availability of rail tramsportahion provided by the Missourni Pacfic? In sddinon the repon indicares th
existence of five grain elevators along the route but makes no reterence to agrivultural history and i
relation o ral SCrvice

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
048663190 Fax 303866 4464

n Additicnal information requested by the State Histonc Preservation
Officer (SHPQ) was provided in the Section 106 consultation process

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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May 10, 1996
Page 2

As implicd by the above discussion, the context and iaventury forms do not contain adequate
documentation on which to provide our comments about the historical significance of the Missouri Facific
Raiiroad from 1886-1946  Consequently, we are also upabie 1o comment on the effects of the
ahandonment at this tume

Salina Branch - Kansas Bounday jnto Puliman Yard, Deover, Copsiouction Activigies

Our opinions regarding the National Register of Historic Places eligibility of the following properties is
provided helow

Union Pacific Railroad, Centrs) Divisivn, Sulina Branch (SCHII8, 5LN201, SEL30?
SAHB08, SAMA459) - The Central Division is cligible as a whole under Criterion A for s
transportation significance for the period 1869-1946

Bridge st MP 472.55 (SCH118.1) - Contributing element t the abuve district

Bridge nt MP 525.67 (SLN20! 1) - Non-contributing

Clifford School House (SLN96) - A current photograph is needed 10 asscss intcgrity

Bridge ut MP 527.84 (SLN201.2) - Contributing

Bridge at MP 563.56 (SEL307 1) - Non-wontcibuting

Commanche Crossing (SAH163) - Listed in the Nationa! Register: contributing

Bridge at MP603.08 (SAHROS 1) - Non-contributing

Bridge ut MP626.43 (5AM459 §) - Need data
We request inventory record torms for the depots at Limon and Cheyenne Wells. It is also our
recollection frum previvus visits o Cheyenne Wells that the depot was of wood frame construction with
board and batten siding  We would like 10 knows the status of this structure  [n addition, we Jook
forward to receiving photugraphs to accompany the inventory torms
We agree with your determinstion that the Clifford School House is not within the APE. It is our opinion
that routine maintenance and upgrading of roadbed, track and signal equipment will have no effect oo
historic properties. However. alterations or replacement activities have the potential to atfect contributing
elements to eligible railroad lines. branches or segmenis. such as bridges depots and culverts, whether
or not such elements have heen identified and evaluated as a resuli of this survey. [In addition, f
subsurface archaeological resources are encountered during ground disturbing activities, such as those

associated with new or extended rail sidings, it will be necessary to halt the work until such resources
can he evaluated in consultation with our office

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
303 866-3392  Fax 303-860-4404

n Refer to the previous page for response

The SHPO's opinions on the listed properties is noted and was
incorporated into the Section 108 consuitation process

The requested records for depots at Limon and Cheyenne Wells were
provided for review

The SHPO's concurrence that the Clifford School is not within the APE
is noted. SEA's recommended mitigation states that the Applicant
must in the event of the discovery of a previously unknown
archeological resource, contact the appropriate governing SHPO.
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Elaine K. Kaiser
May 10, 1996
Page 3

Souther Pacitic (DARGW) Denver Yard and Union Pasific ullman Deaver Yard Modifications The SHPO's opinion that the propased project will have no effect on

Based upon the information provided, it is our opinion that sctivities proposed tor the above project will
bave no effet on historic properties. However, it subsurface archaevlogical resources are encountered
during ground disturbing activities, such as those associated with new or extended rail sidings, i will be

historic properties in the Denver SP and Puliman Yards is noted.
SEA's recommended mitigation states that the Applicant must in the
avent of the discovery of a previously unknown archeological

necessary 10 halt the work until such resources can be evalyated in consubtation with our office
resource, contact the appropriate governing SHPO
If you disagree with the above opinions on National Register eligibility, please seek the comments of the
Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places

We look forward to further consultation regarding these propused activities  If we may be of further
assistance, please contect Kaaren Hardy Hunt, our Technical Services Director, at (303) 866-3398

Singerely,
7 — /
James E. Hartmann

State Historic Preservation Officer

TEH/KKP

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
103 8663392 Fax 303-866-4464

UNION
PACIFIC
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The Colorado Hiatory Muscum 1300 Broadwsy Deover Colormdo 802033137

May 22, 1936

Flaine K. Kalser

Chief, Section of Environmental Analyuin
Surface Transportation Boad
Washington, D.C. 204230001

RE:  Unioco Pacific/Soutbern Pacific Rallroad Merger
Dear Ms. Kaisex:

Thank you for your correspondsnce of May 2, 1996, requesting determinazions of eligibility and effect
for the various classes of activiths proposed under the merget

It appeass that some of the activitics for which you e requesting our comments have been discussed
previously in your Masch 13, 1996, conespondence regarding the Holsington Subdlvision and Salina
Branch to which we responded oo May 10, 1996, as well as your April 12, 1996, correspondence
concerning the Environmeatal Assessment. W which we responded on May 2, 1996. We encourage you
1 refer to these responses io copiuaction with this current responss {1 is our opinion that allowieg our
office adequate rev'ew time will help avold the duplicaton of effort for this very complex and extensi e
project. Sioce we 1ave been asked 10 provide multiple responses regardig this project w three differex
eatities within extrocaely abort time frames, we are not Aways able 10 meet thess deadlines while at e
sane time responding 1o L umerous project teview requests from other agencies as well

Based upon our review of 4 ppendix D, we hive the following commeas

(MENTIFICATION CF HISTORIC PROPERTIES - We are pleased with your recogniuoa of the ceed
w identify, evaluate aod determine the effects of the various actvities on both archaeological and
hittorical resousces

RAIL LINE SEGMENTS - & is our opinion that increased rallcoad watfic, per g9, will have no effect
on historic properties. However, “capacity improvements®, such as construction of usw sidings and new
nnections in previously undistucbed areas hive the poteatial o affect historic proparties, as stated in
our May 2o0d response. We agree that the Clifford School House (s not within the area of potential
offects (APE) (See our May 10, 1996 responss ) We anticipate oo effect on hiswric pruperiles from

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
303-866-3392  Fax 303-866-4464

SEA appreciates the State Historic Preservation Qfficers (SHPQ)
comment an the Board's recagnition of the need to identify, evaluate

n and determine the potential effects of the proposed merger on
archaeological and historical resources.

The SHPO's concern for potential adverse effects in the event of new
construction was considerad in the Secticn 108 consuitation process

The SHPQ's concurrence that the Clifford Schools is not within the APE
is noted. SEA's recommended mitigation states that the Applicant must
in the event of the discovery of a previously unknown archaeological
resource, contact the appropnate governing SHPO>
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Eluine K. Kalser
May 22, 1996
Page 2

the capacky Improvements, with the cavear that any discoveries during ground disrurbing activities will
neer 10 be addressed In consultarion with our office

RAIL YARDS - We concyr with your deterinaion that the activities at all three yards will bave no
effect on binaric properties

i Steet UP
ACILTITES - From the description of e proposad wurk at the 40xh

ey e slgnges {s no poteatial L affect bistoric propaties. With regard W the

No cllity, peed 1o review an inventory record form foc

of In our May 2, 1996 rasponse). As stated in our May 10, 1996, response, it

::z:m'p‘am‘:m:‘: posed demolitioa of both North Yard facllitics will have no effect oo historic

propm"e, rather thaa po sdverse effect, agaln with the cavext regarding subsurface resources that oy
be encountered during ground distutbing octivifies included in this document.

ABANDONMENTS

) { I ly discovesed
Malta to Canon City - We agree that if a0y previously |dentified but unevaluated or newly discc
.chml‘:u‘ml remr’cu are located within the APE, it will be necessary xo.dammac lhuf eligibliry sad
e effects of the project oo any found eligible Ground disturbasce involving any such eligible moux:;
(bistoric properies) may constnute an adverse effect Io the absence of appropriste research or
wransfer, lease or sale of such propenies with adequue revricions.

i i for the historic resources
Since we have pot yt received the survey report and iaveptory record forms ;
18 this APE, we cannot forfoally comment oo Lels eligibility. Conceptually we can agree bt "lny}i.:h
resources are detertined eligible, the poteotial exsy for adverse effects for the reasons outlined in the
last paragraph on page D4

i " jon to trails or vebicular
¢ should be noted thar adaptive reuses of (he radroad grade, guch a3 copvers:
L:fﬁcu sy create 3 potentiai for adverse effects 10 not only railroad related historic properties but also
other ;ypu of sdjacen: blswric propenies which may bacome moce accessible 1f such alternatives :;o
selected, It will likely be necessary w evaluate asy such additional resources determined to be within the
APE.

Sage (o Leadrille - Our comments 03 this segment are the same as above for Malta to Cagon Ciry.

owner ndi nal information

NA Junetion - As indicated In our May 10, 1996, response, we uqucn'udhm :
Ihoul m:.cndn‘ Hoisingwa Subdivision w enadle us 1o comment about the eligibility .o( the Ml,uou'l
Pacific Railroad. Cogsequently we cannok comment oa effects of this abapdonment project ® d}; time
Please refer w our comments on e eligiblliry and effects of e related Sallna Branch project o
sddressed in our May 10, 1996, response.

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
108663392 Fax 303-866-4464

Refer to the previous page for response

SE\ acknowledges the SHPO's concurrence that there will be no effect
on histor.c properties at the three rail yards in Colorade

SEA acknowledges SHPQ's concurrence that there will be no effect on
the Pullman Intermodal Facility. Information on the water tower in the
North Yard SP facility has been provided subsequent to the date of this
letter. SEA also notes the SHPQ's opinion that demolition of North Yard

facilities will have "no effect" on historic properties, rather than "no
adverse affect.”

SEA acknowledges that ground disturbance of undiscovered resources

a would require an evaluation of eligibility and effect. This type of
mitigation is discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA.
Information requested by the SHPO for the Maita to Canon City rail
segment has been provided.

SEA recognizes the SHPO's position that conversion to trails use could
YAl create a potential for adverse effects. The Surface Transportation
Board does not have the authonty to require conversion to trails use
It should be noted that the Applicant has res,onded favorably to the

State of Colorado's request for trails use if the proposed abandonment
IS approved.

a SEA has responded to the SHPO's request for additional information

about the proposed abandonment of the Towner to NA Junction
segment.

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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Elaloe K. Kalser
May 12, 1956
Page 3

CONSTRUCTION - See commeats above regasding Intermodal Facilitles.

If we may be of further asslstance, please contact Kaaren Handy-Hunt, our Techaical Services Director,
at (303) 866-398.

Sincerely,
James E. Harunann

State Historic Preservation Officer

JEH/KKP

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
303-466-3392  Fax 303-866-4454
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Ms. Elaine K Kaser

Chief. Secticn of Environmental Analys:s
Surface Transpontation Board
Washingten D.C. 20423-0001

RE. Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad Merger, Sectior. 106 C
Dear Ms. Kaiser

Thank you for raquesting our views on the proposal 1o merge the operations
of the Unicn Pacific Railroad Company and Southern Pacific Transportation
Company According to your letter, the transaction will not cause changes to rail
line sagments, rail yards. or intermodal facilities, or intiate new construction
projacts. Further, it will nat result in new ~ail lines abandonments in idaho. We
agree, then, that ihe proposed merger will have no effect on historic properties, and
Section 106 Review for Idaho has been completed for this undertaking

We would like to take this opportunity to reminc the Surface Transporntation
Board (ST8) that our office has requested additional information from Union Pacific
on abandocnments currently being considered. On several of these projects. we
have not recewved responses. 'We would appreciate closer coordination berween
Union Pacfic and the STB on current and future railroad undertakings requiring
review under Section 106 of the National Histonc Preservaticn Act

If you have any questions, feel free to contact either myself or Suzi Neitzel at
208-334-3847

Sincerely

#, ',«~‘-.,/, v f ¢ l ¢

) /
Rofjert M Yohe i
State Archaeslogist and
Dédputy SHPO

RMY/spn

cc. Susan Hamin [daho Public Utilitics Commission, Boise

SEA acknowledges the Idaho State Historical Society's statement that the

proposed merger will have no effect on historic properties.  This
correspondence completes Section 106 coordination responsibilities for the
State of Idaho.

The current proposal does not inciude any abandonments in [daho.

___MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SCUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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ILLINOIS

DEPARTMENT OF

NATURAL RESOURCES

Office of Water Resources

November 1

Ms. Jutie Donsky

Dames & Moore, Inc

one ( ental Towers

1701 Golf Road, Suite 1

Rolling Meadows, lllincis 60008

Dear Ms. Donsk

Enclosed for your information are copies of our rules for "Construction in
Floodways of Rivers, Lakes ar Jd Streams® and *Floodway Construction in
Northeastem lllinois.” These rules appear to be the ones which would be relevant
to the types of work you are proposing for the merger of the Union Pacific and
Southern Pacific Railroads. This office also regulates construction in the public
waters of the state and the construction and modification of dams. From (he
information included in your Septernber 30, October 23, 24, and 31 and November
6. 1995 letters it did not appear that our public water or dam safety rules would be
applicable

From the neneral location and project descnpt nformation included with y
letters | have madae the following determinauons
Barr (October 23 letter) - Tha drainage area of the stream at the Barr site is
fess than 10 square mi'= . 'n a rural area, therefore, an IDNR/OWR permit is
not required. If work other than the removal of the rails and ballast is proposed
for the rail line south of Barr more detailed information should be submitted for
our review

Buda (October 31 letter) - it appears that the construction of new siding wesl
of Buda could involve the crossing of a waterway with a drainage area greater
than 10 square mile in an rural area. Therefore, a permit would be required
fram this office for the proposed censtruction  The other proposed work in the
Buda vicinity does not involve streams under our junsdiction. Therefore, a
permit is not required for that work

.
EMectve Ady |, 1999, 11 nom Deparyment of Nansal Resowcss was O eamd FVOUGN he Consasdancn of e Wnom Depaumend of Consanaix
e o0, ADANIONeS Med Lanas Aecamason Cauncs. e Oepariment of T/ arsgorason § Orasion of el fasourcas
) T Hnom S Museum 440 SO Sy KoM he Mnow Depaament of Enegy and Nanwdl Resouwces

w0 armens of Mernes a0

(PrTea On (8CyTRS 100 970N ©a0er
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Ms. Julie Donsky
Page 2
November 16, 1995

Dolton (October 23 letter) - The proposed expansion of the intermadal facility
does not appear to be enlarging the existing yard area and does not appear o
cross a walerway with a drainage area greater than 1 square mile in an urban
area or a waterway thal has a designated floodway. If this is the case, 3
permit is not required

Dupo (Cctober 23 letter) - The proposed expansion of the intermodal facility
does not appear to be eniarging the existing yard area and does not appear 1o
cross a waterway with a drainage area greater than 1 square mile in an urban

area. If this is the case, a permit is not required

Girard (September 30 and Qctober 23 letters) - The drainage area to tne
“wye’ is less than 10 square miles in a rural area. Therefore, @ permit is not 1 SEA acknowledgey the Illinois Department of Natural Resources, Office of

required. If work other than the removal of the rails and ballast Is proposed for W * :
the rail line north of Girard more detailed information should be submitted for ater Resources, guidance and comments on permitting requirements for

our review proposed new rail line constuctions at Girard and Salem. The Applicant

would be required to procure al ! iti
Global 2 (October 23 letter) - The Office of Water Resources had previously construction ;: these loc;:mm I necessary permits prior to imtiating
* contacted the CNW regarding a proposed flood control reservoir in the vicinity J
of Addison Creek. Please coordinate your efforts with Melvin Allison of this
office. Proposed construction for the expansion of the intermodal facility which
would impact flows in Addison Creek, or its tributary from the Lower Elmhurst
Reservoir, would involvy a waterway with a designated floodway and would
therefore, require a permit

Salem (September 30 and October 23 letters) - It appears that the
construction of the 8000 ft. onnection would involve the crossing of a
waterway with a drainage area greater than 1 square mile in an urban area
Therefors, a parmit would be required from this office for the propased
construction

Salem (September 30 and October 23 letters) - it appears that the provision of
the fcur tracks in excess of 8000 ft. at the Salem yard might also invoive the
crossing of 3 waterway with a drainage area greater than 1 square mile in an
urban area. Therefore, a permit would be required from this office for the
proposad construction

UNION
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State Historical Society of lowa

The Historical Division of the Department of Cultural Affairs

1o reply plesse refer to:

day 9, 1996
R&CH: 951100104

laine K Kaiser

JP/SP Environmental Project Director
jection of Environmental Analysis
jurface Transportation Boaed

i2th and Constitution Avenue, Room 3219
Washington, DC 20423-0001

2F:  SIB-STATEWIDE-SURFACE TRANSPORTTION BOARD REQUEST FOR ENV COMMENTS
ON THE PROTENTIAL ENV. IMPACTS OF CONTROL AND MERGER APPL. BETWEEN
THE UNION PACIFIC AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAILROADS (FINANCE DOCKET

#32760):

Dear Ms Kaiser

Based on the information you provided, we find that there are po historic properties which might be atfected by
the proposed undertaking. Therefore, we recommend project approval

-

t{owever, if the proposed project work uncovers as item or items which might be of archeological. historical or
architectural interest, or if important dsts come t light 15 the project area, you should make reasonable efforts
to avoid of minimize harm to the property until the significance of the discovery can be determined.

Should you have any quesuions please confact me at the number below

Sincerely,

Sincerely,

, . 14
/ L |
%40; A
v
Raiph J. Chrisvan ¥
Architectural Historian

Community Programs Bureau
515/281-8697

0 600 E. Locust C Montauk

(O 402 lowa Avenue
I.?P’. Moines !va. 50319-02%0 B.?l mn 3

lowa City, luwa 52240-1806

SEA acknowledges the State Historic Preservation's Office's conclusion
that there are no histonc properties in iowa which might be affected by
the proposed merger. This correspondence completes Section 108
coardination responsibilities for the State of lowa.

A general mitigation stipulation of the proposed merger requires the
Applinant to halt work in the area upon discovery of archaeological
resou ces and to contact the appropriate SHPQ
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BEFORE THE
SURFACE .RANSPORTATION BOARD

Finance Docket No 32760

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION
UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND
URI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY CONTROL AND MERGER
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION
SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOUIS
SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY, SPCSL CORP., AND
THE DENVER AND RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY

KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
COMMENTS

John Jay Rosacker

Attorney at Law
Bureau of Rail Affairs
Kansas Department of
I'ransportation
217 SE 4th
Topeka, KS 66603

Date MARCH 28, 1996

UNION

PACIFIC
MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY “‘Il
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City By-pass" will exacerbate historic problems with rail crossings
in peveral Kansas communities We would particularly direct the
Board’s attention to the unusually difficult situation in Wichita
We realize the Board does not traditionally consider rail crossings
ses, but public safety, quality of life and economic

» truly at stake and we feel it should be viewed as

the public’s interest. We woculd appreciate the

orts to craft a reasonable solution to the congesation

ylems in Wichita by using its lawful authority in conjunction
this merger case to bring the parties together around a

workable plan.

Group encourages the Board, to ultimately

if the above conditions are satisfied

KDOT as the agency for the Governor‘s Railrcad Woriir~
Group requests that the Board carefully review the evidence
presented by all parties in this case and approve the mexrger as
meeting the public interest test; subject to the appropriate action

on the following conditions

SEA acknowledges Kansas DOT's concern .ocut an increase in grade
crossing problems in Kansas communities :nd Wichita as a result of
increased train traffic. SEA notes Kansas DOT's recognition that SEA
does not normally address rail crossings in merger proposals.
Subsequent to the EA, SEA visited Wichitz and aiso conducted
additional rail traffic and vehicular analyses.

The Chickasha to Wichita line, which passes through downtown
Wichita, wili see an increase from 4.4 (pre-merger) to 11.8 (post-
merger) freight trains per day, an increase of 7.4 trains per day. SEA's
calculation of the delay is shown in the following paragraph. The Lost
Springs to Wichita line, which begins at 21st Street, north of downtown
Wichita, and continues north to Lost Springs, will see an increase of 10
trains per day from, 1.9to 11.9 per day

Train Speed. The current freight train speed limit for crossings between
19th and Central Streets is 10 MPH. For 5,000-foot unit freight trains
traversing the 10-MPH crossings, the additional crossing delay with the
increased rail traffic from the merger would be approximately 47
minutes over a 24-hour period. Thus, the total post-merger delay
blockage time at 10 MPH crossings would increase from 28 minutes
(pre-merger) to 75 minutes (post-merger) per day

However, all crossings in Wichita do not have train speed limits of 10
MPH, so this analysis overstates the potential impact of any increase
in rail traffic. Based on UP Timetable No. 2, dated 10/29/85, which
gives the permanent freight train speed limits, the train speed limit for
the Lincoln Street crossing and ail crossings to the south of the city
limits is 20 MPH. The train speed limit for all UP crassings in Sedgwick
County outside the Wichita city limits is 40 MPH. Where conflicting with
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the timetable speeds, the current 10 MPH slow orders referred to by the
City would be temporary and should not be used for caiculating future
impacts.

Delay. The incremental crossing delay caused by the additional 5,000-
foot freight trains associated with the proposed merger would be much
less than for the lower speed crossings. Total blockage time for the
crossings from Lincoln Street south would increase from about 15
minutes per day to 41 minutes per day, an increase of 26 minutes
Likewise, total blockage time for the crossings north of 21st Street
would increase from about 4 minutes per day to about 29 minutes per
day, an increase of 25 minutes.

SEA used 5,000-foot train lengths as the average for calculating
crossing delay. For Wichita, SEA also calculated delays using a longer
average train length of 6,000 feet. For 6,000-foot freight trains, total
blockage time for crossings south of Lincoin Street would increase from
pre-merger values of 36 minutes to post-merger values of 96 minutes,
a change of 60 minutes. The crossings north of 21st Street would
expaerience blockage increases from § minutes per day pre-merger, to
30 minutes per day post-merger.

Traffic level of service (LOS) at grade crossings in the 10 MPH
operating section would be degraded to peak hour LOS D values for
8,000-foot train operation. For 5,000-foot freight trains, LOS C values
are projected for the crossings in the 10 MPH operating area. Please
refer to Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Past EA for additional discussion of
LOS at grade crossings.

Uh

HON
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Richard Penkratz page -3
FAX REPLY to: 202/927-6226

To Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief
Section of Environmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board
Washington DC 20423-0001

From: Richard Pankratz, Kansas Stajg Historic Preservation Officer
Signature __ %
Oste,_ 5721 /6 ‘A&

Re: Section 106 Consuitation Comments r2garging
Proposed Merger of Union Pacific and Swuthem Pacific Railroads
Finance Docket 32780

| concun with the Surface Transportation Board's (STB) fincings regarding historic and
Cultural resources as described in STB's letter of May 14 , 1956

| cencur with the Surface Transportation Board's (STB) findings regarding historic and cultural
resources as described in STB's letter of May 14, 1896, with the following comments:

. SEA acknowledges the Kansas State Historical Preservation Officer's

concurrence with the Board's findings regarding historic and cultural resources
as described in the Board's letter of May 14, 1996. This correspondence
completes Section 106 consultation with the State of Kansas.
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May 6, 1996

Ms. Julie Donsky

Dames & Moore

One Continental Towers
1701 Golf Road, Suite 1000

Dear Ms. Donsky:

Sincerely,

o

Gerri Hobdy

GCH:MM:s

State of Louisiana

KaruLcen Basineaux BLance OFFICE OF THE LIBUTENANT GOVEANOR
SASTENANE SEnpiawe DEPARTMENT OF CULTURE, RECACATION & TOURISM
OFrFiCE OF CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT

Divigion or ARcHarRoLOGY

Rolling Meadows, [llinois 60008

Re:  Addendum to theEnvironmental Report for the Proposed Merger
of the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Railroads
Multiple Parishes, Louisiana

State Historic Preservation Officer

PO BOx 44247 BaATON ROUGE, LOVISIANA TOB0O4 4247 Puong (904) 342 8170

AN EQUAL DrRoNT vITY Cumsioves

PriLLIP /. Jones

SECcALTARY

GEnni Howe:
ASSISTANT Sgon

Reference is made to your letter dated March 26, 1996, requesting our comments on the
above. We have completed our review of the proposed plans and determined that significant
cultyral resources will not be affected. Therefore, we have no objections.

[f we may be of further assistance, please contact Mr, Mike Mahady in the Division of
Archaeology at (504) 342-8170.

Fax (904) 3420173

v
rany

n SEA acknowledges SHPQ's comment that no significant cultural
resources will be affected by the project.
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r

Ty MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF STATE
@ Candice S. Miller, Secretary of State
Laasing, Michigan 48918-000!
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Mictugsn Histerical Center

717 West Allegea Street
Laasing. Michigsn 48918-1800

Apnl 18, 1996

ELAINE K KAISER

CHIEF SECTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
WASHINGTON DC 20423-0001

RE ER96-723 Proposed merger, Union Pscific and Southern Pacific Railroads (STB
Finance Docket No. 32760)

Dear Ms. Kaiser:

We have received your request to concur with the Surface Transportation Board's opinion
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, that the
above referenced project will have no effect on cultural resources in Michigan.

However, you have not provided any information te support this finding. What states does

these railrosds operate in? Perhaps the State of Michigan is outside the area of potential effect
for the project and you are not required to consult with this office

If Michigan is within the arex of potential effects we require information on how your agency
arrived at its no effect determination. This information should include a list of histenc
properties within the area of potential effect and s description of why the merger will have no
effect on historic propesties.

If you have any questions, please contact Kristine Wllson. Environmentsl Review Coordinatos
at (517) 335-2721. Thank you for this opportunity to review and comrent.

Sincerely,
//\,:‘ ‘/ /5'/' / :
el

Kathryn B. Eckert
State Historic Preservation Officer

KBE:KMW

n Information explaining the basis of the Surface Transportation Board's
determinaticn that the proposed merger would have no effect on
cultural resources in Michigan was submitted on May 2, 1996
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Dr. Kathryn Eckert
page 3

FAX REPLY fo . 202/827 6225

To Elaine K Kaiser, Chief
Section of Environmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board
1201 Constitution Avenue
Washington DC 20423-0001

Kathryn Eckert/Michigan State Histonc Preservation Officer

4

Proposed Merger of Union Pacfic and Southemn Pacific Ralroads
Finance Docket 327€0

Anaiysis (SEA) that the proposed merger would have no effect to historic and cultural resources

in Michigan, as described in SEA’s letter of May 2, 1896, comment that there weuld be no effect to historic and cultural resources

in Michigan. This correspondence completes Section 108 coordination
responsibilities for the State of Michigan.

) sontur with o finding of B Sustass Tmeparielion St Sastion of Smananantet SEA acknowledges Michigan's State Historic Preservation Officer's

i | concur with the finding of the Surface Transportation Board's Section of Envirenmental
Analysis (SEA) that the proposed merger would have no effect to historic and cultural resources
in Michigan, ss descnbed in SEA’s letter of May 2, 1696, with the following comments:

UNION
PACIFIC
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MINNF3OTA HISTORICAL SOCIET

May 10, 1996

Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser
Environmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board
Washington, D. C. 20423-0001

Dear Ms. Kaser
Re: Merger of Union Pacific and Southem Pacific Railroads
Minaeso’a
SHPO Number: 96-2141
Thank you for your letter regarding the above referenced proposed action

If there are no proposed actions that would affect Minnesota, we conclude that there is no

underuaking subject to Section 106 review in Minnesota. (A *1o effect” review finding n SEA acknowledges the State Historic Preservation Officer's conclusion
would only be made if National Register listed or eligible resources had been identified in the that there is no undertaking subject to Section 106 review in Minnesota.

. fi .
area of potential effect for the project.) This completes Section 106 coordination responsibilities for the State

If you have any questions regarding our review of this project, please contact our Review of Minnesota.
and Compliance Section at 612-296-5462

Sincerely,
-~ P
é;?m ‘ ?&Wm“{,
“Britta L. Bloomberg
Deputy State Histonc Prescrvaton Officer

BLB:dmb

Aeb oot Bovirs ann Wes SUNT Pa Mieseson
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Surface Transportation Board
Washington, D.C. 20423-0001

Secnion of Environmental Analysis

Apnl 3 1368 Finance Docket No 32760
Mr. Paul M Putz

State Histonc Preservation Oicer

1410 8th Avenus

P O. Box 201201

Helena, MT 58620-1202

Re Union Pacific/Scuthern Pacific railroad merger, Secticn 108 Compliance
Dear Mr, Putz

As you are aware, on November 30, 1665, the Union Pac:fic Railroad Company (UP) and
the Scuthem Padfic Transportation Company (SP) applied 1o the interstate Commerce
Commission (ICC) for authority to merge their operaticns into a single Union Pacific Rairoad
Company. This proposec merger now requires the approval of the Surface Trensportation Board
(STB). The STB retains the former ICC's merger review authorty

Because the preposed undertaking has the potential to affect nistoric resources, the STB
Is seeking your comment on vanous aspects of compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. This effort is baing coordinatad with preparation of an Env ronmental
Assessment to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

On January 29 1998, you were sent a lstter from the Section of Environmental Analys's
raquesting your comments regarding potential environmental impacts of the proposed merger
The letter summarnzed merger activities into five categones: (1) Rail Line Segments, (2) Ral
Yards, (3) Intermodal Facdities, (4) Rail Line Abandanments. and (5) Rall Line Canstruction
Projects. In Montana, lhere are no proposed changes 'o rail line segments, rail yards, or
imMermodal faciities, and no new construction projects No rail lines are proposed to be
abandoned

In accordance with the rules and reguiations found in 38 CFR Part 800 5b, the STB
requests your formal agreement that this project would have no effect on historic resources in
Montana and that consultation regarding Section 106 has been completed

CCNCUR
MONTA

ared £:96 s .;.*.Z_?fz_“//- '

SEA acknowledges the Montana State Historic Preservation Officer's
concurrence that the proposed merger will have no effect on historic and cuitural
properties in Montana. This correspondence completes Section 106
coordination responsibilities for the State of Montana.
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NEW MEXICO - ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT

r

State of New Mexico

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Harold Runnels Building
1190 St. Fancis Drive. P.O. Box 26110
Santa Fe. New Mexico 47502 NARK E WEIDLER
1505) 827.2850 SECRETARY
GARY E JOHNSON EDGAR T THORNYON
OVERMS DEPUTY ShcABTARY

May 2. 1996

Elaine X Kaiser. Chiet

Section of Envwronmental Analys's
Surtace Transportation Boara
1201 Constiution Avenue. NW
Room 3219

WNashington. D C. 20423

Dear Ms. Kaser

RE. CONTROL AND MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC
RAILROAD COMPANY, AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY:
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, FINANCE DOCKET NO. 32760.

The following transmitts New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) statf comments conceming
the above-ceferencad Enviconmental Assessment (EA)

The proposed merger wili increase iocometive rraffic by 50% along the Lordsburg NM 1o £1 Pase
TX rail ine segment. The increase in locomatives. from 3 10 B, resuits in an inciease of creria
poliutant ‘evels in New Mexico and in Air Quality Control Region IAQCR) 12, New Mexico southern
vorder The imcreases are

Lordsburg to El Paso AQCR 12
Polliant 1ans ger Ygar Politam  Ionsperysar
HC 474
co 1473
NOX 799
0z 99
PM-10 7 M-10 239

Note The emission amounis shown here Jre distnbuted along the distance of the rall line
segment.)

m
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Elane X Kaiser
May 2 1996
Page 2

The increase in emiss'ons resulting from tne merger should not signdicantly impact the air quaity
of New Mexico For example. the total NOx emissions of the rail line segment from Lordsburg to E!
Paso represents less than 20% of the NOx amissions from a single major source along the rail line
segment

The report dic not mention the Sunland Park Marginal Qzone Nonattalnment Area - Although
not mantioned, less than 20% cf the rail line segment between Lordsburg and El Paso is in this
nonattainment area For example. NOx emissions from the rail-line segment in the nonattainment
area would represem only 4% of the NOx smissions from the largest single major source within the
area Therelore locomotive emissions within the nonattainment area are minimal

We appreciate the opportunty (o comment on this EA. Please let us know if you have any questions
on our comments

Sincerely
/S
.//
/
i’
Ged: Cibas, Ph D

Environmental Impact Review Coordinator

NMED File No. 98EER

The New Mexico Environment Department's comment that increases
in rail line traffic between Lerdsburg, NM and El Paso, TX should not

n adversely impact air quality is noted and is consistent with SEA's
finding.

SEA acknowledges the Department's identification of NOX emissions
in the Sunland Marginal Ozone nonattainment area and comment that
these @missions are minimai

UNION
PACIFI(
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GARY £ JOHNSON

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OFFICE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS
HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION

VILLA RIVERA BUILDING
118 EAST PALACE AVENUE
SANTA FE NEW MEXICO 9740
303) 827 6310

Lovtanon

Ms. Elaine K. Ksiser

Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis
Surface Tranasportation Board

washington , D.C. 20423-0001

Dear Ms. Kaiser:

{ am writing in response to your letcter dated April 3, 19%6 a
copy of which I just received from Myra Frank and Assoclates.
Thank you for the information that we requested concerning the
Union Pacific/Southern Pacific railroad merger undertaking. I can
now give you our recommendations on the undertaking pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Hietoric Preservation Act, ae
amended, and its implementing regulations 36 CFR 800

The undertaking, ae defined within the acate of New Mexico, will
involve ground disturbing activities within existing railrocad
rights-of -way associated with new rail line segment constructicn
resulting {n capacity improvements guch ae double tracking and
9iding extensions These activities have the potenrial to effect
poth known and unknown historic properties that are eligible for
listing on the Naticnal Register of Historic Places

For the Cochise, AZ to Lordsburg to El Paso TX corridor, s secard
track one train length long will be constructed at Aden, Afton
Akela, Carne, Dona, Gage, Lanark, Strause, and Tunis At Demi:rg
a double track six miles long will be built. From Lizard to
Anapra and from Lordsburg to Ulmoris a second main track will ce
built Lastly, from Separ to Wilna a double track and an
additional crossover will be constructed. Deming contains two
buildings listed on the Nacional Register of Historic Placea that
are in the vicinity of the proposed second track. Known
archaeclogical sites are located in Deming, the Lizard to Anapra
axea, the Separ to Wilna area, and in the vicinity of Strause

New Mexico

For the El1 Paso, TX to Dalhare, TX corridor, five new sidings
9,700 %eet long (each) will be constructed at Arabella, Leoncito,
Oscura, Robsart, and Tularosa. At Palcmas that existing siding
will ba extended by 3120 feet One known archaeclogical sites is
near Tularcse, New Mexico

SEA acknowledges the State idistoric Preservation Officer's comment

that ground disturbing activities have a potential to affect known and
unknown historic properties. SEA's recommended mitigation measures
relevant to the undiscovered archeological resaurces are reparted in
Chapter 5 of the Post EA.

information on histonc and archeclogical resources at vanous locations
in New Mexica noted by the SHPO has been included in the Section
106 consultation process. Information was submitted on the requested
forms.
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archaeological survey be conducted to identify all cultural
repources that may ke affected by the undertaking as required
under 26 CFR 800.4. This will involvae hiring an archaeologisc
who meets the professional qualifications contained in
Axchaeology and Historic Preservation Secre

For each of the proposed line constructions, I recommend that an ;
Refer to the previous page for response

-
Intexior‘s Stapdarxda and Cuidelines (FR, 48:190, September 29,
1983) . The archaeologist is to conduct a pedestrian survey
within the proposed right-of-way and along the lengths of each
proposed rail segment and record all cultural rescurces
encountered using Laboratory of Anthropelogy Site forms available
at thie office for all new gsites and an update form for all
previously recorded sites. After the survay has been completed,
a survey report must be prepared detailing the results of the
survey and contulning copies of the site forma. This report must
be submitted to my office for review. At that point, we will
provide you with ocur recommendations on site eligibility and
effect as required under 36 CFR 800.4 and 8500.5. All sites found
not to be eligible tc the Naticnal Register of Historic Places
will require no further consideration. However, all sites that
are determined to be eligible, and that will be affected by the
undertaking, will require treatment of effect prior to
conetruction in accordance with the provisions of 36 CPR 800.5.

If you have any questions, please contact me.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

//i; 4"3, .
,g&fuc/ Castlestaver.

David Cushman
Acting Deputy Stacte Historic Preservation Officer

Log: 50442

cc: Rick Starzak
Myra Prank and Associates
811 W, 7th Street
Suite 800
Los Angeles, CA 50017

UNION
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STATE OF NEVADA

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
Capitel Complex
Careon City, Nevada 89710
Fox (708) 687-3983
(70R) 6874065

May 10, 1996

Ms, Elaine K. Kaiser

Chief, Section for Environmental Analysis
Suzface Transportation Board

1201 Consutution Avenue, NW

Room 3215

Waeshington, DC 20423

Re:  Nevada SAI # 96300161 ~Envisonmental Assessment for the Union Pacific and
Southern Pacific Railroad Merger (Finance Docket No. 32760

Dear Mas. Kajser:

Thank you for th: opportunity to review the Environmenta! Assessmeat for the proposed
merger between the Union Pacific aud the Southern Pacific rail lines. Also, thank you for
agrecing to extend our comment deadline to May 10.

Mu_t reviewing the document, the State of Nevada finds that it is deficiens in several
respects. First, the impacts to air quality were not sdequately addressed. The regional analysis
that was conducted is 100 broad an area to sufficicatly document the true air quality impacts to
the Reno/Sparks area. In downtown Reno, where the impacts will be the greatest, no modeling
was conducted b depict worst-case scenarios, such as during the winter at rush hour rraffic. To
analyzc the true impacts to air quality, such an analysis must be conducted

Second, the State is coacerned with the p impacts the i

could posc fo cmergency response vehicles in the downtown Reno ares
accident, a fice, or some other incid

d number of trains
If thete is a rail
¥ P CIEWS tmay n
scene bocause a train could be blockiag vitsl ,, agcways. 4 ':’(:‘.buwl:‘ :&::
mgzonmmunm(!oruvcdmmuu:wmlmb\wm haough. The projected i in
rail uraffic that will accompany this proposd merger will only exacerbate this situation, and will
place emergency response crews in the situation of not being able to respond in a timely fashion.

-\

7

SEA notes the state's concem about air quality impacts in the
Reno/Sparks area. In response to this and other comments. SEA
performed air quality analysis at 1 0 intersections in downtown Reno
for which the average daily traffic per crossing is 1 1,287 vehicles.
SEA's findings for the 10 cressings (between Keystone and Lake) are
that annual emissions, in tons, would be: 1.6 (HC), 20.0 (CQ), 0.4
{NOx), 0-01 (SO2), and 0.01 (PM,0). SEA concludes this level of
emission is not substantial. No mitigation is necessary. Please refer
to Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA for further discussion of the air
quality methodology. Air Quality mutigation is discussed in Voiume 1,
Chapter 5 of the Post EA.

SEA acknowiedges the Commission's concems about emergency
response issues in the City of Reno. The anaiysis of intersection
delay reported indicates that emergency response times shouid not be
affected by the incremental change in delay that would be attrbutable
to the merger. It should also be noted that the City of Reno has a
distribution of fire/rescue stations on each side of the railroad tracks to
pravide adequate coverage. Therefore, the impact of a blocked
railroad grade crossing on emergency response limes (for either
existing conditions or if the merger is approved) would be minimal.
Grade crossings blocked by trains can be incorporated into the
dispatching protacol to dispatch response from the next closest or
available standby station. Recegnizing centinuing concem for this
issue, however, SEA's recommended mitigation for the Reno area is
reported in Volume 1, Chapter S of the Post EA.

SEA evaluated traffic delay for the 15 grade crossings in Reno, using
traffic data provided by the City, suppiemented by grade crossing data
from the Federal Railroad Administration. Using the affirmed number
of trains, SEA conducted additional traific analysis following issuance
of the EA. Current total vehicle deiay is estimated at 48 minutes per
day, or 1.6 to 4.2 seconds per vehicle using at-grade crossings. The
resuits of analysis indicate that the 24-hour level of service (LOS)
(please refer to Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA for an explanation
of LOS) for vehicies crossing the raiiroad tracks in the unmitigated
postmerger condition would be LOS B8 for either 5,000 foot trains
(assumed faor the EA) or 8,000 foot trains (tested in the post EA
period). This is based on a projection of 88 minutes of total delay per
day for 5,000 foot trains, or a range of 2.9 to 7.6 secor.ds of delay per
vehicle (depending on volume of traffic). For 6,000 foot trains, the
projected total delay per day would be 102 minutes, or a range of 3.7
to 1 0.0 seconds delay per vehicle. The peak hour average LOS
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Furthermore, with increas~d rail traffic comes an increased risk of accidents. The FA
states that “the proposed merger could be expected to result in an additional 25 accidents per
ycar.” Yet, no mention is made of where these sccidents are expected 10 occur, agein pointing to
a deficiency in the document

Third, although Section 106 consultation with Nevada's State Historic Preservation
Office revealed that the proposed merger could have the results listed below, the document does
not discuss the impects of those actions
s The construction of 6 universal crossovers between existing parallel SP and
UP lines (at Alazon, Barth, Beowawe, Elbwz, MP440, and the UP
Connection)
Abandowmeat of the rail yard at Cardin
Phaseout of the existing Reno UP intcrmodal facility
Construction of a new rail facility in the Reno srea
Demolition of the Sparks SP intermodal facility

In addition, the increased rail traffic that will inevitably resuit from this merger may

cause = increase in the number of wildlife fatalities. The State is especially concerned with tro

to pronghomn lope, mule deer, and wild turkeys. Although construction »f

fencmg alon; the tncb would help to mitigste this phenomena, it would prevent free movement
between lands on either side of the tracks, which is not acceptable

In conclusion, this proposed rail merger is a multi-state action with many impacts, not
just to Nevada. The document is inadequate in several respects, a few of which were mentioned
above. In addition, although we thank you for extending the review and response timeline for us,
we find that the comment window was simply too short. All of these points suggest that the
Surface Transportation Board should conduct an Fnvi al Impact S ot on the
proposed merger, not an Envi | A 1t The issues are simply too complex, and the
proposal affccis many states, all of which suggests that the current level of analysis is inadequate.
This letter, along with the enclosed comments from the Nevada Division of Environmental
Protection, the Nevada Division of Wildlife, and the State Historic Preservation Office,
constitutes the review of this proposal as per Presidential Executive Order 12372, Please call me
if you have any questions at (702) 687-6367

Sincerely

c'fz’/a‘ ML'

Julie Butler, Coordinator
Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC

Tim Crowley, Governor’s Office
David Cowperthwaite, NDEP
Rebecca Palmer, SHPO

Rirhod Haan NN

“\

@ (post-merger) wouid be LOS C for either train length, based on peak-
hour delay values approximately double those cited for the 24-hour

level of service. Impacts at LOS B and C do not indicate the need for

mitigation. Because of local concern, SEA recommends that the
Applicant consult with the City of Reno about traffic issues. SEA's
revised mitigation recommendations are discussed in Volume 1
Chapter S of the Post EA.

SEA also analyzed the impact of train traffic on the amount of time
that crossing gates would be down. Using the 6,000 foot train length
to evaluate a worst-case scenario, SEA's analysis of delay indicated
that the average gate down-time per train would increase from 3.5
minutes for 5,000 foot trains to 4.1 minutes (a 36-second increase).

o) SEA acknowledges the Cleannghouse reference tc the Section 106
consuitation process and avaluation of potential impacts to sites
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
Information listed in the comment as not discussed in the EA has been
developed and reviewed as part of the ongoing Section 106
consultation process initiated by SEA with the Nevada SHPO

SEA acknowledges the Agencies' concems for potenual adverse
impacts to wildlife. The proposed merger wouid not introduce new
types of impacts. SEA agrees that the suggestion for fencing of the
right-of-way is not feasible, in addition to its prevention of free
movement of animals.

SEA notes the Clearinghouse position on conducting an EIS. SEA
concludes that an £A is appropriate and an EIS is not required. The
EA and Post EA identify and evaluate impacts of the proposed merger
and descnbe recommended mitigation measures to reduce potential

impacts.

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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BOB MILLER STATE OF NEVADA JOHN P COMEAUX
Goeeraor Divector

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
Capitol Complex
Carvon City, Nevada 89710
Fax (702) 667.3983
{702) 687-4065

May 15, 1996

Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief

Section of Environmemal Analysis

Surface Transportation Board

1201 Constitution Avenue, NW, Room 3219
Washington, DC 20423

Re: Nevada SAI NV# 96300161 ~ Environmental Assessment for the Union Pacific and
Southern Pacific Railroad Merger (Finance Docket No. 32760)

Dear Ms. Kaiser

Enclosed are additional comments from the Nevada Division State Lands and the Division
of Conservation Districts of that was received after our previous fetter to you  Please
incorporate this comment into your decision making process. [f you have any questions, please
contact me, at (702) 687-6382, or Julie Butler, Clearinghouse Coordinator/SPOC, at (702) 687
6367

Sincerely,

\ N
! T
\ E }‘( A Y}L’LZL\_
« Incnui Advocate

fem Rodefer, Envir
Nevada State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAI. KESOURCES

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 83710

Muy 9, 1996

CLEARINGHQUSE COMMENTS
NDEP # 1996-114
SAI NV # 96300161

TITLE: USDOT-STB Draft EA for Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad Merger

e Division of Environmental Protection has reviewed the aforementioned State Clearinghouse
item and has the folluwing comments:

The Division is concern wbout the overall adequacy of the Environmental Asscssment
The magnitude and consequences of the decision requires  more in depth review. As such, the
Division believes that an Environmentai Impact Statement should be prepared that addresscs
many of the issues currently not defined in the Linvironmental Assessment. It is our belief that
issues hidden by the brevity of the Environmental Assessment would be revealed by the mor
mtensive review provided by an Environmental impact Staternent

From an environmental perspective, the consequences upon air quality needs further
review. The Environmental Asscssmicnt persists in treating the issue of impacts at a Air Quality
Control Region (AQCR) level. Since an AQCR c¢an cover a quarter of Nevada, the defacto
analysit does not portray the true impuct, Worst casc air quality modeling is needed to
adequately characterize the impact of rail movement through Urban areas. For example, impacts
“om sail traffic through downtown Reno, Nevads have been dismissed s having no sdverse
impact. No modeling wzs done using worst case conditions (e, winter timie period st peak
traffic periods), and as such the document has not adequately disclused impacts

—

SEA recognizes the position of the Division regarding the need for an

EIS. SEA concludes that an EA is appropriate and an EIS is not
required. The EA and Post EA identify and evaluate impacts of the
proposed merger and describe recommended mitigation measures to
reduce potential impacts.

SEA acknowledges the caoncern of the Division about air quality

impacts. Please refer to response provided for comment #1 regarding
vehicle idling. Emissions increases for the Roseville to Sparks segment
(including Reno) ares less than EPA levels of significance. The air
quality methodology is described in Volume 1. Chapter 4 of the Post
EA.

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPAN'Y AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY A
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SAl 96300161 (NDEP 1996-114)
Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Merger Eavironmental Assessiment
Page 2 - May 9, 1996

We are also concerned that the propased rail mecger will place a greater demand on local
emergency response ageacies in the event of a rail incident. Although we understand that there
are requirements ¢ transportacion of rail cars that is defined in 49CFR, our concern is whether
any grealer risk will be imposcd upon the general public and eavironment by the increased train
waffic in highly haxardous substances, The EA sates that “ibe pruposed merger could be
expected 10 result in an additional 25 accidents per year based on the projecied increase in train~
miles of the proposed system™. No mention has been made as (0 where the accidents will most
likely ocour

Finally, aithough a suhtle issue, it is still relevan: that the Eavironmentai Assessment has
not addressed on-going or inticipated remedintion activities. For example the Environmente!
Assessment has not included 3 discussion of how the proposed merger will effect the Sparks
Solveat/Fuel Site cleaoup.

SN Gopuloraite

David R. Cowperthwaite
Clearinghouse Co irdinator
Division of Environmeatal Protection

Tim Crowley, Governors Office

qr

SEA acknowledges the concem of the Division about emergency
response impacts. SEA's has conducted an independent analysis of
the movement of hazardous matenals throughout pnncipal corndars of
the proposed merged UP/SP route system. A descniption of the
methodology for this analysis is contained in Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the
Post-EA. The post-merger nsk pased by the movemenit of hazardous
matenais through this region was found to be higher than the historical
traffic fluctuations expenenced by the rairoad industry. Even with this
increase, SEA considers the movement of hazardous materiais safe
because of the necessity to comply with Federal regulations regarding
the movement of such matenals. (See page 4 of the US DOT response
letter in Appendix A.) In response to this comment, SEA also
recommends additional mitigation as descnbed in Volume 1, Chapter
5 of the Post-EA,

Any on-going respansibilities aof the Applicant for clean up of the Sparks
SolventFuel Site wouid not be affected by the proposed merger.

[ 4\J
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EPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOUR

7 DIVISION OF WILDLIFE

BOB NILLER
g

STATE OF

PETER C MON¥Lm
»

CEPAPTMENT C7 CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE |
1100 Vallgy Roaa (‘ |
#Q. 8ox 10878
Re o Nevada 495200022
702) ARS-1 500

April 29, 1996

Ms. Julie Butler

Nevada State Clearinghouse
Planning Division

Blasdel B3ldg. Room 200
Carson City, Nevada 89710

RE: SAIZ 96300161 - Rail Merger
Desar ¥s. Butler:

Thank you for the cpportunity to review the abovae document.
We have determined that the impacts to wildlife will probably be
limited to an increased number of collisicns that may occur as a
result of the increased traffic on the existing rail lines.

Pronghorn antalope and mule deer are two big game species that
would be at highest risk due to aigration pattarns in the areas of
existing rail lines. Wi{ld turkeys exist within the Truckae Canyen
between Wadsworth and Vista. Thare have been saveral instances of
collision mortalities. BEvidantly, the turkeys ars fasding upon
spilled grain lccated on the "racks.

Although there is a possibility to preclude wildlife from the
tracks using exclusionary fencing, *these scane nethods would
advarsaly alter free ncvement between lands on either side of the
tracks. We cannot condone this.

If you hava any questicns, please feel free "o call Craig
Mortimere at (702) 423-3171.

Sinceraly,

WILLIAM A. MOLINI, ADMINISTRATOR
o\ e \ i/
| A ——
il !4&‘({\

Richard 7. Heap, Jr.

Regicnal Manager

Regien I

>
CC: Habitat, Reno

n SEA acknowledges the Ager.cies' concems for potential adverse
impacts to wildlife. The propased merger would not introduce new
types of impacts. SEA agrees that the suggestion for fencing of the
nght-of-way is not feasible, in addition to its prevention of free
movement of animals,
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~

NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Department of Administration
Budget and Planning Division
Blasdel Bldg., Rm. 200
(702) 687-4065
fax (702) 687-3983

DATE: April 22, 1996
Legislative Counsel Bureau
Coenmunications B4

Emp. Tralolog & Rebad
Resewch Divition

BSC
Transeertation

Cavernecs Offics
Noclcar Progects Office

Nevada SAT# 96300181 Project: EA —~ Unioa Pacific Corporation & Southers

Pacific Rall Corporation Control & Merger

Enclosed, for your review and commeat, copy of the above mentioned projoct. Please
evalusts it with respect o its effect o0 your plans and programs; the importance of its
cootribution to state and/or local ereawide goals and objectives; sad its sccord with any
applicable laws, orders or regulations with which you are familiar.

Please submit your comments no later than 7. Use the box below for short comments. If
significant comments are provided, please use sgency letterhead and include the Nevads SAI
aumber and comment due date for our reference. If you have any questions, please contact cither
Terri Rodefer, Clearinghouse Environmental Advocate, at 687-6382, or Julie Butler,
Clearinghouse Coordinator, 687-6367.

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY;
. Conference desired (Sce below)

_..Conditional support (See below)
_ Disapprovsl (Explaio below)

No comment on this project
Proposal supported as written
Additional information below

AGENCY COMMENTS:

1. Recommend sll propomed abandonments be considered for the raile to trails
program.

2. Recommend & weed control program be set up for the rail right of ways.

A

J

SEA acknowledges the recommendation of the Nevada Qivision of
Conservation Districts that all proposed abandonments be considered
for the raiis-to-trails program. However, this propesed merger does not
include abandonments n Nevada.

SEA recognizes the recommendation submitted by the Nevada Division
of Conservation Districts for a weed contral pregram for the rail right-of-
way. Maintenance issues are nat within the jurisdiction of the Surface
Transportation Board. The respondent should forward this concem
directly to the Applicant.
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Department of Administration

Budget and Plansing Divi, ——
Blasde! Bidg , Rm. 2 Ri
(702) 6874065
fax (702) 687-3983 MAY
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Sareconcy Qs Legrsiasive Counsel Burcas
Nuclear Project Office Communications B4
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Please submit yous comments wo later than 1. Use the box below for short comments. [f
Mﬂmmmmmmyhmmmm letterhead and include the Nevads SAI
number and comment due date for our reference If you have any questions, plesse cootact cither
Terri Rodefer, Clearingh Envi 1 Ad st 6876382, or lulie Butier,
Clearinghouse Coordinator, 687.6367.

___No comment on this project

. Conference desired (See below)
supported A written "

. . Conditional support (See below)
X Additional information below . Disapproval (Explain below)

AGENCY COMMENTS:  18& Diyisien or Srare tawss 15 Mot AWae ap AWV IMpace:
M THC Ploioser MEQGEL THAT AFFELT The AGENEY 00 APPECT PuBUc (AvDs MAUAGEMENT

NevAoA THCReAsED TRAFFIc WILL ADUEQSELY AFFECT CRATAW LiTIES AMD ComMumiTigs
NE/ADA —~ COoMMEVTS REGALD (WG THoSE (MAALTS SHOULP B¢ MADE Flom THost EUTiTigs

Fecred. TYAMW, <.n.al

SEA acknowledges the comment of the Division of State Lands that it
is unaware of any impacts from the proposed UP/SP merger that may
affect the Agency or public lands management. Aiso noted is the
statement that increased traffic will affect certain cities and
communities. The potantial impacts of increased traffic to communities
is addressed in Volume 1, Chapter 3 the Post EA.
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BEFORE TUE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
WASHINGTON, D. C

Filnance Docket No. 22760

UNTON PAGIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RALLROAD HMI’A.NY
AND NISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY .- -CONTROL AND MERGER-
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RALL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY. ST. LOULS SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY,
SPCSL CORP., AND TME DENVER AND RIO CRANDE VESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY

COMMENTS AND REQUEST FOR CONDITIONS OF
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF NEVADA
The Public Service Cosmission of Nevada (PSCN), subaits these couments snd
requescs for conditions Public meetings were conducted by the Commsission
throughout Nevada in order to ascertain intormation aseful to the Surface
Transporcation Board in eveluacing the merger The public acetings' elicited
comments specific to Nevade bLuc useful under the broad criteris specified in
49 C.F.R. § 1180, specifically
i The effect on the sdequacv of transportation to the pubilc:
2. The effect of including or failing to include, other rail carxiers
in the area involved in the proposed transaction
The toral fixed charges thac result from the proposed cransaction;
The interest of the rail carcrier ewployees affected by the proposed
cransaction: and
Whether the proposed transaction would have an adverse effect on
competition among rail carrters in the affected region or In the
national rail system
General Comments
The State of Neveda has an historic relatlonship with the developaent of
the rail transportaticn systes in the Wesr Nevada's davelopment in the late

19th Century was largely associated vith {ts proximity to the transc ontinental

' Public meetings were hold in Nevada for this purpose in Reno on
February 12, 1996: in lavelack on February 13, 1996; (n Vinnemucca on
February 14, 1996 in Las Vegas on February 15, 1996; and in Elko on
February 29, 1996

Response #1 reflects comments beginning
aon the following page.

SEA acknowiedges the Commission's concern about increased rail
traffic through the cities of Reno, Lovelock, Winnemucca, Cariin, Elko
and Wells. Projected rail traffic increases are as follows:

Volume 1, Chapter 3 cf the Post EA reports that train traffic will increase
on the Roseville, CA to Sparks, NV line (through Reno) by 11.3 freight
trains per day in addition to the existing 13.8 trains (12.7 freight and 1.1
passenger) per day. The rail segment from Sparks to Winnemucca
would increase by 12.4 freight trains per day over the existing 13.8
trains (12.7 freight and 1.1 passenger) per day, through the towns of
Lovelock and Winnemucca. Rail traffic between Winnemucca anad
Alazon would increase by 4 freight trains over the existing 31.3 trains
(30.2 freight and 1.1 passenger) per day, through Carlin and Elko. Rail
traffic between Alazon and Ogden, UT would increase by 10.3 freight
trains per day over the existing 12.7 freight (0 passenger) trains per day
through the town of Welis.

Impact assessments were conducted as noted in the next section. The
rail traffic increase between Winnemucca and Alazon does not exceed
the Board's threshold for requinng environmental review. SEA's
recommended mitigation for impacts in Nevada are reported in Volume
1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA.

Noise impacts due to increased train traffic in all rall segments was
below the 3 dB threshold at which mitigation would become warranted.
In Reno, currently 75 residences lie within the 65 L,, ncise contour:
post-merger, an additional 58 residences would be within the noise
contour. A site visit was conduct in Winnemucca in response to the
city's concern that an area had not been included in the EA noise
analysis. When including the Grass Valley area, the (revised) number
of residences falling within 65 L,, the noise contour is estimated to be
136 (pre-merger) and 301 (post-merger). The number of schools witnin
the 65 L, noise contour pre- and post-merger are 0 and 2, respectively

A single church is within the cantour in either cirrcumstance. (n
Lovelock, there are currently 70 residences within the 85 L,, noise
contour; past-merger, an additionai 77 residences and one church
vould be within the post-merger contour. In Wells, there are currently
55 residences and two churches within the 65 L,, noise contour; past-
merger, there would be an additional seven residences and one church
within the contour. Noise impacts were not assessed in Carlin and Elko
because the change in train traffic did not exceed the Board's analysis
threshold. Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA describes the noise
anaiysis.




STAT NCIES

NEVADYPUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

[

through trackage rights agressentcs T™is could provide guldance (o other
proceedings considering competitive rall access
111 Micisation of Increased Bail Traffic Throush Norshesn Nevads

As indlcated saclier, the PSCN beld public meetings on the Lapacts of the
serger in Reno, lovelock, Wionewucca, Llko and Las Veges. A prisary concern of
local govsrtaent expressed a4t these public mescings vas the snticlpated elface
of increases rajl traffiec through the cities of Rene, Lovelock, Virmnesucca,
carlin, Clko and Vells, Navada Thess concerns have besn acknovledged by boch
UP and S? reilroad officials. Despite identifying these Lssuas hovever, no
specific mitigacion measures have beso proposed by the Applicancs to address the
environaental, traffic congestion, safety and sasrgency response problems that
are likely to result from the merger dus Co greacer rall traffic aloog the
corrider

A. Reno

The lapacts of the merger on Reno msy be the grestast oun any city affected
by the mstged vallroad operaticns This rasults from the proximity of the 5P
rallroad tracks co downtown Reno and the fect that Rane’s touri{sa-based sconowy
aske {t & destination for millions of visitors each year. Reno is & 24-hour-a-

day resort ares, and the ares adjacentc to the railroad 1 a significanc dbusiness

center vith beavy vehicular, public transit and pedascrisn traffic ac all hours |

The PSCN understands that the City of Reno is a5 interveuor in Finance
Docket 12760 and that Lssues specific to Rene era being svaluated by experts froa

the Ciry of Rsno, the UF and SP. The ccocerns of the City of Reno, bave alse

besn publicly stated by Nevada Coverver Sob Miller, U.S. Senator Harry Reid, 0.5

Senacor Richsrd H. Bryan, asd Congressvoaan Barbara Yucanovich, These elected
offlcials are concerned vith the public safety and ecopomic impacs the merger,
(¢ approved, vill have on Hevada's second largest city. As the stats agency

having Jurisdiction over rallroad crossings and scting under cercificacion for

che Federal Railrosd Adatnistration for railroad safecy lssuas, £t fa the sxpress

request of the PSCX that Reno's unique situation be recognized by the Board and

that conditions to mitigate the lspect of subscancially Lncrecsed rall craffic
be tequired (n any ordar approving the merger Recognizing that local governsentc

-

Impacts to grade crossings are reported in Volume 2, secticn 12.4.1 of
the EA. Average rail traffic on the Roseville, CA to Sparks line would
increase from 13.8 to 25.1 trains (freight plus passenger) per day.
There are 18 grade crossings along this segment in Nevada; 8 of these
have Average Daily Trarfic (ADT) counts greater than 5.000 vehicles
per day. The maximum queue length per train due to peak-nour venicie
traffic would range from 1 to 80 venhicles, and the correspending delay
per vehicie wouid vary from 1.35 to 2.06 minutes for 2ach train pass.
Vehicie delays of these amounts an low-velur = srade crassings do not
warrant mitigation.

SEA evaluated traffic delay for the 15 grade crossings in Reno, using
traffic data provided by the City, supplemented by grade crossing data
from the Federal Railroad Administration. Using tha affirmed numter
of trains, SEA conducted additioral traffic analysis following issuance
of the EA. Current total vehicle delay is asumated at 48 minutes per
day, or 1.8 to 4.2 seconds per vehicle using at-grade crossings. The
resuits of anaiysis indicate that the 24-hour level of servica (LOS)
(please refer to \ciume 1, Chapnter 4 of the Past EA for an explanation
of LOS) for vehicles crossing the raiiroad tracks in the unmitigated post-
merger condition would be LCS 8 for either 5,000 foot trains (assumed
for the EA) or 6,000 foot trains (tested in the post EA period). This is
based an a projection of 88 minutes of total delay per day for 5,000 foot
trains, or range cf 2.9 to 7.6 seconds of delay per vehicle (depending
on volume of traffic). For 6,000 foot trains, the projected total delay per
day woulid be 102 minutes, or a range of 3.7 to 10.0 seconds delay per
vehicle. The peak hour average LOS (post-merger) would be LOS C
for either train lengih, based on peak-hour delay values approximately
double those cited for the 24-hour level of service. Impacts at LOS B
and C do not indicate the need for mitigation. Because of local
concern, SEA recommends that the Applicant consult with the City of
Renc about traffic issues. SEA's revised nutigation recommendations
are discussed in Volume 1, Chapter & of the Post EA

Cn the Sparks to Winnemucca line, average rail traffic would increase
from 13.8 to 26.2 trains per day. There are 24 grade crossings along
this segment; none of these have ADT counts greater than 5,000
vehicles per day. The lowest train spaed at grade crossings in this
segment is 40 MPH. The maximum queua length per train due to peak-
hour vehicle traffic would range fror: 1 to 11 vehicles, and the
corresponding delay per venicie would vary from 1.11 to 1.35 minutes
for each train pass. SEA concludes that vehicle delay of these amounts
on low volume grade cressings do not warrant mitigation.

UNION
PACIFIC
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p On the Winnemucca to Alazon line, average rail traffic would increase
from 31.3 to 35.3 trains per day. There are 18 grade crossings aiong
this segment, none of which have ADT counts greater than 5,000
vehicies per day. The lowest train speed at grade crassings in this
segment is 25 MPH. The maximum queue length per train due to peak
haur vehicle traffic ranges from 1 to 11 vehicles, and the corresponding
deiay per vehicle vanes from 1.11 to 1.77 minutes for each train pass.
SEA concluded that vehicle delay of these amounts an low volume
grade crossings do not warrant mitigation.

Average rail traffic on the Alazon line 10 Ogden, UT would increase from
12.7 to 23.0 trains per day. None of the 18 grade crossings has ADT
counts greater than 5,000 vehicles per day The maximum gueue
length per train due to peak hour venhicle traffic ranges from 1 to 1*
vehicies, and the corresponding delay per vehicle varies from 1.11 to
1.77 minutes for each train pass. Vehicle delays of these amounts on
low volume grade crossings do not warrant mitigation

Safety issues, inciuding increased accidents at grade crossings and
risks associated with shipment of hazardous commedities are
discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA. Subsequent to
issuance of the EA, in response to a request from SEA, the Applicant
| generated a more detailed output from their traffic model, which
indicates the number of carloads of hazardous materals before and
after the merger. This information indicated that the Donner route
through Reno would expenence an increase of 60 percent in hazardous
materials car loadings. The traffic increase resulting from the merger
exceeds both historic levels and the increase that could be reasanably
ba expected from the upward swing of a single business cycie. SEA's
racommended mitigation measures for the transport of hazardous
materials are reported in Volume 1, Chapter S of the Post EA.

SEA acknowledges the Commission's concam abaut impacts within the
City of Reno. Please reier to response to comment #1C for information
on noise, and to response to comment #1E for information about
intersection delay. SEA also analyzed the impact of train traffic on the
amount of time that crossing gates wouid be down. Using the 8,000
foot train length to evaluate a worst-case scenano, SEA's analysis of
delay indicated that the average gate down-time per train would
increase from 3.5 minutes for 5,000 foot trains to 4.1 minutes (a 36
second increase) In response to this and other comments, SEA
performed the requested analysis at 10 intersections in downtown Reno
for which the average daily tiaffic per crossing is 11,267 vehicles.
SEA's findings for the 10 crossings (between Keystone and Lake) are
that annual emissions, in tons, would be: 1.6 (HC), 20.0 (CO), 0.4
(NOy), 0.01 (SO,), and 0.01 (PM,,). SEA concludes that this levei of
emission is not substantial and would not require mitigation.

B
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expertise (s best able to suggest solutions zo the variety of provlems lrcrsased

craffic will engender, the PSCN dafers te the CLTy of Reno’ 3 compents to advise
the Board «s to vhich micigation measurss are the wost feasible and appropriace
5. Rurel Cosmmities--lovelock, Vinnemuccs, Carlin, Valls
There are railrcad-reiatad iapacts Lo some of Nevada's rursl commsunities
wt'c are sy significant to the residencs of chose communities as the impscts of

the sarger are to ths Reoo urban srea. The Clty of Winnesucca has lotervensd in

this proceedirg Lovelock, Vinnegucca, Carlin aod Valls are all adversely
affected because railroad tracks blsect thess compunities, requiring et-grade
crossings, Some city services, such as fire and pollice services, are located on
one sids of the tracks vhile hospitals and esargency cara facilitics are located
on the other. Rail operations often cause subscantial dalays to vehicular and
pedescrian traffic and iaterfere vith the ciciss' essrgency and police reaponse
capabiliclioes.

t was suggested thac the rallroads realign the SP sainline

o Creek to conmect ¢o the UP smainlize righc-of.vay,

In Vinnemuccs,
track vest of town sar Ros
double-track the UP main lime through Vinnesucca as needed, then realign the SP

crack sest of Vinnesucca to conplete & bypass of the dewntowvn ares., UP's tracks

and yard do not go through the dowvntown arss and tharafore do not creste tha

conflicts with the commmity that the SP ctrack sligraenc causes. Lxcept for rstl

access to & lintted oumber of shippers, one of vhich (s a major employer Lo

Vinneaucca, this altarnative vould elisinate the confllcts the communicy bes vith

the railroad’s at-grade crossings Lo downtown Vinmewuccs

A similar sltuacion exlsts in Carlin. Carlin has wultiple yard tracks at

one crossing, vhich is 1o poor condition, and these tracks disecc the cicy

Linda Bingeman, Mayor of Carlin (ndlcated that & relocacica of the tracks
biseceing Carlip would resolve most of Carlin's probleas. This eption seems Co
sake sensa in light of tha Appllicancs expectacion that SP's Carlin facilitles

vill be closed and the functions transferred to Elko "

' APPLICATION, Volume ), page 172

9

Concern about impacts to Lovelock, Winnemucca, Carlin and Wells are
noted. See response to comment #1 for the train traffic numbers. Rail
traffic for the segment containing Carlin does not exceed the Board's
inalysis threshold and are thus not assessed in the EA

SEA visited Winnemucca to review circumstances raised and mitigation
requested by the City. SEA has assessed the raquest for a grade
separation at Bridge Street. The Applicant has indicated a wilingness
to discuss joint funding under the financial constraints of Nevada law,
but the City has indicated that its share of either a $4 million underpass
or a $25.5 million bypass cannot be met. There is an existing grade
crossing at Hanson Street, approximately seven blocks south of Bridge
Street. There is also an undarpass at US-40, approximately the same
distance north

Additional analysis of traffic in Winnemucca indicates that the average
vehicle delay would increase from 1 to 2 seconds (pre-merger) to 2 to
3 seconds (post-merger). SEA finds the accompanying effect on level
of service (LOS) associated with the post-merger level of operations is
not of a magnitude to require mitigation. See the response to comment
#1F. Given the presence of two existing grade separations near Bridga
Street, and the City's expressed inability to participate in funding, SEA
beiieves mitigation for a Bridge Street grade separation is not
warranted.

SEA conducted a field review of the City's proposed rerouting of
mainline traffic from the middle of Winnemucca to the UP line. The
proposed new alignment would also have to cross the Humboldt River
and associated wetlands. The estimated cost of construction reported
by the Applicant to County officials is $25.5 million. SEA concludes that
the costs of construction neaded to implement rerouting would be
excessive and does not consider this proposed mitigation to be viable

Five of the 24 grade crossings on the Sparks to Winnemucca segment
ara in Lovelock. Sea response to comment #1F

Two of the 18 grade crossings along the Alazon to Ogden, UT segment
are in Wells. See rasponse to comment #1H

SEA has assessed the City of Winnemucca's request for mitigation
Please see response = comment #3

Refer to following page for response.
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At the PSCN's public wmeecings in both Wimmesuccs and Elke rallroad
representatives indicacted an interest 1o exploring slearnatives and suggesced
that proposals to address thess Lssues sight be forthcoalng

. Recomsendatious

The PSCN recognizes thac vithout the merger, exlating probleas ars uniiksly

s cosprehensive Cfashion Howavet, vith ths 3erger

cunities are oresented to eliminace conflicts betweso the tellresd acd the

| comnmities, !apreve overall cail cpsrations, end enhance public safecy

Operstional efficlencles resuleing from oerged callroed dispatch may micigate

conflicts in Lovelock and vells. In Wisnemuccs and Carlin, some 1avel of capital

{ovestasnc could rascive the conflicts. The railrosds have {pdicated an interesc
ia resolving these conflices vith a possible proposal.

Should such & propesal frea the railzoad not be made and accAptes prioxr te
the ctime the DPoard makes lcs dacision on the merger epplication, the PSCH
strongly urges the Board to Lapose oicigation copditions that taguire the
railroad to evaluate and izplesant appreprisce aitigation sessures oo leter thas
five years from cthe date of werger spproval.

I, lesal Sexvice and Commumdir Contacs

Taroughout the public seecinge hald by the PSCN, & common Commamity concers
was that cajlroad personnel are very diffteule, i{f not Lmpossidle, for the
general public or local governaent o contact {n order to express complaincs
operating probleas, hazerdous nmsterisls, shipper questions or obtais other
genaral information. Local agents have ansvered chat need; but affected citizens
wmat pay for that local stzeutlion for example, (n Vimasucca, the UFP povw
chacges shippers $30.00 each time the shipper calls the local agent to TesoLve
a problea or obtaio an ansvar that the UP s Nationsl Customer Service Ceoter
(NCSC) camot resolve oF ansver V  Shippers should pot have o pay for che
inabllivy of the rallrosd ta comzunicate accurate and Cisaly {aformation vbeo

questioas are asked,

PR e

7 §ee fupplement 17 t- Union facific Rallrosd Company’s Freight Tartiff
UP 9006-D, Effective October 1994

10

. The proposed relocation of tracks at Carlin was not analyzed in the EA

Refer to previous page for comment

since the rail segment affecting Carlin does not exceed the Board's
anvironmental analysis threshold.

The Commission’'s recommendation that mitigation conditions be
completed within five years is noted. SEA recommended ~*gations
are reported in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA.

Aane

Concerns about cominunications with railroad personnel are noted
This issue Joes not fall within the junsdiction of the Surface
Transport:iion Board. The cancern should be conveyed directly to the
Applicant
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Escommm2dation

The PSCN belleves that the rallroad should be required to address this
prodles by Laproving it communication effectiveness vith boch 1ts shippers and
vith the comrunities it sffects sn problems can be daalt vith {n an efficient and
cisely manner Yo this end, the PSCH resomsends that cthe Board require «s &
condition of any merget epproval that the rallrosds provids petsonnel and/or
points of centact with local or eeasily accessible phons mmbers that vould
F.ovide timely response o {nquiries, not only from shippers, but also from local
governments and the gevecal public. This should be laplemented withic tvelve
sonths of the dats of any merger approvsel,

Y. labex

A broad spectrua of labor unlons {oltially oppossd the serger. Tha 25O
understands that an sgreesant has been reached becveen the United Transportation
Unton (VUTU) and the UP/SP cthet ends the UTU's oppositicn to the merger’s
approval, and has been {nformed a sisilar agreesect has been concluded betvesn
the Brotherbood of locosotive Ingineers .nd the UP/S?. If txua, then these
agresaents cover about 39 of the approsima-ely 60 jobs abolished or cransfertad
out of Nevada.

One aspect of the job abelition issus, axpressed in public comments and by
Scate Legislactors vas that a reduction in vork fucce in the saintenance-of-vay
deparcments vould result in incressed track and roadbed problems, thsreby
potentially contribucing to sccidancs.

The PSCH recognizes and enforces the applicable safery standards
yromulgated by the Federal Ratlroad Administration. The PSCH will dillgently
vork with FRA inspectors and adainistrators to enforce those standards. The PSCN
vould recosmend that (f cthe Board spproves the werger it explicitly makes &
strong szatemenc that che merger ausc not result i{o & relazesd opersting or
ssintenasce eovironment thac {opairs public safecy
¥i.  Hazazdous Materisl

A great deal of cooiern was expressed by speakers At the PSCN's public
sestings sbout the rallroads’ response to hazatdous sacerials (ncidents, FRecent

sraln accidents and derallaents around the country have only bighlighted Chese

Refer to previous page for response.

a SEA recognizes the Commission's concerns about movement of

hazardous matenals and emergency response. Please refer to
response to comment # 1-l for information on the movement of
hazardous materials. Concerns about contents of railroad emergency
response plans and communication with local officials should be
conveyed directly to the Applicant.
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concerns snd sake this lssus critical for state and local governasents At
several of the public sescings conducted by the PSCN, local governaent officlels
expressesd concern that (nformacion vas not readily svailsble, and personnel froa
the rallrcad could not be contacced. for Lnstance, im WVinneamuccs, local
goverraenzal officisla vars unavars of the trailrcads’ Imergency Plan for the
Vinnewucca yard, A rtailroad supervisor vas able to provide, hovever, 4n
Easrgency Operating Plan ©o local officiels ot tha close of the public mesting.

1% {s lmperative that the railrosd share jointly vith local government and
local esergency response agencies the {nformetion and responae plans vhich relate
to posentiel incidents. The Bosrd should require that the railroads provide this
type of information to the appropriate local suthorities Lo a tinely fashion and
on an updatsd basis.
V11, Comeenta srovided by Nevada State Clearingnouds

The comsents regarding environsencal lssues, dated Tebruary 5, 1996, and
£11ed by the Nevada State Clearioghouss sbould be cakes lote consideracicon in any
decision rendered by tha Board. Of parcicular note, the Board should sesk to
altigete increased enissions from vehicular traffic caused by tncressed craffic
delays along the Cancral Corridor.
Y11l Comcluaien

Hevada provides an appropriate saviroi@ent for the Board, the railroads and
shippers to gein (nnovative expariesnce io open sccess eparations, especially
ucilizing the trackage rights agreeaencs. In parcicular, coal shipssnts provide
an opportunity te spresd the bensfits resulting from competitive single-line
shipsente L0 & brosd category of citizens, electric utilicy ratepeyers.

Coapetition 1is recognized as ao {desl mechaniss co capturs economic
officiencies; it should not, hovever, be & vehicle sclely to genarsts excess
profits for the rallroads. 1€ che Bostd sccepts the Applicancs’ preaiss that the
cerged crailtoad ecohances competition, them It should aleo aeccept its
respensibilicy to ensure that the benefits of snhanced cowpetition sctually ace
achleved. the Board must provide not only the opportunities for privace

snterprise to operate in an efficlent and sconomic aammer, but {t should alse

-

a SEA reccgnizes the Commission's concern about air quality impacts.

See response to comment #2 for a discussion of vehicle emission
impacts in Reno. Vehicle delays and associated emissions would be
less in smaller communities. Please refer to the discussion of air quality
impacts in Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA, Mitigation measures
are reported in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA.
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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
WASHINCTON, D. C.

Finance Docket No. 12760

.
UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY., /
AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY--CONTROL AND MERGER- -~
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOUIS SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY,
SPCSL CORP., AND THE DENVER AND RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY

COMMENTS OF
PUBLIC SERVICE COMNISSION OF NEVADA

Comments of the Public Service Commission of Nevada on the Envirommental
Assessment of potentiai environmental impacts associated with the proposed merger
of the Unlon Pacific Rallroad Company and the Southern Pacific Transportation
Company and their subsidiaries in the Finance Docket No. 32760.

These cosments are filed by the Public Service Commission of Nevada in
response to the Environmental Assesament (EA) preparsd by ths Surface
Transportation Board’'s Section on Environmental Analysis (SEA). The PSCN {s an
{ntervenor in Finance Docket No. 32760.

Ceneral

The PSCN refsrences and incorporates its comments filed in this docket on
or about March 29, 1996. In those comments, the PSCN noted that of primary
concern to local Nevada governments vas "the anticipated effect of increased ratl
traffic through the cities of Reno, Lovelock, Winnemucca, Carlin, Elko and Vells,
Nevada . . no specific mitigation measures have been proposed by the Applicants
to address the environmental, traffic congestion, safety and emergency response
problems that are likely to result from the merger dus to greater rail traffic
along the corridor.” (COMMENTS ANKD REQUEST FOR COSDITIONS OF PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION OF NEVADA, page 8). The PSCN reiterates its belief that the Board

should Lmpose sppropriate conditions on the merger to make sure that the negative

.. SEA recognizes the Commission's concern about increased rail traffic
through the cities of Reno, Lovelock, Winnemucca, Carlin, Elko and
Wells. Please refer to commerits in response to the Commission's letter
of March 29, 1996 for information on each of the named locations.
Additional details may be found in responses to comments from
Governor Miller, Senator Reid, the City of Reno, Washoe County,
Humboldt County/Winnemucca, and the Nevada Department of
Administration.

SEA's recommended mitigation for impacts in Nevada are reported in
Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA.
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environmentsl effects of the merger are mitigated to the greatest extent possible

n Refer to the previous page for response

in the comgunities affected.

DATED this &'dly of May, 1996

L
COMMISSION OF NEVADA
Drive
Csrson City, NV 89710
Telephone: (702) 687-6008

VERIFICATION
I, jalen D. Denio, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is
true and orrect. Furcther I declare that I am qualified and authorized to submit

these Cr ments on behalf of the P5CN.
-

2 = 7
BY: /\% M/’/’ (2
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 1104.12, I certify that I have this day served
copies of the document entitled COMMENTS OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF NEVADA
upon parties in this proceeding, by first-class, postage pre-psid U.5. mail

DATED this -4 day of May, 1996.

(g L 7
3 ZZ,LL‘LF? 4%,;"4/“4
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p BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
| WASHISCTOS, D. C.

Finance Docket No. 32760 -

3 —
UNION PACIFIC CORPURATION. UNTON PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY, 7.
AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILEOAD COMPANY--CONTROL AND MERCER- -
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION. SOUTHERN PACIFIC
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOUIS SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY,
SPCSL CURP., AND THE DENVER AND RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY

LECAL WEMUBANDA OF THE
PUBLIC SEXVICE COMNISSION OF NEVADA

The Public Service Commissicn of Nevada (PSCN), subaits che following
Legal Memoranda as an Interested Party in the proposed merger of the Union
Pacific Rallroad Company and the Southern Pacific Traasportation Company and
their subsidiaries in Finance Dockat No. 32760.

1. INIRODUCTIOS.

The PSCE refarences and incorporates its comments flled in thias docket
dated Nareh 29. 1996, as well as those dated May 3, 1996. The PSCN furchermore
incorporates the attached comsents of Frankie Sue Del Papa, State of Nevada
Attorney Censral, filed with the Surface Transportation Board (STB) on or about
May 8, 1996, and concurs vith the City of Reno’s Brief with regard to the legal
srguments raised with respect to environmental impact {ssues and the

environmental assessment performed in the context of Finance Docket No. 32760

04

A primary interest of the PSCN is the iwpact the proposed serger will have
on Navada's energy suppliers. lost competitive access for utilities wust be
adaquately addressed before ucilities, such as Sierra Pacific Power Company
(SPPCo) and Nevada FPower Company (MPC), are able to offer their resources in a
cost effective manner. As previcusly noted in the PSCN’'s comments filed (n
March, 1996, the Merger Application does not gufficlently demonstrate that

restricting single-line access through only the merged Union Pacific/Southern
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Pacific (UP/SP) rail system to Utah coal sources is in the econowic intsrests of
SPPCo, .daho Powst Compeny, or thair nocthern Nevada ratepayers Furthermore,
s8 Nevada's Attorney General argued, lost coapecition vill not be weaningfully
offset by the agrsesant becween Union pacific and the Burlington Norcthern/Senta
Fe (BN/SF) granting BN/SF }lmited trackage rights in northern Nevads. (Ses May
8, 1996, comsents of Nevada Attorney Censrsl Frankie Sue Del Papa, page 2).

The STB'a sction with regard to this serger should ba consiatenc vith tha
policies embraced by Congress in Public Law 104-88, Sec. 11324, subaection (¢).
Wvhich states that *[T)he Board may lwpose conditions governing the transaction,
including the divesciture of parailel tracks or requiring the granting of
tracksge cighte and access to other facilities.”

The STB wuat therefore condition the UP/SP merger to sllow third pacty
competing railroad operacors, such as the Utah rellvay, to obtain
pendisczialoatory trackage rights from the merger applicants, Coagress
explicitly suthorized these conditions to eliainace anti-compatitive conditions
in the 1CC Terminstion Act af 1995.'

The issue of interchange traffic is another considerstion the STH muat take
tnto consideration in determining vhether adequate competition is being ensured
1n & post-merger envirorment. Nevada Northarn Railway, heving cosparable access
at Shafter, Nevada must be a consideration in any balancing tesc perforwed in a
comparable access determination,

D IOR THER]

: n.n.utm(“'m..w B AR AESIMAE I ﬁfi
[IGATED AND THEREFORE N ST BE ADDRRSSED BY 1

As the State agency haviog jurisdiction over railroad crossings and acting
under certification for the Federal Railroad Adainistracion for rallroed safety
{esues, it is critical from the perapective of the PSCN that Reno's unique
situation sust be recognized by the 5TB and chat sufficient conditions to
witigate the impact of substantially increased rail traffic oo voth the area’s
snvirorment, as well as on traffic and safety related problems, be required in

any order approving the merger.

! See Conference Report on HR2539, Sec. 11314, page 191.

2

SEA acknowiedges the Public Service Commission of Nevada's
position that impacts of the proposed merger have not adequately been
mitigated. Additional mitigation has been proposed, as reported in
Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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CONCLUSICN

It {s respectfully requested that cthe STB, in its evaluation of these
tssues, carefully consider the views of the PSCN, ocher State of Nevada agencies,
Nevada wunicipalicies, and Nevada public officials vho bave participaced in thase
proceedings when rendering i{ts judgsent on the gerits of the pruposed marger

DATED this 3lst day of May, 1996

GENERAL COUNSEL

PUBLIC SERVICE

727 Fairview Drive
Carson City, NV 89710
Telephone: (702) 687-6008

CERTIVICATE OF SERVICR
Pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 1104.12, I certify that [ have this day served
coples of the document entitled LEGAL NEMUBANDA OF THE FUBLIC SERVICE COMNISSION
OF NEVADA upon parties in this proceeding, by first-class, postage pre-paid U.S.
mail,
DATED this 3lst day of May, 1996,

e e —
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DA - STATE HISTORIC FRESERVATION OFFICER

JOAN G. ARASCHNEA
e Oweons

STATE OF NEVADA
IEPARTMENT CF MUSEUMS, LGRARY AND AARTS
STATE ~ISTORIC PRESERVATION CFFICE
Caovol Complex
100 Stewart Sireel
39710

508 MIAER

Sovarmor Carson City, Nevada

apni 11, 1996

lulie Donsky

Environmenal Scienust
Dames and Moore

Oge Copupenal Tow

1701 Gott Rd Ste 1000
Rolling Meadows [L 60008

Eavitonmenal Camments on the Poresual Eavroamenial lmpacts of e
Conwot and Merger Applicanon detwesa (e Ugion Pacific and Southern
Pacific Railroads—Rail Segment: Alazon. Nevada t0 Sacaameno, Califorta

SUBJECT

Dear Ms. Donsky:

he Nevsda Sute Historc Presecvauon Office (SHPO) has de following comments 10 BAKE
on (e subjest undernaking

A number of histonc a0d poteagally hiswric rA0ad rEsoUtss along the segment beTween
Alszon. Nevada, and the Nevada-California border fave cat yet been surveyed. These
resources include: the SP Rall Yard in Carlio and the UP Facility in Reno. I addicoa
ters may be ather isolated resourtes along (e segmeat wiat have oot yes bees idennfied.

There are numervus ~esources alogg e segmens Wat Jave been surveyed and that the
Nevaaa SHPO nelieves w oe Nauonal Register cligidle. wciudiog bulldings 20d swucawes a
Reno. Lovelock, and Winpemucsa

To date the documentation provided ‘o the Nevada SHPO concerniag e meTger i ugclear
on the effects ncreased raffic could have on histonc and poresually QISWONC ESOUITES.
However, documentation concerang the merger shouid address potengal eifects on these
resources
[f you have any questions concertung these comments. please coDIAcL me at 702) 687-7601
Sincerely

Ty R o vl
Ll ot R ST
“Julie Nicolema
Arcutecrural Histonan

AGALD w AMES
Siam .y G AVae e e

The potentially historic properties noted Dy the State Histonc
Praservation Officer (SHPQ) at Carlin and Reno, and other resources
along the Alazon to California State line segment, have been included
in the Section 106 consultation process initiated by SEA.

Resources identified by the SHPQ have been included in the Section

106 consultation process initiated by SEA.

Consultation with the SHPQ to reach a determination of effects is
under way. Because consuitation has not been completed, SEA has
added a recommended mitigation condition that would require the
Applicant to retain its interest in and take no steps to alter eligible
historic resources identified through the course of Section 106
consultation until the consuitation process IS completed. SEA's
recommended mitigation states that the Applicant is to cease work in
the area of discovery of previously unknown archaeclogical remains
found dunng salvage operations and immediately contact the SHPO
(see Volume 1, Chapter S of the Post EA).

AS-80
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STATE OF NEVADA
OEPARTMENT OF MUSEUMS, LIBRARY AND ARTS
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Capitol Compiex
100 Stewarn Straet
Carson City, Nevada 89710
May 8, 1996
Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board
1201 Constitution Avenue, NW
Room 3219
Washington DC 20423
RE L'm%% Pacific and Southern Padific Railroad Merger, Finance Docket No
327
Clearinghouse Nevada SAI # 96300161, Due Date Mav 10. 1996.
Dear Ms. Kaiser:
The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) reviewed the Environmental
Assessment (EA) for this proposed und:ruk!nf. The SHPO received a letter from
the Surface Transportation B?;xd on April 5, [996 initiating Section 106 (Natonal
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended) consultation with this office. That
correspondence stated that the proposed merger could have the following results:
1. The construction " -* (6) universal cross-overs between the existing parallel
SP and UP trackay 3¢ pruposed conmuct.‘ongpmgcu are located at
Alazon, Barth, Be Elburz, MP440, and the onnection.
2. The abandonme. ¢ the rail yard at Carlin.

3. The phaseout of the existing Reno UP intermodal fadlity resulting in the
demolition of one existing tn:.é and concrete intermodal ramp.

4. The construction of a new rail fadlity in the Reno area.
5. The demolition of the Sparks SP intermodal facility

The above elements of the proposed merger do not appear to be addressed in the
subject

If you have any ziutsuons concerning this correspondence, please feel free to call me
at (702) 687.5138

v,

/,mtn‘l /,/‘\‘
4@)&. %L{J[’} s

v ca Lynn Palmer

-
Re
Archaeologist

nSE.A has initiated Section 106 consultation with the Nevada State
Historic Preservation Officer on Apnl 5, 1996. A letter describing the
five mentioned properties was submitted to the SHPO by SEA. SEA
will continue such consultations through completion of the 1086 process.
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STATE OF NEVADA
IEPARTMENT OF MUSEUMS. LIBRARY ANC ARTS
STATE HISTCRIC PRESERVATION QFFICE
Capitol Complex
308 WLLEA 100 Stewan Street
Govermor arson City, Nevaca 89710
JOAN G KEARGCHNEA AONALD M JAMES
JeoR Tt Lawror S48 s Aunsarveson Mo

- 3
May 7, 1996 ; /3

Elawne XK. Kaiser. Chiet

Secuon of Eavironmental Anaiysis

Surface Transporauoa Board

Washington DC  20423-0001

SUBIECT. Uaica Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad Merger, Nevada

Dear Ms. Kaiser

The Nevada State Histonc Preservation Office (SHPO) has received vour leqter of Apni 5, SEA acknowledges the State Historic Preservation Officer 's inability
1996. At tus (une we caanot concur with your determunations of eligibility and effect to concur with SEA's letter of Apnil 5, 1996

First, in its submission of April 5. 1996, the Surface Traosportanon Board (STB) acluded

the results of a literature search at the statewide archacological invemory of the Nevada State Survey work for archaeological resources n the vicinity of six
Museum. According to tus informanon, the six (6) proposed cross-over locations (see propased track crossovers is noted and is being conducted by SEA
atached maps) are seasitive for cultural resources. However. these areas have not been
nventoried vet. The SHPO agamn recommends thar any undisturbed ground in the area
proposed for cross-over construction be surveyed for cultural resources pricr (0 the initauon
of the undertaking.

ond, the STB states that the Caslin SP rail yard is not eligible for the National Register of P . . g
i’;‘mm Places. We cannot coocur with this deserminacion :mm e STB has 0ot ’ Agency's position on eligibiiity of the Carilin SP Yard is noted.
conducied adequate research (0 make an evaluaccn. Photograpos of the duldings at the rad Additional documentation on historic context and as a potential district
yand do not constituts adequate documenaton. We need 2 historic context for the yard as is being prepared by SEA
well as a building form (euclosed) for each building at the site. [n additon. the yarc ceeds
t0 be evaluated as a distct.

Third. it :s not completely clear what effect phaseouts will have on the Carlin SP rail yard. ! .

the Rerc UP intermodal facility, and the Sparks SP intermocal facility. For example. even Information on the effects of closeout of the Carlin SP Yard, Rer UP
if demolition does not inciude historic structures, we need 10 know if the process of Intermodal Facility, and Sparks Intermodal Facility is being provided
aemolishing other butldings and structures could harm histonc ones. We cannot make by SEA.

determinations of effect unnl we know exacuy what those effects will be

Fourth. we will need information on the where the proposed UP facility ‘n tie Reno area will (% B Information on the consolidation of intermodal functions at

¢ e | | and/o L3 \ have .
g s A iy T PT P Rena/Sparks SP ntermoda Facilty s beng provided by SEA

UNION
MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSFORTATION COMPANY / y
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Elaine K. Kaiser
May 7. 1996
page 2

The SHPO remuinds the STB that it is the responsibility of the federal agency w0 ideaufy
histonc properuies that may be affected by the undertaking and gawer sufficient wrcrmation

tq evaluate the eligibilicy of these properues for the Nanonal Register (26CFR Part 800.4(b)).

[f you have any quesuons concerning these comments, please contact me ac (702) 687-7601
or Rebecca Palmer at (702) 687-5138
Sincerely,
{1} 2 P
N LLJ' Ne . Lls—
Aulie Nicoleta
Architecrural Historian

Enclctures

SEA acknowledges the Agency's comment on the Surface
Transportation Board's responsibility to identify resources and
determine eligibility. This responsibility has been met through the EA
and the Section 106 consultation process initiated by SEA on January
28, 19%6.
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Office of the Secretary
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STATE OF NEVADA | E Part'gf
EXECUTIVE CHAMBE Publd flecord
Capitel Complex
Canson City, Nevada 9710
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March 28, 1996

The Honorable Vernon A. Williams
Secretary

The Surface Transportation Board
1201 Constitution Avenue, Room 2215
12th and Constitution Avenue, NW
washington, D.C. 20423

Re: FPinance Docket No. 32760 ~- Union Pacific Corp. et al. ~--
Control and Merger -- Southern Pacific Rail Corp. el al.

Cear Secretary Williams:

I am writing to comment on the proposed Union Pacific/Southern
Pacific railroad merger.

As you may know, a private consulting firm, Nolte and
Associates, Inc., was commissioned by the City of Reno to assess
how the merger will effect the city. I endorse this work in

progr:ss, .#&Mm‘mm.% I
believe best Ustrate some of the more disturbing consequen Q

4
the merger. To date, the study has revealed economic, health—and
safaty concerns that the State of Nevada finds unacceptablé. Sihce
the study is ongoing, we rese:ve the right to comment further
should additional ramifications be revealed.

It is anticipated that the train traffic through Reno will
grow from 14 to approximately 38 trains per day. The subsequent
vehicular traffic delays at Reno's 15 at grade street crossings are
estimated to increase by 339 percent. The heart of Reno will
essentially be split in tvo. In addition, downtown pedestrians can
expect a wait three times the current wait. Most notably, these
delays will further endanger the health and safety of those who
need immediate assistance from emergency medical teams, police,
fire crews, etc. It should alsc be noted that the potential for
pedestrian accidents, given the thousands of tourists and casino
personnel who walk downtown every day, will also grow.

Neither should the possible economic benefit to the shipping
industry or a Union Pacific/Southern Pacific cospsny supersede the
need to avoid these recognized repercussions.

ONT

(792) 6475470
Fax: (700) 837440

2

March 28, 1996
The Honorable Vernon A, Williams
Page 2

The city of Reno and the Union pacific/Southern Pacitic
rajilroads are currently examining ways to solve the aforementioned
problens, and I applaud their efforts. As of this letter, however,
no commitments have been made to establish a solution. Until such
time the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific :,_Luq;ga_mm
of Rano—aqree ta s-svlution, i gannot endors: the Rerger.

Other ramificat.ons have been raised in Nevada that must not
be overlooked. The Public Service Commission of Nevada (PSCN)
conducted a series of hearings throughout Nevada and compiled a
comprehansive assessment of the effects he merger will have on
Nevada, I have enclosed a copy of the PSCh report for your review,
please give this report your utmost consiceration.

Sincerely,

MILLER
governor

BM/tc
Enclosures
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RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PAGE

SEA acknowledges the State's concern about rail traffic increases and
the effects on vehicular traffic and pedestrnians in Reno. In response to
the concern expressed by the City over conflicting train projections
SEA reviewed train data to affirm the proper number. Based upon
Applicant data, the total number of daily trains (freight plus passenger)
would increase from 13.8 to 25.1, not to 38 trains per day. This is an
increase of 11.3 trains per day. These affirmed numbers, which were
included the BN/Santa Fe-1 Settlement Agreement, were used in the
EA. Subsequent to circulation of the EA, the Applicant reached a
Settlement Agreement with the Chemical Manufacturers' Association
(CMA). The final train numbers, which account for the CMA Agreement,
are shown in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the Post EA. To clanfy, the freight
train numbers are as follows. the Applicant intends to operate 20.0
freight trains per day, BN/Santa Fe proposes to aperate 4 freight trains,
for a totai of 24 freight trains. This number focuses the analysis on the
increment of change attributable to the proposed merger. For
supplemental traffic analysis of intersection delay performed by SEA in
response to City concerns, passenger train traffic was included to
provide an approximation of day-to-day traffic impacts.

SEA evaluated traffic delay for the 15 grade crassings in Reng, using
traffic data provided by the City, supplemented by grade crossing data
from the Federal Railroad Administration. Using the affirmed number
of trains, SEA conducted additional traffic analysis following issuance
of the EA. Current total vehicle delay is estimated at 48 minutes per
day, or 1.6 to 4 2 seconds per vehicle using at-grade crossings. The
resuits of analysis indicate that the 24-hour level of service (LOS)
(please refer to Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Past EA for an explanation
of LOS) for vehicles crossing the railroad tracks in the unmitigated post-
merger condition would be LOS B for either 5,000 foot trains (assumed
for the EA) or 6,000 foot trains (tested in the Post EA period). This is
based on a projection of 88 minutes of total delay per day for 5,000 foot
trains, or range of 2.3 to 7.6 seconds of delay per vehicle (depending
on volume of traffic). For 6,000 foot trains, the projected total delay per
day would be 102 minutes, or a range of 3.7 to 10.0 seconds delay per
vehicle. The peak hour average LOS (post-merger) wouid be LOS C
for eithe- train length, based on peak-hour dewdy values approximately
double those cited for the 24-hour level of service. Impacts at LOS B
and C do not indicate the need for mitigation. Because of local
concern, SEA recommends that the Applicant consult with the City of
Reno about traffic issues. SEA's revised mitigation recommendations
are discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA.

RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PAGE

3

SEA also analyzed the impact of train traffic on the amount of time that
cressing gates would be down. Using the 6,000 foot train length to
evaluate a warst-case scenario, SEA's analysis of delay indicated that
the average gate down-time per train would increase from 3.5 minutes
for 5,000 foot trains to 4.1 minutes (a 36-second incrzase)

SEA atvnowledges the State's concern about pedestrian delay. SEA
performed additional analysis subsequent to the EA that addressed
both vehicular delay and pedestrian delay. SEA's methodology for
analysis differs somewhat from that used by the City's consuitant,
Based upon the intersection delays cited in response to comment #18
the average delay to pedestrians crossing the SP track in downtown
Renc between Lake and Washington Streets is estimated to increase
from 4 seconds (current level of train operations) tc 9 seconds if the
merger is approved. The resultant degradation of service would not
warrant mitigation

SEA acknowledges concemns about emergency response. The analysis
of intersection delay reported abave indicates that emergency response
times should not be affected by the incremental change in delay that
would be attributable to the merger. It should also be nated that the
City of Reno has a distnbution of fire/rescue stations on each side of the
railroad tracks to provide adequate coverage. Therefore, the impact of
a blocked railroad grade crossing on emergency response times (for
either existing conditions or if the merger is approved) would .e
minimal. Grade crossings blocked by trains can be incorporated into
the dispatching protocol to dispatch response from the next closest or
available standby station. Recaognizing continuing concern for this
issue, however, SEA's recommended mitigation for emergency
response issues is reported in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA

SEA acknowledges Governor Miller's position not to endorse the
merger until the City and the Applicant agree ta a solution to the City's
concern

SEA appreciates the receipt of public concems comipiled by the Nevada
Public Service Commission. Responses ! comments and issues
raised in the Commussicn's Fact Finding Report are provided in
response to comments #4 through #19, below
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The State commissioned a study which revealed widespread presence of chlorinated
solvents at relatively low concentrations. These pollutants have also been discovered in at least
one municipal well (Momil Sureet site). The Washoe County Regional Water Management
Agency is pursuing the creation of a remediation district encompassing most of the downtown (o
etfect a clean-up

5.0 IMPACTS OF MERGER

5.01 Proposed Merged UP/SP Operations

The merged railroads’ operating plan (Plan) included in the merger application shows one
passenger and 20 freight wrains per day through Reno for an increase of 7 trains per day from
current levels.' The Plan calls for an increase in wain tonnage through Reno from the present
level of 20 million to 33 million gross tons per year, an increase of 63%. However, the Plan’s
estimates are not consistent and don't seem to match historic data or projected future traffic
levels. For instance, the numbers in the Plan do not include Burlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF) trains, Reno Fun trains, SKki and special excursion grains, or local operations. The
environmental report section of the merger application, however, indicates an increase in train
wraffic of 9 trains per day,'” which is different than Volume 3. Also, the Plan only looks at what
tratfic levels will be the day afier the merger changes and construction projects take place with no
provision for growth

The Plan showing 21 trains per day does not include the expected 6 BNSF trains, | Reno
fun or ski train, or 2 local switching movements. In addition. it shows 10 trains divened away
from the UP’s Feather River route while only 7 are added to the Donner route.' Based on
conversations with SP operating officers we believe that some trains might be diverted from the
Feather River or Donner Pass routes to other rail routes including Roseville to Oregon and
Roseville to southern California. We cannot, however, account for all trains removed from the
Feather River route. We also believe that the Plan does not account for peak vol mes that occur
seasonally

" 10 Tinance Docket # 32760. Railroad Merger Application, Volume 3. Page 385
* tbid.. Volume 6, Page 2, Pages 56 and 93.
“ The 7 trains would increase to 9 if the figures in Volume 6. Part 2 ase used

12

SEA notes the Commission's comments on different estimates of
anticipated trains in the area. Please see response to comment #1A.
SEA's analysis does not include local train operations, special, or
excursion trains, since they would not be part of the incremental change
associated with the proposed merger

With regard to train lengths, SEA reviewed operational information on
train lengths for Central Corndor operations, which include the Sparks,
NV to Roseville, CA line segment. The average of 5,000 feet
represents a mixture of shorter (less than 3,000 feet) and longer (more
than 7,000 feet) trains. To address the City's concern about the impact
of longer trains, supplementai analyses were performed for 6,000 foot
trains. Analysis with the 6,000 foot length did not yield impacts
noticeably greater than with the 5,000 foot lengths. Train lengths are
determined by railroad operating policy and are not subject to Surface
Transportation Board jurisdiction. SEA consulted with the Applicant
regarding the viability of 6 500 trains. Although such lengths are
physicaliy possible, current operating policy does not favor this length
With little likelihood of this length being used, analysis of this length was
not performed
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We estimate that actual post-merger trattic will be 34 through-freight, 2 passerger {on
average) 2 1ocal trains per day through Reno for a total of 38 trains per day »
(rends factored into this estimate take into account the 22 trains per day moving through Reno in
1980." the former Western Pacific Railroad (WP) operation of 6 trains per day, anuc pated BNSF
traffic of 6 trains per day,” expected and historic passenger train actisity at 2 trains per day on
average. and 2 movements of the local switch engine between Sparks and West Reno. This
projection also takes into account the growth anticipated in rail traffic in and out of the Port of
Oakland as pant of their major expansion plans. The Port of Oakland is anticipating 5%5 average
annual growth in rail demand. With UP’s enhanced competitive position over the ceatral cormdor
brought on by this merger, intermodal traffic through Reno should grow at a rate at ‘zast

Historical

equivalent to this rate.”

Southeen Pacific historically operated over Donner Summit wits trains that raaged up to
8,000 feet in length and 10,000 tons. Trains of 7,000 feet (8,000 tons) or greater geaerally
required helper locomotives to negotiate the 2.6% grade and heavy curvarure. SP wr2as
historically averaged around 6,000 feet in length 3 Laien Pacific operating personne: have
indicated that they will probably operate most trains on this route without heiper locomotives,
indicating that most trains will not exceed 7,000 feet. We believe average posi-merger train
lengths will be around 6,500 feet with a few in the 7.000 1o 8,000 foot range using kelper
locomotives. UP could, however, choose to operate standard-length 8.000 foot trairs should
business and locomotive availability favor the use of helper locomatives on this routs segment.

Hazardous materials are most generally handled in manifest trains under strict positioning
rules and regulations. Cars must be placarded identifying the commodity or chemical being
moved. According to statistics from the American Assaciation of Railroads (AAR) movement o
these chemicais by rail is considerably safer that movement over the road. ] SR at 3

modest jncrease of this teaffic will occur through Reno as result of this merger. However.

heavier and slower manifest rains most likely to carr, these comumodities will probasly Be routed

* Based on the knowledge of railroad operating specialists and historical trends in porthem
Nevada.

® 1980 represents the year of the Reno trainway bond issue vote ’

i Verified statement of Mr. Neal D, Owen in BN/Sanwa Fe's Comments on the Poman
Applicauon. December 29, 1995, representing a possible diversion from their Southern
California to Chicago route. This study assumes all 6 BNSF trains will yse the Docaer Pass
route due to its reduced operating costs. Diversion to the Feather River route would reduce
this number: however, increases due to additional business could offset these reductons

* Western Region Automotive Intermodal Terminal Rationalization, Revised 9/21.95. Page 13,
indicates that $0.000 additional containers will be handled through the Oakland railroad
intermodal vards per year, post merger, due to truck-to-rail traffic diversions

¥ According to a former SP Sacramento Division operating superintendent.

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA recognizes the concern about impacts associated with increases
in the movement of hazardous matenals. [n respaonse to a request from
SEA, the Applicant generated a more detailed output from its traffic
model, which indicates the number of carloads of hazardous materials
before and after the merger. This information indicated that the Donner
route through Reno would experience an increase of 60 percent in
hazardous materials carloadings. The traffic increase resulting from the
merger exceeds both historic levels and the increase that couid be
reascnably be expected from the upward swing of a single business
cycle. Mitigation measures that are proposed for the transport of
hazardous materials are reported in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post
EA.
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through the F ner River line 10 v 0id fela : INe ex 3 mo AN AUl rans using
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the Donner 1

Simulariy. unit coal. grain. and « ) tons. 3.000 feet) will also
probably operate via the Feather River rout

The merged operating plan wdicates that UP will reduse theu Reno bras

one local irain per day from Nosh-Rena to Reao.

23 automo c;;_\{_'z'g‘.ps from Nogh Seq )

expanstut of 5P s current intermodal facility

$.02 [raffic Effects

As pant of this study our team calculated the average time crossing gates would be down
at a typical downtown Reno crossing for a vanety of wain e-r.rs We determined that a 6,000
foot train waveling 3t 20 mph would result in gates down for 3.9 minutes, a 6.300 foot train
would hold gates down for 4.2 mioutes; and a 1,500 passenger or local freight train would keep
gates down for 1.4 minutes. We estimated that current gate cown ume based on 14 trains per
day ‘11 freight. | passenger, and 2 focal switching movements) would be 32.7 minutes per day
This number compares well with acrual field meuu'emnu made by the City’s traffic conurol
computer for 4 downtown ¢rossings in Japuary, 1996.” Based gn these assumptions we estimated
that downtown b uat! ¢ on the the 8 ¢ ssings from and xrfludmg -\u'ung‘on to Lake are presently
causing around d 4,355 mirnutes of delay ‘o  venicles stopped for Tains. Msu-g us same
methodology we estimated (ke delay that might occur by 2015 based on projected train and
vehicular traffic levels downtown. For the same crossings we caiculaied 3 1ol of 18,932
minutes of delay 10 vehicies stopped for trains, an increase o f 339%. This corresponds to each
crossing being blocked about 133 minutes each day. See the table in Appendix D for a detail of

these estimates

These cross,nghloduge esumates m account for 2 situauon where two trains
simultaneousiy cnmerg__on the downtown ares. In this case some crossings would stay down for
upto 3§ m minuies. Traffic stopped on streets such as Virginia, Center, or N. Arlington would
probably gridiock several cross strees under such conditions

« UP-SP Common Point Team %3 Report. Area #6, and Intenrnodal Ravonalization Summary
wt '-vm\ dated 1/30/96 from Me. Jim Position. City of Reno traific deparunent. copy on file,
showing a range of toual crossing closures from 41 min 33 sec. to 34 min. 21 sec. on Sierra.
Center. Virginia, and Sutro Strests from 5 Jan. 10 25 Jan. 1996

14

Refer to the previous page for response

a SEA confirms that the Applicant intends to close the intermodal facility

at North Reno, and shift the traffic to Sparks. SEA's review of the
proposed shift indicates that the impact on Sparks will not be above
threshold levels that would invoke environmental review

SEA recognizes the Commission's concerns about traffic impacts.
SEA's methodology for analysis differs somewhat from that used by the
City's consuitant. Please see response to comment #1A regarding the
number of trains per day and response to comment # 4 regarding train
length. SEA performed supplemental analysis after issuance of the EA,
for the locations analyzed by the City. Preliminary analysis of average
vehicle delay at the eight central Renc highway-railroad grade
crossings (between ‘Nashington and Lake) were caiculated. The
proposed level of train operations would increase average delay to
vehicle crossings the tracks in Reno from 1.6 to 4.2 seconds (pre-
merger) to 2.9 to 7 6 seconds (post-merger). The level of service at
roadway/rail intersections would decrease from LOS A to LOS B, at
worst. Impacts that resuit in an LOS of A or B do not warrant mitigation
Rounded to a high of 8 seconds, these results are comparable to the
11-second value rited in the comment (where caiculated vehicle delay
was projected to Year 2015 travel volumes rather than existing traffic
volumes). Because of local concern, SEA recommends that the
Applicant consuit with the City of Reno about traffic issues. SEA's
revised mitigation recommendations are discussed in Volume 1
Chapter 5 of the Post EA
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Based on available figures. we sstimate that current levels of crossing delay are costing
motocists $163,000 per year. Without mitigalion, this cost could climb to $720.0Q00 per vear by
the year 2015

N

5.03 Fovironmental Assessment Thresholds

The ICC requires an environment analysis when increases in rail raffic exceed the
thresholds established in 49 CFR 1105.79(e)(5)(1) and (i1) These thresholds include air quality
for line segments with increases of 8 wains per day in attainment and 3 trains per day in non-
anainment areas. They also include noise for line segments with increases of 8 trains per day or
100% of annual gross ton miles. The SP route through Reno exceeds these thresholds. The
merger application therefore includes an air quality and noise analysis for the increased rail waffic

through Reno

The ICC thresholds also apply to railroad yards and intermodal facilities. Based on
criteria contained in the merger applic:uon,“ the virtual doubling of activity at SP's intermodal
facility at Sparks should require both an air quality and noise analysis for that location
However, the merger application does not contain such an analysis.

$.04 Air Quality

Kleinfelder estimated vehicular air emissions resulting from an increase in the number of
wrains traveling rough Reno, Nevada Emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC). carbon
monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen {NOy), and particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less
than 10 microns (PM,o) occur when vehicles decelerate 10 a train crossing, idle, and then
accelerate from the train crossing. The number of train trips through the area is expected to
increase tfrom 13.6 rains/day (1993 estimate) to 38 traing/day. The methods used 1o calculate
vehicular emissions due to future rawn wraffic are presented below. The results of all emission
caiculations are provided on the anached spreadsheets

Vehicular air emission factors for VOC, NOy, and CO due to train-caused delays were
estimated using the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (US.EPA’s) MOBILESa
model. Included as VOC are all non-methane and noa-ethane hydrocarbons and aldehydes
MOBILE %a is useful for the analysis of air poilution impacts from gasoline and diesel-fucled
highway mobile sources The model calculates pollutant emission factors for eight individual
vehicle types in two regions (low and high altitude areas). The emission factor estimates depend
upon such conditions as ambient temperatures, a¥ erage travel speed, operating modes, fuel type

* |CC Finance Docket No. 32760. Railroad Merger Application, Volume 6, Part 1, Page 5
s

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA wishes to clanfy elements of the proposed merger, relative to the
Surface Transportation Boards' enviranmental thresholds (49 CFR Part
1105). SEA performed a noise impact assessment for the SP roite
through Renc, which is reported in Volume 2, Section 12.3 of the EA.
The noise increase in this segment was below the 3 dB threshold to
define impact. No noise analysis was performed for the Sparks yard or
mtermodal facility because the Applicant's projected changes in activity
did not meet or exceed the thresholds for noise analysis. The Reno
intermodal operations would be consolidated with the Sparks intermodal
operation in Sparks. The intermodal facility operations in Reno are
expected to be eliminated, resulting in a reduction of noise assoniated
with that facility. See Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post £A for
discussion of the noise anaiysis
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(¢.g. oaygenated. reformulated. ete | volaulity. and mileage accrual rates onditi

as the possibility of fuel system tam g and the existence of an inspection and ma
program can be taken into account BILESa supersedes MOBILES (. incorporating sever
new options. calculating methodologies. emission factor estimates. and emission control
regulations

fn order 10 account for differences in fuel types used and ambient temperatures \
month 10 month, 12 separate monthly runs of MOBILESa were completed. Model inputs were
based almost exciusively upon data used by the state of Nevada to prepare a State [mplementation
Plan (SIP). Only the average vehicle speed was changed. It was 2ssumed that inspection and
maintenance and anti-tampering programs are in place. Oxygenated fuels were assumed 0 be
used for 4 months of the vear (October through January). For each month, the emission factor in
grams/mile (g/mile) for each pollutant emitted per vehicle was obrained from MOBILESa ourput
As described below, the emission faciors were then used to calculate monthly emissions of ¢ach
pollutant for all vehicles delayed at the train crossings. Annual emissions of each pollutant were
obtained by summing the monthly emissions

Each day, an estimated total of 125,283 vehicles travel over train tracks at 16 tain
crossings. About 38 trains are expected 10 pass through Reno, with an expected delay time of 9.5
minutes per tain. The total delay time will be 38 x 9.5 minutes, or about 6 hours/day (6 hrs day

was the estimated blockage at the time the model was run. Lower levels of blockage would
adjust pollution levels proportionately). Assuming vehicles pass over the tracks at a consuant rate,
the number of vehicles that will be delaved is calculated as 6 hours day divided by 24 hours day
x 125,283 vehicles, or 31,521 vehicles delayed.

Much of the vehicular air emissions released during a train-caused delay ,ccur when
vehicles begin a phased cycle: 1) decelerating. 2) idling and. 3) accelerating. Daily emissions
far each pollutant from vehicle deceleration (including the contnbution to VOC emissions from
exhaust. running losses. resting losses. and evaporation) were estimated ty multiplying the
emission factor {g/mile) obtained from MOBILE3a applicable t0 a given month by the length of
the deceleration zone (assumed to be 100 feet) and the number of vehicles delaved (31.321). The
emission factors were based upen a conservative input average vehicle speed of 2.5 miles hour
The total emissions of each pollutant in each month were estimated by multiplying the daily
emissions by the number of days in that month. Then monthly emissions were summed 10 obtain
annual emissions

The minimum average vehicle speed MOBILE Sa accepts is 2.5 miles/hour, and idling
emissions are not calculated. To allow for this fact, to estimate idiing emissions. MOBILE5a
model was run with an input vehicle speed of 2.5 miles/hour. obtaining g/mile of each poiluiant
emitted from each vehicle. As required by U.S. EPA guidance (Estimating Idle Emission Factors
Using MOBILES, July 30, 1995), the emission factor for each pollutant (in g/mile) was coaverted
10 an emission rate (in g’hr) by muluplying by 2.5 mileshour. Only the exhaust portion of VOC
emissions were considered for idling. as suggested by U.S. EPA guidance. Daily emissions of
each substance in each month were then calculated by muluplying the emission rate for each
vehicle by the number of vehicles delayed, adjusting for the average delay time of each vehicle
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per day (9§ min/day) Monthly and annual emissions of 22ch pollutant were calculated using the
procedures stated above for deceleration emissions

Daily ¢emissions for each polluant from vehicle acceleraugn (including the contnbution to
VOC emissions from exhaust, running losses, resting losses. and evaporation) were estimated by
multiplying the emission factor applicable to a given month by the length of the acceleration zone
(assumed to be 150 feet) and the number of vehicles delayed (31.321). As with the deceleration
emission calculations, the emission faciors were based up\n 2 conservative input average \¢hicle
speed of 2.5 mileshour. Monthly and annual emissions o2 each pollutant were then calculated
using the procedures stated above for deceleration emissions

Vehicular emissions of PM,, were estimated using emission factors swated in the Scuth
Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQMD’s) California Enviconmental Qualiny Act
(CEQA) manual, which is based upon the EMFACT model. The vehicle exhaust PM, emission
factors are 0.01 g/mile for light-duty vehicles (under 6001 Ib vehicle weight), and 0.47 It mile
for heavy-dury vehicles (over 6000 Ib vehicle weight). PM,, emissions due (o tire wear were
ignored for this analysis, because tire wear emissions wow'd already occur without 3 wrain-caused
delay. Based upon the default vehicle mix assumed for the MOBILE Sa model, 91.2% of the
vehicles were assumed to be light-duty vehicles. and 8 8% were assumed to be heavy-dury
vehicles. The deceleration, idling, and acceleration emissions were then calculated using methods
stated above for other poilutants, accounting for a PM,, emission factor weighted by vehucle rype
The emission factor for idling (g'mile) was converted to 21 emission rate (g/hr) by multiplying by
5.0 mileshr instead of 2.5 miles'hr, since the EMFAC? model runs were completed using an
average vehicle speed of 5.0 miles hr.

The results of emissions calculations are presented in the attached spreadsheets. The total
estimated annual vehicular air emissions of VOC. CO, NQ,. and PM,, due 0 38 train tnps
through the Reno area are 85.4 tons'year, 1.112 1ons'vear, 24.8 tons'year, and 0.55 tons vear,
respeciively

»\—fLﬁ—j——m‘ merger application indicates an increase in air polivtants from Jocomotines g SEA has carefully reviewed the air quality analysis provided by the

proportional to the anticipated increase in train waflic of 9 trains r__g!,v__'_’ These pollutanty”
incrude .33 tons p per vear of CO (Carbon Monoxice), T3 tons per vear of PM (Particulate commentor. The report results are based upon several overestimates,

Marter), 2.65 tons per vear of HC (volatile Hydocarobons . and 61.60 tons per year of No, including train traffic (see response to comment #1), train lengths (see
(Nitrogen Oxides). The air Quality Conwol ‘Reglon (AQCR) 148 |h9| inciudes Reno and Sparks response to comment # 4) and intersection delay (see response o
is in a non-attainment (NA) status 'for PM, LS). and Ozore (Czune is formed duning complex comment #7). Please refer to Appendix G for a cntique of the report.
photochemical reactions between No, and HC in the preezce of sunlight). However, if these A it of th timat th ed I

pollution number are adjusted for the correct number of 2=ticipated trains, they would indicate 22 As result of these ovarestimates, the project air quality impacts
tons per vear of CO, 3.6 tons per vear of PM, 7 tons per year of HC. and 165 tons per year of appear much greater than reported in the EA. Please refer to Volume
No,. These numbers do not include added air pollutants “~om idling vehicles trapped in queues 1, Chapter 5 for of the Post EA for the detailed discussion and results
behind crossing gates of SEA's area quality analysis

 [bid. Part 2. Table 2-22, Page 83
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£05 Noise

Page §6 of Volume 6. Pan 2. Page S0 of the merger application contuns the following

qote:

“Reno. NV The line runs through the center of Renv. There are several grade crossings
along the tracks. The area is mainly indusirial and commercial, but there are residential
areas near Sparks, on the western edge of town, and near the tracks throughout the middie

of town.”

Table 2-14 on page 58 indicates that Reno has 41 sensitive receplors pre-merger and (¥
post-merger. This number does not account for the actual number of additional trains, nor does it
ssem 10 match the actual aumber of sensitive recepiors, espevially in the downtown area. [a fact
gowntown Reno is a high-density commercial and recreational area with 13,073 licensed hotel
23d motel rooms within one-half mile of the wecks along with 362 single family and 1,770 multi-
family residential units. Qver 9,000 hotel rooms are within 1,500 feet of the wacks. Hotel and
motel room capacity has grown by over 18% in the last 5 vears with this trend continuing.

The precise effect of added noise due 1o this merger cannot be determined without 3 rmore

extensive sudy

€06 ‘Water Quality and Toxics

Neither the existing nor the proposed rail routes lay neasr CERCLIS, NPL, or RCRA sitd
cader remediation of investigation of releases of hazardous or regulated materials.

Both routes pass near siies with regisiered USTs, sites undergoing leaking UST cleanups,
and near both large and smail quanuty RCRA generators. The existing route passes 24 sites with
registered USTs, four active leaking UST cleanup sites. seven RCRA SQGs, and three RCRA
LQGs. The aiternate 1-80 route passes eight sites with registered USTs, two active leaking UST
cleanup sites (one is nearly complete), seven RCRA SQGs. and five RCRA LQGs.

The existing route traverses directly over the groundwater PCE plume and passes over ths
rorthern ¢dge of the groundwater hydrocarbon plume. The alternate [-80 coute passes over the
aown northem edge of the PCE plume. but av oids the hydrocarbon plume

Groundwater depths vary from less than 20 feet below ground surface to greater than 60
jeet below ground surface, Generally. the depth to groundwater is dezpest the 1-80 aliemate route
1nd shallowest along the existing route

10

SEA acknowledges concerns about noise analysis and the
categorization of sensitive receptors. The noise analysis for the
Roseville-Sparks segment through Reno was based an 12.7 pre-merger
freight trains per day and 24 post-merger freight trains per day. The
noise increase expected from the proposed merger is 2.8 dB, which is
below the thrashold established to define impact. The Surface
Transportation Board is aware of the extenswe hotel and motel
cperations in Reno, and of concern about potential noise impact or
these facilities. SEA notes the Executive Chamber's estimate of over
9.000 hotel rooms within 1,500 feet of the railroad alignment through
Reno. Hotels and matels were considered as commercial receivers,
based on the standard practice of using ground floor uses to establish
categories, and therefore were not considered as sensitive receivers.

TR Information on water quality and toxins in the vicinity of rail operations
is noted. SEA does not anticipate that these off-right-of-way properties
would be affected by the proposed merger.
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Emergency Semices -Public Safety

The service infrastructure of the City of Reno is impacted to a great extent by the
proposed merger of Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Raiiroads. While the community has iPl) SEA recognizes the Commission's concern about the effect on
butlt-up around the railroad environment. the significant increase n utlization of the corridor by amergency response services. Please refer to response to comment
virtue of the pv erger Union Pacific operation and the additional traffic occasioned by the use #1E

lington Northern Santa F¢ has point d out the danger and adverse impact of
| operation in downtown Reno. While the impacts on air, water wnd ambient noise levels
¢ following comments [r the Reno Chief of Polic early descnbe the

act of having a major rail operation cut through the center fal ur tourism based

P
community

Delays - There is litle question that the closure of the main street thoroughfares as 3
result of train usage hampers our police response and patrol abilicy on a daily basis. The
Police Department had divided the City into three policing distcts T'wo south districts
are kasically divided by the train tracks from the nocth district.  This districting, which
spans the entire west and east limits of the city, is not the most effective disticting
method but has beer forced on the Jdepartment because of the physical barrier trains create
during an emergency response. Because of police staffing shortages and workload
increases, police dispatchers routinely cross-dispatch north officers 1 emergencies and
rouiine calls in the south pant of tewn and vice versa. North district officers routinely
cover officers on the south side of the train tracks. Train traffic has been a problem for
vears to responding police units, fire units, and paramedics. forcing the time consuming
rerouting of personnel to avoid trains. This siruation has become much worse in the past
few vears because of population growth, increased calls for service, and fewer police
officers. In many cases, emergency vehicle delays result in a domino effect resulting in a
time delay that impacts almost all our pending calls for service In emergency and critical
incident response cases, these delays require an immediate tactical redeployment of
resources to insure an adequate response, leaving many of our citizens confused and irate
when the police need to leave their call to respond to another with a higher response
priority. The continual bisecting of special event activities downtown by trains already
hampers the ability of police to control the events

Post-\erger Delays - Any increase in brain wraffic, length. or decrease in speed will have
a direct impact in the following areas
Police response times will increase to emergency and non-emergency calls which are
cross-dispatched. Cross-dispotching is routine and occurs 24 hours per day because of
current police staffing shortages. Citizen response time complaints will increase
ITicer safety and citizen safety will be impacted by delayed response of police units
10 assist otficers needing cover, police response to injury traffic accidents, or any other
citizen injury type call
Increased train crossing tratfic violaions will occur. Currently, impatient dnvers
ignore crossing arms 1o beat onconung trans make L-tums, or drive the wrong way
1o find an escape route 1o 3. 0id ra vs Adding train uaffic will exacerbate this
already dangerous siryation
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) Special events mansgement will deteriorate as (rains bisect parades. static display street
closures. and major special events
Intoxicated pedestrians (tounisis, transients. and locals) currently race across trachs to
avoid 1rains. Their impaired condition increases the potenual for an injury. Massive
special event crowds. combined with noise lesels of the event, often force pedestrians
190 close 10 train tracks. Reno's entertainment industry often results in tounsts and
local citizens being intoxicated or under the influence of alcohol in the downtown area

Policing Problems - The physical environment created by the railroad tracks downtown

serves as a magnet for local transients, bums, drug dealers, and ¢vea provides wezpons for

unruly crowds. Consider the following

1) Qur local populauon of sireet criminals congregate on railroad wacks nght-of-ways
behind buildings, crossing arms, and underpasses because these areas are often hidden
from direct view of police officers. The right-of-way also makes excellent places of
operation for panhandiers, strong arm robbers, and permaneat homeless residents o
accost our citizens. The railroad provides no immediately available property owner or
secunty to monitor this problem and help regulate this crime. Since property owners
throughout downtown prohibit this activity on their properties and can authonze
trespassing arrests to remove pecty criminals, the situation has forced many petty
«risnunals onto the railroad right-of-way
The cailroad bed includes rocks, broken boules, cans, grease, oil, and dirt. Rocks and
bottles are routinely used during fights among perty criminals, provide drunks
ammunition during major special events, and are hard (o navigate by pursing officers.

Other Impacts - The presence of the railroad uacks in their current jocation represents a
mixture with our economy not unlike oil and water. They are a critically dangerous
segment of ow downtown area in which we contain (housands and thousands of residents,
tourists, gamers, and visitors. The police deparument has had to physically adapt its
emergency operations to accommodate the wain tracks. However, the accommodations are
not in the best interest of the City

Note: Additional information concerning public safery has been received hHut is not
inciuded here.

3.08 Ecosomic Effects of Merger ou the Railroad

The combined UP SP route benween Oakland and Chicago wiil be shorter than the UP or
the SP route. Mileage reductions will come from combining parts of the UP and SP routes o
create 3 new rorte much shorter than cither railroad’s present system. Oakland to Chicago, via
Reno. will show a reduction of 388 miles from SP's present route and 139 miles from UP's
line.”*

' Ibid., Volume 1. Pages 29 & 30,

SEA acknowledges concerns about the impacts of intersection delay

related to emergency response time and driver behavior. Please refer
to response to comments #1A and #1E. Regarding driver actions, the
Surface Transportation Board cannot preclude intentional traffic
violations. SEA's recommended mitigation measures are reported in
Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Past EA.

iVl SEA recognizes the Commission's concern about railroad-related

secunty issues. Secunty issues are beyond the jurisdiction of the
Surface Transportation Board and should be discussed with UP/SP

m SEA acknowledges the Commission's position on impacts of the
location of railroad tracks through tha City. The physical presence of
the rairoad is a pre-existing condition which is beyond the jurisdiction
of the Surface Transportation Board. The concept of relocating tracks
elsewhere in the region may have ment in addressing local concerns,
but the impacts of the proposed merger are insufficient for the Boara to
require refocation
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7.02 Potential Solutions

We hasve heard from a large number of intelligent, articulate. and informed professionals
1

| senan

civ and residents concerning possible “fixes” for this problem. Most have been well
conceived

ts

Following is a brief list of the aliernatives now being senously discussed
« No action

. \ fully depressed trainwnay

+ A parually depressed trainwa)

« Limited grade sep ons (underpasses or O\Verpasses)

+ Railroad relocation, possibly to the [-80 corridor

Throughout our discussions we have heard the recurming therne of combining a number of
different transportation facilities such as pipelines. fiberoptics, power, water, and sewer into the
same corndor. This "Transportation Corridor” concept could allow much more efficient use of
valuable property and should be pursued.

7.03 Suggested Action Items
We suggest the following action items be considered be the City

Union Pacific should provide financial assistance in finalizing the study effort which will 16
identify- reasonable mitigation efforts to resolve impacts on the downtown Reno area while
increasing the efficiency of the railroad operation through downtown Reno.

la order to clearly identify the impacts of the post-merger cordition and to accurately
assess the alternatives, additional engineering studies should be initiated and complete

The City of Reno has commirted considerable effort and funds to move the project to the
current stage. Additional funds should be forthcoming from Union Pacific to complete the
initial engineering studies and to conduct 2 full alternatives analysis and /or major
investment study. These studies, while expensive, W ould clearly delineate the alternatives
and investments necessary to allow for informed decision making

The Union Pacific and City of Reno should establish a mutually acceptable schedule to
complete the srudy effort described in No. 1

The Union Pacific and City of Reno should cooperatively develop a strategy to help
resolve all of the issues which may impact identified implementation scenarios

m SEA acknowledges the request for Applicant funding of City studies.
The Surface Transportation Board does not have junsdiction te require
the Applicant to provide such funds. This request should be submitted
directly to the Applicant.

SEA acknuwlgdged the Commission’s cornments about the time period
g for mplemgntmg mitigation. Please refer to the discussion on mitigation
measures in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA

The Surface Transportation Board cannot comment on the merits of
legislalive actions.
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Legislative action at the state level - In order to implement a selected alternative. it may
be necessary 10 develop a specific legislative program providing for legislative change
The Union Pacific could play a key role in this activity

Legislative action at the federal level - Although current funding levels of ISTEA are
limited, this is clearly a source of funding which should be explored

Identification of potential funding sources - Private funding sources. as well as local. state
and federal funding should all be considered for each mitigation element. Initially, in
order to expedite the alternative analysis, it is suggested that funding be provided by
Union Pacific to allow quick and complete evaluation of the alternatives. A major
investment analysis should be performed and the task shculd be initiated as quickly as
possible.

Establish a project coordination team 10 assure the timely and effective resolution of the
issues and implementation strategies

This coordination team should be composed of members of the consulting team, City of
Reno, Union Pacific and other stakeholders. A team approach to identifying problems
and finding solutions will clearly benefit ail parties to the effort

Refer to the previous page for response.

The Surface Transportation Board encourages the use of project
coordination teams.
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INTRODUCTION

My name Claudia L. Howells, Railroad Services Coordinator for the Oregon
Department of Transportation. 1 am authorized to submit this Verified Statement on
behalf of the State of Oregon (Oregon) and the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT). ODOT bas been designated by Joho Kitzhaber, Govemor of Oregon to
represent shippers, port districts, local governments and the public generally in this

proceeding.
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Portland 1s currently a railroad interchange nightmare. While some of the
problems relate 0 how reciprocal switching charges are structused, the local rail

infrastructure is inadequate to handle the current level of traffic efficiently. Additional

traffic wall only increase congestion, unless considerable capital investment is made in”

both the terminals and the connecting trackage. We also suggest that the combined
railroad reconsider the elimination or downsizing of Brooklyn Yard. It is the main
interchange point for the Willamette & Pacific, Portland & Westem, Portland Traction
Company railroads which together run approximately 1400 cars a month through
Brooklyn Yard. This does not include SP origin/destination traffic that is currendy
handied at Brooklyn Yard. The possibility also exists for additional traffic being moved
off of short lines through Brooklyn Yard

The infrastructure needs are of such magnitude in Portland, that we_seriously
suggest that UP move cautiously in changing the traffic patterns in the Willgmette Valley
We further suggest that UP work closely with the local govergments in Portland, Salem,
Albany, and points between to insure that il traffic flows ace fluid_that safety is not
compromised, and that congestion ot grade crossings is reduced,. (For more detail

reference the comments from the Portland area governments. Letter 11)

We are not requesting conditions on these issues, but we are, in 3 separate filing,
T@@ijﬁcﬁ@&amem of the Modoc Line] The protest is based in part on our
concern about the ability of the Portland Gateway to handle any increase in traffic

without major improvements of the I-5 system. Additional concerns will be addressed in

more detail in the related filing
- e 1
We fully support increasing tunnel clearances on the Cascade Line, as proposed in

the Operatiog Plan. SP has suffered from its inability to operate double-stack container
trains through the [-5 corridor, being kept out of the growing intermodal business

Concerns by the Oregon Department of Transportation abcut impacts
at grade crossings are noted. Volume 2, Section 15.4.1 of the EA
describes the impact of truck activities at the Albina intermodal facility
The facility is expected to experience an average increase of 274 trucks
per day due to the consolidation of the SP Portland intermodal facility
The additional trucks would represent a 5.3 percent increase in daily
traffic volumes on surrounding roadways. SEA's recommended
mitigation to address these communities' concerns are addressed in
Volume 1, Chapter S of the Post EA. Section 154.2 of the EA
descnbes grade crossing impacts at vanous locations in the state. The
two rail segments traversing the Portland area (Portiand to Oregon
Trunk Junction and Seattle to Portland) would experience an increase
of approximately 3 trains per day. These additional trains would
increase the total delay to vehicle traffic 3 to 8 minutes over a 24-hour
period. This increase in train service would not compromise safety at
the crossings. See Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA for SEA
recommended mitigation for grade crossing protection

Opposition is noted to the proposed abandonment of the Modoc line
SEA notes that in a brief (dated 5/30/96) filed with the Surface
Transportation Board, Oregon DOT withdrew its opposition to the
proposed abandonment

Support is noted for increasing clearances in the Cascade Tunnels
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The 1.5 Corridor between Eugene and Portland has been designated as a High
Speed Raii Comidor by the federal government and is part of the Cascadian Corridor that
extends through Wasrungten to British Columbia Oregon has received good cooperation
from SP ip its end savers to increase passeager rail service on SP’s line, We have been
assured by the Ul’ that under its direction, cooperation will continue at least at the level
we have received from SP. We will reiterate here that increasing rail passenger scivice
both in the I-5 corridor and elsewhere in Oregon is a long-term, well supported effort.
This demonstrated by the letter from Oregon’s Govemnor John Kitzhaber, included in the
Suppl | to the Applicati In tum, the state commits fully to insuring that the

efficiency of freight moves will not be compromised.

Enviroomental Concerns

With hesitation we express here some concemn about the Eavironmental Report.
Our hesitation is based on the unfortunate fact that Oregon natural resource agencies were
unable to evaluate the effects of the proposed changes in train operations and terminals
This comes as a result of staff reductions and changes in agency responsibilities. This.
agency is ol in a position ta comment with any authority on environmental issues, but
we are concemed that the Environmental Report lacks much in the way of detail. We
think this is, in part, because the Operating Plan also lacks detail. We have been advised
by both UP and SP that the Operating Plan is not an “implementation plan,” which then
raises the question as to what eavironmental impacts may occur that were not anticiputed

in the Operating Plan or in the Environmental Report

We can say with certainty that increases in train traffic have the potential for
adversely affecting air quality, primarily because of vehicular traffic stopped at grade

crossings in congested urban areas. We also know that the expansion of Bames Yard

SEA has noted the concern about a lack of detail in the Applicant's
Environmental Report. Additional information is provided in the EA anc
the Post EA

SEA has reviewed the concern about air quality impacts resulting from
increases in train traffic. The air quality assessment has determined
that no rail segments in Oregon will exceed the threshold for adverse
impacts; no mitigation is proposed. The Surface Transportation Board's
environmental rules specify air quality assessments on a regional basis
but do not include assessments of localized impacts, such as delays at
intersections.
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may well require permitting from the Oregon Division of State Lands, the agency vested
with the authority to regulated the fill and removal of wetlands We also know that
changes i yard operations in Portiand will affect truck traffic, we hope for the better

These issues are discussed in more detail in submissions from local governments that are
included within this filing

Condition #1

Expand the BNSF agreement to include:

A Cpea interchange at all points between and within Portland and Eugene
for all BN~ and SP-direct shippers, as well as for all shippers located on short lines,
notwithstanding lease or sale agreements. This should apply to current and future short
line customers directly served by either carrier.

2. Grant trackage rights to BN over the SP main line between Portland and
Eugene and between Eugene t Klamath Falls over SP’s Cascade Lie.

3. Require reasonable or free reciprocal switching charges at all points in
Oregon among all camiers

4 Grant BNSF joint trackage between Wallula Junction, located in
Washington, and points within a fifty mile radius of Hinkle Yerd, near Hermiston.

Amument

We believe that the agreement with the BNSF, which eliminates reciprocal
switching charges for “2-1" shippers, establishes a proportional rate agreement for traffic
moving over the Portland Gateway, and extends BN trackage rights beyond Bieber into
California, provides litde benefit to most Oregon shippers. Furthermore, the agreement
appears to provide greater benefits to competitors of Oregon producers. Those benefits
also accrue to industrial locations in our neighboring states, making Oregon, except for

The need far wetland permitting from the Qregon Division of State
Lands is noted. Securing and complying with state and local permits is
a standard pracedure that the Applicant must follow, regardless of the
review of the Surface Transportation Board.

See response provided for comment #1 of this letter




NCIES

EPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Finance Docket No. 32760

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
~CONTROL AND MERGER~
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOUIS SOUTHWESTENRN RAILWAY
COMPANY, SPSCL CORP. AND THE DENVER A VD
RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY

COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
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Herein are comments from the Oregon Department of Transponation (ODOT),
Railroad Services Coordirator, Transportation Development Branch. Because of the
short comment time, there may be other filings from ODOT Regional Offices and local
governments that shouid bs considered as consistent with these comments. The nature of

these comments should be viewed as general comments and of statewide interest
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Rail Line Segments. Rail Yards and latermodal Facilities

Train Countls. We have attempted 10 calculate the increase in train traffic on the
line segment between Klamath Falls, OR and Bend, OR. Between Bend and Chemult
there is a projected increase of .8 trains o day. Between Klamath Falls and Chemult. an
increase of 8.1 trains a day. Between Chemult and Eugene, 5 2 trains a day. Are there
two trains missing? These figures are also not consistent with BNSF's plans, as we
understand tiem, 10 route significant Washington origin/destination traffic via the

Oregon Trunk

Alr Quality Impacts at Grade Crossings, The FA states that there is no grade
crossing in Oregon with more than 3,000 vehicies a day. We have artached the Annual
Average Daily Traffic statistics for all crossings affected by the merger. Please note that
there are many crossings with traffic counts fas in excess of 5,000 vehicles a day. Please
also note that in many cases where crossings are close together, traffic will be stopped at
several crossings by one passing trains. In some areas, such as in Portland, long, slow
moving trains can tie up traffic for sometime. As an example, on the SP line in Portiand
there are |8 crossings within .28 miles, with a total ADT of 50,900 vehicles. It is not
unusual for all 18 crossings to be biocked by one train

Proposed Construciion Projects, According the Operating Plan and our
discussions with both the UP and SP, UP intends on adding tracks 1o Barnes Yard in
Portland. There is no mention of that project in the EA. Also mentioned in the Operating

Plan is a propozal to increase clearances on SP's Cascade Line. There is no mention of

that preject in the EA

Yards, There continue to be references made to changes in the Salem Yard. What 3,
are they?

4

SEA has reviewed the concern about train counts and verified the
counts. Between Bend and Chemult there are 4.7 trains per day. Post-
merger there will be an increase of 8 trains for a total of 5.5 trains per
day. Between Klamath Falls and Chemuit there are presently two
passenger trains, plus 20.1 freight trains (4.7 are BN/Santa Fe) for a
total of 22.1 trains per day. Past-merger there will be an increase of 8.1
freight trains for a total of 30.2 trains per day. Between Chemult and
Eugene there are 17 4 trains operated per day. Post-merger there will
be an increase of 5.2 freight trains, for a total of 22.6 trains per day

SEA has reviewed the information provided about at-grade crossing
traffic counts. The EA noted that most, not ail, grade crossings in
Oregon carry less than 5,000 vehicles per day. According to the list
attached to the comment letter, more than haif of the crossings carry
less than 5,000 vehicles per day. SEA has reviewed projected delays
at crossings with mare than 5,000 vehicles per day and found that the
projected increase in delay is small. For instance, in Salem, OR the
average delay per vehicle at grade crossings would increase from a
pre-merger value from 1 to 2 seconds to post-merger vaiue of 2 to 3
seconds. The decrease in the level of service (LOS) with the post-
merger level of freight operations in such a magnitude does nct require
mitigation. Please see the discussion of traffic delay and level of
service in Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA

No physical changes to the yard are anticipated as a result of the
proposed merger. Operational changes at the yard are described in the
EA, Volume 2, page 15-7

The additional frackage at Bames Yard and the increased clearances
on the SP's at Cascade Line do not require new rights-of-way and are
therefora not part of the EA




As mentioned previousiy, there will be other more specific comments filed by
local gover~ments and ODOT Regional Offices with proposals for mitigation. as well as
requests for clanification. We do not have proposals for mitigation because we are not
cenain the EA accurately reflects either the Operating Plan or the combined railroad’s

plan for operation

If we can provide you with additional information please contact me at the

address and phone number provided on the cover sheet

Respectfully submitted,

Claudia L. Howells
Railroad Services Coordinator

UNION
| PACIFIC

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY

AS-103




AGENCIES

ORE”ZON - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

7

Ovagon Degwimini o) T/amipe 1 snem

INTEROFFICE MEMO

April 30, 1996

T0: Claudia L. Howells
Rallrosd Sarvices Cocrdinator

"
i~

FROM Barb Hopewsll = "
Reglon 2 Trafflc Investigator

SUBJECT: Enviranmenta! Assesament: UP/SP Railroad Merger

We have reviewad the Environmental Assessment and have the following commants

1) Oregon is working with Washinglon to develop a high speed rail comdor between
Eugene and Vancouver, British Columbia. Expansion of freight activities on this
carrider may present comzicziions to the development of thie high speed passenges
rall sarvice.

2) The Schools in the City of Oakrdge are exporencing difficuties with the noise lavel
with the current number of trains through their community. The noise threshoid may
be exceeded if there e an increase in the number of trains There are many
communities along the rail ine that may experience the same mpact

3) Safety is an on going concern at grade crossings To increase train traffic at these
crossings may create additional safety problems

2

3

The issue of high speed rail 1s beyond the scope of the Surface
Transportation Board's junsdiction and SEA's environmental review

Concern about potential impacts to schools af OQakndge are
acknowledged. The change in train volume projected for the City of

Qakridge did not meet the Surface Transportation Board's thresholds
for noise analysis

SEA appreciates the concerns about safety. All grade crossings will be
maintained to FRA standards to ensure that safety is not compromised
See Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA for SEA recommended
mitigation for grade crossing protection
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CITY OF BAKER CITY, OREGON

PO Box 830 - Badur Oy, Oregen 178140850

May 2 1606

Claugia L. Howels

Oepartment of Transporiaton
Transportation Development Brancn
456 13th Street NE

Salem, Oregon 97310

Dear Ms. Howels'

Thig leter is © a0Cress (e Environmental Assesament baing done for the UP/SP Ralroad
Meger. Even @ 3light ncrease in bafc tuough Baker City s something that wamants
comment.

We reglize that there is Iittle that can be done to change the amount of noise that results
from the wheels of the train coming In contact with the rack. We 20 realze that 2 great
deal has already been dona to recucs the amount of noisa the diesel slectric propulsion
causes Wa 0o not belleve Hat the noiss from whistas (s baing addressad

in the technologikal sye we live I, we belleve there must be something that can be done
10 slert motorists and pedestrians withou! the use of whisties, homs or other noise
generating devices that can bo heard for miles in all direcsons. It scems to us that ittle is
being done to reduce the amount of noise resulting from whistier. Some even contend that
soma engineers simply whistie al the way through e City and others are whisaing for
Crossings that no langer Axisr

At @ minimum we would recommend (hat whistng be reduced 1o a muwmal without
jecpandzing safety. The optimum would ba A new sysiem Mat does away with whisting
in stuations other than eme gendies  Most of us dor't CoNsaous'y hear the whisties auring
the daytime because there are so many of them, Lo whers is the cafety advantage Thers
must ba 3 better way

Lt L

O O I 1A IO, 1S TORSG OMETNON TRAR, INTERPALTIVE CINTIN
T Candar romapen - | 40O SIS 1 13S)

The projected train volume changes for the City of Baker, Oregon are
insufficient to trigger a noise analysis per Surface Transportation Board
thresholds. Although the Board is sensitive to community concerns, the
environmental noise analysis is focused on the impacts due just to the
merger, and not the total noise impact of all operations. Noise from
train whistles is a resuit of federally-required sounding of horns at
rail/roadway crossings for safety purposes

The Surface Transportation Board cannot override the Federal safety
requirement for sounding horns at grade crossings. This issue is of
concern to many communities. Alternatives are currently being
reviewed by the Federal Railroad Administration. Among these are
permanent closure of crossings, grade separations, four-quadrant
gates, and gates with median barners. Permanent closure of grade
crossings, and grade separated crossings would eliminate train whistle
noise. Four quadrant gates and median barners would, subject to FRA
appraval, eliminate train whistle noise, but FRA approval will have to
wait until the end of this year at the earliest. Rail whistie concerns
shouid be submitted directiy to FRA

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN FPACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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A rasmad twough he center of a community is N0 small thing. Union Pacric has realized
and responded to that over the yewrs. Wo hope that UPISP will use their combined
resources to further reduce the impact thay have on Baker City.

Gl

City Manages
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City of Echeo
20 S Ronanzs

PO. Box 9

Echo, OR 97820

(503) 376-8411

May 3, 199%¢

UR/S5P merger frow both & safety and anvironmanta.

sad Services Coordinator

!oxtuloa Deav. Rranch
teak OfLfice Park

th St. ¥R

OK 27310

t: Snvirvaneilel Agsessment UP/EP Rallzosd Merger

ty of ¥cho is luceced in Northeastern Oxegom 20 mi.

b2 Pendleton, 386 mi. east of Partland and about 4

from Hinkle. Our town is biswcted down the middle by

hion Pacific main 1ins. As & result, we arc vary con-

abouf the impact on eur coewunicy of che rxog:;:d
ot -

point 1 am respond) not only on benhaif of the City of

Eche,

put have besn asked Beho Rural Fire Pretection

District Fire Chief Tom Naright

Becaufe of our proximity to Winkle and the fact that our
community hAS a 3iding, witnout iscreased trais tratfic, we
wlready sxperience prebloms due to use of the Bchn aiding €

hold
have

Tains for a rav hours to &9 much a3 seversl days. e
bad & Ieoscuzsing preblem vitd blocked erossings, al-

though cema of thim problem has Been eliminaced due to
chasgee in tha locaticn of crossing arm svitches. We have
twe vehiele croesings and one estrian crossing in Eche.
Otten|all three are blocked. ¢ fire department is con-
cerncé about she blocking of croteings at Rcho and Nolin (7
milew south of Echo) in the event of fires. Since the Pire
Station i@ on the west side of , Bleckage of crossinge
at Tehe or Nolin can force che Fife Depusiment to dxive st
least's miles te get to the other |side of town or to the
freavhy to reach a fire. Ac Moll thair is only one

cxone far miles.

Th ayx cn 1 | ~
@ existing conditions in Eche arising from operational practices are
- 2 _

Surface Transportation Board and have
environmental review of the proposeq

not within the jurisdiction of the
not been considered in SEA's
merger

Concerns abo

‘ out grade crossi T

Transportation Bcard; does not faSv:q: t:re oy g oy
10t have authonty over existing conditions

and the proposed mer \
propo merger would result in a decr of 43
day on this line segment Skl
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Our ,*u-. axo concexned about the repeited arasaing block-
ages.! Juat today, Ihe fige chief caughbl « student crawling

undor|a train en hie way back to sehool

BecAuse *yains so

orten|block crossaings, f(although it l» illegsl) we Lave
rosidénts Iooume LhACL thae c<rossing arms thexe is no moving
train, ahd Aart betveen crogsing arms.

The firae department i3 al)se concerned about jiacreaged
raslzpad genesuted fices and {ucreased pocential fox apilis
of hafardous materials. MWhile the Bcho Pive Digerict 1 one
of the largest in the atate in arws, it i3 cnw of the

small

et in tamms of budget snd san.power. It 3lco haa over

20 miles of mainline railroad running through 4t. As &

resul

. it cun be a big strain on thalr regources to handle

such problend.

When traivs avre left on the siding in Echo they ars 1ottt
idling which ig creates not cng‘prvum with air smissions

but with noise and vibratien.

8 veek alona, we have had

At ledst two evenlingm whare cthe trains set for several hours

id1ing.

Bcho residants Bave tried to file corplaints about

the nolee the 141ing trains cause and tha fact Lhac b

intar

Jexres wath their oleep, byt have bean told By tha PUC

that we have ne jurisdiction.

attest to thig deing s prodlem. I liva ovar a 1/4 ot
p away fram the track on the biilk above Beho and ean

nd feel the vibratton im my 2ome at night. Hcehe lies
34330V Tiver valley prome to stagnant sir, especially

i vistaer moaths  Increased train traffic will only
escalste these problems.

¥We hAYe Dean told over the years that the siding ac Bcho i»
used g6 hcavily, becauce during ducy periode, thexe is nst
snough roam ar Hinklas to 2old the trainms, If thisg is the

case 7jow, haw can they poesible bas
wizhaye

Your Bemo Reked foy muggestions far mitigacion

dle increased traffic
asing the problams ¥e a»ircady face.

¥a are not

""‘t‘.' to Lsock the merger, but feel there axe things that
can

1

Le bag

2.
shrubsd along both sides of

dome te limit the impact that can be placed as con-

itiocds on cthe marger.

llvx\lun expansion of track at Einkle, 0 that traing car
jdlad there zather than being held in Bebo and Neolia.

Bequire the railrced to gxu; and mainteirn srees and
the siding about 5¢ feet from Che

tyacks. If the trees ares planted close moough together they
whould help to eliminate somm of t*he noiae preoblom, aa wall
8 halping with alr quality.

3.

Require the xailrosd to pruvide the Echo Fize Distzlct

Concerns about grade crossings is noted. The Surface Transportation

Board does not have authority over existing conditions, and the

proposed merger would result in a decrease of 43 trains per day on this
line segment

The Surface Transportation Board thresholds for noise analysis were

5
)

not exceeded by the proposed train volume changes. Noise impac:s
may exist due to existing train traffic in the City of Echo. Aithough the
Board is sensitive to community concerns, the environmental noise
analysis is focused on the impacts due just to the merger, and not the
total noise impact of all cperations. Idling noise appears to be an
existing noise problem, and is beyond the Surface Transportation

Board's authority. Concemns for this issue should be forwarded directly
to the Applicant.

The Surface Transportation Board cannot require the expansion of the
Hinkle Yard to address operational concerns in Echo
See response provided for comment # 4 of this letter. Please aiso note

that planting trees will not reduce noise produced by idling locomaotives
or through-trains.

The Surface Transportation Board cannot requira the Applicant to
provide funding to the Echo Fire District
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tundidg for equipment to handle porential reilroad genarated
problema.

Sincefely,

anea [Bexry
City Mmiunistratox

cc: Jom Enrighc
tilla Co. Sheriff's Departimeat
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—

Flune Kuser

JP/SP Eavaronmental Project Duecion
Soction of Eaviroamenisi Azalysis
Swiace Transportaion Hoard

2th snd Consulubion Avenue, Room 32
Wastungion, D C 20423 000

Unson Pacfic/Soutkern Paciic Mesger
Oregon - Stacwioe

Dear Ms Kuser

Thank you for your suboussion of project documentahon for the properti(s) referenced above. This
wormation was submutied in comphance with the Natonel Histone Preservation Acz of 1966 (16 US C
470), Sectiun 106, and reviewed under cniena and procedures outlined in 1€ CFR Part 800 Further
consultal. on e comment was also sobatad from spprogmiate SHPO program saf  Thug review resulted
@ the fol.owng determunetion(s) and findingls)

it.:;.::ﬂ:ﬂ ﬁfii.:”"&“&“&:,ﬁ:;“’:ﬁ:‘ﬁ"ﬁtﬁ:;ﬁﬁ:@: n SEA acknowledges the Oregon State Historic Preservation Qfficer's
histonc and cuitural rosources. When more specific documentanon regarding the affected resources position to provide no comment on the propcsed merger at this time
Z‘.:.“'ﬂ.‘ﬂ;"é.‘:::”ffl.:ﬁf’:‘ﬂ; i e b e information on potential historic resources and evaluation of effect is

being provided to the Officer during the Section 106 consuitation
(f you should have any further yuestions, of need additonal assistence, plense el [ree 1 contact Lz

Carter at the SHPO, evtension 229 initiated by SEA

% TomlY |

Hewy C Kunowss
Project Mansger
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Jay Veqt
page 2

FAX REPLY Yo * 202/927-6225

To Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief
Section of Environmantal Aralysis
Surface Transportation Board
1201 Consttution Avenua NW
Washington CC 20423-0001

From Q%ay Vogt, South Dakota State Histong Preservation Officer *MJSOO‘(F
Signature Da.nM.é' A oote_Y-25-26

Section 106 Consutation regasding
Proposed Merger of Union Pacific and Southem Pacific Rallroads
Finance Docket 32760

| concur with the Ainding of the Surface Transportation Board's Section of Environmental s = i
Analysis (SEA) that the proposed marger would have na effect to historic and cuftural resources SEA acknowledges the State Historical Society's comment that the

tn South Dakota, as described In SEA's lethar of Aprd 11, 1996, proposed merger will hava no effect on historic and cultural resources
I concur with the finding of the urface Transportation Board's Section of Envimnmental in South Dakota. This correspondence completes Section 106

Analysis (SEA) finding that the proposed mergar would have no effact ta historc and cultural coordination respansibilities for the State of South Dakota
resources in South Dakota, a9 describad in SEA's lattar of Aprii 11, 1586, with the following
comments

UNION
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TEXAS PARKS & WILDLIFE COMMISS!ON

r

&% DAMES & MOORE
ONE CONTINENTAL TOWERS, 170] GOLF ROAD, SUITE 1000, ROLLING MEADO WS, LLLINOIS 80008
(R47) 2280707 FAX: (Re7) 2281113

February 26, 1595

Ardrew Sansom

Exevitive Director

Packs sad Wildlife Commission
4300 S.nith School Road
Aura TX 78744

Dames & M is g an addendum ta the Eavi | Repart for the applicaton for
mag«ulthUmonhdcmdSanhaanﬂchﬂmm The sttached lst and maps show
additional construction projects which have been identified within your stata

To prepare our addendum o the Eavironmental Report, we are requesting that you inform us of any
concerns you have and provide information regarding:

protected species information (State, Federal within § miles of each site.

listing of critical habitats within § tniles of es 4 site.

locations of parks and refuges in proxdmity to the proposed projects.

citations o any permitting/spproval authority which you belisve your state has over
the actions identified.

sy other information you would ks 1o provide reganding enviromunental matters of
local concerus at these sites.

‘We would appreciate receiviuy the requested information at your earliest comvenienca. We would

further appreciate 2 if the informson could be supplisd in writing or orally to the undersigned at the

address and phane/fax wumbers on this lenterhead.

- o : : n SEA acknowledges the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department's
‘@ very much appreciate your comment that there would be minimal impacts to fish and wildlife

¢ Naview of the praped zeibn’; o8 propaed resources.
Vary truly yours, ! i basa B9 A1 an8 S

“rf

22 lre

DAMES & MOORE, INC.

Julie Donsky TexasParks 2 ‘¥tite Qepl
Eavironmental Scientist

MAR 1 13938

Habii=: .x :5a it Branch




Before the
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Finance Docket No. 32760

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
AND MISSOURL PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
- CONTROL AND MERGER --
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION,
SCUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOUIS
SOUTHWESTZRN RAILWAY COMPANY, SPCSL. CORP. AND THE
DENVER AND RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY

COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION 10 MERGER
EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT
SUBMITTED BY THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEXAS
ON £ HALF OF THE STATE OF TEXAS

edl;»q n

Jhee oC e Secreiarn,

f MAR o WG
RICHARD H. STREET
BARNES & THORNBU
1401 EYE STREET, N
SUITE 500

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 408-6933

COUNSEL FOR THE
RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEXAS

CAROLE KEETON RYLANDER, CHAIRMAN

BARRY WILLIAMSON, COMMISSIONER
CHARLES R MATTHEWS, COMMISSIONER

DATED: MARCH 29, 1996

T
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TEXAS - RAILROAD OF COMMISSION OF TEXAS

7

Merger. Furthermore, apy such sale must assure r of Corpus Chnsil compeutive
acress *0 its markets west of the Mississippi River. A taurd conditon s e creanon of
aeutral tenminal railzoads o all ma;or dustial markes wiich, Dy virrue of what s uke.y
to be the fnal railroad merger in Texas, would otherwise be dominated by UP. The fourta
condition would require UP asd BN/Saau Fe, if they propose 10 abandon tracks w Texas
following the Merger, 10 include all Tackage pecessary (0 ensure that a purciasing camer
rural mail disarict of other acquirog ennry, have unfenered access O rail juacaon pouaws
In short, any line abandoaments Sled by merger applicants must be JULCIQD 10 NRNAL.
induscy 0 uacuen in the case of abandoning an industnal lead.

1n additidn o the ecopomuc condiuous, the Counission is extremely concerned that
e anticipated ncease in ui wafic in certun areas, especially in West Tezas, may
potentaily mpact public safety. Iz order 10 ensure the safety of motorists, th’ggqmmmn
requests imposition of 3 condition thac would require the merged radroad to agree @o
confer with law enforcement oficals, waffic eaguoers, and public officals o ates and
counties on the merged radroad's routes where there will be a substzadal increase m the
mumber of daly trains ausbutable to Gmplemeatanon of the merged reilroad’s operanng
plan, w@'.o wstall Gashers, Jells and gates at ail grade cosmngy wiere uthorized
maximum TN speed is great sncugh 10 present 3 harard t0 motonsts and there i§ a

sutficient number of automobiles per day at the crossing to warraat installason of elecronic

waming devices.

SEA has incorporated in the Post EA the request of the Railroad

Commussion of Texas that the Applicant confer with l[aw enforcement
officials, traffic engineers, and public officials in cities and counties
where there would be a substantial increase in the number of daily
trains attrnibutable to implementation of the merged railiroads operating
plan. Nog mutigation of impacts was requested in respon~e to
consuitation and no mitigation measures concerning consultation were
identified in the EA.

SEA acknowledges the Commission's request for flashers, bells, and
gates at ail grade crossings where authonzed minimum train speed is
great enough to present a hazard to motonste and the number of
automobiles per day at the crossing is sufficient to warrant instaiiation
of electronic waming devices. UP/SP is required to comply with
Federal Rairoad Admunistration requirements for safety. The

Applicant must comply with FRA standards concerning grade crossing
safety.
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TEXAS WKILROAD OF COMMISSION OF TEXAS

~

sigmuficant volumes of Jazardous materias Given the number of Sauy hazardous rratenal trun
movements, it s expected that 3 Jermiment. possibly resuing m 3 spll will occur
occasionally.’

The Railroad Cornmussion of Texas, tough i parmershp wuh the Federal Ralroad
Admensstration. bas espoasibiiity for rad safetv. History has shown that as individual railroads
have siipped into financial difficuluies, safery has deteroraed. A Enancially sound radrosd wdl
provide a safex environmest for 1s employess and the pubiic than a railroad thas s fghung for
15 fnancial surviva.,

The Southern Pacific Raiiroad does not have one of the best safery record among Class
[ radroads. Highway-rul safery rprovement proects on the SP are considered difficul to
mplemenz on occassien due 10 ack of personnel and schedubing of work crews. Qn e other
oo the Unwa Pacdic bias one of the best safety records ampog all rulroads. Morerver, the
Union Pactfic has a reputanion of working with local communities and the Texas Deperanent of
Transportabon 10 tmprove safety at hignway-nd grade Tossings.

The provosed Union Pactic/Southern Pacfic merger will create redundances o rul
routes. [t has been suggesied. though not necessarlly by the merger applicants, that these
redundancies coukd kead 0 orack abandonmers. These potential absodocments could cnhance
the aly of local communmes @ ther «ffore 10 close and/or consolidare under-used highway-
rail grade crossngs. Several Texas communzes wre served by coth the Union Pacific and

Southern Pactfic rairoads. The closure of under-used grade crossings would save Texas

! A preaxgown of rai) anc WuCk RAZACOUS MAEr AL incidents 1§ includes n Table 4 3 on page &9

SEA acknowiedges the comment regarding the ciosure of under used
grade crossings. SEA has recommended mitigation to address rail
crassings which is detailed in Volume 1, Chapter S of the Post EA.

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY 4
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(axpaver; not oy the caomal cost of waming device qmprovements but Also e stae porton o Refer to the previous page for response

X CCnUNUOUS warmung dencs mawr tenance Costs

In sddivon. ralroad relocation and consclidation projects in several Texas CommuaLes
could de asyisted oy he merger For sxanpie. the Brownswile radroad relocation and the
Texas A&M campus sal mlocaton prowcts involve bow the UP and SP Where rairoads
share in (he responsibiisy for mamtenance of wrmnal faclities. such as Houstea and Corpus
Qonsa. swreng, fnancially secure radroads will enbance publc safery througa adequacely

funded rul nEASTUCIUE MANTeaance prograns

10.3 Concluson

Vi DU o oF A5 G FOUODS UV A e . SEA acknowledges the comment about the Applicant's financial ability
wprove highway-ral grade crossiog safecy @ Texas. The Union Pactfic bas the Guancal to improve higaway-rail grade crossing safety and the local safety
benefits of the merger through potential consolidation ar closure of
unwanted grade crossings. SEA nhas recommended mitigation !0
the merger may Aso encourage the abendonzent of Gmie-ised mackage. & 3 expected G address rail line and grade crossings which is detaiied in Volume 1

Chapter S of the Post EA

wiyerewnhal o snsure that safery-hased projects are completed and mamiamed. [nasmuch s

caumminuties can 00k 0 ¢ ck 0 ed highway-ral grade crossmgs wih

urendant sajery IMPrOVEITETLS. s sddition. the merged ~akoad may Uso e Ve w0

Wcomndate rig relocancn groects @ arsas currently served by both appucants.
Unmsumuwawmwm-whm

the Southern Pacdic specymg how they will finance safery-relued JTURCLS. The Radroad

Carmnmstion may wisa © direct its cal sagety s, @ cooperanon with the Texas Departunent

of Transportauon. (© funner detad the ‘mpacts of the mesger on lughway-rai grade crussing

=xumancn and cotselidanon
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TE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

CuRmy TUNNGLL
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION

PO BOX 12278 AUSTIN. TEXAS WY0.02% TELEPHONEY S1] adt4img FAX) S11 475412 RELAY T

NATIONAL REGISTER DEPARTMENT
May 3, 1996

Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief

Section of Eavironmental Analysis
Surface Transpertation Board
Washington, D, C. 20423-0001

Re: Union Pacific/Souvthem Pacific Railroad Merger, Section 106 Compliance Finance Docket
No. 32760 (STB, N10Q)

Dear Ms. Kaiser:

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQ] reviewed the federal undertaking referenced
above undes Section 106 of the National Hi toric Preservation Act, 36 CFR 800. The SHPO's
National Register Department and the Deputment of Anaquities Protection review properties 1o
determine their histonical significance

The Nauonal Register Depantment and Depantment of Antiquities Protection conductad a review
of the above referenced undertaking by applying state and federal criteria for historical
designation and would like w0 defer comment until after the environmiental aesessient and survey
of historic properties is compieted.

For questions a!;ox;l el61§\bllily of standing structures contact Jamie Wise, National Register
Department, at 512/463-6006 and for archeological concerns contact Sergio [ruegas, Department
of Anuquities Protection at 5i2/463-6056 .

Thank you for your interest in the cultural hentage of Texas, and for your compliance with this
federal review process

Sincerely,

g -
e RS S
mes W. Steely, DSHPO
7P National Register Department

cc: Sergia [ruegas, THC Department of Antiquities Protection

JWS/ILW

The State Agency for Historic Preservation

200913 1999 1 TOO)

n SEA acknowledges the State Historic Preservation Officer's preference
to withhold comment until after the EA and completion of survey of
historic properties. A copy of the EA was served to the Agency during
the week of Apni 15, 1396. Ongoing Section 106 consuitation, including
infcrmation on historic properties, was provided via correspondence
datea Apni 12, May 2 and May 22, 1996. Consuitation with the SHPO
to reach a determination of effects is under way. Because consuitation
has not been compieted, mitigation measures are specified in Chapter
S of the Fost EA.

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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TEXAS - STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

7

TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION
P O. Box 12276 * Austia, Texas 78711 * 512/463 6094
Staie Histeric Preservation Cflice (SIIPO)
Review of Federsl Underaking (Aunded or licensed), uad
National Histone Preservazion Act of 1956 (16 USC 4

SECTION 106 (36 CFR 800)

REVIEWER _Amy Dase —Bruce Jeosen L Jamie Wise Techacal Review

DATE: 4/(a, e TRACK CODE: 2]z ANlio
Anl\\,\, ue Lonser EmzammB L Toievmsr
Re: Lames 1 Maxe, Que Canrnensia. Tasers ol Cor BEorc Suita oo
Rovuns MEacS (I Gooos :

~dEFFER L0 € AraBLina s »,uo.ﬁc.m?' e T Tr..m«_“
The Section 106 review process i3 intended o protect histonc properues from adverse effects by Federal
agencies. Federal agencies, or their designaled representatives, must notify the Texas State Hisworic
Presesvation Officer (SHPO) if they are considering laking action themselves or if they are at.isting,

permirting or licensing an action that will affect 2 property built before 1950, including archeological sites.

SECTION 106 PROCESS IS NOT YET REQUIRED FOR BUILDINGS BUILT AFTER 1550

STEP A: DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY - projects with standing structures will be reviewed by
the National Register Department staff, and projects with below ground sites will be reviewed by the
epartment of Antiquities Protection staff. See contact list on reverse.
(1. Provide information on the property: T gacp. FRONGE (wraamance) Agour Aw era_;

A. Address (street, city, county) e Mas —B-‘“'_: R
B. Construction date Cocesre. Pro y e

C. Aschitecybuilder Pese. P (Nuwoe. (MRRMATIGS ABar Baans
D. A brief history of the building  Wirrin TTee. Canr o= Wiy
E. Photographs of at least two elevanions and one streets: ’ "
P A Ioﬂ‘:(‘)?l map =W$ |y (nvsas hoo Atumdsurs
G. A USGS map for archeological sites, accurately plotted.
. Send SHPO that information along with description of intended vsork.

Based on the information provided, the SHPO will deterrrine within 30 days if the building, stucture,
object, or site is eligible for listing in the Nauonal Register. Possible responses from the SHPO are:

__ NOT ELIGIBLE. If the building or site is not eligible, your agency can proceed with the intended action
‘without further consultation with the SHPO.

¥ MORE INFORMATION REQUIRED (any combination of items in #1). If more informaton is
required, your agency must send the requested information and await a determinaton of eligibility
Determination will be made within 30 days

__ ELIGIBLE. If the building is eligible, your agency must contact the Department of Architecture at the
SHPO (see contact list) for a “determination of effect* the action will have on the building

_ LISTED in the Nauonal Register. [f the building is already listed in the National Register, the agency
must contact the SHPO Department of Architecture for a determinauon of effect; GO TO STEP B

For archeological sites, the SHPC will respond:

__ NOT ELIGIBLE. Your agency can proceed with the wntended action

. MORE INFORMATION REQUIRED. Your agency must send a survey report and/or conduct 2 test
excavation and awaut a determinauon of eligibility

_ ELIGIBLE. If the archeological site is eligible, GO TO STEP B

4. If the agency does not concur with the detsrmination, it must request a determinauon from the Keeper
of the Natonal Register of Historic Places (see contact list)

Inforrnanan requested by the Texas SHPO was provided as part of the
Section 106 consuitation process
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION
PO SOX 227 AUSTIN TEXAS M7 0% TELEPKONE: 112 iniaion AT i3t an LAY T 1300938 299 1 1D0
NATIONAL REQISTER DEPARTMENT
May 31, 1996

Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief

S of Enviz J Analysis
Surface Transporation Board
Washington, D. C. 204230001

Re: Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroa. Merger, Section 106 Compliance Finance Docket
No. 32760 (STB, N10)

Dear Ms. Kaiser:

The State Histaric Preservation Office [SHPO) reviewed the federal .mdemhgs referenced
above under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 36 CFR 800. The SHPO's
National Register Depariment and the Department of Antiguities Protection review properties to
determine their histoncal significance,

The National Register Department and ment of Antiquities Protecton received your

correspondence of May 2, 1996 and May 32, 1996 (Finance Docket No. 32760). ithin “histy n SEA acknowledges the State Histonc Preservation Officer's
days of the May 22, 1996 comrespondence which includes the inventory forms and photographs preference to withhold comment until after the EA and completion of

it de i and i ith Ri £ -
mrr::::x' review and coordinate with Richard Starzack of Myra Frank and Associates, survey of historic properties. A copy of the EA was served to the
Agency during the week of Apnl 15, 1996. Ongoing Section 106

IX;OX qut’g;""“ﬁ;t;\;‘/:gfbﬂz ::d lw h;oul‘:::;’ Cm'wllcglnitm“:lsﬁ!zl‘;:":‘ffge“ﬂ e consuitation, including information on historic properties, was provided

of Antiquities Protection at $12/463-6096 . via correspondence dated Apni 12, May 2 and May 22, 1996.
\ 4 :

Thank you for your intarest in the culrural heritage of Texas, and for yous SR S Consuitation with the SHPO to reach a determination of effects is

federal review process. : under way. Because consultation has not been completed. mitigation

measures are specified in Chapter 5 of the Post EA
Sincerely,

N~ /745,, fr-"f(ji o
\"

W. Steely, DSHPO
%__ Natonal Register Department

¢c: Sergio Iruegas, THC Department of Antiquities Protection
- Richard Starzak, Myra Frank & Associates -—

JWS/ILW

The State Raency for Hicroric Precoryinsinm

b
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Department of Community & Economic Deveiopment
Division of State History
Utah State Histoncal Society

Michael O. Leavitt 0 Rio Crande

- ermor
an J. Bvans B01) 3333800 « F4 )« (DO $11.5%12

» recier ehistry ushs@cma i state ut us May 3. 1996

Salt Lake Cuv

Elane K. Kaiser

UP/SP Eavironmental Project Director
Secuon of Eavironmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board

12th and Constitution Avenue, Room 3219
Washington, DC  20423-0001

Auention: Finance Docket No 32760

RE Surface Transportation Board Request for Eavironmental Comments on the Potential
Eavironmental Impacts of the Control and Merger Application between the Union Pacific and
Southern Pacific Railroads

Io Reply Please Refer to Case No. 95-1312
Dear Ms. Kaiser

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received the above referenced project. Our office has n SEA acknowledges the State Historic Preservation Officer's
seen no site specific action which would effect historic properties, our office therefore recommends a recommended determination of “no historic properties” are affected by
determination of No Histous Propertics. the proposed merger. This correspondence completes Section 106

This informaiion is provided on request to assist the Surface Transportation Board with its Section coordination responsibilities for the State of Utah.
106 responsibilities as specified in 36CFR800. If you have questions, please contact me at (801) $33.
3555, or Barbara L. Murphy at (801) 533-3563. My computer address on internet is

jdykman@email state ut.us

JLD:95-1312

Preserving and Sharing Utan's Past for the Present and Future
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMI( e\
OFFICE OF ARCHAFOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
st Avenuye SW.o o PO. Box 48141 ¢ Olvmpia, Washington 985048343 « (360) ~

April 15, 1996

Ms. Flaine Kaiscs

Section of Environmental Ana

Surface Transportation Boar

12th and Constitution Avenue, Room 3219
Washington, D.C. 20423.0001

121395-27-1CC
Expansion of Seattle Union Pacific
{ntermodal Facility

Year Ms. Kaiser

Thank you for your letter of April 5, 1996 to the Washington State Office of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation (OAHP) regarding the above referenced proposal. From your
matenial, [ understand that the Surface Transportation Board (STB) requests a
determination of eligibility and opinion of effect in response to the proposed Union
Pacific Railroad expansion at its Scaitle Intermodal Facility

In response, based L;p(\r\] the ma;tml rr(:nkd u\d}:‘ur[l)c(lcx. t(\xS my opinion that lhlv: . SEA acknowledges the Washmg!on State Office of Afchaeciogy and
waste management facility on Dawson Street and the Denver Avenue gate are not eligible Hi r ion's o E

for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Further, it is also my opinion that Sti;;c P eservat.gn . _omm:ent that the oGCoEed merger will have
this action will have no effect upon propesties listed in, or eligible for listing in, the no effect on Nat(onal Reg:,.ter properties. his correspondence
National Register. As a result of this opinion, further contact with OAHP regarding this campletes Section 106 coordination responsibilities for the State of

action at the Seattle Intermodal Facility is not necessary Wash'ngton

hank you for the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions, please fc.l
free to contact me at (360) 753-9116

Sincerely,
Greg Unfﬁﬁ
Col hensive Planning Specialist

GAGt
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5, COUNTIES, CITIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND GE SR e _,‘
- APPLICANT

~

8EFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION B80ARC

Finance Docket No. 32760

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
~CONTROL AND MERGER~
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC
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Applicants Union Pacific Corporation, Union Pacific Ralroad Company
Missoun Pacific Rairoad Company, Southern Pacific Rail Corperaton. Southern
Pacific Transportanon Company, St. Lows Southwestem Raiuway Company, SPCSL
Corp. and the Oenver and Rio Grande Western Railroad Company suomit the
following comments on the Environmental Assessment ("EA") prepared dy the
Board’s Secuon of Environmental Analysis, served Apnl 12, 1996

In general, Applicants do not disagree with the EA. However, the EA

SEA has considered the Applicant's comments coricerning the EA in
contains some errors which Aoplicants believe should be corrected. Also. some of preparing the Post EA

the proposed mitigatuon measures are inappropnate, unjustfied or beyond the Boara's
junsdiction, and should be revised or deleted. These comments address these errors
and proposed mitigation measures.

It should be noted that Applicants submitted an extensive and detailed
Environmental Report with their application, Tha Environmental Report was prepared
by Dames & Moore, an engineenng firm with extensive expenence in assessing
anvironmental issues. The report conciuded that the system-wide net environmental
affects of the merger (including the BN/Santa Fe settiement) would be very positive
For instance, the diversion of truck traffic to rail and the consclidation and rerouting of
rail tratfic would resuit in signficant reductions in fuel consumption (@ savings of 35
million gailons per year), in raduced emissions to the atmospnere, and n fewar
nighway accidents when compared with current conditions. None of the parties in
this proceeding has challenged the accuracy of the analysis of the overail net

anvironmerital benefits of the merger as set forth in the Enviranmental Reporn
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VOLUME 1 - ENVIRQNMENTAL QVERVIEW QF THE PROPQSED MERGER
Qn 4 £S.7
Approval of an abandonment will not necessarly result in the saivaging
or removal of a rail line as stated in the fourth paragraph on page ES-7. Abandoned
lines may be sold for continuing rail operations (including for use by tounst trains), or
there may be other reasons why salvaging may not occur
n £54

ca

Corrections to Table £S-3 are contained in the Appendix hereto.

n £S-4 g £S.12

Corrections to Table £S-7 are contained in the Appendix hereto.

ea.1
-1

Applicants concur with the EA's conclusion that an environmental impact
statement s unnecassary in this proceeding. The Environmental Report ana EA fully
compty with the requirements of 43 C.F R. pt. 1105 and the National Envircnmantal
Palicy Act. Scth the ER and EA contain an extensiva examination of potental
environmental impacts and clearty demaonstrate that the merger (including the
8N/Santa Fe settlement) and ralated construction and abandonmaent proposais will
not significantty affect the quality of the human environment. Also, although
Applicants request modifications to some of the SEA’'s recommended mitigation

measures. Applicants are fully committed to implementing any appropnate mitigaton

maasures.

The Applicant's comment that abandonment does not necessanly result
in the salvaging of a rail line is noted. As indicated by the Applicant,
abandoned lines may indeed be sold for continuing rail cperations. A

discussion on abandonments is included in Volume 3, Section 1.2 of the
EA

Revisions to Table £S-3 are noted.
Revisions to Table ES-7 are noted.

o SEA acknowledges the Applicant's statement that the Environmental
Report and EA fully comply with the requirements of 48 CFR part 1105
of the National Environmental Policy Act and that an EIS s not
appropriate ar required. This is cansistent with the pasition of SEA
The impacts of the merger have been identified and appropnate
mitigation measures applied. The Applicant's commitment to fully
implement these mitigation measures is noted and appreciated
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The SA recommends that Applicants “cansult with Amencan Indian
Tnbes ~ear construction and abandonment sites.” Applicaiits nterpret this
racommendatian as being limited to identified Indian Tnbal propertes that are
sontigucus to a constructon site or abandcened line or to situatens where Tnbes nold
ravarsicnary interests in ROW if abangoned. (Any broager interpretation wouid te

-

unreasonaply burdensome. and should not be imposed.) 7o date. the Bureau of
Ingian ~Hairs has not identified any affected Indian Tnbal properues, other than lands
of the Chickasaw Nation in Oklahoma, for whnich a copy of UP's Emergency
Response Plan is requested. Applicants will provide a copy of its Emergency
Rasponse Plan to any affected Ingian Tnbe.
n 1

The Environmental Verfication filed by Montana Rail Link, Inc. (MRL)
asserts hat acquisition and cperaton of identrfied lines wouid not exceed the
applicacie thresncids. However, the thresnoids identified by MRL g0 not include
those set out in 48 C.F R. § 1105.7(e)(5)(ii) for nonattainment areas. Twenty of the
25 idgentfanie line segments on which MRL seeks to operate are n nonattainment
armas and 9 of the 12 identfied yaras where MRL seeks (0 operate are in
nonatainment areas. Under these circumstances. it would appear that the MRL

senficaton is senously deficient. and does not sansfy the crtena estatlisned by SEA

with rescect 10 a Preiminary Oraft Environmental Assessment.

SEA notes the comment on consuitation with American Iindian Tribes
Consultation letters and copies of the EA were distnbuted to all regional
offices of the Bureau of indian Affairs. These consuitations aid not
reveal any impacts to tribal lands, such as abandonments or new
construction outside the existing nght-of-way. Accordingly, no contacts
were made with tribal governments. Aiso noted 1 the Applicant's
comment that they will provide a copy of their Emergency Response

Plan to the Chickasaw Nation in Qklahoma as well as any potentially
affected Iindian Trnbe

SEA recognizes the Applicant's concern about air quality analysis for
the responsive application filed by Montana Rail Link , Inc (MRL). The
EA does not analyze the potential air quality impacts of the MRL
responsive application because the verified statement submitted by the
party indicated that the Board's environmental thresholds will not be met
or exceeded, and no substantial increase in trains or other activities are
expected as a result of MRL's proposals.
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4 s 4.4 - The Applicant's comment that Table 2-5, "Summary of Emission
‘ncreases by AQCR's" grossly overstates potential emission increases
is noted. Refer to the responses to comments #12A through #12D for
a thorough explanation of this issue.

Tables 2-2, 2-3. and 2-4 contain data only with respect o rail segments.
yards and intermodal facilities which are projected to have increased actvity, omitting
rail lines, yards and intermodai facilities with decreased activity. Combining these
increases in the Table 2-5 "Summary of Emission Increases by AQCRs" qrossly
overstates the potential emission increases by failing to net out the decreases in rail
activity and truck activity which will occur in those AQCRs. This problem is discussed

n detail in ccmments on Volume 2.
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VOLUME 2 TS/RAIL YARDS/INTERMQDA
FA T
GENERAL COMMENTS
Safery
§=B,‘-,, 1220 1.18

The numper of anucipated rail accidents reported by the EA does not
reflect the Errata filea by Applicants which corrected the numper of train miies
traveled and thus the numoer of potennal rail accidents. The s:atemant in the EA
should be correctad sa that the first line of the "Accidents” paragraph reads “the
proposed merger could result in an increase of 17 rail accidents per year.”

n122 1.16 t0 1-22
n the sudsecton anttied “Chemical and other Hazardous Matanals

Movement,” the EA inciudes a descnptior of Applicants’ plan for girectional
operaucons between St Louis and Memphis on the northbound route and Houston
and San Antenio on the southbound route. The EA rezommends that vanous
mitigation measures be implemented because of tha traffic densites and the volume
of hazardous matenals to be handled on these line¢. The recommended mitigation
(on p.1-20 and repeated on pp. 5-28. 3-15. 10-8. 16-43) is that UP/SP conauct rail
line capacity simulatuons to venfy that the directional operatons inveiving St. Lous,
Memphis, Oallas, San Antonio, and Houston can be safely accompiished. These
simulatans are to be suomitted to FRA for its review and UP/SP 's to comply with

FRA's racommendations. The simulatons are recommended for a large number of

—

SEA acknowledges the Applicant's comment that the number of rail
accidents repaorted in the EA does not reflect an Errata statement filed
to correct the number of train miles traveled and thus the number of
potential rail accicents. The revision of the existing text to read, "the
proposed merger could result in an increase of 17 rail accidents per
year' is also noted. SEA's revised safety analysis is reported in Volume
1, Chapter 4 of the Po .t EA. Safety mitigation measures are reported
in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA

m SEA acknowledges the Applicant's concem about submitting simulation
analyses of bi-directiorial operations to FRA. In its response to the EA,
US DOT indicatec that the axisting FRA reguiations pertaining to train
movement are sufficient to ensure safety without further analysis of
specific line segments. SEA's revised mitigation measures are
described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA
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rail line sagmants n Arkansas. lllinois, Louwsiana. Missoun and Texas

The Rebuttal Venfied Statement of R. Bradley King discusses in detail
UP's and SP's expenence with directional operations in three lengthy corridors
totatling over 1000 rniles of mainiine track, and discusses the significant operating
efficiencies and resuiting safety benerits that are possible from this metnod of
Qperatuon Relevant portions of the King statement are included in the Appendix to
these comments.) These comments. together with UP's aperatng histary,
demonstrate that the recommended mitigation measures are not warranted.
Applicants are willing to consult with FRA conceming any legitimate safaty or
Qperanconal issues raised by directional cperations; howaever, it s not appropnate to
impose the reacommended mitigation measu: vhen there is no evidence that the
proposed cperating p'ah oresents additional nsk3 and no reason 10 believe that such
nsks would anse. Apphants strongly request that the mitigation measure be
amended 30 as only to require applicants 1o consult with FRA concerning any safaty
issue which 1s identified as a resuit of the directional operating plan and the
operations of BN/Santa Fe on the trackage nghts nvoived.,

B 5 | 1.1
Secnon 1.2.2 aiso contains a discussion conceming the SP line between

Lewisville, Arkansas, and Houston. Portions of this line do not have a signal system

Also the EA’s descnption of the directional operation plan does not retlect Applicants
recent commuunent to grant BN/Santa Fe addinonal overnead trackage nghts adequate 10
allow BN/Santa Fe aiso 0 operate directionally on UP/SP trackage. (See Reburtal Venfied
Statement of John Rebensdort. p.7. Copies of the pertinent pages of the Rebensdorf
Statement are inciuded n the Appendix to these ¢ )

-

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA recognizes the Applicant's cbjection to proposed mitigation for
operating signais on the Lewisvilie, AR to Houston, TX line. Refer to
the response provided for comment #10

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY

AG -7

UNION
PACIFIC

Bl
-




R/ ADS, COUNTIES, CITIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND CRgERAL PUBLIC
RAILROADS - APPLICANT

@ .

and are dispatched under direct tratfic control pracedures. The EA acknowledges

Refer to the previous page for response

that these procedures meet all applicapie safety requiations but states that these
procegures are more dependent cn human judgment than a signalized system. The
EA racommends (an p. 1-21 and repeated an pp. 3-14, 3-15, 16-43) that UP/SP
canduct a safety analysis of the SP lina segment netween Houston, Texas and
Lewisville, Arkansas. (0 determine the need for installing an Autemauc Black Signal
(ABS) systam or Centralized Traffic Control (CTC) Sysic.n.

The post-merger operatians of UP/SP an the Lewisville-Houstan line wil
ne changed significanty, reducing hazardous matenais traffic on this iine. The line
will become part of the proposed directional aperanng plan. This will have tha effect
af rerouting the current northbound chemical traffic on this fine to the paraiiei UP line
which is controlied by CTC. (Rebuttal Venfied Statement of R, Bradley King.) The
directional oger="ng plan, tagether with the rermuting of current chemical traffic can
onfy reduce the nsk of rail accigents on this line.

The adequacy of operaung signais for a rail line@ is a martter solely within
the junsgicton of FRA, Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the
mutigation be revised so as only to require UP/SP o comply with ail authonzea
requests for information, directives, or orders from FRA relating (0 the adequacy of

gperatng signais on thus rad line segment
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GENERAL COMMENTS Air Quality
124 1.2
Although the methodology used for the air quality caiculations in the EA
is the same or similar to the methodology used in the Environmental Report, the EA

avaluated the impact on emissions only from increased rail operations on line

segments and yards that expernenced activity above the applicable threshoids. A

correct and comprenensiva analysis would also have incorporated all of the following
changas in rail operations when determining the overall effact of the proposed merger
on air quality within a given AQCR,
. Rail operations (rail segments, rail yards,

ntermodal and automotive facilities) witn less

than thrashold increases in actvity;

Rail operations (ral segments, rail yards,

ntermodal and automotive facilities) that

expenonce decrsases n activity, and

. Truck to rail diversions.

Sinca, in each case for aach AQCR, the EA fails to take into account
any decreases in rail activity within that AQCR. it has incorrectty conciuded that
adverse impacts to air quality would result in ali of the dentified AQCRs. The
probiem with the EA's approach is shown by the following example.

Table 2-5 in Volume 1 of the Environmental Assessment identifies AQCR 24

which encompasses metropolitan Los Angeles, as expenencing an increase of 415.7

12a

-

SEA acknowledges the Applicant's concerns about air quality analysis

4%

Specific points raised are adcrassed below

SEA has prepared revised tatles of merge:-generated emissions by
AQCR and rail segment that in ;orparate the effect of changes in activity
which were formerly not considered because they fell below threshold
values. The data for truck-to-rail conversions are currently only
available for the national scope. Air quality benefits that may ascnbe
to a region cannot be accurately quantified

The resuit for NO, emissions .n the metropolitan Los Angeles AQCR
(24] is that the projected emissions were reduced to 148.3 tons per
year. Truck-to-rail diversions were not quantified. Refer to the
response provided for comment #12a of this letter

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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tans per year of NO2 as a result of the proposed marger. This esumate of emissions
only takes into account rail cperauons (hat gxceed the corresponding thresncids for
rail segments, rai yards. ang intermodal operanons. When ail the segments. rai
yargs, intermodal faciities, automotive facilities, and trucx-.o-rail diversions within
AQCR 24 are accounted for in the NO2 emissions estimate. the projectec increase in
emission s only 66 tons per year. See Environmentai Repon, Part 1, Table 8 and
Table 3

The EA’s air quality analys 1at should be modified to take accaunt of
merger-ralated decreases in rail and truck actvity are found in vanous pans of
Volumes 1, 2, and 5. Applicants suggest that the most efficient way to recognize the
offsetting effect of rail and truck activity decreases is (0 discuss that concept (as set
forth acove and in Applicants’ Environmental Report) in Voiume 1, Chapter 2.0
Qverview of Operanonal Impacts. 8

The EA's recommanded mitigation measure requinng UP/SP to consuit c
with federal, state, and local agencies canceming any possitlie mitigauon measures
to raduce any paotental adversa emissions may have rasulted from the gross
qveresumaton of emission increases.’ This recommendea mitigation is iNcluded for
almost all of the states where Applicants would operate, in spite of the fact that the
overall net effect of the merger is to reduce emissions. This recommended mitigaticn

measure wouid impase an unjustfied and burdensome consuitation and repormng

‘See pp 2-19. 3=13. 4=42, 5-26. 6-27, 7-12. 3-34. 9-14, 10-8. | 1. 12-
15-16. 1642, 17-11. 18«11, 19-7

0

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA recognizes the Applicant's position on consuitation regarding air
quality /mpacts. SEA's revised mutigauon recommendations are
descrbed in Volume 1, Chapter S of the Past EA.
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Refer to the previc.s page for response

requireament with an unspacified number cf agencies. Morecver. UP/SP will be
opligated to comoly with all applicatie laws and regulations relating to air emissions
ang it will consuit with appropnate agencies when specific merger-related .ssues or

problems are «dentfied. The proposed mitigation measure sncld Be withdrawn

Moreaver. it should be recognized that essentially ail air emissions that 12d [Z22) Please refer to the response provided for comment #12¢
have been caiculated in connection with rail oparations are from locomotives and
from trucks wnich serve intermodal facilities., Emls!lcn’ from trucks are reguiated dy
federal and state requirements. Emissions from locomotives have been the subject

of extensive study and discussion Dy both the industry and U.S. EPA. The
Association of Amencan Raireads and lccomative manufacturers have been in
negotiations with U.S. EPA to establish regulations reducing emissiuns. The current
proposal, which is expected !0 be reflected in proposed regulations in 1988, would
reduce emissions from new and reconstrucied locomotives. The current proposal
would reduce emissions from reconstructed locomotives by 33% beginning in 2000
and from new locomotivas by 45% beginning in 2000, reaching emission reductions
of 5% in 2010. There are today, nowever, only limited tachnical ana cperational
mrigaton measures available for reguction of emissions from railroad locomcotives:
meaningful mmigaoon i3 therefore not currentty available. This provides an additional

justification for deleting or revising this propased mitigation measure

UNION
MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY
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GENERAL COMMENTS Noise
n ! o

Given the large numbper of rail line segments, raill yards. and intermodal
facilities with increases in rail actvity exceeaing the applicacie thresnoids, the
numbper of arfecteq sersitive n0ise recaivers |s ramarkably small. Nevertheiass, the
£A includes in its recommanded mitigation measures for each of the affected states a
condition that would require UP/SP to consuit with appropnate state and local
agencies 1o deveiop noise abatemant pians. 10 advise SEA of the results of these
consultations and to provide SEA with a copy of any resuiting ncise abatement
plans.’ For many states, the EA recommends consulting with state and local
agencies and deveioping a noise control pian even wners NCIse assessment was not
required (because the projected change is less than 2dBA), or where the assessment
indicates no potental for impacts. Applicants are willing to consult with state and
local agencies with respect 1o dentified noise issues when they anse, However,
parncularty in view of the mimimal increase in affected sensitive noise receptors whnich
have been dantified in the EA, the proposed blanket mitigation measure for each
affected ran line segment, rail yard and intermodail faciity 13 unwarranmed and
unnecessary. Moreover, it could impose 3 very significant burden i it were
interpreted as requinng preparation of a dascnpucn of existing and future noise leveis

and mitigation plans for hundreds of communities. The proposed miigaton

‘See pp 2-19. 3-13. 442, 5-26. 6-27. 713, 8-34. 914, 10-8. 11-14, [2-14, |
1516, 1642, 17-11, 1811, 19-7

12

SEA acknowledges the Applicant's concarns about noise mitigation
The Board's environmental cntena state that mitigation may be
considered when sensitive receivers (1) fall within the L,, 85 ncise
contour after the merger and (2) where the noise increases are at least
3dB

The Noise Control Act (NCA) may preempt state and local regulation of
noise from rail operations meeting Federal regulatory standards
However, the NCA does not preempt reguiation of railroad merger-
related noise impacts by the Board, one of several Federal agencies
responsible for requlation. The Surface Transportation Board would not
require that the railroad meet state and local regulaticns for rairoad
noise - requlations that may be non-existent or inadequate. The Board
can require that the raiiroad "consuit” with state and local agencies in
developing noise mitigation plans.

Finally, the Applicant indicates that it should be required to address only
specific noise issues in those communities where noise from rail
operations exceed Federal regulatory limits or specific operations are
seriously affecting sensitive areas. 'With respect to Feueral regulatory
noise limits, there are none that apply to raiiroad noise at sensitive
receivers. However, the EPA, through the FRA, regulates noise
emission from locomotives and rail cars on essentially tangent track.
With respect to operations that seriously affect sensitive areas, this
condition exists in most communities proximate to railroad alignments
throughout the United States. SEA’'s recommended noise mitigation is
reported in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of ine Post EA.

Merger related noise impact mitigation, whether by consuitation or by
specifications of treatment, is not needed at locations where noise
impacts are less than 3 dB, or where sensitive receivers are cutside of
the L,, 65 noise contour
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measures may aiso be nconsistent with the Noisa Control Act, which preempts state
and local requiation of noise from rail operations meeting federal requlatory
stangaras. Those faderal standards have been adopted to preciude the significant
burdens on interstate commarce that wouid result if each state or local government
could reguiate noisa emussions from rail operations.

Applicants shouid be required to address only specific noise issues in
those communities where naise from rail operations exceeds federal regulatory limits
or specific operanons are senously affecting sensitive areas.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS -
Air ( i

For the reasons stated at pp. 10-11 above, the mitigation
recommaendations in Veolume 1. £S, Chapters 1.0, 2.0, and Volume 2 should ather be
deleted or ravised as follows: "UP/SP shall comply with all applicable ‘aws and
regulations relating to air emissions and shail consult with appropnate agencias when
specific ang significant ssues or problems from marger~elated amission increases
are denufieq.”

Noise

For the reascns stated at pp. 12-13 above, the mitigation sectons in
Volume 1 and eacn Chapter of Volume 2 should be revised as follows: “UP/SP shail
consuit with state and (ocal agencies with raspect 'o significant issues from mergar-
related increases in noisa 10 sensitive recepic’s when thay ara denrfied.” This

aduresses the issues raised in the General Commants above, Inciuding the fact that

f]
L

~

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA appreciates the Applicant's suggested rewording for air quality
mitigation. SEA’'s recommended air quality mitigation is reported in
Volume 1, Chapte - 5 of the Post EA

SEA appreciates the Applicant's suggested rewording for noise
mitigation. SEA's recommended noise mitigation is descrnibed in
Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA
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thare ar@ numerous segments, yards, and intarmodal facilities wnere no noise

assessment was required or no NoIse |Mpacts were projacted

-

Transponation ang Safery

in Section 4 8. the EA raferences comments from East Bay Regional
Park Oistrict, the counties of Butte, Placer, Shasta ana Nevada. and the town of
Truckee. all relaung to the potental effects of increased rail traffic on venicular traffic
and safety. Tha EA (Section 4 8) recommends that UP/SP consuit with these entities
and communities and davaiop mutuaily agreeadtie mitigaton plans

The Rebuttai Vanfied Statement of Michael 0. Ongertn discusses rail
raffic in thase communities, as well as past and current efforts to rascive issues of
concam. (The permnent parts of the Ongerth Statement are included n the
Appendix.) In most cases, post-merger rail traffic will be !@ss than traffic previously
running on these lines in past years. The resl problem is not the marger, but the
growth of the communities and the corresponding increase in venicular traffic,
Apglicants have initiated discussions with a numuper of communities (0 aadress
marger-related increases in rail traffic and the potennal effects on venicular traffic and
safety, and have proposed improvemants to mitigate traffic-related impacts.”
Applicants will contnue discussions with these commundies, dut it s unreasonatie o
require the development of "mutually agreeable” mitigation pians, ang the submission

af a plan ta SEA for any cammunity that has filed comments in this proceeaing. The

‘A specific plan (0 construct grade separanons in Truckee nas been proposed and s
currently neing negouiated berween UP/SP and the City

14

N

e
a

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA notes the comments regarding the growth of communities
proximate to the rail line. Since publication of the EA, field inspections
and discussions with local representatives have confirmed that the
grade crossing problem predates merger SEA also recognizes that the
Applicant has reached agreement with the cited parties to negotiate
mutually-agreeable mitigation measures. Please refer to supperting
correspondence in Appendix B
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EA's suggested mitigation mignt aiso permit each local community to seek to extract Refer to the previous page for response

unjustufied concessions from UP/SP as a pnica for the community's agreement 1o the
mitigation plan. Also. the concessions demanded by some junsdictions may be
contrary to the interests of others, and one junsdiction might refuse to agree o a
mitigation plan unless UP/SP agreed to “axport” a problem to a neighbonng
junsaiction.’ A more reasonable recommendation is that UP/SP and these
sommunities continue cooperative discussions, recogniing that resolution of traffic
'ssues is pnmanly a matter for the local communities and states that will be cbligated
to pay for mast of the costs of any grade separations or other crossing
improvemants that may be required.

Similar mitigation proposals are recommended in Section 5.3 (Cheyenna
and Mesa Counties, Colorado), 3.8 (Whiteside County, lllinois), 8.8 (Abilene, Wichita
and McPharson County, Kansas),' 9.8 (Calcasieu Pansh, Louisiana), and 15.3
(Salem and C!ackarﬁas County, Oregen). Thay iikewisa should be substantally

revised as discussed woove.

'For example. Wichita seeks 3 condition which would result in more trains operating
through Kansas City, Missoun. Lawrence. Kansas. and other cities. and Sacramento seeks
conditions that would force truns through Placer County

"McPherson County, Kansas expressed concemns about adequacy of Crossing protecuion in
the cities of Huichinson and McPherson. Abilene. Kansas expressed concern about police and
fire services and access to the Dwight Eisenhower Library. Trarfic m Abilene will increase
by oniy one tun per day. There are no comments from the City of Wichit retlected in the
Environmental Assessment. Applicants are aware of concemns expressed bv Wichia and the
Kansas DOT about increased train trarfic and congesuon at grade crossings. Repr ives
of UP/SP have met with otficials of Wichita to discuss proposed grade Crossing improvements

i

and grade separauons. Applicants are also denng px er 1§ Of trains.

15
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The EA aiso recommends that UP/SP consider the neaa for a grade
segarauon far Grana Juncton Yard in Calorago. The numaer of trains and the
volume of rail traffic in the Grang Junction area is projected to decrease sharply. Car
acuvity at the Grang Junction Yard is projected 10 increase by approxmately 22%
only 2ecause the yarc was 'emporaniy closed cunng the base study cencd. There is
ro need far any miugauon measure at Grand Junction.

If SEA conciudes that some mitigaton measures are acsrepnate in this
area. Applicants strongly recommeng that the following shouid replace e EA's
recommaendations found in Sectons 4.8, 5.8, 6.8, 8.8, 9.8, and 15.8 that are
descnbed atove:

"JPISP shall consuit with state and local govermments with resgect ¢
rraffic or safety 'ssues that are dentrfied as ansing from merger—aiated
ncreases in rail traffic, cooperate with investigations of grade crossing
grotection and compiy with all railvenicie traffic standards ang

state/federal requirements.”

In Secucn 12.8, the EA recommends that UP/SP canduct Taffic safaty

studies n consultaton with Sparks and Winnemucca, Nevada, and specty site
specfic mtigaton, as apprognate, advise SEA of the consuitations, ang submit the
final version of sach study 10 SEA. As discussed in the Rebunal Venfiea Statement
of Michaei D. Onger™h (see Appendix), the projected post-merger rail raffic through
Sparks and Winnemucca will be less than nistonc SP traffic levels on these iines

Applicants have ceen invoived in discussions with these communities ara will

SEA acknowledges the Appiicant's comments indicating that rail activity
at the Grand Junction Yard is projected to increase by approximately 22
percent only because the yard was temporarily closed durng the base
study period. Also noted is the Applicant's recommended mitigation
which advocates cocrdination efforts petween UP/SP and state and
locai governments with respect to trarfic and safety issues among
others. Following issuance of the EA, SEA conducted a field visit to
Grand Junction. SEA's revised, recommended mitigation is descrited
in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA

SEA recognizes the Applicant's comments regarding traffic safety
issues in, and the ongeing discussion with, the cities of Sparks and
Winnemucca. The SEA encourages the continuation of these
discussions until mutually satisfactory solutions are reached in each
community. SEA’'s mitigation recommendations are described in
Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA
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increases.

cantinue to cooperata o rasaive safety issues related to merger-reiated rail traffic Refer to the previous page for response

In Section 12.3. the EA recommaends that UP/SP cantinue to cooparate 19 SEA acknowledges the Applicant's comment regarding at grade-
crossing vehicular traffic congestion in Reno and the exacerbation of
this issue with downtown Reno development and post-merger train
canflicts in downtown Reno and to negatiate a final agreament within one and haif volumes . The Applicant's commitment to continue discussion with local
and state agency officials is also noted. SEA conducted field visits to
years after the effective date of the merger. If no agreemant is reacned. UP/SP Reno and also performed additional traffic analysis following issuance
of the EA. The resuits of analyses are reported in response to
correspondence to the City of Reno, dated May 3, 1996. SEA's ravised
with the City in locatng the grade separanons. The £A also recommends that UP/SP mitigation recommendations are described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of
the Post EA. With regard to the financing of any agreed-upon
study the safety and adequacy of pedestrian circulation in the downtown area and, «f improvements for at-grade crossings that may resuit from these
discussions, it is expected that existing Federal and state sources and
associated cost-shanng agreements be considered for their funding.

with Reno n the development of a final plan to deal with raithighway/pedastnan

would be requireg 10 construct 3 mimmum of three Ggrade separations and cooperate

warranted, UP/SP snall construct two pedesman grade separations. It 2iso
recommends that UP/SP study the adequacy of existing waming devices for at-grace
¢rossings and upgrade the crossing protecton as needed.

Mr. Ongerth's Rebuttal Venfiea Statement contains a discussion of
histonc rad traffic volumes cn the SP line through Reno and shows that post-merger
rail traffic, including BN/Santa Fe, wiil be less than SP traffic through Reno in recant
years. See Appendix. The Statement alsc discusses the hisiory of Reno's armoiem
with vehicular congeston and traffic at grade crossings, which has ceen caused by
the rapid growtn of the City and the casinas in the central business district.
Applicants have undenaken giscussions with city and state officiais and have
developed a spectfic proposal for construction of grade separations in Reno and for
/mprovements 10 grade crossing protecton. Despite the apparent difficuities.

Applicants are committed 10 contnue discussions with city, county ang state officials

UNION
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ang are prepared to implement a reasonable mitigation pian for Reno consistent with i3
the EA's recommendation. with the following modifications. With respect 1o the

mitigaton relatng to pedestnan traffic and adequacy of grage crossing signais,

Applicants suggest that the cty’s and state's pnmary coligation under Nevada iaw for
funding these improvements te recognized. Accordingly, each of the recommended
mitigation measures should inciude language to the effect that UP/SP snhall consuit

with the City of Reno concaming the financing of pedestnan grace separauons and
upgraded grade crossing waming devices and that SEA anticipates that the City

would apply for shared funding for hese improvements from appropnate State and

federal sources.

Refer to the previous page for response
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VOLUME 3 ABANDONMENTS
GENERAL COMMENTS - Mitigation
The £A propases recomrnended mitigation measures for each of the
proposed apanconments in the following categones:
Land Use
Water Resources
Biological Resources
Histonic and Cultural Resources
Sataty
Transportaton
Air Quality
Naise
Except as noted below and with respect to specific abandonmants, in
general tha recommended mitigation measures appear 'o be appropnate and ara
measures Applicants would take in connection with the abandonment process.

Mit

In rasponsa 10 commaents submitted by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the SEA agrees that only Indian tnbes with a property interest in a rail fine
need be contacted by the Applicant regarding abandonments Refer to
the respaonse provided for comment #6

EA racommends that Applicants consuit with Indian Tribes “near abandanment sites.”
In aach sutsequent Chapter of Volume 3, in the Secton on SEA Recommeanded
Mitigation, Land Use, the fourth paragraph requires that Applicant consuit with “any
potentally affected Amencan Indian Trbes." As stated in commaents to Volume !, the

Applicants interpret thase miigabon measu/es as limited to indian Tribal properties

19
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which are dentified as contiguous to the ROW. or belonging to a3 Tribe that hoids a 20
reversionary interest in ROW if abandoned. Applicants are willing ta consuit with any
Tnbe that identfies itseif as having a property interest as descnbed above. However
f the EA has intended to cover Tnbal propertes that are not contiguous to the ROW.
then it is unreasonably overoroad and should be clanfied as indicated above. This
comment affects Chapter 1.0, Secuon 1.3, and each sucsequent Chapter in the
Secuon on SEA Recommended Mitigation, Land Use, paragraph 4

The EA recommaends with respect !0 each abandonment “UP/SP shall
use apprepnate technologies, such as siit screens, to mimmize soil erosion dunng
salivaging. UP/SP shall disturd the smailes’ 3'ea pcssible around streams and
nbutanes and shall revegetate disturbed 2reas mmeciately following saivage
operations.” In Most cases, saivage operatons vall occur within the ballasted ROW,
and will not disturd the contour of the ROW, causing littte, f any, soil erosion.
Applicants interpret the revegetation requirement as not requinng UP/SP to
ravegetate the entirea ROW but onty the areas where revegetation 1S required to
contrel soil erosion. I the EA was ntended o impose a troad revagetation
requirernent for any disturbed area, it would be unreasonadly broad. Also 'n some
cases. the ROW property may be reversionary and, onca the track and ties are
reamoved, UP/SP will lcsa its ngnt to control the property

The EA aiso recommaends that UP/SP assure that all culverts are clear
of debns to avoid potential flooding and stream flow atteraticn. So long as UP/SP

retains its interest in the lines. it will maintain drainage structures; howaver, once

RAL PUBLIC

—-

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA acknowiledges the Applicant's position that it will maintain drainage
as long as a property interest in rai lines is retained. SEA also
recognizes that re-vegetation requirements would apply only in areas
necessary to control erosion. SEA's mitigation recommendations are
described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA.

Please refer to the response to comment #21
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raversion occurs. or the line 18 sold, UP/SP will no longer be able 10 do so. UP/SP
would recommend that these mitigation maasures be amendea to reflect the fact that -
UP/SP's opligations cease /f the property revens or is sold
Histonc an yltyral R itigation
Far saveral proposed abandonments, the EA recommends that UP/SP
reta.n s interest in and take no steps 1o aiter eligiole or patentially eligible nistoncal
or archaeciogical resource until the Section 106 process of the National Histonc
Preservation Act has been completed. See, 2.3, ». 2-8

As a general comment, UP/SP will cooperate with the SHPOs to
document appropnately any identified histoncal resources, and will mainiain s
ownaership in any aligible and potentally 2ligible nistoncal and archaeclcgical
resources for a reasonaple time after abandonment authorty is granted. Applicants
object to an open-ended ‘equirement that it maintain any such resource until the
Section 108 process 's compieted. Such a requirement could be unreasonably
rastnctive, and is beyond the acknowledged authonty of the Board and the stated
purpose of Section 10904 of the Interstate Commerce Act. See |mplementation of
Eqvironmental Laws, 7 1.C.C.2d 807, 827. 329 (1991), and cases cited. Additional
commants regarding specsfic histoncal ang archaeological rescurces are included in
discussicns for applicable lines

Suggested corrections and technical comments to Volume J are

ncluded as an Appendix 10 these comments,

-

Refer to the previous page for response

SEA notes the Applicant's objection to proposed mitigation requiring
retention of the rail lines and structures until completion of Section 108
process. SEA is required by the National Historic Preservation Act to
ensure that historic resources are not altered or adversely affected until
the completion of the Section 106 process. Normally, the timeliness of
that process is contingent upon the railroad's compliance with the
SHPOQ's requirements. SEA will work with the SHPO and UP/SP to
ansure the timely completion of that process.

Consuitation with the State Historc Preservation Officers (SHPOs) that
was initiated on January 29, 1996 and SEA anticipates that Section 108
consultation will not extend for lengthy periods. To date, Section 106
consultation is compiete in 11 states that requires no mitigation actions
by the Applicant (Arkansas, Idaho, lllinois, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana,
Michigan, Minnesota, South Dakota, Utah and Washington). Mitigation
actions that limit Applicant activities in specific areas of rail lines or
facilities that are still under review by the SHPOs in nine states
(Anizona, California, Colorado, Missouri, Nevada, New Mexico,
Qklahoma, Qregon and Texas) are described in Volume 1, Chapter 5
of the Post EA. Other mitigation actions may be required as a result of
the consultation process. In most cases, the Section 106 review is
focused on the identification and evaiuation of archeological resources

Specific errata corrections included in the Appendix to the respondent's
letter are noted. SEA reviewed the errata and determined that the
conclusions drawn in the EA would not be affected
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CHAPTER 2.0 Arkansas.
QN 14
Gurgon-Camgen ristong andg Cuitural R £
The EA recommends that UP/SP retain its interest in and take no steps
to alter the througn-plate gircer bndge at MP 436.70 until the Section 108 process of
the National Historc Preservaton Act has been completed. UP/SP will cooperate
~ith the SHPQ to document potentially sligible Nistonc rescurces; however
Agplicants restate their abjection (p. 21) to an opligaton to maintain indefinitely any
pnage pending completion of the Section 106 process.
CHAPTER 3.0 CALIFORNIA
S n 324 3.1
Magroua Tower-Melrose  Histonc and Cuityral Resoyrces
The £A identifies the Magnolia interiocking Tower and the WP Qakland
Degpot as potentiaily aligibie for listing on the NRHP and SEA has recommanded that
UPISP ratain its interest in and not aiter Magnolia Tower or WP Qakland Oepot unni
the Secnon 108 process is completed. UP/SP will cooperate with the SHPO to

dosument these structures: however, Applicants restats thewr abjection (p. 21) 19 an

opligaton to maintain indefinitely any structure pending compienon of the Secton 108

grocess.

SEA recognizes the Applicant's comment on the subject bridge n
Arkansas. The Arkansas SHPQ has determined that there will be no
etfect to historic resources by the proposed abandonment SEA’s
ravised mitigation measures are described in Volume 1, Chapter S of
the Post EA

SEA notes tha Applicant’'s objection regarding indefinite maintenance
of properties pending compietion of Section 108 consuitations. Refer
to the response provided for comment #23




RAIL

RAILR - APPLICANT

S, COUNTIES, CITIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND GEN._ PUBLIC

.34
Alturas-Wendel Histonc and Cultyral Resources

In Section 3.3.3, the EA states that 30 prenistoric sites have been
recorded on or adjacent to ROW. that 16 include histonc components,  are 2ligible
for lisung on the NRHP The EA recommends in Section 3.3.8, p. 3-34 that UP/SP
retain ownership in ang not aiter the integrity of 9 eligible and 11 potenuaily eiigible
prenistonc sites unnl the Section 108 consultation process has been completed
Applicants restate their obiection (p. 21) to an cbligation to maintain indefinitely any
site or strycture pending compieticn of the Section 108 process.

n aadition, any prehistonc sites within the ROW would in most cases
have been disturted dunng the onginai construction of the line. Salvage of the rail
line, as descrbed in Section 1.2.1 of the EA, would be significantly lass intrusive than
the onginal construction. The EA concludes that, “Salvage of the lines would add
litde, if any, disturbance to existing conditions.” Applicants agree with that
conciusion. UP/SP will cooperate with SHPQs in their afforts to identify aligible
prenistonc sites on the ROW ang will grant access to the ROW to any SHPO 1o
dentify sites or 10 cbserve any salvage activity that could potennally affect the sias.
However, Acplicants object to any requirement that they not alter or dispose of assets

pending completon of the Section 1068 process.

—

SEA notes the Applicant's objection regarding indefinite maintenance
of properties pending completion of Section 106 consuiltations. Refer
to the response provided for comment #23. The comment that any
prehistoric sites within the nght-of-way would have been disturbed
during the originai construction is noted.
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CHAPTER 40Q Galerade
Secuon 418 4239 438
Sage-Lgadville Maita-Cadon City  Histoncal and Cyitural Resoyrces

The following comments are addressed to the EA's Recommended
Mitigation measures for Histornical and Cultural Resources and Safety Issues and the
commaents filed by governmental agencies and other parues.

As an intial maner, Applicants refer SEA 1o the letter dated March 21
1996 to the Board from Roy Romer, Governor of the State of Colorado, in support of
the propased UP/SP maergar. (A capy of the latter s in tha Appendix.) The letter
reflects the agreement batween Applicants and the State of Colorago. Applicants
have agreed to maintain service on all three rail lines in Colarado proposed for
abanagcnment for 3 minimum of six months following the merger. In addition,
Applicants have promised to delay the removal of track on all three rail lines unti
upgrades of other lines will permit abandonment and. at 3 minimum, for a penod of
12 months after merger. Also, Applicants have agreed to sell all or any part of the
three rail lines for net liquidatan value ta the State or its designee within the first
tweive months following the merger

The EA recommends that UP/SP retain its interest in and take no steocs
t0 aiter the ORGW line from Sage to Canon City, inciuding the Leaaville branch. untl
the Section 106 process of the National Histonc Preservation Act has been
completed. This migaton measure i$ apparentty responsive to a comment from

the Colorago Histoncai Society that the branch line from Maita to Leagville has been

SEA acknowledges the agreement between Applicant and the State of
Colorado, reflected in Governor Romer's letter of March 21, 1996 to the
Surface Transpertation Board prescribes satisfactory mitigation. SEA
also notes the Applicant’s objection regarding indefinite maintenance of
properties pending compietion of Section 106 consultations. Refer to
the response provided for comment #23. The Section 106 process was
initiated on the basis of the Applicant's proposed abandonment. The
identification and evaluation of histonc and cultural resources
engendered in the consultation precess would not preciuce trails use or
the cantinued use of the line by the Applicant if the abandonment is not
approved. Coordination among State interests to implement the
Applicant's agreement with the State of Coicrado would be the
responsibility of the state government. SEA notes the Applicant's
position with regard to compromise of the histanc nature of D&RGW
line. SEA also notes and appreciates the Applicant's commitment to
provide documentation of histonc resourcas and its objections to
conditions that would preciude transfer upon expiration of its agreement
with the State. SEA's statement on rails-to-trails is reported in Volume
1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA
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determined to de aligiole for listng on the NRHP and that the SHPO has detarmined Refer to the previous page for response

that the main line from Sage t0 Carion City via Maita, nciuding all bnages. tunneis
and appurtenances more than 50 years old. is aiso eligible for the NRHFP

Applicants object to this proposed mitigation as unreasonatie. First, it
waould prevent the prompt transter of any part of the Sage-Canan City iine to the
State or its designee. in viclatuon of UP/SP’s Agreement with the State of Colorado
Sacond, it might be interpreted 10 prevent the routine maintenance of ‘hese lines
dunng the penod that the lines are needed for operanons of the mergec camer
Third, a condition which obligates UP/SP to haid the ling until such time as the
Section 108 procass s completed prevents the railroad from using !ts croperty for a
non-rail purpose, such as a recreauonal trail. Under these circumstances, such a
condition would consttute an unauthonzed taking of the Applicants’ property under
the Fifth Amenament. Jee Implementanon of Snvironmental Laws, 7 |.C.C.2d at 829
n. 47. Fourth, the proposal exceeds the Board's junsdiction, which is imited to the
documentation of histonc resources in the propasal under review. g

Fifth, the Colorado Histoncal Society’'s position that the ennre line from
Sage to Carlon City 1s an histoncal resource 's subject to senous queston. Sased on
their age, some of the brndges and perhaos other structures on the Sage to Canon
City line are potentally eligible for the NRMP but the rail line tself wouid appear 10
be neither histonc nor potentally eligible for the NRHP  The description of the line
confirms that the line as currently constructed and operated bears iittle resemblance

'o the line as onginally constructed as a narrow gauge raliroad by the Oenver & Rio
9 gaug

25
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28 Refer to the previous page for response

Granae Railway in the 1880's. Qver the years the lin@ has been convened o
standard gauge and, as indicated in the EA, DRGW conducted a major reconstruction
to improve the alignmant of the line in the late 1920's. The existing track structure is
of recent constructon, consisting largely of continuous welded rail 1aid within the last
rwenty years and heavy creosote-treated ties, littie resembling the onginal lightly
constryctec narrow gauge line

Sixth, the history of this line is aiready extremely well documented. See
far axample G. Hilton, Amencan Narmow Gauge Rairoads at 344, Stanford University
Press. 1990, and references cited theran.

Seventh, given Applicants’ agreernent with the State of Colorado, the
Colorado SHPQ will have a sigruficant penod post-merger in which to document
further any of the nistoncal resources on these lines, UP/SP will cocoperate with the
documentation process. Any condition, nowever, which would prevent UP/SP from
transfernng the rad lines upon expiration of its agraement with the State s clearty
unreasanaole. if not uncansttutional, and shauld be modified accaraingly

ng 414 4.10: 424 p 4

Sage-Leagville, Maita-Cadon City  Jafely
SEA acknowledges the Applicant's position with regard to remediation

SEA. as well as Appiicants, recerved a number of comments relating to conditions linked to a potential rails-to-trails usage. SEA's mitigation
possible environmental contaminanion and existing CERCLA sites on or adjacent to measures with regard to hazardous remediation are coincidental with

decisions and requirements of the US Environmental Protection
the Sage 1o Canon City line, including the Leaawvile oranch. Comments wers filed by Agency. SEA notes and appreciates that the Applicant agrees to hanor
any obligations and agreements of SP with respect to Consent Orders
the Rais 10 Trais Conservancy, Viacom. the US Oeparment of Agnicult ire. the US or obligations relative to investigation or remediation of environmental
contaminations and to take reasonable steps to provide access,
including maintenance of essential access roads, for parties obligated
to undertake investiaation or remediation

Depanmant of intenar. the Calarada Oapartment of Public Heaith and invironment
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and US EPA Region Vill, Eagle. Chaffee and Fremont Counties. Colorado. the Refer to the previous page for response

Leadvile Coalition and others. Thesa comments inciude requests that UP/SP be
required (3) to unaenake further assessments and ramediation of the lines and
adjoining properties, prior removal of hazardous or toxic wastes, (b) suggestions that
an environmental impact statement is required. or that abandonments be deferreg
pending completion of a consent decree by EPA, ana (c) expressions of concern
about CERCLA sites ang SP's obligations under consent orders

Requests that any abanaonmaent or the merger itseif be conditioned
upon the implementaton of a remedial invastigation, nsk assessment, or remediation
of any of the arfected lines are clearty not warranted, and go well beyond the
junsdiction of the Board. Any existing environmental problems are not merger-
related. and any obligations of UP/SP to investigate or remediate are govermed by
federal and state laws. There is no requirament or justification for the Board to
impose any such cenditions.

The EA recommands as a mitigation measure that UP/SP consult with
US EPA Region VIIl prior to conducting any salvage acuvity for the entire line and
that UP/SP. in consultation with EPA. daveloo a nsk assessment and remediation
plan. agvise SEA of the results of its consuitaton. ana provide SEA with a copy of the
EPA-approved mitigation plans. See o. 4-16. As pravicusly indicated, the agreement
between UP/SP and the State of Colorado will pravent the salvage of any of the rail
lines proposed for aandonment until at least one year following merger. In the avent

that any part of the rail line berween Sage and Canon City 1s not used for rail
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aperations and (s gropased for conversion ta a nen-rail use or will be salvaged.
UP/SP is willing to consuit with EPA and the Colorado Department of Public Health
ana Environment to develop an appropnate risk assessment pian which wili aadress
the nsks associated with such use or with salvage operations. Although UP/SP will,
under the terms of the merger. honor any obligations and agreements of SP with
respect 1o any consent craers or obligations relating o invesugation or remediaton of
anvironmentai contarminaton, there is no dbasis for imposing any further obligations
regarging investigation or rameciation of existing sites.

UP/SP will also take reasonavle stegs to provide access ta Viacom ar
any ather party that currently is obligated to undertake investgaton or remediation of
any site where access is gained via the railroad ROW. UP/SP agrees that. so long
as it is in possession of tha rail line, it will maintain access roads which are essental
0 any remediation efforts.

CHAPTER 5.0 ILLINOIS
Saction 5.2.9 35 amended v Srata
mg- lle Histong ang Cyityral Resources

The £A identfies a concrete arch structure at MP 132.47 as potenually
aligible for listing on tha NRHP see p. 5-20 The EA recommends that UP/SP retain
it$ interest in and not aiter the bndge at MP 132.47 unnl the Secton 108 process is
completed.

Applicants will cooperate with the SHPO to document any potenhaily

aligible Mmstonc resourca on this ine. However, Applicants restate their ebjection (see

3
o
29

yAcl) Refer to the previous page for response.

SEA recognizes the Applicant's comment on the subject bridge in
lllinois. The lllinois SHPQ has determined that there wili be no effect to
historic resources by the proposed merger. SEA's revised mitigation
measures are described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA,
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