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GUIDE TO THE P O S T ENVIRONMENTAL A S S E S S M E N T 

An Environmental Assessment (EA), which evaluated the potential environmental impacts 
that could result from the proposed merger of the Union Pacific Railroad Companv and the 
Southern Pacific Transportation Company, was served on April 12, 1996 The EA was prepared 
in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NERA), as amended 
(42 USC 4321). the Surface Transportation Board's environmental rules (49 CFR Part 1105) and 
other applicable environmental statutes and regulations 

This Post Environmental Assessment (Post E/\) addresses tne comments to the EA as well 
as other environmental comments that were -eceived dunng SEA s ongoing environmental review 
It reflects SEA s further cnviron-nental analyses, ncluding numerous site visits and consultations 
In addition, the Post EA contains SEA's final environmental recommendations to the Board. The 
Board will consider SEA's environmental recommendations and the environmental record before 
making a decision in this proceeding. 

The Post EA consists of two volumes The major sections of Volume 1 and the issues 
addressed in each chapter include: 

Chapter 1 discusses the purpose and need for the proposed UP/SP merger, highlights 
related settlement agreements, summarizes SEA's environmental review process and 
the additional environmental review conducted by SEA since the EA was published, 
and discusses the alternatives to the proposed merger and related actions 

Chapter 2 outlines the anticipated benefits of the proposed merger deschbes the 
major operating corndors that would result from a combined UP/SP railroad, descnbes 
the operational changes associated with the proposed merger, and details the 
locations of activities evaluated in the EA 

Chapter 3 details the potential environmental impacts by activity type (i.e., rail line 
segment, rail yard, or intermodal f'jcility activity, proposed abandonments, and new rail 
line constructions) and then by location. 

Chapter 4 summarizes the issues raised in the environmental comments, and 
discusses the additional data verification and technical and environmental analyses 
conducted by SEA 

Chapter 5 contains SEA's recommended mitigation measures, including systemwide 
mitigation, corridor-specific mitigation, and location-specific mitigation 



Volume 2 of the Post EA contains eight appendices. These include: 

Appendix A: Responses to Environmental Comments contains a collection of 
environmental comments received dunng the comment penod on the Environmental 
Assessment, other comments received dunng the environmental process, and SEA's 
responses 

Appendix B: Memoranda of Understanding contains copies of correspondence 
related to independent mitigation plans Between UP/SP and local junsdictions to 
address environmental impacts and mitigation. 

Appendix C: Public Outreach for the Environmental Assessment outlines the 
publication of official notices and media releases. 

Appendix D: Distr ibution of the Environmental Assessment includes a listing of 
all parties who received a copy of the EA document served on Apnl 12, 1996 and those 
who will receive a copy of the Post EA 

Appendix E: Post EA Correspondence includes copies of correspondence between 
SEA and UP/SP after the publication and service of the EA ana copies of 
correspondence with the Federal Railroad Administration. 

Appendix F: Site Visits includes a tabular summary of visits to vanous locations to 
investigate or confirm conditions, gather information, or assess impacts 

Appendix G: Addit ional Analysis provides a bnef reporting of SEA's supplemental 
surveys and analyses of environmental impacts undertaken in response to 
consultation, comments, and major changes since the EA. 

Appendix H: List of Preparers contains a list of organizations and key individuals 
responsible for the preparation of the EA and Post EA documents. 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on its independent analysis of all the information available at this time, the Section of 
Environmental Analysis concludes that the proposed merger of the Union Pacific Railroad 
Company and the Southern Pacific Transportation Company would not significantly affect the 
quality of the humisn environment if the recommended mitigation measures set forth in this 
document are implemented. Accordingly, the Section of Environmental Analysis recommends that 
the Surface Transportation Board impose these mitigation measures as conditions in any final 
decision approving the proposed merger and related rail abandonments and constructions 
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ballast 

Best Management 
Practices 

Board 

borrow material 

bulk train 

consist 

GLOSSARY 

Top surface of rail bed, usually composed of aggregate (i.e., small rocks 
and gravel). 

Techniques recognized as very effective in providing (BMPs) 
environmental protection. 

Surface Transportation Board, the licensing agency for the proposed 
merger 

Earthen matenal used to f l l depressions to create a level nght-of-way. 

Also known as unit tram A solid consist of a single non-breakable 
commodity (such as coal gram, sem -' nished steel, sulfur, potash, or 
orange juico) being tiansoorted at a tra'-noad rate 

The make-up of a train, usually referring to the number of cars. 

construction 
footprint 

criteria pollutant 

dBA 

The area at a construction site subject to both permanent and temporary 
disturbances by equipment and personnel. 

Any of six substances (lead, carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, ozone and particulate matter) regulated under the Clean Air Act. 
for which areas must meet national air quality standards. 

Adjusted decibel level, A sound measurement that adjusts noise by 
filtering out certain frequencies to make it analogous to that perceived by 
the human ear. 

decibel 

deciduous 

emergent 

endangered 

A logarithmic scale that comprises over one million sound pressures 
audible to the human ear over a range from 0 to 140, where zero decibels 
represents a reference sound level necessary for a minimum sensation of 
hearing and 140 represents the level at which pain occurs. 

Any plant whose leaves are shed or fall off dunng certain seasons: usually 
used in reference to tree types. 

An aquatic plant with vegetative growth mostly above the water 

A species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range and is protected by state and/or federal iaws 
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GLOSSARY, Continued 

fill The term used by the United States Army Corps of Engineers that refers 
to the placement of suitable matenals (e.g., soils, aggregates, formed 
concrete stmctures, sidecast matenal, etc.) within water resources under 
Corps jurisdiction. 

flat yard A system of relatively level tracks within defined limits provided for making 
up trains, storing cars, and other purposes which renuires a locomotive to 
move cars (switch cars) from one track to another. 

Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps Maps available from the Federal Emergency Management Agency that 

delimit tiie land surface area of 100-year and 500-year flooding events. 

floodplain The lowlands adjoining inland and coastal waters and relatively flat areas 
and flood prone areas of offshore islands, including, at a minimum, that 
area inundated by a one percent (also known as a 100-year or Zone, A 
floodplain) or greater chance of flood in any given year. 

frog A track structure used where two running rails intersect that provides 
flangeways to permit wheels and wheel flanges on either rail to cr oss the 
other. 

habitat The place(s) where plant or animal species generaiiy occur^s) including 
specific vegetation types, geologic features, and hydrologic features. The 
continued survival of that species depends upon the intrinsic resources of 
the habitat. Wildlife habitats are often further defined as places where 
species derive sustenance (foraging habitat) and reproduce (breeding 
habitat). 

haulage right The limited right of one raiiroad to operate trains over the designated lines 
of another railroad. 

hump yard A railroad classification yard in which the classification of cars is 
accomplished by pushing them over a summit, known as a "hump," 
beyond which they run by gravity. 

interlocking An arrangement of switch, lock, and signal appliances interconnected so 
that their movements succeed each other in a predetermined order, 
enabling a moving train to switch onto adjacent rails. It may be operated 
manually or automatically. 

intermodal facility A site or hub consisting of tracks, lifting equipment, paved areas, and a 
control point for the transfer (receiving, loading, unloading, and 
dispatching) of intermodal trailers and containers between rail and highway 
or rail and marine n-iodes of transport. 
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intermodal train 

LOS 

lift 

locomotive, road 

locomotive, 
switching 

merchandise train 

GLOSSARY, Continued 

A train consisting or partially consisting of highway trailers and containers 
cr manne containers being transported for the rail portion of a multi-modal 
'novement on a time-sensitive schedule. Also referred to as piggyb?ck, 
TOFC (Trailer on Flat Car). COFC (Container on Flat Car), and double 
stacks (for containers only) 

Level of noise (measured in decibels) averaged over the "daytime" period 
(7 a m.-10 p.m.). 

Nighttime noise level {L,) adjusted to account for the perception that a 
noise level at night is more bothersome than the same noise level would 
be during the day. 

Level of Service (ratings A through F) A measure of the functionality of 
an intersection that factors in vehicle delay, intersection capacity and 
effects to the street/highway network. 

A lift is defined as an intermodal trailer or container lifted onto or off a rail 
car. For calculations, lifts, were used to determine the number of trucks 
using intermodal facilities 

One or more locomotives (or engines) designed to move trains between 
yards or other designated points. 

Locomotive (or engine) used to switch cars in a yard, industrial, or other 
area where cars are sorted, spotted (placed at a shipper's facility), pulled 
(removed from a shipper's facility), and moved withm a local area. 

A train consisting of single and/or multiple car shipments of various 
commodities. 

mitigation 

National Wetlands 
Invenloiy 

Actions tc prevent or lessen negative effects. 

An inventory of wetland typjs in the United States compiled by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Sen/ice 

nonattainment 

non-point source 
discharge 

An area that does not meet NAAQS specified under the Clean Air Act. 

Pollution not associated with a specific outfall location, such as a sewer 
pipe. 
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palustrine wetland 

passby 

pick up 

rail spur 

railbanking 

receptor/receiver 

right-of-way 

riparian 

riprap 

riverine wetland 

ruderal 

scrub-shrub 

set out 

GLOSSARY, Continued 

Non-tidal wetland dominated by trees, shrubs or persistent emergent 
vegetation Includes wetlands traditionally classified as marshes, swamps, 
or bogs. 

The passing of a train past a specific reference point. 

To add one or more cars to a tram from an intermediate (non-yard) track 
designated for the storage of cars. 

A track that diverges from a main line, also known as a spur track or rail 
siding, which typically serves one or more industries. 

A set-aside of abandoned rail corridor for recreational and/or transportation 
uses, including reuse for rail. 

A land use or facility where sensitivity to noise or vibration is considered. 

The nght held by one person over the lanos of another for a specific use; 
nghts of tenants are excluded The stnp of land for which permission has 
been granted to build and maintain a linear structure, such as a road, 
railroad, or pipeline. 

Relating to, living, or located on or having access to, the bank of a natural 
water course, sometimes also a lake or tidewater, 

A loose pile or layer of broken stones erected in water or on soft ground 
as a guard against erosion. 

All wetlands and deepwater habitats contained within a channel, either 
naturally or artificially created. 

An introduced plant community dominated by weed species, typically 
adapted to disturbed areas. 

Areas dominated by woody vegetation less than 6 meters (20 feet) tall, 
which includes true shrubs and young trees 

To remove one or more cars from a train at an intermediate (non-yard) 
location such as a siding, interchange track, spur track, or other track 
designated for the storage of cars 
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take 

threatened 

GLOSSARY, Continued 

Loss of individuals of a plant or wildlife species and/or any direct or indirect 
action that results in mortality and/or injury. Further defined to include 
actions that disrupt normal patterns of wildlife species behavior: specifically 
those that reduce the survival and reproductive potential of an individual 
Also refers-, to loss and/or degradation of species' habitat, 

A species that is likely to be<~ome an endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout ail or part of its range, and is protected by 
state and/o' federal law 

trackage rights 

turnout 

I nit train 

water resources 

wetland 

The right cr combination of rights of one railroad to operate over the 
designated trackage of another railroad induding, in some cases, the nght 
to operate trains over the designated trackage: the right to interchange 
with ail cairiers at all junctions; the nght to build connections or additional 
tracks in crder to access other shippers or earners. 

A track arrangement consisting of a switch and frog with connecting and 
operating p irXs, extending from the point of the switch to the frog, which 
enables enc ines and cars to pass from one track to another, 

A train consisting of cars carrying a single commodity, e.g., a coal tram. 

All-in-lusive term that refers to many types of permanent and seasonally 
wet/dry surface water features including springs, creeks, streams, rivers, 
ponds, lakes, wetlands, canals, harbors, bays, sloughs, mudflats, and 
sewage-treatment and industrial waste ponds. 

As defined by 40 CFR Part 230.3, wetlands are "those areas that are 
inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, 
a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions" Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and 
similar areas. 

wye track A pnncipai traok and two connecting tracks arranged like the letter "Y" on 
which locomotives, cars and trains may be turned. 
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A&S 
ACHP 
ADT 
AHPP 
AQCR(s) 
BIA 
BMPs 
BN 
BN/SF 

BRGI 
CAAA 
C E R C L A 

C E R C L I S 

CFR 
CMTA 
CNW 
CO 
C O E 
CTC 
CWA 
CZMA 
db 
dBA 
DNL 
DOT 
DRGW 
EA 
EPA 
ER 
ERNS 
FEMA 
FHWA 
FIRM 
FRA 
GWWR 
HC 
IBP 
HBT 

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Alton & Southern Railway Company 
Advisory Council on Histonc Preservation 
Average Daily Traffic 
Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
Air Quality Control Region(s) 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Best Management Practices 
Burlington Northern Railroad Company 

The new railroad system created by the merger of the holding companies of BN 
and Santa Fe 
Brownsville and Rio Grande International Railroad 
Clean Air Act and Amendments 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (the "Superfund" Act) 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Information System 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company 
Carbon Monoxide 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Centralized Traffic Control 
Clean Water Act 
Coastal Zone Management Act 
Decibel 
Decibels (of sound) A range 
Day-night equivalent level 
United States Department of Transportation 
Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad Company 
Environmental Assessment 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Report 
Emergency Response Notification System 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Federal Highway Administration 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Gateway Westem Railway Company 
Hydrocarbons (in air) 
lowa Beef Producers 
Houston Belt Terminal 

XV Volume 1 



IC 
ICC 

IHPA 
KCS 
KSHS 

u 
L f n j i 

LOS 
LUST 
MOU 
MP 
MPH 
MPRR 
MRL 
NAAQS 
NEPA 
NHPA 
NOj 
NO. 
NPDES 
NPL 
NPS 
NRCS 
NRHP 
NWI 

O3 

OBS 
OKT 
OSHA 
Pb 
PDEA 

PM,o 
PSD 
RCRA 
ROW 
SEA 
S C S 

S E L 
SHPO 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS, Continued 

Illinois Central 
Interstate Commerce Commission (former licensing agency for the proposed 
merger merger approval authority now witn the Surface Transportation Board) 
Illinois Histonc Preservation Agency 
Kansas City Southern Railway Company 
Kansas State Histonca! Society 
Day-night equivalent sound level 
Maximum sound level dunng tram passby, dBA 
Level of Service 
State Inventory of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Mile Post or Missouri Pacific 
Mi'es per Hour 
Missoun Pacific Railroad Company 
Montana Rail Link, Inc. 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
National Histonc Preservation Act of 1966 
Nitrogen dioxide 
Nitrogen oxides 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
National Pnorities List 
National Park Service 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
National Register of Histonc Places 
National Wetlands Inventory 
Ozone 
Office of Bio'ogical Services/United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Oklahoma-Kansas-Texas (operating division of UP) 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Lead 
Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessment 
Particulate Matter (under 10 microns in diameter) 
Prevention of Significant Detenoration 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Right of Way 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Soil Conservation Sen/ice (currently named Natural Resources Conservation 
Service. Division of United States Department of Agriculture) 
Source sound exposure level at 100 feet, dBA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS, Continued 

SIP State Implementation Plan 
SOj Sulfur dioxide 
SO, Sulfur oxides 

SP Southern Pacific Rail Corporation includes SPT, SSW SPCSL Corp,, and 
DRGW 

SPT Southern Pacific Transportation Company 
SSW St Louis Southwestern Railway Company 
SPL State Pnority List 
STATSGO State Soil Geographic Database 
STB Surface Transportation Board 
SWLF State Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities 
TRAA Terminal Railroad Association of St, Louis 
TSD Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Sites 
TSP Total Suspended Particulates {particulate matter) 
UP Union Pacific Railroad MPRR, and CNW 
UP/SP The new railroad system to be created by the merger of the holding companies 

of UP and SP if the merger proposal is approved 
USC United States Code 
USDA United States Department of Agnculture 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
VISTA VISTA Environmental Information, Inc. 
VOCs Volatile organic compounds 
WCL Wisconsin Central Ltd. 
WEPCO Wisconsin Electnc Powe," Company 
WSC Western Shipper's Coalition 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Surface Transportation Board s (Board) Section of Environmental Analysis (SEA) 

prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) that evaluated the potential environmental impacts 

associated with the proposed merger between the Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP) and the 

Southern Pacific Transportation Company (SP), including 17 proposed rail line abandonments and 

28 rail line constructions. 

The EA was served on April 12, 1996, to the public and all parties to the proceeding 

Comments on the EA were due on May 3, 1996 SEA received approximately 160 environmental 

comments since the issuance of the EA The comments addressed a range of issues Involving 

potential environmental impacts of the proposed merger. To address the comments, SEA 

undertook additional environmental analysis and then prepared this Post Environmental 

Assessment (Post EA). 

Overall, based on SEA's independent analysis and review of the information available at 

this tin-ie, SEA concludes in the Post EA that the proposed UP/SP merger would not significantly 

affect the quality of the human environment if the recommended mitigations set forth in Chapter 

5 of this document are implemented. Accordingly, SEA recommends that the Board impose these 

mitigation measures as conditions in any final decision approving the proposed merger and the 

related rail abandonments and constructions, 

ES-1 Overview of the Proposed Merger 

On November 30, 1995, UP and SP applied to the Board's predecessor, the ICC, for 

authority to consolidate their operations into a single, combined system The proposed merger of 

the two railroads would create a single railroad company with more than 34 000 miles of track 

operating in 24 states According to UP and SP, the proposed merger would create a Western rail 

carrier that would be more competitive and efficient, resulting in many benefits to shippers and the 

public The proposed merger would result in rerouting train traffic within the combined system, 

consolidating rail yards and terminal facilities, changing activities at rail yards and intermodal 

facilities, abandoning certain rail line segments, and constructing new rail connections. 

ES-2 The Environmental Review Process 

The Board's decision to grant or deny the f^-oposed UP/SP merger is a major Federal action 

requinng environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related 

laws NEPA requires the completion of ttie environmental review process before the Board can 
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issue a final decision either granting or denying the proposed merger The Board's SEA is 

responsible for conducting the NEPA environmental review 

The Board's environmental rules tyoically call for the preparation of an EA, rather than an 

EIS. in proposed merger cases (49 CFR 1105 6(b)(4)), SEA reviewed the p-^oposed merger and 

determined that it met the critena of this section 

SEA conducted several public outreach act'vities to inform the public that an EA was being 

prepared and to encourage puolic participation in ttie environmental review process Initially, SEA 

prepared and widely distnbuted a Fact Sheet descnbing the proposed merger to cities and counties 

potentially affected by the proposed merger Also, SEA sent out numerous consultation letters to 

Federal, state and local agencies that included merger/environmental information packets SEA 

established a toll-free environmental hotline and placed notices m newspapers throughout the 

affected states In addition, the Board issued Federal Register Notices announcing the 

environmental review process and the availability of the EA for review and v:omment. The Board 

also issued a press release announcing that an EA would be prepared for the proposed merger. 

As noted above, SEA issued an EA for the proposed UP/SP merger on April 12,1996 This 

EA was served to all parties to the proceeding: appropnate Federal state, and local agencies: and 

any parties requesting copies of the EA Also the availability of the EA was announced through a 

notice in the Federal Register. SEA invited comments on all aspects of the EA, including the scope 

and adequacy of the recommended mitigation measures for the proposed merger and the related 

abandonment and construction projects Comments were due on May 3, 1996, 20 days after the 

service dste of the EA SEA reviewed the approximately 160 comments raising environmental 

issues after the EA was served SEA reviewed all comments received throughout the 

environmental review process (approximately 400 in total), in the preparation of this Post EA, and 

in making its final environmental recommendations to the Board, 

In prepanng the EA, SEA, working with its indeoendent third-party consultant, identified 

issues and areas of potential environmental impact; analyzed the potential environmental impacts 

of the proposed merger; considered alternatives to the proposed merger and the related rail line 

abandonment and construction projects; and developed mitigation measures to avoid or reduce 

potentl.M impacts to the environment. SEA sent more than 500 consultation letters to various 

Federal, state and local agencies seeking their comments on the proposed merger and related 

abandonment and construction proposals. In addition, SEA conducted consultations with Federal, 

state, and local agencies, affected communities, UP and SP and UP/SP's environmental 

consultants to gather and disseminate information about the proposed merger and to explore 

innovative mitigation measures. 
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SEA and its tirrd-party cons'jitant conducted site visits tc vanous communities to assess 
tne potential impacts on the environment, SEA analyzed UP/SP s Environmental Report and the 
operating p'ar that ac::cmpanied its application as well as the technical studies conducted by its 
environmental consultants. In addition, SEA conducted its own independent analyses, which 
included verging projected rail operations; verifying and estimat ng noise level impacts; estimating 
increases in air emissions: and oerforming land use. habitat, surace water and wetlands 5,urveys 
ground water analyses, and historic ard cultural resource survevs. These analyses are d'.scussed 
in the EA and are descnbed in detail in the appendices of the EA. 

Smce the EA was served, SEA has continued its independent environmental analyses and 
publ c outreach activities. These activities included: (1) an3lyz,-ig tram operations and noise levels 
in affected communities: [2) consulting with Federal, state and local officials ana conducting 
addnonai site visits (tiow totaling more than 150) '.o communities with specific merger-related 
ccncems: ';3) consultin 3 with State Historic Preservation Offices througnout the country to complete 
the Section 106 process of the National Histonc Preservation Act, (4) responding to specific 
questions from the public concerning the EA; (5) responding to calls on the environmental hotline, 
(6) negotiating with UP/SP to facilitate nnovative mitigation measures, including independent 
mitigation agreements between UP/SP and specific communit'es; and (7) developing other 
apu'-opriate measures to effectively mitigate adverse environmental impacjs. SEA's work 
culmi'nated in the preparation of this Post EA, which will be served on aH commenters and parties 
o* record. 

At this time. SEA wishes to thank the Feaeral, sta*e, and local officials local communities, 
UP and SP, and concerned members of the public v;ho nave devoted so much of their time and 
effort :c work with SEA to identify and address the environmental issues associated with the UP/SP 
merger proposal. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Tne Surface Transportation Board's (the Board) Section of Environmental Analysis (SEA) 

prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) that evaluated the potential environmental impacts 

associated with the proposed merger between the Union Pacfic Railroad Company (UP) and the 

Southern Pacific Transportation Company (SP) The EA was served to the public and all parties 

to the proceeding on Apnl 12, 1996, The formal comment penod for EA comments closed on May 

3 1996 Since publication of the EA, SEA received approximately 160 comments raising 

environmental concerns A complete list of agencies organizations, and individuals who 

commented on the EA. copies of comments, and SEA's responses are provided in Volume 2. 

Appendix A SEA also considered an additional 220 comments that raised environmental issues 

and were filed with the Board pnor to publication of the EA The comments address a range of 

issues related to the potential environmental impacts of the proposed merger, proposed 

abandonments and rail line constructions These issues include safety, traffic, hazaidous 

matenals, air quality, noise, histonc and cultural resources, biological resources, water resources, 

and land use. 

This Post Environmental Assessment (Post EA) addresses the comments to the EA as well 

as othe.^ environmental comments that were received dunng SEA's ongoing environmental review 

It reflects SEA's further environmental analyses, including numerous site visits and consultations 

In addition, the Post EA contains SEA's final environmental recommendations to the Board 

regarding the proposed merger The Board will consider SEA's environmental recommendations 

and the environmental record before making a decision in this proceeding. 

Based on an independent analysis of the information available at this time, SEA concludes 

that the proposed UP/SP merger would not adversely affect the quality of the human environment 

if the recommended mitigation measures set forth in Chapter 5 of this document are implemented 

by UP/SP Accordingly. SEA recommends that the Board impose these mitigation measures as 

conditions in any final decision if the Board approves the proposed merger and related 

transactions. 

The remainder of tt.is chapter discusses the purpose and need for the proposed UP/SP 

merger, highlights related settlement agreements, summarizes SEAs environmental review 

process and the additional environmentai review conducted by SEA since the EA was published, 

and discusses the alternatives to the proposed merger and related actions. 
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1.1 Purpose and Need 

On November 30. 1995, tne Union Pacific Railroad Company and the Southern Pacific 

Transportation Company applied to the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC)' for authority to 

consolidate their opeiations into a single Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP/SP), The proposed 

merger now requires approval by the Surface Transportation Board UP/SP states that the 

proposed merger is intended to improve sen/ice capabilities and operating efficiencies The 

proposed merger of the two railroads would create a single railroad company with more than 

34,000 miles of track operating in 24 states^. The proposed merger would also result in rerouting 

of tram traffic within the combined system, consolidation of yard and terminal facilities, changes in 

activities at rail yards and intermodal facilities, abandonment of certain rail line segments, and 

construction of new rail connections Figure 1-1 illustrates the proposed merged UP/SP system 

If the proposed merger is approved, UP/SP states that the proposed transaction would create 

a more efficient and service-onented railroad UP/SP sets forth a number of reasons in support 

of this statement. First, UP/SP would combine certain routes of UP and SP to create new through 

routes, relieve congestion, and upgrade routes to provide faster and more reliable service 

Second, UP/SP would improve reliability and service on SP's lines through better technology and 

routing and use of UP's maintenance standards Third, UP/SP would be able to enhance 

equipment utilization and availability Finally, UP/SP would be able to eliminate duplicative systems 

and improve productivity, thereby realizing large savings In sum, UP/SP believes that the 

proposed merger would result in improved service to the public because service would be more 

efficient, responsive, and reliable. 

1.2 Settlement Agreements 

As part of the proposed merger. UP/SP has entered into settlement agreements with four 

railroads: ; i ) the combined Buriington Ncrthem Railroad Company and the Atchison, Topeka, and 

Santa Fe Railway Company (BN/Santa Fe), (2) the Utah Railway Company (Utah Railway), (3) the 

' The ICC Termination Act of 1995 (P L 104-88 109 Stat 803), whicn was enacted on December 29,1995 
and took effect on January 1, 1996, abolished the Interstate Commerce Commission and transferred its 
railroad merger approval functions to tt,e Surface Transportation Board 

^ The EA stated that the proposed merger would include operations in 25 states However, subsequent to 
SEA'S issuance of the EA, the Board by decision served Apnl 25, 1996 :n Finance Docket No 32864, Dakota, 
Minnesota and Eastem Railroad Corporation-Acquisition and Operation-Colony Line Segment of the Union 
Pacific Railroad Corporation, authorized the sale of the fomer Chicago and North Western Railroad Company 
(CNW) line in Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wyoming to the Dakota Minnesota, and Eastern Railroad 
Corporation Therefore, the proposed UP'SP .nerger would not include operations in South Dakota 
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Illinois Central Railroad Company (Illinois Central), and (A) CSX Corporation (CSX)^ The onginal 
settlement agreement with BN/Santa Fe was modified by a settlement agreement between UP/SP 
and the Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) filed Apnl 23, 1996 Accordingly, all 
references herein to the 8N/Santa Fe settlement agreement also embrace the modifications under 
the CMA settlement agreement UP/SP states that these agreements, which are highlighted below, 
are intended to preserve the competitive position of the railroads involved, and. in some cases, 
preserve competition for shippers where service by two railroads would be lost. 

The BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement includes trackage rights and rail line purchases 
involving the following major routes Denver, Colorado to the San Francisco Bay Area. (California; 
Keddie to Bieber, California; and Houston and other points in Texas to Memphis, Tennessee, St, 
Louis Missouri and East St. Louis, Illinois These routes would serve as connection; to o!her 
BN/Santa Fe routes The BN/Santa Fe states that it intends to use these new route con binations 
to establish service in direct conpetition with UP/SP, 

On most new through routes, the BN/Santa Fe intends to use its own locomotives .and crew. 
On other routes, UP/SP locomotives and/or crews would be used under contract arrangements 
At larger termina's and yards, BN/Santa Fe would do its own switching, while at smal er yards, 
switching might be handled by UP/SP through rec:procal switch arrangements or by a tnird party 
contractor The BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement also would provide access for UP/SF to some 
BN/Santa Fe !i^e segments in Oregon, California. Texas and Louisiana to preserve two-line 
competition or to optimize tram routing Figure 1-1 illustrates the merged UP/CP system, including 
trackage rights granted to the BN/Santa Fe as part of the settlement agreement. 

The settlement agreements reached with the Utah Illinois Central and CSX railroads would 
not be as extensive as those with the BN/Santa Fe, The settlement agreement with the Utah 
Railway would provide access to certain coal loading facilities in Utah and trackage nghts from 
Utah Junction to Grand Junction, Colorado The Illinois Central settlement agreement addressee 
joint marketing and operational issues. The operating portion focuses on the clarification of 
interchange service and construction of certain rail connections in the Chicago area, use of the 
Illinois Cential-BN/Santa Fe tracks between Chicago and Joliet, Illinois, and rebuilding of certain 
facilities in the New Orieans area The CSX settlement agreement wculd not involve changes in 
operations 

^ CSX is used collectively to descnbe CSX Corporation, CSX Transportation, Inc., CSX Intern.odal, Inc , and 
Sea-Land Service, Inc. 
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The BN/Santa Fe and CMA settlement agreements are intended to enhance competition in 

key operating corndors by providing the BN/Santa Fe trams access to UP/SP's rail lines and 

facilities The CMA settlement agreement specifically granted BN/Santa Fe overhead tracKage 

nghts over (a) UP's line between Houston. Texas and Valley Junction (near East St. Lou's. Illinois) 

via Palestine. Texas: (b) SP's line between Fair Oaks. Arkansas and Valley Junction. Illinois: and 

© UP's line between Fair Oaks and Bald Knob. Arkansas These overhead trackage rights would 

allow traffic to move to or from points south of Bald Knco and Brinkley, Arkansas BN/Santa Fe 

would also operate its trains with the flow of traffic on lines that UP/SP plans to operate 

directionally Generally, both UP/SP and BN/Santa Fe trains would move north on the existing UP 

line through Little Rock, Arkansas and south on the existing SP line through Pine Bluff, Arkansas, 

Directional operations are descnbed more specifically in Volume 2 of the EA ip 1-16). 

On March 29, 1996, UP/SP filed a Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessment (PDEA) 

which outlined the proposed changes in operations resulting from the BN/Santa Fe settlement 

agreement (prior to the CMA agreement) to the extent such changes would exceeo the Board's 

thresholds for environmental analysis* SEA reviewed this PDEA and conducted furtner venficatlon 

and analysis. Pursuant to SEA's request, UP/SP submitted on May 21, 1996, supplemental 

information detailing the proposed operational changes under the CMA agreement which would 

meet or exceed the Board's environmental thresholds Again, SEA conducted its own analysis and 

verification of this information, which is reflected in this Post EA (See the UP/SP Train Densities 

table contained in Volume 2, Appendix G ) 

In other actions related to the proposed merger, six parties (three railroads, two utilities, and 

one transit agency) filed responsive applications seeking the Board's authonty for trackage rights 

and/or acquisition of specific UP/SP rail lines. This Post EA does not analyze the potential 

environmental impacts of these responsive applications because it appears, based upon verified 

statements submitted by the six parties, that the Board s environmental analysis thresholds would 

not be met or exceeded, and no substantial increase in trains or other activities are expected as 

a result of these proposals (These responsive applications are discussed in more detail in 

Volume 1, Chapter 1 of the EA.) 

* These thresholds are set forth and explained in Chapter 3 of this document. 
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(.3 UP/SP Merger Environmental Review Process 

1.3.1 The Environmental Assessment Process 

The Surt'ace Transportation Board s decision to grant or deny the proposed UP/SP merger 

is a major Federal action requxing environmentai review under the National Environmental Pol;cy 

Act (NEPA; NEPA requires the completion of th s environmental review process before the Board 

can issue a final decision either granting or denying the proposed merger. The iBoard's SEA Is 

respons ible for conducting the NEPA environmental review 

The Board has adopted the former ICC environmental regulations (49 CFR Part 1105) that 

govern the environmental review process and outline procedures ^or prepanng en/ironmental 

documents Sections 1105 6(a) ano 1105 6(b) of these regulations establish the criteria that 

identify the types of actions for which an EA or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) generally 

would be p-'epared Railroad mergers, like the action proposed here, are classified under the 

Board s regulations as normally requinng preparation of an EA. SEA reviewed the proposed 

merger and determined that it met the critena of Section 1105 6(b)(4). This section calls for the 

preparation cf an EA rather than an EIS. for proposed mergers which would involve major 

operational changes, abandonments, or rail 'ine constructions, but are not expected to res jlt in 

substantial adverse environmental impacts If the mitigation measures recommended in this 

Post EA are imposed by the Board, SEA oelieves that any potential environmental impacts 

resulting from the proposed merger would not be significant; therefore preparation of an EIS is not 

necessary, (See Chapter 4 for further discussion of this issue.) However, should UP/SP alter th>̂  

scope of the proposed merger or matenally change the proposed operations upon which SEA s 

analysis was based, or if previously undisclosed and significant environmental impacts are 

identified, SEA reserves the right to require the preparation of an EIS. 

SEA served the EA for the proposed UP/SP merger on Apnl 12 1996 The EA was served 

on all parties to the merger proceeding, appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, and other 

organizations or individuals who requested copies (See Volume 2, Appendix D for the distnhution 

l ist) SEA invited comments on all aspects of the EA, including the scope and adequacy of the 

recommended mitigation measures for the proposed merger and related constructions and 

abandonments. The comment penod closed on May 3, 1996. 20 days after the service date of the 

EA SEA considered the 162 comments received in response to the EA in determining its final 

environmental recommendations to the Board. In addition. SEA reviewed the environmental issues 

raised in comments and pleadings filed dunng the ongoing environmental review process SEA 

also considered the responses to the agency consultation letters dated March 26, 1996, seni out 

by Dames & Moore on behalf of UP/SP. (See Vo ume 2, Appendix A.) 
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To assist in conducting the NEPA environmental analysis and m prepanng the EA, SEA 

selected and approved De Leuw. Gather & Company to act as the Board's independent third party 

consultant, (See 49 CFR 1105 10(d),) UP/SP retained the independent third party consultant to 

work solely under SEA's direction and supervision and to assist SEA in conducting environmental 

analyses related tc the proposed merger. 

In preparing the EA. SEA identified issues and areas of potential environmental impact, 

analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed merger, considered alternatives to 

the proposed merger and the related rail line construction and abandonment projects, reviewed 

public comments, and developed mitigation measures to avoid or reduce anticipated impacts on 

the environment On January 29, 1996, SEA sent consultation letters to 61 Federal agencies, 68 

state agencies, and 248 county officials seeking their comments on the proposed merger and 

related construction and abandonment proposals (See Volume 5, Appendices D and E of the EA 

for SEA's consultation letters and agency response letters.) In addition, SEA and/or its independent 

third party consultant conducted consultations with UP/SP and its environmental consultants and 

visited selected rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, and proposed rail line 

construction and abandonment sites to assess the potential impacts on the environment. 

SEA analyzed UP/SP's Environmental Report, the operating plan that accompanied their 

application, and the technical studies conducted by UP/SP's environmental consultants In 

addition, SEA conducted its own independent analysis, which included verifying the projected rail 

operations; venfying and estimating noise level impacts: estimating air emission increases, 

performing surveys of land use, habitat, surface water, and wetlands, conducting ground water 

analyses; assessing impacts to biological resources: and performing archaeological and historic 

resource surveys. These studies, including details of methodologies used, are discussed in 

Chapter 4 of the Post EA and Volume 5 of the EA 

SEA also assessed potential impacts to safety in numerous communities These safety 

impacts could potentially anse as r:\\\ line segments experience substantial increases in traffic as 

a result of the proposed merger. Safety concerns include potential environmental impacts 

associated with grade crossing accidents, movements of hazardous matenals, derailments, 

pedestnan traffic, and increased vehicular traffic congestion at railroad grade crossings. 

In the EA, SEA considered the impacts of the proposed merger, which would include changes 

in rail operations, rail constructions, and rail abandonments, on minority and low-income 

communities in accordance with Executive Order 1289 .̂' "Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
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Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,"- Also. SEA solicited comments from 

agencies and communities in order to identify potential impacts and to devise mitigation measures, 

where necessary 

1.3.2 SEA's Environmental Review Process Since Service of the EA 

As stated above > EA for the proposed UP/SP merger was sei-ved to all parties to the 

proceec^ing. appropnate . deral. state, and local agencies, and other organizations a.id individuals 

who requested copies All comments on the proposed merger, which raised environmental 

concerns, including the March 29, 1996 and Apnl 29 1996 filings and the June 3. 1996 bnefs*^ were 

reviewed by SEA dunng the Post EA evaluation penod. In addition, SEA conducted numerous 

outreach activities to inform the public of the proposed merger and encourage interested parties 

to comment on the EA. including the scope and adequacy of the recommended mitigation 

measures. SEA established a toll-free telephone hotline to provide information and assistance 

concerning the environmental review of the proposed merger To facilitate public participation and 

comments on the EA, SEA distributed the EA to cities and counties potentially affected by the 

proposed merger and provided additional copies fcr placement in public buildings and libraries. 

In addition, the Board issued a press release announcing the availability of the EA for the proposed 

merger, advertised notice of the environmental review process in local newspapers, and 

announced the availability of the EA to the public through a Notice of Availability in the Fede-al 

Register on April 15. 1996 (See Volume 2. Appendix C ) The comment penod for the EA closed 

on May 3, 1996, 20 days after the sen/ice date of the EA. 

Since the FA was served, SEA continued its independent environmental analysis and public 

outreach activities, including; 

Review of ail environmental comments 

Additional site visits to several locations to verify and assess potential environmental 
impacts. 

^ The Executive Order directs Federal agencies to analyze the environmental effects of their actions on 
minority and low-income communities Also, it calls for Federal agencies to provide opportunity for community 
input, including the identification of potential effects and mitigation measures, throughout the NEPA process. 

* Under the Board's procedural schedule for the proposed merger, March 29. 1996 was the filing date for 
inconsistent ana responsive applications, all comments protests, requests for conditions, and any other 
opposition evidence and argument April 29. 1996 was the filing date for responses fo inconsistent and 
responsive applications, response to comments, protests requested conditions, and other opposition, reb jttal 
in support of pnmary application and related applications June 3, 1996 was the filing date for bnefs from all 
parties 
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Verification of data on rai! operations and traffic. 

Additional analysis of potential environmental imoacts in certain locations where 
communities raised further concerns in their environmental comments. 

Consultations with vanous Federal, state, and local agencies. 

Responses to specific questions and concerns from agencies and other interested 
parties about the EA and the environmental review process 

Expanded telephone outreach 

Responses to inquines on the Board's Environmental Hotline (1-800-448-7246) 

1.4 Alternatives Considered 

In the EA, SEA reviewed the potential environmental impacts of alternatives to the proposed 

merger On a system-wide basis, SEA considered the "no action' or "no merger" alternative to the 

proposed merger Under this alternative, the two railroads would forego the expected improved 

service capabilities and increased operating efficiencies Current operational patterns and service 

levels would continue Generally, with respect to rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal 

facilities, impacts to air quality, noise level, safety, or transportation would not occur. With respect 

to the proposed rail line constructions and abandonments, there would be no potential impacts 

associated with land use, transportation, safety, water resources, biological resources, air quality, 

noise levels, and histonc and archaeological resources, 

in addition to the system-'/vide altemative. SEA also considered location-specific alternative 

actions to the proposed abandonments and rail line construction projects on new nghts-of-way. 

For proposed abandonments SEA considered the following alternatives to the proposed 

abandcnment action, including: (1) discontinuance of service with no abandonment, (2) continued 

operations by another earner; and (3) the no action alternative (i e , denial of the abandonment). 

Under each of these alternatives. SEA concludes that there would be no adverse environmental 

impacts. For the new rail line constructions on new rights-of-way, which were evaluated in the EA, 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives *o the proposed rail line construction Each proposed 

rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would minimize the 

use of new land outside the UP, SP, and BN/Santa Fe nghts-of-way SEA concludes that there are 

no construction, operational, or environmental features that would render another alignment more 

reasonable than the proposed location for each of the proposed rail lines. 
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CHAPTER 2 
OPERATIONAL CHANGES RESULTING FROM PROPOSED MERGER 

If approved the proposed UP/SP merger would substantially change the nation's railroad 

system west of lllmois and the Mississippi River Because rail transportation is a vital national 

asset, structural and operational changes to the system should be viewed from a national (system-

wide), regional (corndor), and local (site-specific) perspective The proposed merger would result 

in both positive and negative environmental impacts whicn nust oe viewed in the full context of the 

proposed merger. 

2.1 Potential Benefits of Proposed Merger 

In its application, UP/SP has described several intended benefits and environmental 

enhancements resulting from the proposed merger Overall, LP/SP states that it intends to 

improve the quality and efficiency of rail operations and the movement of freight UP/SP has 

identified several specific operational improvenients: 

Improved, cirect connections on major rail corndors 
Consolidation of redundant rail line segments and facilities. 
Capital investment to improve system capacity and efficiency. 
Increased efficiency of rail yards and irtermodal facilities. 
Reduced switching of rail cars and improved shipping times 

Generally, system-wide consolidation and efficie icy improvements are exped.ed to reduce the 

impacts on the human and natura! environment These system-wide improvements would result 

in several environmental benefits, as identified by UP/SP in its application: 

• Energy 

System-wide net reduction o"' 35 million gallons of diesel fuel (based on 1 9 ^ 
operations) from rail operations and truck-to-rail diversions (UP/SP-27, Vol. 1, 
P 56). 

• Air Quality 

System-wide improvements to air quality are anticipated from reduced fuel use 
System-wide efficiency improvements for rail operation? and truck-to-rail 
diversions 

• Transportation/Safety 

System-wide improvements from truck-to-rail diversions which would reduce 
long-haul truck-miles by 283 million miles, which in tu'n would reduce roadway 
congestion, maintenance, and moto' vehicle acciC'jnts (UP/SP-27, Vol, 1, p 50) 

2-1 Volume 1 



Removal of approximately 550 grade crossings and associated safety 
improvements 

Several environmental benefits are also presented by UP/SP for areas where certain rail line 
segments would be abandoned: 

• Reduced human disturbance of the natural environment and gradual reestablishment 
of natural vegetation 

• Reduced loss of wildlife from train-anima! collisions. 
• Reduced noise exposure to adjacent land uses. 

2 2 Changes in Rail Corridor Operations 

As stated above, the proposed merger of the UP and SP. together with the implementation 
of the BN/Santa "̂ e settlement agreement descnbed in Chapter 1, would significantly change the 
railroad map west of Illinois and the Mississippi River. Because ownership of railroad lines (and 
the possession of trackage nghts over rail lines owned by other railroads) quite literally define 
competitive relationships in the railroad industry changes in ownership and operating (trackage) 
nghts modify competitive relationships ynd, ultimately, operations. The basic operational c langes 
that would result from the proposed UP/SP merger and the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement 
would affect tram densities over major routes throughout the terntories in which these railroads 
operate. 

To facilitate understa.oding th3 operational impacts of the proposed merger and potential 
environmental effects, SEA has categorized the changes associated with the prcposed UP/SP 
merged system into six "transportation corndors " (See Figure 2-1 for an illustration of the 
corridors ) These corndors help provide an understanding of the proposed changes In rail 
operations from a national and regional perspective. 

The six corridors, which are discussed individually below, are the (1) Central Corridor. (2) 
Southern Corridor, (3) Ncrthem Conidor, (4) Pacific Corjst (1-5) Conidor, (5) Nebraska-Gulf Coast 
Corridor, and (6) lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor. In some cases, there e:re overlaps between the 
corridors. This is particulariy true on the west coast where the Northern, Central and Southern 
Corridors all end in the vicinity of the Pacific Coast (1-5) Corridor These corridors also overiap in 
the eastern part of the UP/SP operating territory with the lllinois-Gulf Coast Corndor Further 
overiap occurs where the Central and Southern Coiridors cross the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corndor 
in Kansas and Texas. Section 2 3 provides a listing of the rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal 
facilities, proposed abandonments, and rail line constructions on new rights-of-way in each 
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transportation corridor that were evaluated m the EA and Post EA. This grouping provides an 

overview of the geographic scope of the potential environmental impacts associated with the 

proposed changes in the western railroad network. A summary descnption of each of the 

transportation corridors is provided below, 

2.3 Corridor Descriptions 

2.3.1 Central Corridor 

The Central Corridor is comprised of railroad routes extending westward from Chicago, 

Illinois and St. Louis Missouri/East St Louis. Illinois, through Illinois, lowa. Missoun. Nebraska. 

Kansas. Wyoming, Colorado, Utah Nevada and California to the San Francisco Bay Area (Bay 

Area) At present UP and SP are the only railroads having routes through the entire length of the 

Central Corndor UP's route from Salt Lake City through Las Vegas. Nevada to Los Angeles, 

California is considered here as an extension of the Central Corridor, If the proposed UP/SP 

merger and the settlement agreement with BN/Santa Fe are consummated, then UP/SP and 

BN/Santa Fe would be the only two railroads serving the length of the corridor BN/Santa Fe's 

existing route between Chicago, St, Louis and Denver would be extended over UP/SP's combined 

routes from Denver west through Grand Junction Colorado and Salt Lake City, Utah to the San 

Francisco Bay Area m California. 

For the EA and Post EA. SEA assessed the potential environmentai impacts for the following 

rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, abandonments, and construction projects in the 

Central Corridor. 

Rail Line Segments 

Oakland to Martinez, California (SP) 
Oakland to Niles Junction. California (UP) 
Martinez to Stockton. California (SP) 
Stockton (Lathrop) to Sacramento, California (SP) 
Sacramento to Roseville, California (SP) 
Roseville, California to Sparks, Nevada (SP) 
Sparks to Winnemucca, Nevada (SP) 
Winnemucca to Aiazon Nevada (UP & SP Paired Track) 
Alazon, Nevada to Ogden, Utah (SP) 
Ogden, Utah to Granger, Wyoming (UP) 
Provo to Lynndyl, Utah (UP) 
Granger to Green River, Wyoming (UP) 
Green River to Rawlins, Wyoming (UP) 
Ra\/lins to Cheyenne, Wyoming (UP) 
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Cheyenne, Wyoming to Denver, Colorado (UP) 
Dotsero to Bond Colorado (SP) 
Bond to Denver Colorado 'SP) 
Denver. Colorado to Oak'ey Kansas (UP) 
California Jet., lowa to Fremont. Nebraska (UP) 
Oakley to Salina, Kansas (UP) 
California Jet. to Missoun Valley lowa (UP) 
Vinton to Clinton, lowa 'UP) 
Clinton, lowa to Nelson, Illinois (UP) 
Nelson to Geneva, lllmois (LP) 
Geneva to W. Chicago, Illinois (UP) 
W, Chicago to Chicago (Proviso), Illinois (UP) 
Oak Creek, Wisconsin to St Francis, Wisconsin (UP) 

Rail Yards 

Roseville, California (SP) 
Martinez, California (SP) 
Lathrop, California (SP) 
Grand Junction. Colorado (SP) 
La Sa le. Colorado (UP) 
Rolla, Colorado (UP) 
Canal St. (Chicago), llinois (UP) 

Intermodal Facilities 

Lathrop, California (UP) 
Roseville California (SP) 
Oakland, Califorria (U°) 
Oakland. Califorria (SP) 
Denver, Colorado (UP) 
Kansas City, Kansas (SP) 
Canal St. (Chicago/, Illinois i UP) 
Dolton (Chicago) Illinois (UP) 
Global II (Chicago), lliinc s (UP) 
Dupe (E, St. Louis), lllincis ' UP) 

Abandonments 

Magnolia Tower to Melrose California (UP) 
Docket No AB-33 (Sub-No. 94X) 

Alturas to Wendel, Cali'cmia (SP) 
Docket No AB-r2 (Sub-No. 184X) 

Sage to Leadville, Colorado 
Docket No AB- '2 (Sut-No. 189X): SP Abandonment 
Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No 36X): D'iRGW Discontinuance 
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Malta to Cafion City. Colorado 
Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No 188) SP Abandonment 
Dockef No AB 3 (Sub-No, 39): D&RGW Discontinuance 

Towner to NA Junction, Colorado 
Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No 130): UP Abandonment 
Docket No, AB-8 (Sub-No 38): D&RGW Discontinuance 

Hope tc Bridgeport, Kansas 
Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No 131): UP Abandonment 
Docket No AB-8 (Sub-No. 37): D&RGW Discontinuance 

Little Mountain Junction to Little Mountain, Utah (UP) 
Docket No AB-33 (Sub-No, 99X) 

Rail Construction Projects 

• Lathrop, California 
• Richmond, California 
• Stockton, California (2 projects) 
• Denver, Colorado (2 projects) 

2.3.2 Southern Corridor 

The Southern Corridor is compnsed of railroad routes between Memphis, Tennessee and 

New Orleans, Louisiana on the east, and Los Angeles, California on the west. It passes through 

Arkansas, Louisiana, OKlahoma, Texas, New Mexico, Arizona and California, Only the BN/Santa 

Fe and the SP have routes extending through the entire length of the Southern Corridor Under 

the proposed merger, there would be no change in the number of railroads serving the entire length 

of the Southern Comdor, Each of the railroads operating in tnis corndor (the UP SP and BN/Santa 

Fe) have connecting routes to the eastern end points of the Central Corndor: Chicago and St, 

Louis, In addition, the SP and BN/Santa Fe have connecting routes to the San Francisco Bay 

Area, the western end point of the Central Corndor The UP s Los Angeles rail line extends from 

Southern California through Las Vegas, Nevada, connecting with the Central Comdor at Salt Lake 

Citv, Utah. 

Both a merged UP/SP and the BN/Santa Fe (with trackage rights and rail lines acquired 

under the settlement agreement) would have alternate routes from the San Francisco Bay Area 

and Los Angeles to Chicago, St Louis, Memphis and New Orleans via either the Central or the 

Southern Corridors. This post-merger interchangeability of Central and Southern Corridor routes 

for bc^h a merged UP/SP and the BN/Santa Fe under the settlement agreement would result in 

shifts in traffic levels between the two corndors. 
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For the EA and Post EA, SLA assessed the , o*enti9l environmental impacts for the following 

rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, abandonments, and construction projects in the 

Southern Corndor, 

Rail Line Segments 

Combined "Sunset ' and "Golden State' Koufes. ' 
Long Beach to Slauson Jet, California (SP) 
Slauson Jet to Los Angeles. California (SP) 
W Colton to Yuma, Arizona (SP) 
Yuma to Picacho, Arizona 'SP) 
Picacho to Tucson, Arizona ,SP) 
Tucson to Cochise, Arizona iSP) 
Cochise, Arizona to Lordsburg, New Mexico (SP) 
Lordsburg, New Mexicc to El Paso Texas (SP) 

"Golden State' Route 
El Paso to Dalhart, Texas via Vaughn, New Mexico (SP) 
Dalhart to Stratford, Texas (SP) 
Stratford, Texas to Hutchinson, Kansas (SP) 
Gaiesburg to Buda. Illinois (BN/Santa Fe and SP) 
Buda to Nelson, Illinois (UP) 

Portion of new Los Angeles-Memphis Route:'' 
El Paso to Sierra Blanca, Texas (SP) 
Sierra Blanca to Toyah, Texas (UP) 
Toyah to Big Spnng, Texas (UP) 
Big Spnng to Fort Worth. Texas (UP) 
Fort Worth to Dallas. Texas (UP) 
Dallas to Big Sandy, Texas (UP) 
Big Sandy to Texarkana, Texas (SP) 

"Sunset" Route: 
t Beaumont, Texas to lowa Jet., Louisiana (SP) 
• lowa Jet to Lafayette, Louisiana (SP) 

Lafayette to Avondale, Louisiana (SP) 
• Kinder to Livonia, Louisiana (UP) 

' The Suniet Route extends from Los Angeles through El Paso to New Orieans, The Golden State Route 
extends from Los Angeles tnrough El Paso and Hutchinson, Kansas to Chicago The new Los Angeles • 
Memphis Route would extend from Los Angeles through El Paso and Fort Worth to Memphis These routes 
are one and rhe same from Los Angeles to El Paso 
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Rai! Yards 

Montclair. California (UP) 
Niland. California (SP) 
Yuma, Arizona (SP) 
Phoenix. Arizona (SP) 
Nogales, Arizona (SP) 
El Paso, Texas (SP) 
Amarillo, Texas (SP) 
Fort Worth, Texas (UP; 
Bellmead, Texas (SP) 
DeOuincy, Louisiana (UP) 
Lake Charies, Louisiana (SP) 
Livonia, Louisiana (UP) 

Intermodal Facilities 

E Los Angeles, California (UP) 
Phoenix. .Anzona (SP) 
San Antonio, Texas (UP) 
Dallas, Texas (SP) 

Abandonments 

Whittier Jet, to Colima Jet., California (UP) 
Docket No, AB-33 (Sub-No. 93X) 

lowa Jet. to Manchester, Louisiana (UP) 
Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No. 133X) 

Rail Construction Projects 

W Colton. California (2 projects) 
Houston, Texas (3 projects) 
Robstown, Texas 
Fort Worth, Texas (2 projects) 
West Point, Texas 
Carrollton, Texas 
Kinder, Louisiana 

2.3.3 Northern Corridor 

The Northern Corridor consists of rail lines which extend between Chicago ard the Pacific 

Northwest through Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota. North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Idaho, 

Washington and Oregon Much of corndor is dominated by the BN/Santa Fe system. The UP, 

however, has major routes in the Pacific Northwest extending from Granger, Wyoming (in the 
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Central Corndor), ô Portland, Oregon. Seattle and Spokane, Washington and Eastport, Idaho (on 

the Canadian border) As a result of its recent merger with the Chie^^go and North Western (CNW). 

UP also now has rail lines extending from the Central Corndor to Milwaukee and Supenor. 

Wisconsin, as well as St. Paul and Duluth, Minnesota on the eastern end of the Northern Corndor 

The merged UP/SP system is projected to result in some shifts of former SP traffic to the existing 

UP rail line from Portland Oregon to Granger Wyoming and away from SP s existing route from 

Portland to northern California and eastward through the Central Corndor. 

For the EA and Post EA. SEA assessed the potential environmental impacts for the following 

rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities in the Northern Conidor. 

Rail Line Segments 

Seattle. Washington to Portland. Oregon (UP) 
Portland to Oregon Trunk Jet. Oregon (UP) 

Rail Yards 

Seattle. Washington (UP) 
Hinkle, Oregon (UP) 

Intermodal Facilities 

Seattle, Washington (UP) 
Portland (Albina), Oregon (UP) 

2.3.4 Pacific Coast (1-5) Corridor 

The Pacific Coast or "1-5" Comdor, so named because of its pro.<imity to Interstate 5. extends 

from Seattle, Washington through Portland, Oregon to the San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles, 

and San Diego, Califomia At present, no single railroad operates rail lines which extend through 

the entire Pacific Coast (1-5) Corndor. UP s rail Ime extends from Seattle to Portland and from 

Bieber. California to Stockton, California, while the SP rail line extends from Portland to Los 

Angeles. The BN/Santa Fe route runs from Seattle tc Bieber, California via Wishram, Washington 

and Klamath Falls, Oregon. From Bieber, BN/Santa Fe traffic uses the UP s Central Corridor route 

between Keddie and Stockton, California, where it connects with the BN/Santa Fe route to San 

Diego via Bakersfield and Los Angeles. 

A merged UP/SP rail line would extend from Seattle to Los Angeles, and the settlement 

agreement with BN/Santa Fe would extend the BN/Santa Fe rail line from Seattle to San Diego, 

As a result of these proposed route changes, SEA analyzed operational changes to rail line 
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segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities in Washington, Oregon and California. Traffic 

changes m these three states would be the result of a combination of changes in routing and traffic 

shifts in the Northern and Pacific Ccast (i-5) Corndors. Similariy, traffic shifts in Southern California 

would reflect a combination of traffie shifts in the Southern and Pacific Coast (1-5) Corridors as well 

as on UP s Los Angeles to Salt Lake City rail line, which UP/SP states would be used mostly for 

carioad merchandise ana bulk traffic, with most of the intermodal traffic shifted to the Southern 

Comdor to and from Los Angeles Other rail line segments, rail yards, intennodal facilities, and rail 

constructions, which would be used by rail traffic m this corridor, and proposed abandonments are 

detailed m the descnptions of the Central, Southern, and Northern Corridors. 

For the EA and Post EA SEA assessed the potential environmental impacts for the following 

rail line segments and rail yards in the Pacific Coast (1-5) Corndor. 

Rail Line Segments 

Palmdale to W Colton. Califomia (SP) 
Keddie to Bieber. California (UP) 
Roseville to Marysville, California (SP) 
MarySi/ille to Dunsmuir, California (SP) 
Dunsmuir. California to Klamath Falls, Oregon (SP) 
Klamath Falls to Chcmult, Oregon (SP) 
Chemult to Eugene. Oregon (SP) 
Eugene to Portland, Oregon (SP) 

Rail Yards 

Salem, Oregon (UP) 
Bend, Oregon (UP) 

2.3.5 Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corridor 

The Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corridor consists of a number of routes that run basically north-

south from the Central Comdor through Kansas and Oklahoma to the Texas Gulf Coast. At the 

north end of this corridor. North Platte and Omaha, Nebraska: Herington, Topeka, and Kansas City, 

Kansas; and Kansas City, Missoun are interconnected hubs from which several UP and BN/Santa 

Fe rail lines run southward through (vanously) Wichita, Kansas; El Reno. Oklahoma City, Tulsa, 

and Muskogee. Oklahoma; and Dallas-Fort Worth to the Houston/Galveston region of Texas. Rail 

yards and intermodal facilities serving the Centra! or Southern Corridors would also serve traffie 

on the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Con'idor; the locations of these facilities are included in previous 

corndor discussions. 
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For the EA anc Post EA, SEA assessed the potential environmental impacts for the following 

rail line segments rail yards, abandonments, and construction projects m the Nebraska-Gulf Coast 

Corridor. 

Rail Line Segments 

Valley. Nebraska to Marysville. Kansas (UP) 
Henngton to Lost Springs, Kansas (UP) 
Lost Spnngs to Wichita. Kansas (UP) 
Wichita. Kansas to Chickasha, Oklahoma (UP) 
Chickasha, Oklahoma to Fort Worth, Texas (UP) 

Rail Yards 

• Herington, Kansas (SP) 

Abandonments 

• Whitewater to Newton, Kansas (UP) 

Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No, 132X) 
• Seabrook to San Leon Texas (SP) 

Docket No AB-12 (Sub-No 187X) 
• Suman to Benchley, Texas (SP) 

Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No 185X) 
• Troup to Whitehouse, Texas (UP) 

Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 134X) 

Rail Construction Projects 

• Hope, Kansas 

2.3.6 Illinois Gulf Coast Corridor 

The lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor extends from Chicago southward through Illinois, Missouri, 

Ari<ansas. Louisiana and southeastern Texas as well as Dallas-Fort Worth, San Antonio and the 

Gulf Coast ports of Houston, Galveston. Beaumont and New Orleans. At present, UP and SP are 

the on\) railroads which operate along the entire corndor Under the proposed merger and 

BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement, UP/SP and BN/Santa Fe would be the only railroads operating 

through the corridor UP/SP has proposed directional operations through most of the lilinois-Gulf 

Coast Corridor south of East St. Louis and Memphis, basically using the existing UP rail line via 

Little Rock, Ari<ansas as the northward rail line and the SP rail line via Pine Bluff, Arkansas as the 

southward rail line. 
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For the EA and Post EIA. SEA assessed the potential environmental impacts for the following 

rail line segments, rail yards, abandonments, and construction projects in the lllinois-Gulf Coast 

Corridor. 

Rail Line Segments 

Chicago to Villa Grove. Illinois (UP) 
Dexter Jet.. Missouri to Paragould. Arkansas (SP) 
Paragould to Fair Oaks, Arkansas (SP) 
Fair Oaks to Bnnkley, Arkansas (SP) 
Bnnkley to Pine Bluff. Arkansas (SP)^ 
Shreveport, Louisiana to Lufkin, Texas (SP)^ 

Rail Yards 

Salem, Illinois (UP) 
Poplar Bluff. Missoun (SP) 

Abandonments 

Edwardsville to Madison. Illinois (UP) 
Docket No AB-33 (Sub-No 98X) 

DeCamp to Edwardsville. Illinois (UP) 
Docket No AB-33 (Sub-No 97X) 

Barrto Girard. Illinois (UP) 
Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No 96) 

Gurdon to Camden, Arkansas (UP) 
Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No, 129X) 

Rail Construction Projects 

Girard. Illinois 
Salem. Illinois 
Dexter, Missouri 
Parent, Missouri 
Camden, Arkansas 
Fair Oaks, Arkansas 
Pine Bluff Arkansas (2 projects) 
Texarkana, Arkansas 
Shreveport, Louisiana 

^ These segments were included in the analysis for the EA As a result of the CMA settlement 
agreement, the numbe-- of tra ns on the segments would decrease below the Board's thresholds 
for environmental analysis and are shown here only to highlight the change. 
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2.4 Post-Merger Traffic Shifts Among the Corridors 

The post-merger traffic shifts within and between corridors would be most prevalent in the 

Central and Southern Corndors. which, as mentioned eariier, would be interchangeable in many 

respects This is reflected in h'̂  numb-er of rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, and 

proposed abandonment and rail construction projects listed under these two corridors in the 

Section 2.3 of this chapter. 

2.4.1 Central Corridor 

In the Central Corridor, projected traffie increases over the entire route between the San 

Francisco Bay Area and Granger. Wyoming triggered SEA's environmental review These 

increases reflect the shift of more SP traffic from the Southern to the Central Corndor. as well as 

from the D&RGW (SPT) for movement between the San Francisco Bay Area and Central California 

in the west and Chicago. St Louis and points beyond in the east. Also included is traffic attracted 

from motor earners and the added BN/Santa Fe traffic resulting from the BN/Santa Fe settlement 

agreement Because of the planned shift of intermodal traffic to the SP Donner Pass rail line 

(Roseville. California to Winnemucca, Nevada) and the regular carioad and bulk traffic to UP's 

route via Feather River Canyon, the train frequency would decrease on the latter route, and 

increase on the SP Donner Pass rail line. 

As mentioned eariier much of SP s carioad traffic to and from Los Angeles via the Southern 

Corndor would be diverted to UP's Central Comdor route including the UP rail line to Los Angeles 

via Salt Lake City and Las Vegas Intermodal traffic would be largely diverted from the latter route 

to the Southern Comdor route, with a resulting net decrease in train frequency via Las Vegas and 

a net increase over the Southern Corridor 

At present, SP traffic between the Pacific Northwest and points east of the Missoun River 

generally moves via northern California and the Central Corndor If the merger is approved, this 

traffic would largely be routed via UP's Seattle/Portland rail line and its connection with the Central 

Corridor at Granger. Wyoming This traffic, combined with increases in San Francisco Bay Area 

Central Comdor traffie. tnggered SEA's environmental review of the Central Corridor rail line from 

Granger to Cheyenne, Wyoming 

Net increases in traffic over existing D&RGW (SPT) rail lines between (1) Dotsero and 

Denver, Colorado; (2) Denver, Colorado and Oakley Kansas; and (3) Denver, Colorado and 

Cheyenne, Wyoming would result from the proposed abandonment of D&RGW, SP and UP rail 

lines in Colorado and Kansas This traffic includes movements of coal from mines in Colorado to 
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the east and southeast of Denver, and the increased traffic from BN,/Santa Fe trains between 

Denver and the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Approximately half of ihe former CNW rail line between Fremont. Nebraska and Chicago. 

Illinois would experience traffie iricreases. triggenng SEA's environmental review, and reflecting the 

shifts in Central Comdor traffie diycussed above, to the extent such traffic moves to/from Chicago. 

Increased utilization of Central Corndor rail yards and intermodal facilities in Northern 

California. Coloredo, Kansas City, East St Louis and Chicago also reflect the projected increases 

in Central Comdor traffic descnbed above and required SEA s environmental review, Similariy, rail 

construction projects in Lathrop, Richmond, and Stockton, California and Denver, Colorado are 

intended in whole or in part to facilitate the movement of the increased traffic projected for the 

Central Corndor, 

2.4.2 Southern Corridor 

The Southern Corndor would expenence increases in traffic over many rail line segments 

sufficient to require environmental analysis. Sueh increases are largely attributable to substantial 

increases in intermodal traffic to/from Los Angeles the creation of a new. shorter route between 

Memphis and Los Angeles via Fort Worth and El Paso, and the addition of BN/Santa Fe traffic 

between Houston and New Orieans. 

As a result of the projected traffic increases in the Southern Corndor, environmental review 

was required for (1) the entire rail line between Los Angeles and El Paso; (2) the rail line segment 

between El Paso and Hutchinson. Kansas via Vaughn, New Mexico and Stratford, Texas; (3) the 

rail line segment between El Paso and Texarkana, Texas via Fort Worth: (4) the rail line segment 

between Beaumont, Texas and Avondale, Louisiana (New Orieans), (5) the rail line segment 

between Kinder and Livonia, Louisiana; and (6) the rail line segment between Galesburg and 

Nelson, Illinois. 

Rail yards and intermodal facilities in the Southern Corndor affected by projected traffie 

increases requinng environmental analysis are numerous and are located throughout the corridor 

in Califomia, Arizona, Texas and Louisiana (none are located in New Mexico) SEA also analyzed 

11 construction projects and 2 proposed abandonments in the Southern Corndor. 
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2.A.Z Northern Corridor 

In the Northern Corridor, traffic shifts requiring analysis would occur only in Oregon and 

Washington, pnmarily reflecting the shift of SP traffic between Portland ar i eastern points to the 

UP route from Portland through Granger, Wyoming and eastward through the Central Corridor. 

There also would be increases in the Pacific Coast (1-5) Corndor between Portland and Seattle, 

reffecting the combination of UP and SP routes between Los Angeles and Seattle. Increased 

activity was analyzed for rail yards and intermodal facilities m Seattle and Hinkle, Oregon. 

2.4.4 Pacific Coast (1-5) Corridor 

The Pacific Coast (1-5) Corndor would have the greatest traffic increases north of 

Sacramento, specifically from Roseville, California to Portland, Oregon This would result in large 

part from the addition of UP traffic to/from Seattle, Portland, and Hinkle, Oregon the latter point 

becoming tht: hub terminal for eastern Washington and Oregon traffic moving to/from California 

via the newly created UP/SP route between Hinkle and Klamath Falls Oregon via Bend, Oregon. 

This route would result from the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement. 

Rail yards solely related to the Pacific Coast (1-5) Corridor traffic at Salem and Bend, Oregon 

would expenence increased activity and were analyzed by SEA At the southern end of the 

corndor. one rail line segment (from West Colton, in the Los Angeles Brisin, to Palmdale, California) 

would expenence traffic increases sufficient to exceed the Board s tnresholds for environmental 

analysis. It should be noted that all rail yards and intermodal facilities in (1) Seattle, Washington 

and Portland. Oregon in the Northern Corndor; (2) the San Francisco Bay Area to Roseville, 

California area in the Central Corndor: and (3) the Los Angeles. California area in the Southern 

Corndor also serve Pacific Coast (i-5) Corndor traffic 

Projected traffic shifts in the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corridor would result in increased traffic, 

exceeding the Board s thresholds for environmental analysis, o;̂  the mil line between Henngton, 

Kansas and Fort Worth, Texas via Wichita, Kansas, This is a rail line of the former Chicago, Rock 

Island and Pacific Railroad that was later acquired Dy the Missoun-Kansas-Texas Railroad. Finally, 

the rail line became part of the UP system pursuant to a merger This rail l.ne and two other UP/SP 

lines through the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corndor have traditionally handled export grain movirig 

through Houston/Galveston Gulf ports. In more recent times, the rail lines have also been used 

for the movement of Powder River Basin coal to utilities in Oklahoma and Texas T ie SP acquired 

trackage nghts over the BN/Santa Fe rail line in this corndor as a result of an agreement with the 

BN/Santa Fe in the recently approved BN/Santa Fe merger. 
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Only one rail yard (Henngton. Kansasi is projected to have increased activity requinng 

analysis by SEA However, rail yards and/or intermodal facilities m Kansas City, Kansas and Fort 

Worth, Texas (in the Central and Southern Corndors. respectively) would also handle Nebr-'ska-

Gulf Coast traffic 

2.4.5 l l l inois-Gulf Coast Corridor 

The lllinois-Gulf Coast Corndor would nandle a large amount of chemical traffic for UP/SP. 

Traffic increases requinng environmental anaiys.s would be on the UP rail line between Chicago 

and Villa Grove. Illinois and the SP rail line between Dexter Junction. Missoun and Pine Bluff. 

Arkansas (via Paragoulf^, Fair Oaks and Bnnkley) 

Two rail yards in the corndor. at Salem I'lmois and at Popular Bluff Missouri, would have 

increased activity requinng environmental analysis. In addition ten rail construction projects (two 

in Illinois, two in Missoun, five in Arkansas, and one in Louisiana) are planned to connect UP and 

SP routes and the routes of UP/SP with other earners, 

2.4.6 Modif ications Since Publication of the EA 

As a result of the UP/SP and BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement, as modified by the CMA 

settlement agreement BN/Santa Fe would have trackage nghts over UP/SP rail lines from Valley 

June- ..n, Illinois (near East St Louis) and from Memphis, Tennessee, southward through the 

lllinois-Gulf Coast Corndor to Houston. Dallas/Fort Worth San Antonio, and Waco. Texas over both 

UP and SP rail lines, whieh are planned for directional running As a result of the change to 

directional running for BN/Santa Fe (specified for the first time in the CMA settlement agreement), 

two rail line segments in the lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor are projected to have decreases in the 

number of trains operating over the segments The decrea >es result in lowenng the tram densities 

below the Board's thresholds for environmental analysis. Thus the SP rail line segments from 

Brinkley to Pine Bluff. Arkansas, and frcm Shreveport, Louisiana, to Lufkin Texas, have been 

eliminated from consideration by SEA (these rail line segments were analyzed in thd EA) The 

BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement has also resulted in the addition of three rail construction 

projects for analysis in this Post EA The projects are located at Stockton and Richmond, California 

(Central Corridor), and Robstown, Texas (Southern Corridor). 

The major shifts in traffic discussed above would effect rail line segments and facilities 

primarily in the Central anrf Southern Corridors (more so than the other transportation corndors). 

The same is true for increased activity at rail yards and intermodal facilities that would resuit from 

the rerouting of traffic in the two corndors. The most pervasive potential environmental impact that 
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has emerged from SEA's analyses is the issue of safety, particulariy as it relates to rail-highway 
grade crossings This issue is also present in the other corridors, but is more geographically 
dispersed than in the Central and Southern Corridors. 
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CHAPTER 3 
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MERGER 

This chapter discusses the potential impacts that would result from anticipated changes in 

traffic and other merger-related activities with regard to: (1) rail line segments. (2) rail yards (3) 

intennodal facilities. (4) abandonments, and (5) rail line constructions Specifically, increased train 

activity on rail line segments, and truck activity at rail yards and intermodal facilities resulting from 

the proposed merger have the potential to cause environmental impacts Rail line constructions 

have the potential to cause impacts because of construction-related activities and the subsequent 

operation of trains over the new connect'ons. Abandonments may cause physical disruption of the 

right-of-way during salvage operations and increases in truck traffic on the national roadway system 

due to the discontinuance of raJ service. 

SEA identified potential environmental impacts to regional air quality, noise levels and 

transpcrtation systems for areas affected by increased rail and intermodal operations SEA 

considered potential safety impacts in its analysis, including the effects of increased rail traffic on 

grade crossings, movements of hazardous matenals, derailments, emergency vehicle response, 

and increased vehicular traffic congestion As appropnate, SEA also considered the potential 

environmental impacts to land uses, historic and cultural resources, biological resources, and water 

resources that could result from changes in rail activity. 

As required by 49 CFR 1105, SEA conducted an independent environmental review of the 

proposed merger and consulted with Federal, state, and loeal agencies. SEA also reviewed a wide 

array of data, ineluding approximately 400 detailed environmental comments from concerned 

agencies, regional and loeal governments, shippers and competing industnes: the merger 

application itself; the Environmental Report which accompanied the application; vanous verified 

statements: Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessments (PDEAs): and the settlement 

agreements reached with competing railroads (e g., BN/Santa Fe, Illinois Central, CSX, and Utah 

Railway) and trade organizations (e g . Chemical Manufacturers AssoeiationV SEA's analysis of 

potential environmental impacts has been prepared using the most current data available (as of 

May 31. 1996) SEA also reviewed the environmental comments resulting from the January 29th 

consultation letters. Responsive Applications, the Mareh 29th and Apnl 29th filings, as well as those 

comments received on the EA document sen/ed on April 12th (see Volume 2. Appendix A for a 

complete set of comment letters and SEA's responses). As necessary, SEA conducted on-site 

investigations of areas potentially affected by operational changes or construction. 
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3.1 Board's Environmental Thresholds for Analysis and Methodologies 

3.1.1 Rail Line Segments, Rail Yards and Intermodal Facilities 

Because the environmental impacts associated with increased rail operations are commonly 

related to air quality and noise, SEA prepared detailed analyses of these impacts for all rail line 

segments, rail yards, or intermodal facilities that would meet or exceed the Board's environmental 

analysis thresholds These thresholds were established to ensure that those rail line seg.nents or 

facilities that would expenence a substantial increase in traffic were thoroughly anal/zed for 

potential air quality, noise, transportation, and safety impacts. 

Air Quality 

In the ease of air quality analysis the Board s threshold levels vary depending upon the air 

quality standards in the affected area and the type of operational changes proposed In areas 

classified as being in ' nonattainment" with air quahty standards, the level of change required to 

meet or exceed tne threshold for analysis is lower Air quahty analysis thresholds are summarized 

in Table 3-1. 

Each rail line segment, rail yard or intermodal facility where post-merger activity is projected 

to exceed these thresholds was analyzed for potential air quality impacts. Potential sources of 

emissions would include: (1) increased use of road locomotives on rail line segments. (2) increased 

use of switching locomotives at rail yards and intermodal facilities, and (3) increased use of 

vehicles at rail yards and intermodal facilities. Emissions impacts for five pollutants ~ hydrocarbons 

(HC), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SO,), nitrogeri oxides (NOJ, and particulate matter 

(PM,o) - were calculated using EPA-approved methods The standards outlined in EPA's General 

Conformity regulations (40 CFR 51 838) were used as guidelines for assessing emissions 

increases. 

General Conformity, SEA has conclude -'•i t the proposed merger is not subject to EPA's 

air quality regulations entitled "Detenrini- >*jrmity of General Federal Actions to State or 

Federal Implementation Plans" (Gene.al Cumc > y) The proposed merger does not meet the 

definitions set forth in the General Conf;!!* ,t-, rt< ulations at 40 CFR 51.852, because, as a 

regulatory agency, the Board does not msin^^ . r.i gram control over railroad emissions as part 

of Its continuing responsibilities EPA General Conformity levels were used in SEA's analysis only 

as a basis for companson. 
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TABLE 3-1 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD'S 

AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Activity Site Threshold 

Attainment Areas. (49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(l)) 

Rail Line Segments Increase of 8 trains oer day or 100% increase in annual gross ton miles 

Rail Yards Increase of 100% in carload activity per day 

Intermodal Faciliti^j Increase of 50 trucks per day or 10% in~rease in average daily traffic 

volume on any affected roaa segment. 

Nonattainment Areas: (49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(ii)) 

Raii Line Segments Increase of 3 trains per day or 50% increase in annual gross ton miles. 

Ra.i Yards Increase of 20% in carload activity per day 
Intermodal Facilities Increase of 50 trucks per day or 10% increase in average daily traffic 

volume on any affected roaa segment 

Estimated Emissions Increases In response to various comments. SEA recalculated the 

potential po'lution emissions increases assoc ated with the proposed merger, SEA developed 

estimates of the net emissions changes resulting from the proposed merger for eaeh Air Quality 

Control Region (AQCR) affected Changes in emissions levels were calculated for those raii line 

segments that would expenence increased traffic below the Board's thresholds and for those rail 

line segments that would expenence decreases in traffic. These additional increases and offsetting 

decreases in emissions were then incorporated into the previously estimated totals for each AQCR, 

As a result, the estimated emissions changes increased for some AQCRs and decreased for 

others. The revised emissions estimates also incorporate corrections that were identified following 

publication of the EA, errors noted by commenters, and changes in rail traffic estimates developed 

following the publication of the EA. 

Criteria for Adverse Emissions Impacts Because the General Conformity Standards do not 

apply to railroad operations, except for future locomotivs emissions standards, the EPA'~ 

Prevention of Significant Defeneration (PSD) regulations were used in the EA to give reviewers an 

indication as to whettier the projected emissions increases were substantial. However, PSD relates 

pnmanly to stationary sources and are most appropnate for rail yards and intermodal facilities, not 

rail line segments. An alternative set of air quality guidelines, the EPA's General Conformity 

regulations (40 CFR 51.853), also provides critena for determining the impacts of increased 

emissions. As noted above, the General Conformity critena also do not apply directly to railroad 

operations or this Board aetion. but were utilized to provide a standard for companson These 

critena vary by pollutant and, for some pollutants, by attainment status. The General Conformity 

critena are listed in Table 3-2 
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TABLE 3-2 
GENERAL CONFORMITY EMISSIONS CRITERIA 

Attainment Areas Nonattainment Areas | 

Pollutant (tons/year) (tons/year) 

Ozone (VOCs or NO2) 100 — 

Other Nonattainment — 100 

Senous Nonattainment — 50 

Severe Nonattainment — 25 

Extreme Nonattainment — 10 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 100 100 1 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO_) 100 100 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) 100 100 1 
Particulate Matter (less than 10 microns) (PM,o) 100 — 1 Moderate (or better) Nonattainment — 100 

Senous (or worse) Nonattainment — 70 

Many respondents commented that the expected increase in emissions from the proposed 

merger would have severe effects on their area or cause their area to be designated as 

nonattainment Some of the commenters believed that if environmental thresholds were exceeded, 

severe air impacts would automatically result and areas that were currently attainment would 

become nonattainment However, there is no direct connection between a threshold being 

exceeded and corresponding loss of attainment status The modeling of air pollution sources has 

been used in an attempt to establish this link, but even modeling is not an accurate method of 

nonattainment prediction for every pollutant. 

The attainment status of an area is denved from an ambient, monitored measurement from 

a network of monitonng devices spread throughout an area The pnmary pollutant increases 

expected from the proposed merger would result from emissions al-tng rail line segments, occumng 

along stretches of track that, in larger AQCRs, can cover 100 or more miles The likelihood that 

an intermittent mobile source, such as a train, would impact one of the monitoring devices for a 

sufficient penod of time and with sufficient emissions to cause an area to become nonattainment 

is negligible The air quality impacts of these emiissions are spread over a large area, and impacts 

at any individual location would be relatively mmor When people consider an air pollution source 

causing nonattainment, they typically envision stationary sources, such as power plants, or 

continuous and innumerable mobile sources, sueh as cars and trucks on a busy freeway. If a train 

were a stationary source, with all of the pollutants from hundreds of miles of operation emitted from 

a single location, then it might be sufficient to affeet a single monitoring location. 
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It is important to note that nonattainment areas may be geographic subsets of total AQCRs 
Therefore, the total emissions from train segments in these nonattainment are?s would be smaller 
than that reported fcr the entire AQCR. The responses to individual comments in Volume 2, 
Appendix A indicate where this is true and where emissions estimates for the nonattainment area 
differ from those of the entire AQCR. 

Noise 

Noise impacts, i.e.. increases in overall noise levels at sensitive receptor sites (e.g., 
residences, schools, churches), were analyzed by SEIA for all locations where planned operational 
changes would meet or exceed the Board's noise analysis thresholds Noise impact analvsis 
thresholds are summarized in Table 3-3. 

For those locations which required detailed noise analysis overall merger-related noise 
impacts (weighted 24-hour ncise exposure levels. L,̂ ) were estimated. Merger-related noise 
impacts are generally considered adverse if the 24-hour L̂n increases by three or more decibels 
(dBA), and if the post-merger noise levels exceed 65 dBA A 3 dBA increase in normally 
requires a 100 percent increase in rail traffic, a substantial increase in operating conditions, 
different equipment, o' a shift of daytime operations to night hours. Noise levels ( L^J depend on 
the number of trains operating and the distance from the tracks to sensitive receptors 

3.1.2 Abandonments 

In the case of abandonments, SEA examinee the potential environmental impacts associated 
with eaeh proposed abandonment in the following areas: (1) land use, (2) transportation and safety, 
(3) water resources. (4) biological resources, (5) air quality, (6) noise, and (7) histonc and cultural 
resources. To asses? the potential environmental impacts SEA reviewed existing conditions, 
consulted with public agencies and loeal officials, analyzed resource maps and published reports, 
visited selected abandonment locations, and reviewed the environmental comments on the EEA. 

3.1.3 Rail Line Constructions 

For new rail line constructions proposed as part of the merger, SEA examined the potential 
environmental impacts associated with each construction project that required new nghts-of-way. 
The following areas were evaluated: (1) land use, (2) transportation and safety, (3) water 
resources, (4) biological rescurces, (5) air quality, (6) noise, and (7) nistonc and cultural resources 
SEA'S environmental review included consultations with Federal, state, and local agencies, data 
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TABLE 3-3 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD'S NOISE THRESHOLDS 

FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Activity Site Threshold (49 CFR 1105.7(e)(6)) 

Rail Line Segments 

Rai! Yards 

Intermodal Facilities 

Increase of 8 trams per day or 100% increase in annual gross ton miles 

Increase of 100% in carioad activity per day 

Increase of 50 trucks per day or 10% increase in average daily tr^iffic 
volume on any affected road segment 

collection, site visits, ana consultations with UP.'SP and its environmental consultants independent 

analyses of the potential impacts, and an analysis of the environmental comments on the EA, 

3.2 Summary of Potential Environmental impacts 

In conducting its environmental analysis, SEA identified potential environmental impc-* >at 

could result from the proposed merger This effort included consultations with Federal, •'•̂ a*- .,irt 

loeal agencies, data collection, site visits, consultations with UP/SP and its envir ..f^n^st 

consultants review of the environmental comments on the EA. and independent analyses l he 

potential environmental impacts are related to anticipated changes in railroad freight traffic and 

other merger-related activities with regard to: (1) rail line segments, (2) rail yards, (3) intermodal 

facilities, (4) abandonments, and (5) rail line construction on new rights-of-way 

After detailed review of environmental comments on the EA and environmentai iscues and 

reconsideration of all of the environmental analyses, SEA concludes that the potential 

'3nvironrnental impacts of the proposed merger are substantially the same as those desciibed in 

the EA. In some locations, the potential air quality impacts and vehicular traffic impacts have been 

found to be fewer than descnbed m the EA. In other locations, the number of sensitive noise 

receptors may have increased The reexamination of pote.-«tial for hazardous materials incidents 

has found a slightly higher nsk of hazardous materials releases than descnbed in the EA. The 

recommended mitigation measures have been made more detailed and specific to respond to 

changes in potential impacts. Detdiled descriptions of the potential impacts are p^-ovided in the 

remainder of this chapter. SEA's recommended mitigation measures are described in Chapter 5. 

3.2.1 Rail Line Segments, Rail Yards and Intermodal Facilities 

Rail line segments, rail yards and intermodal facilities have the potential tc cause 

environmental impacts because of increased tram or truck activity resulting from the proposed 

merger. The rerouting of train traffic within the consolidated system would cause increased traffic 
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on some rail line segments and decreased traffic on other segments It would also result in 

increased activity on certain rail line segments due to truek-to-rail diversions and diversions from 

other rail earners Construction within existing railroad nghts-of-way is also expected to occur as 

a result of the proposed merger 

SEA concludes that the combined UP/SP rail system would have lower overall air emissions 

than the separate UP and SP systems. After reviewing potential changes in air emissions on 

individual rail line segments. SEA estimated emission changes in 67 AQCRs in 19 states with rail 

line segments, rai! yards, or intermodal facilities that would exceed the Board's thresholds for 

analysis as a result of the proposed merger. Of these 67 AQCRs 46 would exceed EPA's 

conformity levels for one or more pollutants Based Oii these results, SEA has recommended air 

quality mitigation measures for 7 rail corndors in 12 AQCRs where the impacts were determined 

to be the greatest SEA found that none of the rail yards analyzed would expenence increases in 

pollutant emissions that would cause adverse air quality impacts. Changes in activities at three 

intermodal facilities (the East Los Angeles facility in California and the Canal Street and Global II 

facilities in Chicago, Illinois) could have minor air quality impacts in these areas, which are now in 

nonattainment with national air quality standards for ozone. 

SEA also identified 13 rail segments in 9 states that could experience adverse noise impacts 

to an increased number of sensitive recepto's (i.e.. residences, schools, and churches). Most of 

these noise impacts would occur at or near grade crossings, where tram horns are sounded as 

warnings to motorists or pedestnans. Operations at three rail yards (Salem. Illinois; Herington. 

Kansas: and Bellmyad, Texas) and one intermodal facility (Dupo, Illinois/ could cause potential 

adverse noise impacts. Although the overall noise levels in the vicinity of these yards and 

intermodal facility would increase slightly there would not be a large increase in the number of 

sen«:!tive receptors that would be affected 

A number of communities and agencies expressed safety concerns associated witn 

increased hazardous matenals transport, the nsks of spills and accidents, and the impact to 

emergency response resources SEA analyzed the potential increased nsk of hazardous matenals 

releases as a result of the proposed merger SEA notes that several corndors (Central Corndor, 

Houston to New Orieans, St. Louis to Houston, and parts of the Pacific Coast Conridor) would have 

a larger increase in hazardous matenals shipments than the rest of the system. SEA concludes 

that although there would be a small increase in risk of releases throughout the ;y5tem, the rail 

operations would remain safe SEA. also finds that UP/SP and BN/Santa Fe have comprehensive, 

effeetive emergency response plans in place SEA recommends implementing mitigation 

measures to provide additional margins of safety along the corndors with projected increases in 

hazardous matenals transport. Recommended mitigation measures would also improve 
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communication and coordination among UP/SP emergency response personnel and loeal 

emergency response agencies. 

Communities were also concerned about grade c ig safety, including potential accidents, 

vehicular traffie congestion, pedestnan safety, and emt-gency vehicle response SEA analyzed 

changes in crossing delay and predicted accident rates for communities throughout the proposed 

merged system. Based on the resi.ltF of the traffic delay analysis, most communities would 

experience only minor increases in delay that wouid not require mitigation. Preliminary traffic 

analysis has indicated that Wichita. Kansas and Reno Nevada would expenence an increase in 

grade crossing delay and potential vehicle and pedestnan safety impacts Mitigation measures for 

these communities are contained in Chapters 4 and 5, 

3.2.2 Abandonments 

Rail line abandonments are also planned as a part of the proposed merger Seventeen rail 

lines in eight states involving approximately 600 miles of traek would be abandoned. Potential 

adverse impacts due to abandonments include one-time physical disruption of the nght-of-way from 

salvaging operations and ongoing increases in truck activity due to discontinuance of rail service. 

Two proposed abandonments in Colorado were found to warrant special consideration because 

they are adjacent to two Federal Superfund sites, and removal of these lines may interfere with 

remediation activities and access The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

and US EPA Region 8 are concerned about interference with remediation activities and continued 

access to the California Gulch and Eagle Mme Superfund sites Several agencies reported 

concerns regarding the preservation of histonc structures and properties along the proposed 

abandonments. Rail abandonments would also reduce grade crossings and create recreational 

land use opportunities, 

3.2.3 Rail Line Constructions 

The proposed merger would involve 28 new rail line construction projects (ineluding three 

new construction projects as a result of the BN, Santa Fe settlement agreement) In eight states 

(Arkansas. California. Colorado. Illinois. Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri and Texas), projects would 

require eonstmction activity outside existing nghts-of-way. Construction-related activities and the 

subsequent operation of trains over the new connections could have potential environmental 

impacts SEA concludes that construction would have short-term, temporary impacts to water 

resources, biological resources, cultural resources or other impact areas Operation of the new 

lines would not create any notable long-term impacts. 
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3.2 4 Conclusion 

SEA concludes that there would be no adverse environmental impacts as a result of merger-

related changrs ,n operations, new rail constructions or abandonments, if the recommended 

mitigation measures are imposed as a condition of the proposed merger The following sections 

discuss the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed merger by the type of 

activity which would expenence changes: rail line segments, rail yards intermodal facilities, rail 

constructions, or abandonments Further discussion of the evaluation methodology and 

conclusions is provided m Chapter 4 SEA's recommended mitigation meas.jres are descnbed in 

Chapter 5 

3.3 Detailed Impact Analysis 

The following provides a detailed discussion of the merger-related environmental impacts and 

benefits associated with rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, abandonments, and 

constructions 

3.3.1 Rail Line Segments 

SEA examined 389 rail Ine segments from the current UP and SP systems (including 

segments included in the BN/Santa Fe and CMA settlement agreements) that would experience 

an increase in rail traffic as a result of thc p;oposed merger In the EA, SEA identified a total of 72 

rail segrrients that would meet or exceed the Board s environmental analysis thresholds for air 

quality analysis. In addition, 39 of tne segments would meet or exceed the Board's environmental 

analysis thresholds for ncise impacts As i result of further evaluation of revised train operations 

dunng the Post EA, two segments were identified as no longer exceeding the Board's thresholds 

(i.e , Pine Bluff to Bnnkley, AR, and Lufkm to Shreveport, LA) Additionally, the segment froni Big 

Spnng to Fort Worth no longer meets the Board s threshold for noise analysis The revised list of 

rail line segments and their operational charactenstics (pre- and post-merger) are outlined m Table 

3-4. Potentially adverse environmental impacts resulting from the operational changes associated 

with the proposed merger are summarized in the sections below by impact area. A detailed 

analysis of these issues is presented in Volume 2 of the EA. 

Air Quality 

Increases in rail traffie have the potential to contribute to adverse air quality in 19 states by 

contributing to existing levels of air pollution. The greatest increases in pollutants would be 
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T A B L E 3-4 
RAIL LINE SEGMENTS THAT WOULD MEET OR E X C E E D THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS 

State' Location Operator Length(mi.) 

TRAINS PER DAY:^ % Change in 
Gross 

Ton-Miles/Year 

Threshold 
Exceedances 

State' Location Operator Length(mi.) Pre-Merger Post-Merger Change 

% Change in 
Gross 

Ton-Miles/Year 

Threshold 
Exceedances 

Arizona Vuma to Picacho SP 203 0 25 8 39 2 134 23 0% Air Quality, Noise Arizona 

Picacho to Tucson SP 50 0 25 7 41 4 15 7 38 6% Air Quality, Noise 
Arizona 

Tucson to Cochise SP 76 0 29 6 44 7 15 1 27 3% Air Quality, Noise 

Arizona 

Cochise to Lordsburg, NM SP 85 0 30 3 44 ^ 14 6 242?''o Air Quality, Noise 

Arkansas Paragould to Dexter Junction, MO SP 69 0 160 23 3 7 3 4 9 0 % Air Quality Arkansas 

Pair Oaks to Paragould^ SP 6 9 0 114 20 7 9 3 77 0% Air Quality, Noise 
Arkansas 

Brinkley to Fair Oaks'' SP 26 0 114 22,7 113 106 0% Air Quality, Noise 

California Dunsmuir to Klamath Falls, OR SP 1060 16 5 21 7 5 2 9 6% Air Quality California 
Marysville to Dunsmuir SP 174 0 16 7 21 9 5 2 104% Air Quality 

California 

Keddie to Bieber UP 112 0 1,0 4 0 3 0 60 5% Air Quality 

California 

Roseville to Marysville SP 34 0 167 2 0 2 3 5 7 3% Air Quality 

California 

Roseville to Sparks, NV SP 139 0 138 25 1 113 78 7% Air Qualify, Noise 

California 

Sacramento to Roseville SP 180 29 1 36 1 7 0 48 6% Air Quality 

California 

Stockton (Lathrop) to Sacramento^ SP 46 0 13,3 23,0 9 7 56,4% Air Quality, Noise 

California 

Martinez to Stockton (Lathrop) SP 48 0 0 4 0 4 0 >100 0% Air Quality, Noise 

California 

Oakland to Martinez SP 32 0 25 2 32 3 7 1 48 2% Air Quality 

California 

Miles Junction to Oakland UP 2 5 0 244 298 5 4 6 8% Air Quality 

California 

i/Vest Colton to Yuma, AZ SP 195,0 27 7 38,8 111 24 1 % h.ii Quality, Noise 

California 

Palmdale to West Colton SP 80 0 9 2 13 1 3 9 49 1% Air Quality 

California 

Long Beach to Slauson Junction SP 14,0 22 0 2 5 6 3 6 -19 0% Air Quality 

' Segments are listed by the state in which the majority of track occurs Segments in two states are not duplicated in the list 

' Refloats revised traffic density attributed to BN/Sanfa Fe settlement agreement as presented in BN/Santa Fe's comments (1/31/96) on the pnmary 
application 

' Reflects revised traffic data attributed to the Chemical Manufacturers' Association (CMA) settlement agreement. 
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TABLE 3-4 
RAIL LIN SEGMENTS THAT WOULD MEET OR E X C E E D THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANAL YSIS THRESHOLDS 

Sta.e' Location Operator Length(mi.) 

TRAINS PER DAY:^ % Change in 
Gross 

Ton-Miles/Year 

Threshold 
Exceedances 

Sta.e' Location Operator Length(mi.) Pre-Merger Post-Merger Change 

% Change in 
Gross 

Ton-Miles/Year 

Threshold 
Exceedances 

California Slauson Junction to Los Angeles SP 6 0 194 25 6 6 2 -5 1% Air Quality 
Colorado 

llilinois 

Denver to Cheyenne, *i/VY' UP 105 0 10 5 15 3 4 9 78 5% Air Quality Colorado 

llilinois 

Denvei to Oakley, KS UP 262.0 1 8 8 7 6 9 443,6% Air Quality. Noise 

Colorado 

llilinois 

Bond fo Denver SP 1270 110 19 6 8 6 87 8% Air Quality Noise 

Colorado 

llilinois 

Dotsero to Bond SP 38 0 6 0 14 0 8 0 202 2% Air Quality Noise 
Melson fo Clinton, IA UP 34 0 43 8 47 8 4 0 7 5% Air Qualify 
Melson fo Geneva U " 6 9 0 4 3 8 57 9 14 1 23 1% Air Quality Noise 
Geneva fo West Ch.rago UP 6 0 78 6 92 7 14 1 22 7% Air Quality, Noise 
i/Vest Chicago fo Ch cago (r^roviso) UP 150 92 7 106 8 14 1 22,4% Air Quality, Noise 
Galesburg fo Buda BN, Santa Fe 43 0 17 1 23 5 6 4 17 1% Air Quality 
Buda to Nelson UP 34 0 6 1 16 2 10 1 97 2% Air Qualify, Noise 
Villa Grove to Chicago UP 127 0 162 192 3 0 24 0% Air Quality 

llowa 
1 

Vinton to Clinton^ UP 81 0 42 8 47 9 5 1 8 0% Air Quality llowa 
1 California j c t to Missouri Valley UP e 0 28 9 374 8 5 280% Air Quality, Nr • 

llowa 
1 

California Jct fc Fremont NE UP 31 0 22 6 31 1 8 5 ?.3,7% Air Quality. Noise 
Kansas Salina to Oakie> UP 191 0 2 2 8 2 6 0 3880% Air Quality Noise Kansas 

Lost Springs fo Wichita UP 64 3 19 11 9 100 3624% Air Quality Noise 

Kansas 

HerinQfon to Lest Springs UP 6 5 0 1 10 4 10 3 17005 4% Air Quality, Noise 
Louisiana Avondale fo Lafayette'' SP 1350 12 2 17 7 5 5 -19 8% Air Quality Louisiana 

uii/onia to Kmoer^ UP 76 4 6 8 8 4 1 6 59 0% Air Quality 

Louisiana 

Lafayette to Icwa Junction SP 580 112 167 5 5 •21 7% Air Quality 

Louisiana 

owa Jct fo Beaumont, TX SP 75 0 155 308 153 73 9% Air Quality, Noise 
Nebraska Valley to Mar/sville. KS UP 134 0 0 9 2 9 2 0 133,6% Air Quality Noise 

Nevada Sparks fo Winnemucca SP 175 0 13 8 2 6 2 124 74 1% Air Quality, Noise Nevada 

Alazon to W nnemucca UP 1820 31 3 35 3 4 0 197% Air Quality 
New Mexico Lordsburg fo El Paso, TX SP 148 0 29 3 44 7 154 29 4% Air Quality Noise 

' Reflects chan.jes included in UP/SF's comments on the EA (5/3/96), 
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TABLE 3-4 
RAIL LINE SEGMENTS THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENT/: L ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS 

State' Location Operator Length(ml.) 

TRAINS PER DAY:' % Change In 
Gross 

Ton-Miles/Year 

Threshold 
Exceedances 

State' Location Operator Length(ml.) Pre-Merger Post-Merger Change 

% Change In 
Gross 

Ton-Miles/Year 

Threshold 
Exceedances 

Oklahoma Chickasha to Wichita, KS UP 192 0 4 4 11 8 7 4 129 3% Air Quality, Noise 
Oregon Kljmath Falls to Chemult SP 740 22 1 302 8 1 15 5% Air Quality, Noise Oregon 

Chemult to Eugene SP 1240 17 4 22 6 5 2 112% Air Quality 

Oregon 

Eugene fo Portland' SP 124 0 16 3 21 5 5 2 47 4% Air Quality 

Oregon 

Portland to Oregon Trunk Jct UP 84 8 258 28 8 3 0 7,3% Air Quality 
Texas Dallas fo Big Sandy UP 980 27 7 34 9 7 2 5 0 2 % Air Quality Texas 

Fort Worth to ChicUasha, OK UP 177 7 7 6 14 2 6 6 113 2% Air Quality, Noise 

Texas 

Big Sandy to Texarkana'' SP 1080 117 18 3 6G 119 2% Air Quality, Noise 

Texas 

El Paso to Sierra Blanca^ SP 880 21 5 27 3 5 8 21 4% Air Qualify 

Texas 

Fort Worth to Dallas' UP 31 5 2 3 5 33 7 102 45 3% Air Qualify, Noise 

Texas 

Toyah to Big Spring UP 1520 2 3 12 1 9 8 345 7% Air Quality, Noise 

Texas 

Sierra Blanca fo Toyah UP 1097 2 1 119 9 8 430 6% Air Quality, Noise 

Texas 

Stratford to Hutchison, KS SP 274.0 113 20 1 8 8 24 3% Air Qualify, Noise 

Texas 

Dalhart fo Stratford SP 31 0 133 21 9 8 6 3 4 4 % Air Quality, Noise 

Texas 

El Paso fo Dalhart SP 4250 120 196 7 6 20,7% Air Quality 

Texas 

Big Spring to Fort Worth UP 267 5 10 5 15 5 5 0 6 2 9 % Air Qualify 
Utah Provo fo Lynndyl UP 87 0 8 7 117 3 0 39,1% Air Quality Utah 

Ogden fo Alazon, NV SP 178 0 12 7 23 0 10 3 77,2% Air Qualify, Noise 
Washington Seattle to Portland, OR UP 1860 46 5 50 1 3 6 5,7% Air Quality 
Wisconsin Oak Creek to St Francis UP 7 0 4 0 3 2 (08) 153 3% Air Qualify, Noise 
Wyoming Granger fo Ogden, UT' UP 1452 35 3 39 1 3 9 12,7% Air Quality Wyoming 

Granger fo Green River* UP 299 588 6 5 6 6 7 110% Air Quality 

Wyoming 

Green River fo Rawlins'' UP 1342 58 4 65 1 6 7 11 4% Air Quality 

Wyoming 

Rawlins to Chevenne- UP 172.0 60.1 67,1 7-9 112% Air Quality 

Reflects revised traffic density data attributed to increased passenger train traffic 
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emissions of NO^,, pnmarily from locomotives on rail line segments While only one area in the 

country is nonattainment for NOj. it is o* concern because, under the nght conditions, it can react 

with hydrocaroons and sunlight to form photocnemical oxidants measured as ozone, A number 

of areas that would be affected by the proposec merger are classified as nonattainment for ozone 

Since publication of the EA. the potentia air quality impacts for all rail line segments were 

recalculated to take into account all of the UP/SP rail line segments operating in a particular AQCR. 

This could lead to either increases or decreases in the magnitude of impacts reported in the EA, 

depend- .5 upon the operational changes on the other segments within the AQCR Previous 

analyses had considered only those segments within an AQCR which would meet or exceed the 

Board's environmental analysis thresholds. SEA believes that the new analy>'s provides a more 

accurate representation of the actual regional air quality impacts in part because increases on 

some segments may be offset by decreases or others v/ithin the same region Table 3-5 lists all 

analyzed AQCRs (AQCRs with rail line segments and/or facilities exceeding the Board s analysis 

thresholds) and the net emissions changes f c all pollutants Note that v>hile most of the net 

emissions changes within an AQCR are from raii line segments. Table 3-5 also includes emissions 

increases from rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

Although SEA believes that the proposed merger is not subject to EPA's General Conformity 

regulations (40 CFR 51 853). SEA used these crtena in order to gauge the level of potential impp.ct 

of these chang 9s in emissions. These regulations establish conformity levels for various pollutants. 

Based on an anaiyci? of the net emissions for ali pollutants, SEA identified 46 AQCRs where the 

net increases in emissions resulting from the proposed merger would exceed these conformity 

levels. These AQCRs are shown in Table 3-6 

Truck-to-Rail Diversions The EA stated that the estimated emissions increases that would 

result from the proposed merger were conservative because they did not include the offsetting 

emissions that trucks carrying the same amount of freight would produce. Comments received 

either disputed this assertion or requested specfic quantification of these offsetting emissions. It 

was not possible to determine this impact by loca^ area because the trucks now carrying the freight 

that would be diverted to rail as a result of the proposed merger would not neeessanly travel in the 

same geographic area as the train. On a national basis, the proposed me'ger is expected to result 

in a total shift of freight from rail and truek to the merged system of approximately 39 billion 

ton-miles per year. This amount, which is in excess of the total earned by the cun-ent independent 

systems, is expected to be diverted from other rail lines or from trucks In Its application, UP/SP 

estimated that approximately 15 pereent of the freight would be diverted from trucks. The transfer 

ot freight from rail truck to rail generally decreases pollutant emissions by a factor of three, rinee 

rail carries freight more efficiently. On a national basis, therefore, the proposed merger would 
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TABLE 3-5 
NET EMISSIONS CHANGES BY AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGION' 

AQCR State AQCR Name 

Change in Emissions (tons/year) 

AQCR State AQCR Name HC CO NOx SOx 

20 AR Northeast Arkansas 49,07 152 56 1142,00 82 75 24 76 

501 AZ Southeast Arizona 17 04 5299 396 63 28 74 860 

502 AZ Pima 2295 71 35 534 06 38 70 11 58 

503 AZ Mohave • Yuma 20 68 64 29 48-' 26 34 87 10,43 

504 AZ Mancopa 1951 62 65 431 17 30 93 1045 

505 AZ Central Anzona 21 04 65 40 489 58 35 48 1061 

24 CA Metropolitan Los Angeles 18 29 8034 159 55 7 84 16 33 

27 CA Northeast Plateau -302 -9 39 -70 30 -509 -1 52 

28 CA Sacramento Valley -1283 -39 90 -29867 -21 64 -6 48 

30 CA San f-rancisco Bay Area 1078 39 39 184 33 1243 722 

31 CA San Joaquin Valley 38 79 124 73 856 12 61 38 2082 

33 CA Southeast Desert 58 16 180 82 1353 49 98 08 29 34 

508 CA Mountain Counties 1942 64 50 405 29 28 72 11 04 

34 CO Commanche -307 -9 5A -71 44 -5,15 1 55 

35 CO Grand Mesa -62 88 -195 49 -146335 -106 04 -31 72 

36 CO Metropolitan Dt.^ver 46 90 148 26 1063 70 76 69 24 40 

37 CO Pawnee 2261 70 29 526 11 38 12 11 41 

40 CO Yampa 24 46 7606 569 34 41 25 12 34 

86 IA Northeast lowa 9 56 29 73 222 54 16 13 4 82 

91 lA Southeast lowa 1 55 4 8 2 36 06 2,61 0 78 

93 IA Southwest lowa 32 97 102.52 767 38 5560 1664 

65 IL Burlington - Keokuk -4 93 -15 33 -114 74 -8 31 -249 

66 IL East Central Illinois 12,26 38 12 285 34 20,68 6 19 

67 IL Metropolitan Chicago 23 43 100 68 229,53 12,22 2025 

69 IL Metropolitan Quad Cities 958 29 78 222,93 16 15 483 

70 IL Metropolitan St Louis -264 -1 11 -142,00 -11,41 082 

71 IL North Central Illinois 7 58 2357 176 46 12 79 3.83 

73 IL Rockford - Janesville - Beloit 1036 32 22 241 15 17 47 5.23 

74 IL Southeast Illinois 37 05 115 19 862 25 62 48 18 69 

94 KS Metropolitan Kansas City -39 20 -114 95 -990 68 -72,88 -17 68 

95 KS Northeast Kansas -64 72 -201 23 -150628 -109 15 -32.66 

96 KS North Central Kansas -28.66 -89 11 -667 05 -48 33 -1446 

97 KS Northwest Kansas 3,00 9 3 3 6 9 8 1 5,06 1.51 

99 KS South Central Kansas 57 98 180,28 1349 43 97 78 29,26 

100 KS Southwest Kansas -42.';0 -130 90 -979 81 -71 00 -21.24 

138 MO Southeast Missouri 853 26.53 198 55 14 39 4 301 

85 NE Metropolitan Omaha - Council Bluffs -491 -1528 -114 37 -8 29 -248 
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TABLE 3-5 
NET EMISSIONS CHANGES BY AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGION' 

Change in Emissions (tons/year 

AQCR State AQCR Name HC CO NOx SOx PM,o 
145 NE Lincoln - Beatnce - Fairbury 1 72 5 35 4005 2 90 087 

146 NE Nebraska 68 05 211 58 1583 75 114 76 34 34 

12 NM New Mexico Southern Border 47 37 147 27 1102 38 79 88 2390 
154 NM Northeastern Plains 11 88 36 94 276,50 20 04 5 99 
155 NM Pecos - Permian Basin 764 23 75 177 75 12 88 ? 85 
147 NV Nevada 49,17 152 87 1144 32 82 92 24 81 

148 NV Northwest Nevada 0 2 7 0 83 6 2 0 0 45 0 13 
184 OK Central Oklahoma 34 84 108 31 810 77 58 75 17 58 
185 OK North Central Oklahoma 22 23 69 11 517 32 37 49 11 22 
187 OK Northwestern Oklahoma 13 39 41 64 311 72 22 59 6 76 

189 OK Southwestern Oklahoma 20,69 64 32 4 8 1 ^ 34 89 1044 

190 OR Central Oregon 1551 4821 .360,90 26 15 7 82 

191 OR Eastern Oregon 13 71 4263 319.12 23 12 6 92 

193 OR Portland 41 38 139 61 838 90 59,05 24 19 

22 TX Shreveport - Texarkana - Tyler 4969 154 49 1156 43 83,8 2507 

106 TX Southern Louisiana - Southeast 
Texas 

18 90 58 75 439.80 31 87 9 53 

153 TX El Paso - Las Cruces - Alamogordo 39 44 12261 917,78 66 50 19 90 

210 TX Abilene - Wichita Falls 62 68 194,89 1458 80 10571 31 63 

211 TX Amanllo - Lubbock 3951 122 85 919 59 66 63 19.94 

212 TX Austin - Waco -27 02 -84,00 -628 74 -45 56 -1363 

215 TX Metropolitan Dallas - Fort Worth 569 21,72 86 71 564 4 09 

217 TX Metropolitan San Antonio -4363 -131,00 -1067 91 •78 12 -20 61 

218 TX Midland - Odessa - San Angelo 51 23 159 27 1192 16 86.39 25 85 

219 UT Utah 34 93 108 60 812 93 58,91 17 621 

220 UT Wasafcii Front -8280 -257 43 -1926 99 -13963 -41 78 

228 WA Olyn.pic - Northwest Washington 1 10 342 2561 1 86 056 

229 WA Puget Sound 5 67 1999 105 18 725 358 

239 Wl Southeastern Wisconsin 081 2 51 18 82 1 36 0 41 

242 WY Metropolitan Cheyenne 35 39 110,03 823,62 59 68 17 86 

243 WY Wyoming 51 11 15891 1189 48 86 19 25 79 

AQCR whether or ncf the changes in rail traffic would exceed the Board's thresholds for environmental analysis This 
recalculation of the air quality impacts included in Volume 2 of the EA could result in either overall increases or 
decreases in net emissions for a given pollutant 
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AQCR # 

24 
33 

20 
31 
33 
36 
67 
74 
93 
99 
146 
147 
12 
184 
193 
22 
153 
210 
211 
218 
219 
242 
243 

TABLE 3-6 
AQCRS' WHERE INCREASED EMISSIONS WOULD E X C E E D 

GENERAL CONFORMITY L E V E L S ' (BY POLLUTANT) 

State AQCR Name (Attainment Status) 

CA 
CA 

AR 
CA 
CA 
CO 
IL 
IL 
IA 
KS 
NE 
NV 
NM 
OK 
OR 
TX^ 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
UT 
WY 
WY 

Exceeds Hydrocarbon Levels: 
Metropolitan Los Angeles (Extreme ozone nonattainment) 
Southeast Desert (Severe ozone nonattainment) 

Exceeds Carbon Monoxide Levels: 
Northeast Arkansas 

San Joaquin Valley (Carbon monoxide nonattainment) 

Southeast Hesert 
Metropolitan Denver (Carbo'i monoxide nonattainment) 
Metropolitan Chicago 
Southeast Illinois 
Southwest lowa 
South Central Kansas 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico Southern Border 
Central Oklahoma 
Portland (Carbon monoxide nonattainment) 
Shreveport-Texarkana-Tyler 
El Paso-Las Cruces-Alamogordo (Carbon monoxide nonattainrrent) 
Abilene-Wichita Falls 
Amarillo-Lubbock 
Midland-Odessa-San Angelo 
Utah 
Metropolitan Cheyenne 
Wyoming 

Exceeds Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) Levels: 

501 AZ Southeast Anzona 
502 AZ Pima 

503 AZ Mohave-Yuma 

504 AZ Maricopa (Moderate ozone nonattainment) 

505 AZ Central Anzona 

20 AR Northeast Arkansas 

24 CA Metropolitan Los Angeles (Extreme ozone nonattainment, NO, nonattainment) 

30 CA San Francisco Bay Area 

31 CA San Joaquin Valley (Serious ozone nonattainment) 

33 CA Southeast Desert (Severe ozone nonattainment) 

508 CA Mountain Counties (Serious ozone nonattainment) 

36 CO Metropolitan Denver (Transitional ozone nonattainment) 

37 CO Pav/nee 

40 CO Yampa 

66 IL East Central Illinois 
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TABLE 3-6 
AQCRS' WHERE INCREASED EMISSIONS WOULD E X C E E D 

GENERAL CONFORMITY L E V E L S ' (BY POLLUTANT) 

AQCR # State /^QCR Name (Attainment Status) 

67 IL Metropolitan Chicago (Severe ozone nonattainment) 

69 IL Metropolitan Quad Cities 

71 IL North Central Illinois 

73 IL" Rockford-Janesville-Beloit 

74 IL Southeast Illinois 

88 IA Northeast lowa 

93 IA Southwest l e a 

99 KS South Central Kansas 

138 MO Southeast Missouri 

146 NE Nebraska 

147 NV Nevada 

12 NM New Mexico Southern Border 

154 NM Northeastern Plains 

155 NM Pecos-Permian Basin 

184 OK Central Oklahoma 

185 OK North Central Oklr.homa 

187 OK Northwestern Oklahoma 

189 OK Southwestern Oklahoma 

190 OR Central Oregon 

191 OR Eastern Oregon 

193 OR Portland (Marginal nonattainment for ozone) 

22 TX Shreveport-Texarkana-Tyler 

106 TX^ Southern Louisiana Southeast Texas (Senous ozone nonattainment) 

153 TX El Paso-Las Cruces-Alamogordo (Senous ozone nonattainment) 

210 TX Abilene-Wichita Falls 

211 TX Amanllo-Lubbock 

218 TX Midland-Odessa-San Angelo 

219 UT Utah 

229 WA Puget Sound (Marginal ozone nonattainment) 

242 WY Metropolitan Cheyenne 

243 WY Wyoming 

Exceeds Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) Levels: 

146 NE Nebraska 

210 TX Abilene-Wichita Falls 

' Unless noted, all AQCRs are designated as being in attai.-'menf 'or the respective pollutant 

' General Conformity levels are used in SEA's analysis as a standards of companson, not as threshold values 

^ AQCR 22 also extends into Arkansas and Louisiana 

*AQCR 73 also extends into Wisconsin 
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resu't in no change m emissions for the transportation of freight shifted from other rail systems, and 

a substantial aecrease in emissions for freight diverted from trucks Table 3-7 shows that this 

decrease in tons of pollutants per year would range from about 6 percent to 81 percent, averaging 

about 45 percent. 

As indicated above, it is not possible to determine the extent to which the transport of freight 

would be diverted from rail to rail or truck to rail within an AQCR or state While in many cases, 

the interstate highway parallels rail lines and at least some of the freight would be carried by truek 

on an adjacent facility, the EA did not quantify this because it was not possible to assume this to 

always be the ease SEA continues to believe that the estimates of emissions increases reported 

in the EA are conservative, both nationally and at the loeal level in most areas 

Emissions at Grade Crossings Concern over emissions from motor vehicles idling at grade 

crossings was cited in a number of comments The EA stated that these emissions are expected 

to be minor Additional analysis was performed for grade crossing omissions to further substantiate 

the small levels of emissions at grade crossings The EA ut iized the Federal Railroad 

Administration s Grade Crossing Database, the best national source of data available for traffic 

counts at grade crossings Where more accurate or current traffic counts were provided by 

commenters these values were used to analyze the air quality emissions at grade crossings. This 

analysis showed that emissions increases due to the proposed merger would constitute a very 

small percentage of total emissions, even at crossings with relatively high levels of traffic 

Localized air quality impacts at grade crossings are generally only related to carbon monoxide 

(CO), which dissipates quickly Since rail crossings would also generally be closed for only a small 

portion of a single hour, SEA concludes that violations of EPA's 1 -hour CO standards are extremely 

unlikely to occur as a result of idling vehicles at grade crossings Specific figures are cited m the 

response to individual comments in Volume 2, Appendix A of this Post EA 

A number of comments included emissions levels estimates from a study that was done for 

the City ot Reno, Nevada by Nolte and Associates with e assistance of Kleinfelder Associates 

entitled "Railroad Merger Study - Fact Finding Report" (March 15, 1996) SEA has reviewed this 

study and determiined that a number of key methodological errors were made in this study. These 

errors resulted in a substantial overestimation of traffie queue lengths and emissions A detailed 

technical evaluation of the methodology used in this study is included in Volume 2, Appendix G. 

An extensive discussion of the additional air quality analysis conducted for this Post EA. 

including a description of mitigation alternatives considered by SEA, is included in Chapter 4. 

Location-specific mitigation recommendations related to air quality impacts are in Chapter 5. 
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TABLE 3-7 
DECREASE IN POLLUTANT EMISSIONS DUE TO PROPOSED UP/SP MERGER 

Pollutant 
Total Emissions (tons/year) 

Pollutant Pre-Merger Post-Merger Decrease Percent Decrease 

Hydrocarbons 2.157 681 1 476 68 4% 

Carbon Monoxide 9,177 2.118 7.059 76 9% 

Nitrogen Oxides . 22,190 15,852 6,338 28 6% 

Sulfur Oxides 1,217 1,149 68 5,6% 

Particulate Matter (< 10 microns) 1.836 344 1,492 81 3% 

TOTAL: 36,577 20,144 16,433 44.9% 

Noh.e 

SEA identified 13 rai! segments (out of the 39 analyzed in the EA) that would expenence an 

increase in rail traffic sufficient to increase the number of sensitive receptors (i.e., residences, 

schools, and churches) and cause potentially adverse noise impacts due to L̂ ^ increases greater 

than 3 dBA, On these 13 rail segments, increased rail segment activity resulting from tha proposed 

merger would lead to increased noise exposure at an additional 4,053 sensitive receptors Table 

3-8 identifies, by state, the particular rail line segments which wculd be affected and the extent of 

the adverse impacts. In general, these segments pass through largely rural areas with no 

concentrations of sensitive receptors. Most of the noise impacts would occur at or near grade 

crossings, where tram horns are sounded as a warning to motonsts or pedestrians These noise 

impacts would be limited to increases in noise level and the number of sensitive receptors because 

trains are already the dominant source of noise in these areas. No additional types of noise would 

occur, nor would there be a change in the character of the noise 

The remaining rail Ime segments which wouid meet the Board's analysis thresholds could 

experience noiS3 increases, but none of the increases would cause a substantial adverse impact 

to sensitive receptors or cause an increase in the L̂ .. of more than 3 dBA A detailed analysis of 

the total noise impact along each rail line segment is presented in Volume 2 of the EA, Overall, 

SEA concludes that there would be no adverse noise impacts as a result of the proposed merger 

Safety 

A number of communities and agencies have raised safety eoncems in connection with 

mcreased rail line traffic as a result of the proposed merger. Specific areas of concern include; the 

3-19 Volume 1 



TABLE 3-8 
RAIL SEGMENTS WITH POTENTIALLY ADVERSE NOISE IMPACTS 

Estimated Structures within 
Estimated Noise 65 Lo„ Contour 

Increase Existing/Post-Merger 

dBA Adrlitional 
State Segment Increase Receptors^ Residences Schools Churches 
California Martinez to Stockton .'Lafhropi >3 0 264 0/261 C/1 0/2 

Colorado Dotsero to Bond (SP) 3 7 0 0 0 0/0 0/C 

Denver to Oakley Kansas ( UP) 6 8 253 27/275 0/1 0/4 

llinois Nelson to Buda (UP) 4 3 20 19/39 0/0 0/C 

Kansas Henngton to Lost Springs (UPi 18 7 32 0/32 0/0 O'C 

Lost Springs to Wichita (UPi 8 0 247 22/265 C/2 0/2 

Salina to Oakley (UP; 5 7 508 143/639 0/4 1/£ 

uouisiana lowa Jct to Beaumont, TX (SP) 3 0 574 771'1,331 3/9 i8/2e 
Mebraska Valley to Marysville, KS (UPi 5 0 325 167/455 0/2 0/5 

Nevada Sparks to Winnemucca- 3 0 418 279/696 0/1 2/2 

Oklahoma Chickasha fo Wichita, KS (UP) 4 3 785 563/1,333 0/3 8/2C 

Texas Sierra Blanca to Toyah (UP.i 7 5 87 22/1:7 0/0 0/2 

Tovah to Biq Senna (UP) 7 3 540 89/6-! 9 0/1 1/1C 

As in Table 3-4, ail segments are lisfea only once For those segments which extend into an adjoining state, 
impacts are summarized in the state m which the segment onginafes 
Total number of additional receptors is equal fo the sum of post-merger receptors ess existing receptors. 
Noise impacto on this segment nof included in the EA, impacts due fo additional BN/Sanfa Fe traffic 

all 

potential effects of additional rail traffie on vehicular traffic, grade crossing safety, accidents and 

derailments, shipments of hazardous matenals, traffic congestion, pedestnan safety, and 

emergency vehicle response. Safety eoncems have been raised about several rail line segments, 

including; 

State 

Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
Nevada 

Oregon 
Texas 

Volume 1 

Segment 

Poplar Bluff, Missouri to Newport (Corning) 
Oakland to Martinez 
Marysville to Dunsmuir 
Roseville to Sparks Nevada 
Stockton(Lathrop) to Martinez 
Denver to Oakley, Kansas 
Nelson to Clinton, lowa 
Lost Springs to Wichita 
lowa Jet to Beaumont, Texas 
Roseville, California to Sparks (Reno) 
Sparks to Winnemucca 
Alazon to Winnemucca 
Eugene to Portland 
Big Spnng to Fort Worth 
Houston to Westpoint (Sealy) 
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SEA has reviewed UP/SP's operating plans for these segments, and, in general, they appear to 

be within the parameters of normal and safe railroad operating practices, UP/SP, in conducting 

Its proposed operations, must comply with the safety and operational requirements of the Federal 

Railroad Administration These requirements are discussed in Chapter 4, However because of 

strong local concerns regarding safety, SE.A is recommending specific mitigation measures (see 

Chapter 5). 

3.3.2 Rail Yards 

SEA analyzed 26 rail yards in 10 states that would meet or exceed the Board's environmental 

analysis thresholds for air quality and/or noise analysis impacts. None of the rail yards would 

experience increases in pollutant emissions that would cause adverse air quality impacts. 

Systemwide. emissions impacts from the increased operations at these rail yards would be partially 

offset by corresponding decreases in opeiations at other rail yards wh'ch would be closed or 

consolidated as a result of the proposed merger. 

While overall noise levels m the vicinity of most of these yards would increase slightly (less 

than a 2 dBA increase in L,,̂ ). changes in operations at three yards (Salem. Illinois; Henngton, 

Kansas; and Bellmead. Texas) would cause noise increases in excess of 3 dBA. A total of 13 

additional sensitive receptors would be exposed to increased noise levels. Potential adverse 

impacts resulting from operational changes associated with rail yards are summarized in Table 3-9. 

A detailed analysis of potential air quality and noise impacts at rail yards is presented in Volume 

2 of the EA. (See Chapter 5 for mitigation measures.) 

3.3.3 Intennodal Facilities 

SEA analyzed 16 intermodal facilities in 8 states that would meet or exceed the Board's 

environmental analysis thresholds for air quality and/or noise impacts These intermodal facilities 

that would experience the greatest increase in activity are in major urban areas based on their 

location and relatively small pollutant emission increases, these intermodal facilities would heve 

minor air quality Impacts. Increased emissions at an intermodal facility result from the use of 

trucks, yard tractors and lift equipment while in the facility. Despite these localized impacts, overall 

increased intermodal traffic is expected to reduce emissions due to truck-to-rail diversions. 

All of the intenmodal facilities would meet or exceed the Board's thresholds for noise analysis. 

Noise sources at intermodal facilities include truek traffic in and out of the facility, locomotives 

moving rail cars, and the cranes or fork lifts used for loading and unloading flat cars. For most of 
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TABLE 3-9 
RAIL YARDS THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS AND SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ADVERSEi IMPACTS 

State Location 

Railcars per Day 

Potential Adverse Impacts State Location Operator Change % Change Potential Adverse Impacts 

Ar.zona ~-'uma SP 160 58,6% No adverse air qua ity or noise inioacts Ar.zona 

f^hoenix SP 82 4 253% No adverse air qual ty or noise impacts 

Ar.zona 

I>Jogales SP 22 7 22 6% No adverse air qual ry or noise inp icts 

California fylontclair UP 309 31,2% No adverse air quality or noise impacts California 

Niland SP 24 2 20 4% No adverse air qual ry or noise mnacts 

California 

Mart in-r SP 44 8 29,1% No adverse air quality or nois« in-pacts 

California 

L ath.'op SP 97 5 66 1% No adverse air qua itv or noise. iripai..s 

California 

F'.oseville SP 584 9 57 2% No adverse air quality or noise I'npacts 

Colorado C'.rand Jct SP 170 22,1% No adverse air qu;ility or no se mpacts. Colorado 

Folia UP 368 53,8% No adverse air quality or ncise impacts 

Colorado 

La Salle UP 35 4 28,3% No adverse air quality or no se impacts 

Illinois Canal .Street UP 198 8 6 2 0 % No adverse air quality or rois-; impacts Illinois 

Salem UP 69.2 108.1% No adverse air q jalify impacis; miner noise 
impacts (1 new sensitive receptor and 
increase in L^. cf 3 dBA) 

Kansas Htjnngton SP 399.7 266.5% No adverse air :^uality nipa;:ts; minor noise 
impacts (10 new sensitive eceptors and 
increase in L̂ ^ of 5 6 d3A) 

Louisiana De- Quincy UP 16 0 74 1% No adverse a r quality cr noise impacts Louisiana 

La^e Charles SP 1020 85,9%o No adverse a r quality or noise impacts. 

Louisiana 

Livonia UP 316 9 29,9% No adverse f ir quality ci noise impacts 

Missouri Poplar Bluff 3P 8 5 28 2% No adverse .air quality c • noise impacts 

Oregon Salem SP 9 1 53,8% Nc adverse air quality i r noise impacts Oregon 

Hinnle UP 337 2 42,5% No adverse air quality c r noise impacts 

Oregon 

Be rd UP 2 0 35 7% No adverse air quality cr noise impacts 

Texas El Faso S F 150 1 34 1%o No adverse air quality cr noise impacts Texas 

Amcirillo SP 77 2 193 0% No adverse air quality cr noise impacts 

Texas 

Bellmead SP 100.2 219 3% No adverse air quality impacts, minor noise 
impacts (2 new sensitive receptors and 
increase in L „̂ of 5 dBA). 

Texas 

Fort Worth UP 294 8 20,2%= No adverse air qualify cr noise impacts 

Washinqton Seattle UP 141 5 27 8% No adverse air quality cr noise impacts 
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the facilities, the projected increase in noise exposure would be relatively modest, less than 2 dBA. 
Seven of the 16 facilities would expenence increases in noise exposure greater than 2 dBA, but 
only one, the Dupo intermodal facility near East St. Lou'S. Illinois, would expenence noise 
increases whieh would affect nearby sensitive receptors. An additional 28 sensitive receptors 
would be exposed to noise from intermodal facility activities However, the noise impact would be 
limited to an increase in noise level of 2.1 dB and the number of sensitive receptors There would 
be no new types of noise sources or changes in ttie character of the existing noise because there 
is existing intermodal activity in the area. 

Increased intermodal activity resulting from the proposed merger could lead to increased 
vehicular traffie m and around intermodal facilities, SEA identified five intermodal facilities. 
Oakland, California (UP); Dupo. Illinois (UP); Global 11 and Canal Street (Chicago), Illinois (UP); and 
Portland (Albina), Oregon (UP), where additional intermodal activity which would result from the 
proposed merger could increase local traffic volumes by two to neariy five pereent on surrounding 
roads Intermodal traffic includes trucks entering and exiting facilities from local roads to pick up 
or drop off containers or trailers capable of being hauled by a truck or a rail car. This increase in 
truck activity would result from anticipated truck-to-rail diversions, rall-to-rail diversions, and 
extended hauls that the proposed merger could attract (i.e , the merged railroads would be able 
to haul freight for longer cistanees without interchanging with other earners). In addition, increased 
tnjck activity at several intermodal facilities would result because of consolidated operations now 
conducted in separate UP/SP intermodal facilities located in the same city Overall, these small 
increases in traffic volumes should not significantly affect the operation of the loeal transportation 
system Potential adverse impacts resulting from operational changes at intermodal facilities are 
summarized in Table 3-10. A detailed analysis of poten*iai air quaiity, noise, and transportation 
impacts at intermodal facilities is presented in Volume 2 of the EA, 

3.3.4 Abandonments 

SEA analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the 17 rail line segments proposed for 
abandonment. Rail traffic eun-ently using these lines would be reroutec to other UP/SP lines On 
rail line segments to be abandoned, the rails, ties, ballast structures, buildings, and ancillary 
equipment (i e,, communications, signals) would generally be removed by UP/SP In most cases, 
road ero'isings would also be removed Most salvage and removal activities would occur within 
the exis'.ing nght-of-way. In addition, portions of some abandoned segments may be considered 
for futi re recreation use (e.g.. Rails to Trails) In such cases, after the railroad has rr^moved its 
equipment, the right-of-way would be maintained for recreational purposes by the trail owner or 
operc tor. The abandoned line segments also would remain available fcr future transportation uses 
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TABLE 3-10 
INTERMODAL FACILITIES THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANALVSIS THRESHOLDS AND 

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ADVERSE IMPACTS 

State Location Operator 

Increase 
In Daily 
Traffic Potential Adverse Impacts 

Arizona Phoenix SP 0,4% No adverse impacts to air qualify, noise levels or local transportation systems 

California East Los Angeles UP 4 2% No adverse impacts to noise levels or local transportation systems C hanges n activity cou d have 
minor impacts on ozone pollution in Metropolitan Los Angeles an exfieme ozone nonattainment area 

California 

Oakland UP 4,7% No adverse impacts to air quality or noise levels Increased traffic lev 3ls could have mittor impacts on 
local transportation systems 

California 

Oakland SP 2 0% No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation ; ysfems 

California 

Lathrop UP n/a No adverse impacts fo air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems 

California 

Roseville SP 0 8% No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems 

Colorado Denver UP 0,7% No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems 

Illinois Dupo(E Sf Louis) UP 2 6% No adverse air quality impacts Minor impacts to noise levels (28 adorional sensitive receptors, and 
local transportation systems 

Illinois 

Global II UP 2,2% Changes in activity could have minor impacts on ozone pollution in Metropolitan Chicago, a severe 
ozone nonattainment area No adverse noise impacts, but increased t affio levels could have m nor 
impacts on local transportation systems 

Illinois 

Canal Street UP 18%) Changes in activity could have minor impacts on ozone pollution in Metropolitan Chicago, a severe 
ozone nonattainment area No adverse noise impacts, but increased traffic levels could have ninor 
impacts on local transportation systems 

Illinois 

Dolton UP 0 3% No adverse impacts fo air quality, noise levels cr local transportation systems. 

Kansas Kansas City SP 1,1% No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems 

Oregon Portland (Albina) UP 5,3%, No adverse impacts to air qualify or noise leve s Increased traffic levels could have minor i.Tpacts on 
local transportation systems 

Texas San Antonio UP 1 3%o No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local fransportat on systems Texas 

Dallas SP 1 3%o No adverse impacts fo air qualify, noise levels or local transportation systems 

'Aashincjton Seattle UP 0 8% No adverse impacts to air qualify, noise levels or local transportation svstems 
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TABLE 3-11 
PROPOSED ABANDONMENTS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Bute Location Operator Length ( m i ) Acres Potential Environmental Impacts 

,\rkansas Gurdor to Camden UP 28 7 405 Salvage activities would result in minor, temporary impacts fo surface 
waters along abandonment One historic bridge wouid also be affected. 
Section 106 consultation has been initiated Potential impact fo 3 ERNS 
(hazardous waste) sites, threatened and endangered species and noise-
sensitive receptors 

California Alturas '.0 V.'endel SD 8 5 5 1900 Salvage activities would result in minor, temporary impacts to surface 
wateis and wetlands along abandonment Potential effects fo 9 eligible 
and 11 potentially eligible prehistoric sites. 

Magnolia Tower fo Melrose JP 4 9 29 Salvage activities would result in minor, temporary impacts fo surface 
waters and wetlands along abandonment Two historic resources 
would also be affected; Section 106 consultation has been initiated 

Whittier Jct fc Colima Jct UP 5 2 38 No adverse environmental impacts are expected 

Colorado Malta to Canon City SP 109 2487 Abandonment of line could limit hazardous waste removal options for 
two Superfund sites Salvage activities could disturb and release 
existing hazardous waste along the line Salvage activities would result 
in minor, temporary impacts fo surface wafers and wetlands along 
abandonment Three historic resources would be affected; Section 106 
consultation has been initiated Approximately 530 rail car loads per 
year would be diverted to trucks Potential impact to threatened and 
endangered species. 

Sage to Leadvil e SP 69 1 1406 Abandonment of line could limit hazardous waste removal options for 
two Superfund sites Salvage activities could disturb and release 
existing hazardous v*.aste along the line Salvage activities would result 
in impacts to two historic resources, both of which are portions of the rail 
line itself; Section 106 consultation has been initiated Impacts fo Eagle 
River could require a Water Pollution Control Act permit 

Towner to NA Jct UP 1224 2673 Approximately 120 rail car loads per year wouid be diverted to trucks 
Potential impact fo threatened and endangered species 

Illinois Barr fo Giiard UP 38 4 619 Salvage activities would result in impacts to three historic railroad 
bridges; Section 106 consultation has been initiated Approximately 38 
rail car loads per year would be diverted to trucks 

1 

DeCamp fo Edwaidsville UP 14 6 139 Salvage activities would result in impacts fo one historic railroad bridge. 
Section 106 consultation has been initiated No other adverse 
environmental impacts are expected. 
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TABLE 3-11 
PROPOSED ABANDONMENTS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

state Location Operator Length (mi.) Acres Potential Environmental Impacts 

Illinois Edwardsville to Madison UP 15 191 No adverse environmental impacts are expected 

Kansas Hope to Bndgeport UP 31 2 754 Approximately 240 rail car loads per year would be diverted fo trucks; no 
other impacts are expected 

Kansas 

Wnitewater to Newton UP 9 110 No adverse environmental impacts are expected 

Louisiana lowa Jct to Manchester UP 8 5 109 Approximately 2 rail car loads per year would be diverted to trucks, no 
other impacts are expected 

Texas Seabrook to San Leon SP 105 143 Salvage activities would result in impacts to two historic bridges and 
three archaeological sites; Section 106 consultation has been initiated 
Potential impact to protected plant species and noise-sensitive 
receptors. 

Texas 

Suman to Benchley SP 13 1 220 Salvage activities would result in impacts to three historic bridges and 
one archaeological site. Section 106 consultation has been initiated 
Approximately 106 rail car loads per year would be diverted fo trucks 
Potential impacts to endangered species and from hazardous material 
site 

Texas 

Troup to Whitehouse UP 7.5 157 No adverse environmental impacts are expected 

Utah Little Mtn, Jct ;o Little 
Mountain 

UP 12 304 No adverse environmental impacts are expected 
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Each of the abandonments planned as part of the proposed merger is summarized in Table 

3-11 Unless specifically cited below, no adverse impacts are anticipated Minor, short-term 

environmental .mpacts associated with salvage activities could occur to water resources (wetlands 

and surface water), biological resources (habitat loss), air quality noise levels historical and 

cultural resources, and transportation systems However, these impacts would be temporary and 

would not cause any long-term damage or harm to the environment Volume 3 of the EA provides 

a detailed analysis of the potential impacts of each proposed abandonment Since publication of 

the EA. SEA undertook additional eva uation of potential abandonments, including site visits to the 

two abandonments in Colorado which .affect Superfund clean-up sites and analysis of the line's 

removal on the continuation of remediation efforts Based on SEA's further analysis (see Volume 

2, Appendix G), mit.gation measures are necessary to minimize adverse impacts to the 

environment at selected abandonment locations Detailed mitigation measures for specific 

abandonments are listed in Chapter 5 

3.3.5 Rail Line Constructions 

Tsble 3-12 provides an overview of the potential environmental impacts associated with the 

28 rail line construction projects. This includes three additional constructions (Richmond, CA, 

Stockton, CA, and Robstown, TX) whieh are the result of the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement 

for construction on new nghts-of-way proposed as part of the proposed UP/SP merger. These 

connections would involve construction of a new rail line segment to connect existing tracks to 

other existing rail lines, sidings, and/or yard facilities. In some cases, an existing connection would 

be upgraded to accommodate additional traffic or increased operating speeds. Most of the 

connections are between UP and SP lines, although there would be some connections between 

the UP SP and other earners with which trackage rights agreements have been negotiated. As 

with any construction of new railroad tracks, building a new rail connection includes site preparation 

and grading, railbed preparation, ballast application, track installation, and systems (e g,, signals, 

communications) installation Although the construction zone required will vary depending on site 

conditions, most work would be completed within 250 feet of the new rail line Uniess specifically 

cited below, no adverse impacts are anticipated from these rail line constructions Minor, short-

term environmental impacts associated with construction activities could occur to water resources 

(wetlands and surface water), biological resources (habitat loss), air quality, noise levels, and 

transportation systems. However, these impacts would be temporary and not cause any long-term 

damage or harm to the environment. A detailed discussion of each construction project is 

presented in Volume 4 of the EA See Volume 2. Appendix G for details on the three new 

constructions 
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TABLE 3-12 
PROPOSED RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTIONS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

State Locat ion 
Approximate 
Length 

Descript ion of Proposed Construct ion and 
Potential Environmental Impacts 

Trains/Day 
Using New 
Connect ion 

Arkansas Camden 1,100 feet New connection between UP and SP tracks to permit operation of trains between Pine Bluff and 
El Dorado Requires acquisition of Vi acre of new right-of-way Minor impact to stream and 
wetlands; no other adverse environmental Impacts are expected 

7 

Fair Oaks 1,100 feet Upgrade existing connection between UP and SP tracks in southeast quadrant fo 30 mph 
standards Requires acquisition of Va acre of new right-of-way; no adverse environmental 
impacts are expected 

4 

Pine Bluff (East) 650 feet New connection fo permit operation of trams between SP Pine Bluff Yard and UP mainline south 
to Monroe, LA Requires acquisition of'/? acre of new right-of-way, no adverse environmental 
impacts are expected 

2 

Pine Bluff (Vvcsty 1,000 feet New connection fo permit operation of trains from UP Monroe subdivision north to Little Rock 
Requires acquisition of Va acre of new right of-way; no adverse environmental impacts are 
expected 

2 

Texarkana 2,500 feet New connection befween UP and SP tracks to permit operation of trains between Pine Bluff (SP) 
and Longview, TX (UP) Requires acquis;tion of % acre of new right-of-way. no adverse 
environmental impacts are expected 

3 4 

California Lathrop 3,000 feet New connection between UP and SP track Requires acquisition of 4 acres of new right-of-way 
Potential effect 'o one historic property 

4 

Richmond ^ 1,225 feet New 10 mph crossover between the BN/Santa Fe and SP lines and two new turnouts Requires 
acquisition of 2 acres of right-of-way, no adverse environmental impacts are expected 

2 

Stockton 1,500 feet New connection frcm SP mainline tc El Pifial and UP Stockton Yard Requires acquisition of % 
acre of new right-of-way Minor noise impacts at one school and residential area due to wheel 
squeal, no other adverse environmental impacts are expected 

14 

Stockton- 800 feet New wye track with two turnouts Requires acquisition uf one acre of nght-of-^way, no adverse 
environmental impacts are expected 

2 

West Colton 
(UP to SP) 

1,150 feet Connection to allow trains off UP tracks from Los Angeles to operate east on SP tracks towards 
Yuma Requires acquisition of 1 acre of new right-of-way; no adverse environmental impacts are 
expected 

Varies 

' Reflects changes included in UP/SP's comments on the EA (5/3/96) 

^ Reflects changes included in the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement 
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TABLE 3-12 
PROPOSED RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTIONS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

State 

f— - 1 

Location 
Approximate 
Length 

Description of Proposed Construct ion and 
Potential Environmentai Impacts 

Trains/Day 
Using New 
Connection 

Cali.ornia, 
contd 

West Colton 
(SP to UP) 

6,000 feet Connection to allow eastbound trams off SP tracks at West Colton to operate west on UP tracks 
Requires acquisition of 2 acres of new nght-of-way, no adverse environmental impacts are 
expected 

2-3 

Colorado Denver (Utah Jct 3.100 feet New connection between SP Moffat mainline and SP Belt Line at North Yard Requires 
acquisition of 4 acres of new right-of-way, potential effect fo North Yard Water Tower, minor 
wetland encroachment 

4 Colorado 

Denver^ 5.000 feet Siding extension on the SP Belt Line and upgrade of Belt I,ine Requires acquisition of 2 acres 
of new right-of-way Minor short-term impacts fo South Platter River and associated wetlands, 
no other adverse environmental impacts are expected 

4 

|lllinois Girard 3,100 feel New connection between UP Madison subdivision and the SP Springfield subdivision, includes 
relocation of approximately 1,500 feet of existing track Requires acquisition of 12 acres of new 
right-of-way; minor impacts to prime farmland soils, surface waters and associated wetlands are 
expected 

2 |lllinois 

Salem 4,600 feet New connection befween UP Chicago subdivision mainline and CSX mainline Requires 
acquisition of 10 acres of new right-of-way, minor impacts to two intermitlenf streams crossed 
by the new connection are expected; no wetlands would be impacted 

iKansas Hope' 2,201 ''jel New connection befween the UP Hoisington subdivision mainline and BN/Sanfa Fe main'ine and 
two new furnou's Requires acquisition of 1 acre of new right-of-way, minor impacts to surface 
wate's and asscciafed wetlands are expected 

2 

IlLouisiana Kinder 1,750 feet Nfcvv connection t efween the UP Lake Charles subdivision mainline and the UP Beaumont 
si.iUjivision maini're and two new turnouts Requires acquisition of % acre of new right-of-way, 
1. inoi in pacts to Kinder Ditch and associated wetlands are expected Potential safety concerns 
due to close proxir.nity to elementary school. 

4 IlLouisiana 

Shreveport 1,560 feet New connection between the UP Reisor subdivision mainline and the SP Lufkin subdivision 
fra'nline Requires acquisition of 3 acres of new right-of-way and the relocation of an overpass 
r ' 'or U S Highway 171 There could also be minor impacts to a small pond and intermittent 

i' the vicinity of the construction site Minor noise impacts 1 'Construction listed as Denver (North Yard) in EA 

* Construction listed as Denver (Pullman) in EA 
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TABLE 3-12 
PROPOSED RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTIONS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

State Location 
Approximate 
Length 

Description of Proposevi Construction and 
Potential Environmental impacts 

Trains/Day 
Using New 
Connection 

Missouri Dexfei' 2,062 feet Extension to existing siding af MP 189 9 on the UP s Chester subdivision Requires acquisition 
of 1 acre of new right-of-way, minor impacts fo several small streams and associateo wetlands 
are expected One existing grade crossing would be modified 

Varies 

Parent^ 8,000 feet Extension fo existing siding at MP 47,1 on the SP s Pine Bluff subdivision Ref.uires acquisition 
of 2 acres of new nght-of-way, minor impacts fo surface waters and associated wetlands adjacent 
to the construction site are expected One state-endangered fish species is known fo occur near 
the proposed construction site, mitigation measures would be implemented to avoid adverse 
affects fo If One existing grade crossing would be modified 

Varies 

iTexas Carrollton 3,660 feet Construction of two new tracks and one track extension at the SP Carrollton yard Requires 
acquisition of Vi acre of new right-of-way; minor increases in noise levels could occur in one 
residential area 

Varies 

Fort Worth 
(UP fo SP) 

800 feet New connections befween UP Fort Worth subdivision mainline and SP Ennis subdivision. Fort 
Worth brancn and two new turnouts in northeast quadrant Requires acquisition of Vi acre of new 
right-of-way Minor noise impact due to wheel squeal; no other adverse environmental impacts 
are expected 

8 

Fort Worth 
(Ney Yard) 

1,180 feet New connections between UP Fort Worth subdivision mainline and SP Ennis subdivision. Fort 
Worth branch and two new turnouts in southwest quadrant Requires acquisition of Vi acre of 
new right-of-way Minor noise impact due to wheel squeal; no other adverse environmental 
impacts are expected 

2 

Houston (Tower 26) 1,400 feet New connection between the SP mainline and the HB&T line at Tower 26 and two new turnouts 
Requires acquisition of 2 acres of new right-of-way Minor noise impact due to wneel squeal, no 
other adverse environmental impacts are expected OriC new grade crossing would be 
constructed 

Houston (Tower 87) 1,000 feet New connection befween the SP mainline and the HB&T line at Tower 87 two new turnouts 
Requires acquisition of 2 acres of new right-of-way; minor impacts to Hunting Bayou and its 
associated fringe wetlands are expected 

Varies 

Houston (SP to UP) 1,650 feet New connectio-. between the SP Lufkin subdivision and the UP Settegasf yard and two ne'.̂  
turnouts Requires acquisition of 1 acre of new right-of-way Minor noise impact due to wheel 
squeal, nr other adverse environmental impacts are expected. 

8 

Robstown^ 600 feet New 10 mph connection between the UP and TM lines, two new turnouts, and a new timber 
crossing Construction could involve acquisition of approximately 1 acre of adjacent comm ircial 
property, no other adverse environmental impacts are expected 

2 

West Point 1.900 feet New connection between the UP Houston subdivision mainline and the SP Ennis subdivision 
Flatonia Ime and tv/o new turnouts Requires acquisition of Vi acre of new right-of-way. no 
adverse enviionmenfal impacts are expected 
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CHAPTER 4 
EA COMMENTS AND ISSUES 

The Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed UP/SP merger was served to the 

public and all parties to the proceeding on Apnl 12, 1996, (See Appendix D fcr a complete 

distribution list) Recipients of the document were encouraged to comment on the EA, including 

the scope and aaequacy of the recommended mitigation measures Comments on the t"A were 

due on May Z, i996. 

Approximately 160 comments and documents related to environmental concerns were 

received on the EA and other merger documents from Federal, state and local agencies, railroads, 

civic and advocacy organizations, businesses, and individuals as indicated below' Comments 

were received from 125 separate commenters; in some instances, the commenter or agency 

submitted multiple letters Commenters included; 

Federal Agencies 22 
State Agencies 42 
County Governments 17 
Local Governments 22 
Railroads 4 
Other Organizations 14 
Individuals 4 

The comments addressed the EA and a range of issues related to the potential environmental 

impacts of the proposed post-merger rail operations the abandonment of rail line segments, ?nd 

the construction of new rail connections and yard modifications. These issues included; (1) 

accuracy of data used in SEA.'s analyses, (2) rail crossing safety, (3) traffic and emergency vehicle 

delays at grade crossings, (4) future use of abandoned lines, (5) hazardous materials shipments 

and response to potential incidents, (6) air quality, (7) noise, (8) protection of histonc resources, 

and (9) procedural challenges to the adequacy of the EA Other issues included impacts on 

biological resources, water resources, and local land use. 

The beginning of this chapter provides an overview of the issues raised in the environmental 

comments The remainder of this chapter (Sections 4.3.1 to 4.3.12) addresses in detail some of 

the most commonly raised environmental concerns. 

' The EA and the Post EA only discuss and respond to comments on the environmental impacts of the 
proposed merger and related abandonments and construction projects Other comments (e g , competition, 
support or opposition to the proposed merger, economic and employment impacts) are considered by the 
Board in its merger decision process, but are not part of SEA s environmental review. 
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4.1 Overview of Comments 

Approximately 160 environmental comments have been received by SEA since publication 

of the EA, including; 

Comments on the EA. 

Comments raising environmental issues that were filed with the Board on March 29, 
Apnl 29, and June 3, 1996 

Responses to the Board's consultation letters received during the preparation of the 
EA and the Post EA 

Agency responses to letters dated March 26, 1996 from UP/SP's environmental 
consultant. Dames and Moore regarding the proposed merger and the related 
BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement, 

SEA received 40 commients specifically responding tc the EA Approximately 30 comments raising 

environmental issues were received after March 15 1996 while the EA was being published 

These comments were not addressed in the EA; however, these comments are addressed m this 

Post EA. The remaining comments incorporated in this document include environmental concerns 

identified from submissions and matenals received between May 10, 1996, through eariy June. 

1996. Table 4-1 lists the total comments received by state. 

SEA has considered each environmentai comment in making its final environmental 

recommendations to the Board. SEA has prepared detailed responses for the environmental 

issues and concerns raised in these comments received from mid-March to eariy June. Copies of 

comments and SEA's detailed responses are included in Appendix A.^ Each comment was 

reviewed by SEA and technical experts from SEA's independent third-party consultant SEA visited 

more than 150 rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, abandonments, and construction 

sites to venfy data, site conditions, and the appropnateness of the recommended mitigation. (See 

Volume 2. Appendix F ) SEA reevaluated technical analyses to confirm results and supplement, 

as warranted, with additional analyses. Section 4 3 descnbes the additional data verification and 

technical analyses conducted since the publication of the EA. 

^ Appendix A reproduces environmentai comments as of early June, in full or part Because of the length of 
some of these comments, SEA has excerpted those portions that captured the environmental concerns of the 
commenter SEA emphasizes that every comment received as well as accompanying studies and reports 
were thoroughly reviewed, even though they may not appear in the Appendix In addition all environmental 
comments have been placed in the Board's public record. 
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TABLE 4-1 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS RECEIVED BY STATE 

Comments Comments 
state Received state Received 

All States/No State Specified 8 Missoun 1 
Arizona 1 Montana 1 

Arkansas 16 Nebraska 0 
California 28 Nevada 23 
Colorado 27 New Mexico 2 
Georgia 2 Oklahoma 1 

Idaho 1 Oregon 5 
lowa 1 South Dakota 1 
Illinois 7 Texas 17 

Kansas 6 Utah 2 
Louisiana 7 Washington 1 
Michigan 2 Wisconsin 1 
Minnesota 1 Wyoming 0 

TOTAL 162 

In prepanng this Post EA, a primary focus for SEA has been to respond to the environmental 

eoncems identified and addressed by the commenters. Wherever possible, within the parameters 

of the Board's authonty and consistent with existing Federal, state, and local regulatory authority, 

SEA has recommended mitigation measures to alleviate commenters concerns In some 

locations, commenters have requested specific mitigation measures that are beyond the Board s 

jurisdiction or address long-standing community concerns that are unrelated to the proposed 

merger (i e . preexisting conditions) Therefore, the recommended mitigation measures for a 

specific location may not be as broad as those desired by a particular agency or community. 

Chapter 5 contains a complete list of recommended mitigation measures There are some 

locations where actions subsequent to the publication of the EA (e g , a memorandum of 

understanding between UP/SP and an affected community) have eliminated or modified the need 

for the mitigation measures in the EA. (See Volume 2, Appendix B.) Consultations with the 

Federal Railroad Admmistratioti (FRA) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and 

detailed analysis of the potential mitigation measures have also modified the need for, or scope of 

the mitigation measures recommended in the EA. 

4.2 Major Issues Raised in Comments 

SEA identified more than 640 issues in the more than 160 individual comments reviewed for 

this document. Major areas of concem included; validity of data used in analyses (rail and vehicle 

4-3 Volume 1 



traffic), grade crossings (safety traffic and emergency response issues), future use of abandoned 

rail line segments hazardous material shipments and responses to incidents, air quality, historic 

resources, noise, and the adequacy of the EA. Other commenters were also concerned with 

biological resources, water resources, and land use issues. 

4.2.1 Accuracy of Data 

SEA received a number of comments about the accuracy of the data and analyses presented 

in the EA Several commenters also presented factual clarifying information These changes have 

been incorporated, where warranted, into the text and tables included in this Post EA In addition, 

several commenters raised questions or issues about the source and reliability of the data used 

in SEA's environmental review and about the adequacy of its environmental analyses. Of 

particular concern were the base data ano methodologies used in calculating safety, grade crossing 

delay, air quality, and noise impacts For example comments included questions about the 

average number of trams per day, average train lengths, and the average daily traffic at 

intersections. The EA's methodology, which based impact analysis on number of trains and not 

gross tons per year, was also questioned The commenters considered the verification of these 

daia Important to the evaluation of such issues as vehicle delays, grade crossing safety, air 

pollution, and noise calculations. 

4.2.2 Rail Crossing Safety 

Several respondents expressed concern that the EA's evaluation was not sufficient 

concerning the proposei merger's impacts on local vehicular traffic, risks associated with 

accidents, and impacts at grade crossings Comments from various communities and agencies 

in Arkansas, Califomia, Colorado, Kansas Nevada, Oregon, and Texas expressed concern about 

the adequacy of warning devices at grade crossings and corresponding pedestnan and vehicular 

traffic safety at crossings. Kansas City ?r>jthern Railway requested an independent safety 

analysis Several agency and community representatives commented that the safety mitigation 

measures in the EA were not adequate. Tranbient-related crime around rail yards was an issue 

in California and Reno, Nevada. 

4.2.3 Vehicle Traffic and Delays at Grade Crossings 

Potential delay to vehicular travel resuKing from increases in the numtjer and length of trains 

blocking grade crossings was a predominant concem. In addition to the inconvenience to motonsts 

delayed by blocked crossings, respondents noted that the response times of emergency vehicles 

might be adversely affected by delays at blocked crossings. In Colorado and Texas, there was 
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concern that post-merger diversion of some freight transport from rails to highways resulting from 

the proposed abandonments might have a negative impact on regional roadways and might 

increase vehicular traffic congestion. 

4.2.4 Abandonments 

Respondents from California, Colorado. Illinois, Kansas, and Utah stated their willingness to 

assume responsibility for abandoned rail lines. Several local governments expressed an interest 

in purchasing the line and/or requested that the line be retained for "Tounst Trains," future rail 

passenger services, or public use State Histonc Presen/ation Officers requested completion of 

histonc documentation of the rail lines proposed for abandonment and emphasized the need for 

preservation of seve-al histonc structures and properties Colorado communities and agencies 

opposed abandonment because of potential negative impacts on the region, increased truck traffic, 

economic impacts and competition. Two organizations in Colorado opposed "trail" development. 

Several other commenters. including EPA. expressed concerns about remediation of two 

Superfund sites along two proposed abandonments Generally, there were requests that all 

bridges, culverts, and other structures t»e maintained, hazardous matenals remediated, and. where 

tracks were removed, vegetation would be reestablished. Comments from Califomia and Colorado 

asserted that the EA did not adequately address the imipact of converting rails to trails. 

4.2.5 Air Quality 

The EA's evaluation of nonattainment areas was considered inadequate in comments from 

California, Kansas, Nevada and Texas. California. Nevada, and Oregon respondents noted the 

omission of idling autom.obile engine emissions from air quality analyses. Additional air quality 

studies were requested for sites in Oregon and Nevada. 

Communities and agencies expressed concern about the potential adverse air quality impacts 

from increased train traffic, increased emissions from automobiles idling at blocked crossings, and 

increased truck traffic that may result from rail line abandontnents While comments from Kansas 

City Southern Railway and from the states of Nevada and Kansas claimed that air quality impacts 

were understated, UP/SP asserted that air quality impacts were overstated Several respondents 

stated that there were insufficient mitigation measures recommended to address increased 

emissions, specifically PMio emissions. 
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4.2.6 Hazardous Materials 

Comments on hazardous materials related to transportation, potential incidents along rivers, 
emergency response plans and coordination with local emergency forces, remediation of spills 
along tracks, and reimbursement or pay for remediation or local safety equ-pment Comments from 
Kansas City Southern Railway Conrail. the US Department of Transportation, the Coalition for 
Competitive Rail Transportation and respondents in California Colorado, Kansas and Nevada 
ir 'icated that the EA's analysis of hazardous matenals impacts was inadequate and that further 
a ysis was needed 

According to respondents from Arkansas, California, and Nevada, increased transport of 
hazardous matenals by rail was cause for concern because of the increased nsk of spills, leaks 
arid other accidents, Truckee, California and Wichita. Kansas requested no increases in the 
transportation of hazardous matenais through town A Colorado respondent expressed concern 
that the diversion of hazardous matenals freight traffic from rails to trucks in the case of a proposed 
abandonment may expose large populations to increased risk. The adequacy of hazardous 
matenals emergency procedures was questioned in several comments. 

Several communities and agencies called for clarification of hazardous materials removal and 
clean-up responsibility UP/SP asserted that requinng remediation plans prior to the proposed 
merger was beyond the role of the Board Several Colorado comments expressed concern about 
ren lediation of two Superfund sites and the provision of continued access along a rail line proposed 
for abandonment. 

4.2.7 Historic and Cultural Resources 

Seventeen Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) in the 24-state merger area responded 
to SEA consultation letters, of whom 11 indicated that the proposed merger would have "no effect" 
(Arkansas, Idaho, Illinois, lowa, Kansas. Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, South Dakota, Utah, and 
Washington) The U S Forest Service in Colorado and the Colorado Histoncal Society supported 
the inventory and documentation mitigation recommended in the EA for proposed abanaonments 
in Colorado. 

Respondents from Arkansas. California, Colorado, Michigan. Nevada, Oregon, Texas, and 
Wisconsin requested the documentation of potentially historic structures on which to base a "no 
effect" determination A Colorado respondent stated that the EA omitted historic impact analysis 
for potentially abandoned properties A Nevada commenter noted that several histonc resources 
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were not addressed in the EA, A New Mexico respondent expressed concern over impacts to 

National Register properties at several locations in the state, 

4.2.8 Noise 

Higher noise levels anticipated from an increased number of trains precipitated a range of 

comments, from general no se concerns to very specific suggestions for reducing noise (e g 

landscaping and noise barners and prohibiting use of tram horns at grade crossings.) In some 

cases, commenters proposed rerouting trains, 

Nevada, Oregon and Kansas respondents stated that the number of sensitive receptors 

identified in the EA for certain communities was incorrect Additional location-specific noise 

analyses were requested Other commenters stated that the EA did not accurately address noise 

and requested changes in methodology Commenters noted that the EA did not address horn and 

whistle impacts or automobile engine idling at blocked grade crossings. Several respondents 

asserted that the methodology used for assessing noise impacts was faulty and that noise impacts 

were understated m the EA Several commenters expressed concern that the noise receptors 

identified in the EA did not reflect current lanii uses 

Communities in California. Kansas. Nevada, Oregon, and Texas expressed concern that 

increased train activity would increase horn and crossing signal noise and might affect noise levels 

in certain areas. Also mentioned were noise due to yard operations, noise in the vicinity of 

recreation areas and noise at proposed construction sites. The U S, Department of Transportation 

called for more specific mitigation. UP/SP indicated that broad-based noise mitigation was 

unwarranted and that mitigation should reflect specific local problems. 

4.2.9 Environmental Review Process 

SEA received 13 comments about SEA's approach to the environmental review process. Air 

quality concerns generated requests for the preparation of an EIS. Comments from the Kansas 

City Southern Railway, t fe Coalition for Competitive Rail Transportation, and the States of 

California, Colorado. Nevada and Kansas asserted that the EA was insufficient and requested that 

an EIS be prepared Several respondents stated that the EA did not comply with NEPA 

requirements and the corresponding Council on Environmental Quality (CEO) regulations. Two 

groups in Colorado indicated that the review penod for the EA was not long enough to allow full 

evaluation of the document Another Colorado commenter noted that its state agency was not 

contacted for consultation on the EA. Comments suggested that the EIA needed to better address 

alternatives and that the mitigation measures proposed in the EA were not descnbed in enough 

4-7 Volume 1 



detail In its rebuttal comments. UP/SP proposed changes m mitigation measures and stated that 

in some cases (e.g., rail line signal and safety studies) the recommended mitigation went beyond 

the Board's junsdiction. 

4.2.10 Other Comments and Concerns 

Land Use 

A Nevada commenter stated that the land use maps on which the EA based its analysis were 

out of date, A respondent from Colorado stated that the EA did not account for the rails-to-trails 

conversion and its impact on farmland An Oregon respondent claimed that the EA did not 

thoroughly address sensitive land uses Two government agencies found no significant or adverse 

impact on agncultural lands Land titles, conservation rights, public ownership and public use were 

ali concerns related to abandonments. 

Biological Resources 

Several agency commenters responded to consultation letters by noting that there are no 

anticipated impacts to habitat for listed, proposed, or threatened or endangered species, or that 

they had no objections relating to biological resources Comments were received from the US Fish 

& Wildlife Service (California, Georgia, Louisiana, and Texas) and state wildlife agencies 

(Arkansas, Nevada, and Texas). 

Water Resources 

Comments from California and Colorado stated that the EA's discussion of flood risks was 

inadeq .iate, and a Nevada commenter stated that the EA's discussion of erosion and nsks to water 

supplies was inadequate Comments from the Coalition for Competitive Rail Transportation and 

respondents in California and Nevada expressed concern over the increased exposure of water 

supplies to hazardous matenals accidents, spills, and/or leaks According to California, Colorado, 

and Illinois comments, construction and other merger-related activities might affect water resources 

and heighten erosion and flood nsk concerns Respondents from Colorado and Louisiana indicated 

that they expect no water resource impacts in certain areas. 

4.3 Additional Data Verification and Technical An-«lyses Conducted by SEA 

Because of concerns expressed by several commenters. SEA reviewed its initial findings 

after publication of the EA and reassessed technical analyses to confirm the potential 
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environmental impacts of the proposed merger SEA also verified the source and validity of data 

used in SEA's analyses For all impact areas. SEA reviewed the methods used to determine 

whether or not the proposed actions would cause an adverse environmental impact. Where 

necessary, the impact evaluation conducted for the EA was supplemented with additional analyses. 

In some cases, SEAs additional analysis has resulted in new or modified mitigation 

recommendations. The following sections discuss the major topical areas where SEA conducted 

further analysis. The discussion includes; revisions to base operating data; vehicle traffic and 

delays at grade crossings; abandonments; rail construction projects: air quality; safety; transport 

of hazardous matenals; noise; histoncal and cultural resources and preparation of an EA rather 

tnan an EIS The section also includes a discussion of the environm.ental review process, 

memoranda of understanding, local mitigation, and rail yards and intermodal facilities Detailed 

responses to individual comments are provided in Volume 2, Appendix A. 

4.3.1 Revisions to Base Operating Data 

Train Traffic and Densities 

Analyses of potential environmental impacts included in the EA were based on train and 

traffic densities provided by UP/SP, These densities used actual 1S94 traffic counts as the existing 

(pre-merger) base to estimate post-merger figures for a consolidated UP/SP system. These 

density figures were supplemented twice by UP/SP. once to reflect increased traffic which would 

result from the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement, and a second time to reflect the changes in 

BN/Santa Fe traffic on UP/SP rail lines as a result of the settlement agreement with the Chemical 

Manufacturers' Association (CMA), Since these train and traffic densities were the basis for 

analyzing the potential environmental impacts associated with such areas as grade crossing safety, 

grade crossing delays, emergency vehicle response, hazardous materials safety, air quality and 

noise, many of the comments received questioned their accuracy. 

In order to independently verify the potential environmental impacts, SEA requested from 

UP/SP, the final train and traffic density figures for the merged UP/SP system (including data based 

on the BN/Santa Fe and CMA settlement agreements). The final tabulation of tram traffic was 

received from UP/SP on May 23, 1996. UP/SP venfied that all segments of a consolidated UP/SP 

system were included in the final tabulation Traffic changes and the analysis of any potential 

environmental impacts rcsultmg from the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement were addressed 

previously in the EA The EA, hcwever. did not reflect the later executed CMA agreement and its 

modifications to the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement Based on a review of the fmal tram traffic 

data that now reflects the CMA settlement agreement, SEA identified five rail line segments, which 
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were identified in the EA as exceeding the Board s environmental thresholds where traffic densities 

would change as a result of the CMA settlement agreement; 

Paragould, Arkansas to De>rt3r Jct Missouri 

Fair Oaks to Paragould. Arkansas 

Bnnkley to Fair Oaks. Arkansas 

Pine Bluff to Brinkley, Arkansas 

Lufkin, Texas to Shreveport, Louisiana 

Three of these segments would expei ience an increase of one train per day (Paragould, Arkansas 

to Dexter Jct., Missoun, Fair Oaks to Paragould. Arkansas; and Brinkley to Fair Oaks, Arkansas). 

Projected post-merger traffic or these segments, however, already exceeded the Board's 

environmental analysis thresholds and were evaluated in the EA Traffic on the other two rail line 

segments (Pme Bluff to Brinkley. Arkansas and Lufkin, Texas to Shreveport, Louisiana) would 

expenence a reduction of two trains per day These segments previously exceeded the Board's 

environmental analysts thresholds (49 CFR Part 1105.7.) With implementation of the CMA 

settlement agreement, traffic on these segments would fall below the thresholds. 

Further refinement of train density data revealed that the rail line segment between Big 

Spnng and Fort Worth, Texas would expenence a smaller increase in traffic due to tram diversions 

now taking place as a result of the recently approved BN/Santa Fe merger. Traffic on this rail line 

segment would fall below the Board s noise analysis thresholds. 

Other minor corrections to tram densities had no effect on the number of segments which 

would exceed the Board s environmental analysis thresholds Revised traffic densities for all 

segments that would exceed the Board s thresholds are listed in Chapter 3. Table 3-4. SEA also 

reviewed aH impact analysis calculations based on tram or traffic densities. Where modifications 

to previous SEA analyses were required as a result of revised rail traffic densities, analyses were 

repeated for all impact areas (i.e., air quality, grade crossing delay, etc.) that would be affected by 

the changes. All modified analyses are noted in the discussion of impact areas below. 

Other Data Revisions 

No changes were identified for operating data on rail yards and intermodal facilities 

addressed in the EA Summaries of operafing changes at rail yards and intermodal facilities are 

provided in Chapter 3. Tables 3-9 and 3-10. respectively Minor corrections to the data on 

proposed abandonmentf (mileposts, total length) were reviewed; none of these changes affected 

the results of SEA's impact analysis. Revised data on the proposed abandonments were 
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mcorpo.'-ated in the Post EA (see Chapter 3, Table 3-11) Based on further engineenng design, 

there were also changes in the length of four proposed connections oi siding extension 

constructions; 

Pine Bluff, Arkansas connection increased from 900 to 1.000 feet. 

Denver. Colorado (Utah Jct) connection reduced from 3,650 to 3,100 feet. 

Dexter Missoun siding extension reduced from 8.900 to 2.062 feet 

Parent, Missoun siding extension reduced from 8.600 to 8,000 feet. 

These design changes would not affect the potential environmenta! impacts identified in the EA. 

In addition, due to a typographical error, the length of the Hope, Kansas connection was 

erroneously documented in one location in the EA as 22,000 feet in length; it should be 2.200 feet. 

The onginal BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement requires construction of three additional rail 

line connections on new nghts-of-way; 

Richmond California (new connecting crossover 1.225 feet). 

Stockton California (new connection track, 800 feet). 

Robstown. T(;xas (new connection. 600 feet). 

These were evaluated by SEA after the EA was published. Although some new right-of-way would 

be required, no adverse environmental impacts are expected from construction of these 

connections. Revised data on all new rail line constructions are provided in Chapter 3 and 

Appendix G. 

4.3.2 Vehicle Traffic and Delays at Grade Crossings 

SEA received several comments regarding the degradation of highway/roadway service 

attnbutable to increased blockage of grade crossings by post-merger train traffic These comments 

raised issues of both vehicle delay and the impact of tram traffic on emergency vehicle response. 

For those locations where such comments were received, SEA reanalyzed each crossing 

to determine the change in total vehicle delay that would be experienced after the expected post-

merger increase in tram traffic All grade crossings were treated as signalized traffic intersections 

and analyzed using the procedures contained in the Transportation Research Board's 1994 

Highway Capacity Manual The Level of Service (LOS) concept contained in these procedures was 

used to determine pre-merger and post-merger service levels for vehicles at tne grade crossings. 
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Level of service standards (for peak-hour vehicle delay traversing an intersection) used to assess 

the potential traffic impacts were as follows; 

Level of Service 
Avg. Delay for Vehicle 

Traversing an Intersection^ 

A 0 to 5 seconds 

B 5 to 15 seconds 

C 15 to 25 seconds 

D 25 to 40 seconds 

E 40 to 60 seconds 

F Greater than 60 seconds 

Most signalized intersections are designed to operate at LOS C, though in many urbanized 

areas, LOS D is considered satisfactory The concept and the criteria outlined above have been 

used to plan, analyze, and design roadways and intersections for the past four decades To 

calculate the LOS at a given roadway-rail grade crossing, the following information is used 

Volume of highway traffic (average weekday). 

Volume of train traffic (24 hours). 

Speed of trains at crossing. 

Length of trains 

Number of roadway approach lanes on each side of tracks. 

Because the LOS rating is based on peak-hour traffic volumes at an intersection, to 

determine the LOS for a grade crossing, the average daily traffic volumes (ADT) must be convarted 

to peak-hour conditions. Peak-hour volumes are assumed to be twice the average houriy traffic 

Volume (2 x ADT 24). To convert traffic volumes to peak-hour levels, SEA multiplied the average 

daily volumes by 8.33% to derive peak-hour volumes For companson, pe k-hour traffic volumes 

throughout U S urbanized areas typically range from 7 to 10 percent of AJT. 

in some cases, commenters expressed concerns that incorrect or outdated traffic volumes 

(ADT's) were presented in the EA. The EA used those ADT's contained in the Federal Railroad 

Administration (FRA) Rail Grade Crossing inventory To address this issue, the larger of the two 

traffic volumes available to SEA (e g , that provided by the commenter or that in the FF^A Grade 

^ 1994 Highway Capacity Manual. Transportation Research Board, p 9-6 
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Crossing Inventory), was used to assess pre-merger and post-merger grade crossing Levels of 

Service This procedure resulted in a consenyative worst case assessment of possible vehicle 

delay. 

SEA recommends that post-merger delay at public grade crossings be mitigated only if the 

average weekday peak hour vehicle delay is projected to exceed Level of Service (LOS) C criteria 

for signalized intersections Any grade crossing mitigation would be based upon standard design 

guidelines'. Any potential mitigation measures would consider; 

Peak-hour traffic volumes 

Daily delay, measured in vehicle hours. 

Accident prediction factors or other system safety formulas. 

Vehicle queuing storage area on approaches to the grr.de crossing. 

Sight distances 

Vertical and horizontal geometncs. 

Illumination. 

T'-ain speeds and vanance in train speeds. 

Type of warning device (active or passive). 

Presence or absence of constant warning signals or constant distance device. 

Cost-effectiveness of potential mitigation measures. 

Crossing surface improvements 

Interconnection of crossing signals with adjoining streets or at intersections to 

ensure adequate queuing space for delayed vehicles. 

Avoidance of entrapment of vehicles within grade crossing limits. 

Proximity of adjacent railroad crossings. 

Of the grade crossings analyzed, only ten crossings with pre-merger values of LOS B, all in 

northem Wichita Kansas, were projected to expenence post-merger increases in vehicle delay of 

LOS D or lower as a result of increased rail traffic due to the p'"oposed merger. For these crossings 

in Wichita, an increase in train operating speed from 10 to 20 mph would result m all ten grade 

crossings operating at LOS B. (See Chapter 5 for SEA's recommended mitigation for Wichita.) 

All other grade crossings that were analyzed (pnmarily in northern California and Nevada) Vi/ould 

" Guidelines include the Amencan Railway Engineenng Association s Manual of Railway Engineenng, the 
Amencan Association of State Highways and Transportation Officiels Policy on the Geometnc Design of 
Highways and Streets (Guide for Selecting, Locating, and Designing Traffic Barriers), the Federal Highway 
, »dministraticn s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devir.es and Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Handbook, 
and any applicable grade crossing standards or guidelines of the appropriate regulatory agency within each 
state. 
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have post-merger LOS values of C or better, even with the projected increases in tram traffic. In 

tfiose instances, no mitigation is recommended by SEA. 

To address community concerns regarding emergency vehicle response, SEA recommends 

mitigation that would require UP/SP to provide an 800 number to assist communities, (See 

Chapter 5. Systemwioe Mitigation.) SEA notes that several options are available to assist local 

emergency resoonse providers. These options are intended to decrease the total time that 

crossings are b ooked by a train and warn emergency service providers of a blocked crossing. 

These include; 

• Increasing the speed of trains through the crossing. 

Installation of "constant-time' crossing signals to maintain a fixed 30-second period 
between crossing closure (by lights and/or gates) anc train arnval. as opposed to 
potentially longer gate cycles for 'constant distance' operated signals where train 
speeds vary. 

• The possibility of interconnection of the railroad crossing circuitry with an alarm system 
which would advise the emergency vehicle dnver or dispatcher of a blocked crossing. 
This IS an emerging technology and has not yet been deployed in an operational 
environment. 

4.3.3 Abandonments 

UP/SP sought abandonment authority filed abandonment applications for 17 rail line 

segments (in the states of Ari<ansas. California. Colorado, Illinois, Kansas. Louisiana. Texas, and 

Utah) and four related discontinuances (three in Colorado and one in Kansas). Approval of each 

abandonment proposal would result in discontinuance of the rail service on these segments and 

the salvaging (i.e., removal) of railroad-related facilities. 

Salvage of the rail line segments proposed to be abandoned should involve a minimum of 

surface disturtDance Neariy all salvage activities would be completed within the railroad nght-of-

way (ROW) Exceptions would include some bndges and areas where the railroad ROW is 

relatively narrow (less than 50 feet) In reviewing the abandonments, proposals, and related 

comments, SEA considered potential environmental impacts in areas such as land use, safety, 

water quality, biological resources, historic and cultural resources, and hazardous materials 

contamination 

Various parties commented on the need to preserve the rail corridor on rail line segments 

proposed for abandonment. Several have already submitted statements of willingness to assume 
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financial responsibility Preservation of rights-of-way is not an area that SEA reviews for 

environmentai impacts Nor does SEA review requests for Public Use and Notice of Interim Trail 

Use (N1TU)/Certificate of Intenm Trail Use (CITU) as a part of its environmental review process. 

The Board handles these requests and will issue a Public Use condition or a NITU/CITU if the 

parties comply with 49 CFR 1152,28 and 1152,29 The Board routinely imposes a NlTU/ClTU 

condition where it retains junsdiction and the railroad agrees to the condition. 

With respect to the proposed abandonment of the Sage to Canon City rail line (Sage to 

Leadville segment and Malta to Canon City segment). SEA conducted a review of hazardous 

matenals issues. This included a review of the environmental comments, interviews with cleanup 

agency officials and ot:.ers (CDPHE, US Forest Service, SP. and D&RGW), a site visit, and a 

review of hazardous matenals investigation reports. The Eagle Mine and California Gulch 

Superfund sites are located adjacent to the proposed abandonment Three derailment sites along 

the rail line (1989, 1994. and 1996) are being investigated, cleaned up, and restored by SP. 

D&RGW has signed a consent decree with EPA regarding investigation and cleanup of the 

California Gulch site. Remediation of the Eagle Mine site by Viacom International is undenway 

under a 1988 Consent Decree If the proposed merger is approved UP/SP would assume, as 

appropnate. any responsibility and/or liability for hazardous matenals cleanup by SP or D&RGW 

in accordance with hazardous waste liability laws This would include any responsibility of D&RGW 

for the California Gulch Superfund site. A copy of SEA's report is included in Volume 2, 

Appendix G. SEA has developed mitigation measures to effectively address any potential 

environmental impacts. (See Chapter 5.) 

4.3.4 Rail Construction Projects 

In the EA, Volume 4. 25 proposed construction projects involving acquisition of new right-of-

way were detailec. The 25 projects involve proposed connecfions beUveen UP and SP rail lines 

and connections between UP/SP and other earners 

Operational changes resulting from the settlement agreement between the UP/SP and 

BN/Santa Fe requires the construction of three new rail line connections in new nght-of-way 

These constructions were presented in the UP/SP's PDEA but were not independently evaluated 

in the EA sen/ed to the public on April 12. 1996. The additional rail lin-- construction projects and 

their lengths are: 

• Richmond, California - 1,225 feet, 

• Stockton, California - 800 feet. 

• Robstown, Texas - 600 feet. 

4-15 Volume 1 



A detailed description of these proposed constructicns including alternative actions 

considered, the existing environment, the potential environmental imipacts. and recommended 

mitigation measures, is provided in Appendix G. 

The proposed action at Richmond California would involve the construction and operation 

of a new 10 mph crossover between the existing SP and BN/Santa Fe rail lines The design 

includes two power-operated turnouts Tne connection would req j ro acquisition of 'ipproximately 

two acres of new nght-of way and construction of approximately ' 225 feet of new rail line 

The proposed action at Stockton, Califomia would involve the eonstmction and operation of 

a new connection (wye track) between the existing SP and BN;Santa Fe rail lines The design 

includes two power-operated turnouts and construction of approximately 800 feet of new rail line 

It would require acquisition of approximately ene acre of new ngnt-of-way 

The proposed action at Robstown, Texas would involve the construction and operation of a 

new 10 mph connection between the existing UP and Texas-Me/ can Railway lines. The design 

includes two power-operated turnouts, construction of approximate ^ 600 feet of new rail line, and 

a new 36-foot timber bridge It would require acquisition of approximately one acre of new right-of-

way. 

SEA has reviewed eaeh of the total of 28 construction projects since issuance of the EA, 

Comments received relative to the construction projects have been incorporated into this Post EA, 

No material changes have been made to the mitigation measures recommended for the original 

25 construction projects. Recommended mitigation for those 25 projects and the 3 additional 

BN/Santa Fe projects is set forth in Chapter 5 

SEA notes that some commenters pnmarily state histonc preservafion officers, submitted 

comments requesting mitigation for rehabilitation/capacity improvement projects within existing 

right-of-way These projects include addition of second Tracks, extension of passing sidings, tunnel 

enlargements, and other changes to existing facilities to increase capacity. These projects, which 

may involve some construction activity, are of limited scale and normally involve little disturbance. 

Moreover, location of the sites are on land which has already been disturbed. These activities 

could be undertaken by UP or SP without the need for approval by the Board Accordingly, SEA 

concludes that required mitigation is not appropnate. 
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4.3.5 Air Quality 

The air quality analysis perfonned for the EA was initially performed in conformance with the 

Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5), The rules dictate that air quality effects 

resulting from the proposed merger be calculated for rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal 

facilities that exceed thresholds for changes in railroad activity After publication of the EA. this 

analysis was expanded to respond to public comments m four general areas: 

• Information was requested on total emissions increases within air quality control 
regions (AQCRs) Specifically, the requests asked that emissions be quantified for 
segments that are not expected to have increases in activity over the Board's 
thresholds or would have decreased activity 

Clarification was requested with respect to emissions increases and how these 
increases relate to air quality standards and local General Conformity thresholds. 

Addifional information on the air quality effects of truck-to-rail diversions was 

requested. 

Additional information on air quality impacts from idling vehicles at grade crossings was 
requested. 

Methods to mitigate potential air quality impacts were also developed and are discussed 

below. Information specific to a particular geographic area that commenters addressed is included 

in the responses to comments in Appendix A. 

Mitigation of Potential Air Quality Impacts 

While the air quality impacts of the proposed merger are expected to be positive on a national 

scale, individual AQCRs or nonattainment areas could expenence adverse air quality impacts 

resulting from shifts in rail traffic between geographic areas Most of these increased pollutants 

would come from locomotives traveling on long rail line segments that are spread across large 

areas The overall net emissions increases (not accounting for the rail-to-rail and truck-to-rai' 

offsets as discussed above) would exceed the General Conformity levels established by EPA in 

many AQCRs Those AQCRs that would expenence the highest levels of impacts were identified 

based on expected emissions increases, the number of pollutants that would exceed their 

respective General Conformity levels, and air-quality related comments on the EA Table 4-2 lists 

those AQCRs where air quality impacts were detennined to be the greatest. 
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TABLE 4-2 
AQCRs PROPOSED FOR AIR QUALITY IMPACT MITIGATION 

State Air Quality Control Region and Number 

Arizona Mancopa(504) 

Anzona Pima (502) 

California Metropolitan Los Angeles (24) 

California San Joaquin Valley (31) 

California Southeast Desert (33) 

Colorado Metropolitan Denver (30) 

Illinois Metropolitan Chicago (67) 

Nevada Nevada(147) 

Oregon Portland (193) 

Texas El Paso - Las Cruces - Alamogordo (153) 

Washington Puget Sound (229) 

Wyoming Wyoming (243) 

As noted previously, the EPA s General Conformity critena do not apply directly to railroad 

operafions or this Board action, but were used by SEA to provide a standard for comparison and 

to facilitate a better understanding of air quality effects, SEA believes that the proposed merger 

is not subject to General Conformity because the proposed merger dees not meet the definitions 

of the General Conformity regulations at 40 CFR 51 852 SEA notes that, as a regulatory agency, 

the Board does not maintain program control over emissions as part of a continuing responsibility. 

To mitigate expected emissions increases in those AQCRs listed in Table 4-2, SEA proposes 

that UP/SP institute EPA locomotive standards (currently in draft form) on a pnority basis for 

locomotives that pass through these AQCRs^ Rail conidors consisting of a numtjer of contiguous 

segments where UP/SP could assign reduced emissions locomotives were identified by SEA. 

These rail corndors would pass through one or more of the AQCRs identified in Table 4-2, 

providing mitigation for emissions both within the AQCR and elsewhere along the corndor 

The rail corridors were identified by taking into account the following criteria: 

* Criteria for these reported emission stanaards are contained in the US EPA's draft "Exhaust Emission 
Standards for Locomotives and Locomotive Emissions Manufactuies after January 1, 2005 and Each 
Remanufactunng after January 1, 2005 " 
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• Rail line segments that are expected to contnbute the highest levels of increases within 
these AQCRs 

• ' Rail line segments that are part of corndors that pass through more than one of these 
AQCRs (wnere the mitigation would provide benefits to more than one AQCR). 

All of the through trains operating on these corndors not just the additional trains resulting 

from the proposed merger, would operate with locomotives meeting the draft EPA standards. In 

addition, the end points of the corndors were identified as locations where locomotives f~nuld 

reasonably be changed that are at or beyond the boundanes of the areas to be mitigated Both 

of these factors result in mitigation of air quality impacts within the AQCR of concern, as well as 

within those AQCRs that are along other parts of the corndor to be mitigated. The corndors and 

the resulting emissions reductions within the AQCRs through which the corndors pass are listed 

in Tables 4-3 and 4-4 The emissions reductions from the prcposed mitigation would increase until 

they reach the levels shown in these tables in the year 2005, 

In the EA, SEA proposed a general approach to air quality impact mitigation that would 

require UP/SP to negotiate such mitigafion with appropnate r-"ederal, state jnd local agencies A 

number of comments on the EA indicate that this approach is not reasonable in that it does not 

accurately reflect the specific air quality problems present in local areas. 

As a result of these comments, SEA re-examined the air quality issua Additional site visits, 

venfication and/or modification of air quality data, and new relevant information presented in the 

comments have indicated that mitigation tailored to regional requirements is appropnate This 

mitigation is more reasonable as it takes into account that locomotives are mobile, rather than 

stationary, sources that cover several hundred miles a day SEA's recommended mitigation is now 

directed to the emission levels, types, and locations. SEA believes that the proposed air quality 

mitigation provides practical and reasonable solutions (See Chapter 5 for SEA's specific 

recommended air quality mitigation measures ) 

Under SEAs recommended mitigafion, UP/SP would imolement the draft emissions 

standards for diesel-electnc railroad locomotives that EPA has developed. It is SEA's 

understanding that EPA plans to propose these standards and make them available for public 

comment in December, 1996 Under these standards, UP/SP would ufilize newly manufactured 

or re-built locomotives that produce fewer emissions When this equipment becomes available, 

UP/SP would assign these locomotives on a pnonty basis to the corndors or portions thereof 

specified below: 
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TABLE 4-3 
ESTIMATED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION - BY COF^RIDOR 

AQCR Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Year) [1] 

Corridor # State HC CO NOx SOx PW 

-t Wortn T X t o W 501 AZ -6 9 0 0 -236 8 N/A -2,£ 
Dolton, CA 502 AZ -7 6 0 0 -263 3 N/A -32 

503 AZ -9 8 0 0 -337 4 N/A •4,1 

504 AZ -8 1 0 0 -279 2 N/A -3 4 

505 AZ -7 8 0 0 -270 0 N/A -3 2 

24 CA -2 8 0 0 -95 0 N/A -1 2 

33 CA -19 3 0 0 -664 5 N/A -8 1 

12 NM -17 9 oc -617,0 N/A -7,£ 

153 TX -257 0,0 -884 5 N/A -10 8 

210 TX -17 7 0 0 -609 8 N/A -7.4 

215 TX -10 1 0 0 -346 9 N/A -42 

218 TX -23 2 0 0 -799 8 N/A -9£ 

Totals for Corridor -156 7 0 0 -5404 3 N/A -65 £ 

Sacramento, CA to 28 CA -1 9 0 0 -65 4 N/A -0£ 
3akersfield. CA 31 CA -21 9 0,0 -756 1 N/A -9.2 

Totals for Corndor -238 0 0 -821 5 N/A -10 C 

Cheyenne, WY to 61 ID -399 0,0 -13742 N/A -16,fi 
Hinkle, OR 63 ID -406 0 0 -1399 5 N/A -17,1 

64 ID -147 0 0 -505 8 N/A -6,2 

191 OR -64 1 0,0 -2208 8 N/A -26,£ 

242 WY -26,5 0 0 •913 5 N/A -111 

243 WY -78,9 0 0 -27209 N/A -332 

Totals for Corridor -264.6 0 0 -9122 8 N/A -111.3 

Chicago, IL to 88 IA •45 2 0 0 -1559 8 N/A -19,C 
premont, NE 91 IA -7 0 0 0 -240 7 N/A -2 £ 

92 IA -60 3 0 0 -2079 7 N/A -254 

93 IA -70 7 0 i. -2436 8 N/A -29,7 

67 IL -21 4 0,0 -738 5 N/A -9C 

69 IL -38,0 0 0 -1311 5 N/A -16,C 

71 IL -17 0 0 0 -585,3 N/A -7,1 

73 IL -17 8 0 0 -615 0 N/A -7,£ 

85 NE -15 1 0 0 -5199 N/A •6,2 

146 NE -10 0 0 0 -343 3 N/A -4,2 

Totals for Corndor -302 5 0 0 -10430 4 N/A -127,2 

IjOgden, UT to 508 CA -24 3 0 0 -838 7 N/A -10,2 
Roseville, CA 147 NV -71 8 0 0 -2474 7 N/A -30.2 

1 148 NV -104 0 0 -359 9 N/A -4.4 

1 219 UT -19 0 0,0 -653,8 N/A -8C 
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^ m TABLE 4-3 
^ 0 ESTIMATED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION - BY CORRIDOR 

AQCR Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Year) [1] 

Corridor # State HC CO NOx SOx PW 

Dgden. UT to 220 UT -2 7 0 0 -93 4 N/A -11 
Roseville CA Totals for Corrido' -128 2 0.0 -4420 4 N/A -53.S 

Denver CO to Grand 35 CO -18 0 0.0 -621 6 N/A -7,6 
Jct, CO 36 CO -5 4 0 0 -185 9 N/A -2 2 

40 CO -8 5 0 0 -294 3 N/A -3e 
Totals for Corridc- -32 0 0 0 -1101 8 N/A 

Seattle, WA to W, 24 CA -0 9 0 0 -31 8 N/A -O.A 
^olton CA 27 CA -1 3 0 0 -44 1 N/A 

28 CA -3 5 0 0 -1206 N/A 

31 CA -4 2 0,0 -143 7 N/A -18 

33 CA •1 1 0,0 -36 4 N/A 

508 CA -0 4 0,0 -13 1 N/A -0 2 

190 OR -1 9 0 0 -66 0 N/A -0,8 

193 OF: -46 0 0 -159 0 N/A -1 £ 

228 W/v -03 0,0 -106 N/A -0 1 

229 WA -11 0 0 -37 5 N/A -0,£ 

Totals for Corridor -19,2 0,0 -662 7 N/A -8.1 

\\\ Corridors TOTAL -927 1 GO -31964 0 0 0 -3898 

w 1] - The EPA draft emissions requirements do not indicate reductions in either CO or SOx Reductions in these 
'missions v/ere therefore not quantified. 

TABLE 4-4 
ESTIMATED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION - BY AQCR [1] 

State 
Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Year) 

AQCR Name State HC CO NOx SOx PIV 

501 Southeast Arizona AZ -6 9 0 0 -236 8 0 0 -2 £ 

502 Pima AZ -7.6 0.0 -263.3 0.0 -3.2 

503 Moh;ive-Yuma AZ -9 8 0 0 -337 4 0 0 -4,1 

504 Maricopa AZ -8.1 0.0 -279.2 0.0 -3.^ 

505 Central Arizona AZ -7 8 0 0 -270 0 0 0 -3 2 

24 Metropolitan Los Angeles CA -3.7 0.0 -126.9 0.0 -1.£ 

27 Northeast Plateau CA -13 0 0 -44 1 0 0 -0£ 

28 Sacramento Valley CA -54 0 0 -1860 0 0 -2 2 

31 San Joaquin Valley CA -26.1 0.0 -899.8 0.0 -11.C 

33 Southeast Desert CA -20.3 0.0 -700.9 0.0 -8.£ 

508 Mountain Counties CA -24 7 0 0 -851 8 0,0 -104 

35 Grand Mesa CO -180 0 0 -621 6 0 0 -7 6 

36 Metropolitan Denver CO -5.4 0.0 -185.9 0.0 -2.3 
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FABLE 4-4 

AQCR Name State 
Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Year) 

AQCR Name State HC CO NOx SOx p« 
10 Yampa CO -8 5 0 0 -294 3 0 0 -?€ 
88 Northeast lowa IA -45 2 0 0 -1559,8 0 0 -19 C 

^ 91 Southeast lowa IA -7,0 0 0 -240 7 0 0 -2 £ 
92 South Central lowa IA -603 0 0 -2079,7 0 0 -254 
93 Southwest lowa IA -70 7 0 0 -2436.8 0 0 -29 7 
61 Eastern Idaho ID -399 0 0 -1374 2 0 0 -16 8 
63 Idaho ID -406 0 0 -1399 5 0 0 -17 1 
64 Metropolitan Boise ID -14 7 0 0 -505 3 0 0 -62 
67 Metropolitan Chicago IL -21.4 0.0 -738.5 0.0 -9.0 
69 Metropolitan Quad Cities IL -38 0 0 0 -1311 5 0 0 -16 C 
71 North Central Illinois IL -170 0 0 -585 3 0 0 -7 1 
73 Rockford-Janesville-Beliot IL -17 8 0 0 -6150 0 0 -7,£ 
85 Metropolitan Omaha-Council 

Bluffs 
NE -15 1 0 0 -519.9 0 0 -6 2 

146 Nebraska NE -10 0 0 0 -3433 0 0 -42 
12 New Mexico Southern 

Border 
NM -179 0 0 -617 0 0 0 -7,£ 

147 Nevada NV -71.8 0.0 -2474.7 0.0 -30.2 
148 Northwest Nevada NV -104 0,0 -359,9 0 0 -4 4 
190 Central Oregon OR -19 0,0 -660 0,0 -0 8 
i91 Eastern Oregon OR -64 1 0 0 -22088 0,0 -26 g 
193 Portland OR -4.6 0.0 -159.0 0.0 -1.9 
153 Et Paso-Las 

Cruces-Alamogordo 
TX -25.7 0.0 -884.5 0.0 -10.8 

210 Abilene-Wichita Falls TX -17 7 0 0 -6098 0 0 -7 4 
215 Metropolitan Dallas-Ft 

Worth 
TX -10 1 0,0 -3469 0 0 -42 

218 Midland-Odessa-San Angelo TX 232 0 0 -7998 0,0 -98 
219 Utah UT -190 0 0 -653 8 0,0 -8C 
220 Wasatch Front UT -2 7 0 0 -934 0 0 -1 1 
228 Olympic-Northwest 

Washington 
WA -0 3 0 0 -106 0 0 -0 1 

229 Puget Sound WA -1.1 0.0 -37.5 0.0 -O.J 
242 Metropolitan Cheyenne WY -26 5 0 0 -913 5 0 0 -111 
243 Wyoming WY 1 -7b.9 0.0 -2720.9 0.0 -33.2 

[1] - The 12 AQCRs that are shown ir bold (AQCRs 502, 504, 24 31. 33, 36 67, 147, 193, 153, 229, and 
243) are those which were identified m Table 4-2 as experiencing the highest level of air quality impacts 
Mitigation emissions along the proposed corndors would al?o result in reduced emissions in an additional 
31 AQCRs, as shown in this table 

Volume 1 4-22 



Southern •'̂ •orridor; Fort Worth, TX to West Colton, CA 

1-5 Corridor; Sacramento, CA to Bakersfield, CA 

Central Corndor; Cheyenne, WY to Hinkle, OR 

Central Corridor; Chicago, IL to Fremont, NE 

Central Corndor: Ogden, UT to Roseville, CA 

Central Corndor; Denver, CO to Grand Juncfion, CO 

1-5 Corridor Seattle, WA to West Colton, CA 

SEA notes that the best method for mitiaafing air quality impacts is io address the emissions 

at the source, the railroad locomotive, SEA also recognizes that, based on the EPA draft emission 

standards, specific aecreases m CO and SO, pollutants cannot be expected While it is not 

possible to mitigate all of the emissions increases that would result from the proposed merger, SEA 

believes that the overall decreases m omissions on a national basis, along with the emissions 

reductions that would result from the preferential application of the EPA draft locomotive emission 

standards to specific corndors, would extensively reduce air emissions in the affected AQCRs. 

To further facilitate the improvement in air quality for specific locafions. SEA has also 

recommended mitigation that would require UP/SP to consult with appropriate state and local air 

pollution officials in the following states; Arizona, California, Colorado, Illinois, Nevada, Oregon, 

Texas, Washington, and Wyoming. SEA has recommended similar mitigafion for certain intei modal 

facilifies in California and Illinois 

4.3.6 Safety 

Systemwide Safety Assessment 

In assessing safety for a merged UP/SP system. SEA conducted consultafions with state and 

local officials, UP/SP, and PR:A concerning potential safety impacts and mitigation of those impacts. 

SE.A has reviewed proposed operafions and related data on a systemwide. corndor. and local 

basis, where appropnate, to identify and address the potential impacts of operational changes on 

safety. Also, SEA examined the emergency response plans of both UP and SP, and consulted with 

a number of local emergency response officials. Overall, SEA believes that there would not be a 

major increase in safety risks if the mitigation measures recommended by SEA in Chapter 5 are 

implemented by UP/SP. 

The proposed merger would result in a minor increase in systemwide levels of operations 

As a result, there is the potentiai for increase in overall accident nsk The number of accidents 

occurring on a single railroad - or even nationwide ~ can vary significantly from year to year. To 
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realisfically assess accident rates, it is necessary to look at these rates over the long term. With 
respect to individual railroads or routes, the vanability of accident rates can be greater or less than 
the national accident rate itself. 

Because of public concern about the operational safety of a consolidated UP/SP system, 
SEA conducted an independent analysis of systemwide accident nsk that could result from the 
proposed merger For this analysis, railroad accidents involving freight trams on mainlines were 
assumed to fall into two categones; 

(1) Ton-mile Dependent Accidents: These accidents are directly related to the amount of 
traffic. Th^y are pnmanly caused by track, roadbed, and train equipment failures. A 
majority cf accidents fall into this category 

(2) Train-mile Dependent Accidents: These accidents primarily result from human error 
and signal system failure.7 

To assess ton-mile dependent and train-mile dependent accidents, SEA conducted its analysis 
based on national histoncal data reported to FRA and other available data This analysis assumed 
the changes to the operating plan, but did not estimate the effects of particular changes to 
operating procedures. Table 4-5 shows the annual estimated change in systemwide accidents as 
a result of the proposed merger, on both an absolute annual basis and as a percentage. (See 
Volume 2, Appendix G for this analysis.) 

On a systemwide basis, the percentage increase in the expected number of accidents per 
year would be less than the anticipated increase in traffic. To put this another way, the total 
accident on mainline, yard, and industry tracks and sidings would not increase as much as the 
traffic increases as a result of the proposed merger Accordingly, a combined post-merger system 
is likely to be safer per ton-mile than the pre-merger system Based on SEA's analysis of FRA 
accident reports, it appears that reduced car handling at yards, as identified in UP/SP's operating 
plan, would account for the improvement in safety performance. Volume 2, Appendix G includes 
further discussion of the safety analysis. 

Based on a thorough review of UP/SP's operating proposals, it is SEA's opinion that 
systemwide safety over a merged UP/SP system would be improved UP/SP proposes a number 
of strategies that should enhance the safety of train movements and emergency response. These 
include; (1) improved maintenance and inspecfions of SP trackage and equipment, (2) more 
efficient train roufing, (3) planned capital investments. (4) increased track and equipment 
inspections, and (5) reroufing of traffic over more efficient and better maintained routes. Also, as 
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TABLE 4-5 
SYSTEMV..JE ANNUAL RAILROAD ACCIDENT CHANGE ESTIMATE 

(PRE-MERGER TO POST-MERGER) 

Type of Accident Annual Accident Increase Percent Change 

Mainline 14 90 19% 

Yard 2 63 0 2% 

Industry Sidings 1 30 1,9% 

TOTAL: 18.83 0.9% 

noted above. SEA is recommending mitigafion measures in Chapter 5 that would further enhance 

overall safety. 

Grade Crossing Safety 

A primary area of concem was grade crossing safety Numerous comments were received 

fron cities and towns, pnmanly in the central and southern corridors, and a number of other 

communifies in other parts of the proposed merged system. In assessing grade crossing safety, 

SEA carefully reviewed the comments; verified data, and where appropnate, adjusted data based 

on the comments; and conducted further site visits. Also, SEA consulted with FRA. state and local 

officials, and UP/SP; conducted further analyses; and monitored the progress of negotiations 

between affected junsdictions and UP/SP. SEA notes that a number of jurisdictions have either 

executed or are in the process of negotiating memoranda of understanding (MOU) to address 

safety concerns. 

Several states expressed concerns about grade crossing safety and vehicular delay SEA 

conducted additional site visits and traffic and accident analyses SEA recommends in Chapter 5 

that UP/SP consult with FRA and the states of Arkansas. California, Colorado, Kansas, Nevada, 

Oregon, and Texas to ensure that proper grade crossing warning devices are in place to address 

potential safety impacts caused by increased tram traffic resulting from the proposed merger, SEA 

also recommends that UP/SP advise SEA of the status and final results of these consultations 

The Town of Truckee and the East Bay Regional Park District, in California, which raised 

major grade crossing safety issues, have each executed a MOU with UP/SP, In addition. Placer 

County, California, is negotiafing a MOU with UP/SP that will likewise address grade crossing 

safety concerns. These negotiations demonstrate that communities and UP/SP can work together 

to arrive at mutually acceptable mitigafion pians. SEA believes that the communities and states 

can best identify the most appropriate mitigation to address their particular concerns. 
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Hazardous Materials Transportat ion 

SEA conducted an independent examination of risks associated with increased hazardous 

rtiatenals shipments The major changes to hazardous matenals movements m UP/SP s operating 

plan would occur on various rail line segments that represent approximately 66 percent of the 

combined system's route-miles These include the Central Corndor, 1-5 Corndor. lllinois-Gulf 

Coast Comdor, and the Houston to New Orieans portion of the Southern Corndor SEA examined 

these corridors m terms of the percent change in hazardous matenals traffic expected as a resuit 

of the proposed merger. To compare the change m hazardous matenals traffic with historical 

fluctuations, SEA measui^ed traffic increase against the largest iikely year-to-year traffic growth on 

a single route in response to general economic conditions. If the projected traffic increase 

exceeded that growth. SEA compared the increase? to the nationwide average nsk for hazardous 

matenals releases on a single route (See Volume 2. Appendix G for a discussion of this analysis.) 

Whenever it wa;^ necessary to estimate the release risk for a rail line segment, baseline nsk 

levels (i.e., pre-merger, were esfimated using the PC'*HazRoute software developed by ALK, Inc. 

(ALK) for identifying o,:;t'mal rail roufings for hazardous materials. This software uses rail accident 

data reported to FRA for fiie years 1992 through 1994 to esfimate a per-carioad risk of hazardous 

matenal release. In gene'al, SflA assumed that this nsk would be propcrtional to the change in 

hazardous matenals traffic cn each route segment Pursuant to SEA's request, UP/SP re-ran its 

Multi-Rail traffic model specnlcally for hazardous matenal car movements (STCC codes beginning 

with 48 and 58), and provided estimated pre-merger and post-merger hazardous matenals carioads 

per day for the route segments identified below. 

SEA's analysis using the ALK PC*HazRoute software on the rail line segments with major 

hazardous materials traffic changes indicated a relative average 2 6 percent increase IP the overall 

nsk of accidental hazardous matenals releases on the following corndors; 0 ) the Central Corridor, 

(2) the 1-5 Comdor. (3) lllinois-Gulf Co-ist Corridor, and (4) the Southern Corndor Assuming that 

the average hazardous matenals density on the remainder of a merged UP/SP system would be 

75 percent of that on the aforementioned corndors. and that the nsk on the remainder of the 

system would not change as a result of the proposed merger a systemwide post-merger nsk 

increase of 1.7 percent for hazardous matenals incidents would result This would correspond to 

an average annual increase of 0.2 accidental releases oer year using the PC'HazRoute 

frequencies as adjusted. 

In sum, the rick of accidental hazardous matenals releases on the comdors identified above 

would increase 2.6 percent. The overall average on a systemwide basis would be a 1.7 percent 
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increase ' the estimated releases of hazardous matenals In both cases, this represents a minor 

increase i risk exposure 

In assessing the accident nsks of hazardous materials releases, it is important to note that 

the U S Department of Transportation (USDOT) in its comments to the EA. stated that 

"compliance by the merged railroad with FRA's safety regulations and with UP/SP's own internal 

safety requirements will afford a consistent level of railroad safety ' For example. UP/SP are 

required to comply with specific FRA regulations (e g., 49 CFR 171 to 180) regarding the 

movement of such hazardous matenals USDOT further stated that prepa-'ation and submission 

by UF/SP of a specific safety plan to FRA to address certain individual railroad lines is not 

necessary". Accordingly, given the low nsk of accidental hazardous material release, and 

USDOT s statement of the adequacy of FRA's safety regulations the proposed UP/SP system 

should not pose a high safety nsk Nevertheless, to further promote safety. SEA recommends 

certain mitigation measures in Chapter 5 that are systemwide, SP specific, and corridor related. 

The corndor specific mitigation applies to the following; 

Central Corridor 
• The route between North Plattr. NE and Oakland, CA (UP and SP) 
• The route between Cheyenne, Wyoming and Denver, Colorado (UP). 

Southern Corridor 
• The route between Houston TX and Avondale (New Orieans). LA (SP) 
• The route between lowa Junction, LA and Avondale, LA via Kinder and Livonia (UP). 
• The route betv/een Houston, TX and West Colton, CA (SP). 

lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor 
• The route between St Louis. MO; East St Louis/Salem, IL and Houston, TX; 

Avondale, LA (UP and SP) 

SEA's mitigafion for the above includes the following; 

• Equipping key trains with two-way end-of-train (EOT) devices. 

Adopfing UP's formula-based standards for track inspection (on SP rail lines). 

• Extending UP's tank car inspection programs to SP facilities. 

Development of detailed response plans and training programs with appropriate local 

authorifies 

SEA has reviewed the comments from KCS and Conrail regarding their concerns for the 

movement of hazardous materials over the proposed merged UP/SP system, (See Volume 2. 

Appendix A ) In response to these concerns, SEA conducted an independent analysis especially 

to address these movements KCS and Conrail questioned the directional movement strategy, 
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additional car handling, shifting of hazardous materials traffic from one rail line to another, and 

related trackage nghts operations by BN/Santa Fe 

SEA has reviewed the hazardous matenals movement data in relation to these concerns. 

Through this examination and UP/SP's response to KCS comments to the EA, SEA expects only 

minor increases in hazardous materials release rates as a result of the proposed merger. 

Directional running and trackage nghts operations are thoroughly covered under FFIA safety and 

operating rules. 

SEA notes that the EA recommended mitigafion to conduct rail line capacity simulations to 

verify that the directional operations involving St Louis. Missoun; Memphis, Tennessee; and 

Dallas. San Antonio, and Houston. Texas could be safely accomplished Mitigation in the EA also 

stated that a safety analysis should be conducted by UP/SP to determine the need for installing an 

Automatic Block Signalized (ARS) system or a Centralized Traffic Control (CTC) system between 

Houston, Texas and Lewisville, Arkansas. USDOT submitted a letter to SEA on May 9. 1996, 

stating that FRA's regulations are sufficient to ensure safety on these routes Also, in their 

comments to SEA, both USDOT and FRA stated that such a safety analysis was not necessary 

given FRA's safety regulafions and UP/SP's own internal safety requirements, (See Volume 2, 

Appendix A.) Accordingly, the Post EA does not include this type of safety analysis as mitigation 

Emergency Responses to Hazardous Materials Incidents 

To address comments about hazardous matenals incident responses, SEA conducted an 

extensive review of the emergency response procedures for transportation-related spills of 

hazardous matenals that have been developed and implemented by the UP, SP, and BN/Santa Fe. 

The plans reviewed by SEA include: 

• Union Pacific Railroad Company Emergency Response Procedures for Transportation-
Related Spills of Hazardous Matenals. Oil, oi Other Pollutants (September 1995); 

-Avondale Yard, Houston Services Unit 
-North Little Rock Yard, Little Rock Teiminal Service Unit 
-Settegast Yard. Houston Services Un, 

• Union Pacific Railroad Company Instructions for Handling Hazardous Materials 
(October 1995). 

• Southern Pacific Lines Hazardous Materials/Emergency Response Business Plans 
(January 1996); 

-Avondale Yard. Jefferson Parish, Louisiana (AV-11) 
-Pme Bluff Yard, Jefferson County, Arkansas (PB-01) 
-Houston Yard (Englewood/Hardy Street), Hams County, Texas (HO-01) 
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Burlington Northern Railroad Hazardous Matenals Emergency Response Plan 
(January 3.1994) 

Santa Fe Railway Emergency Action Plan, Environmental/Hazardous Materials 
(republished May 1994) 

All Emergency Response Plans were similar Each plan represents the state of the art in 

managing hazardous material incidents All plans are complete, current, and have a provision for 

penodic updating to meet the constantly changing railroad transportafion patterns and materials 

transported or stored. This would include any changes to accommodate UP, SP, BN/Santa Fe 

operations under the proposed merger. These plans cover a range of topics, from general railroad 

policy to detailed procedures for hazardous materials accidents at specific sites, specific responses 

for different types of hazardous matenals, and the responsibilities of specific railroad employees 

and local response agency officials Information that is pertinent to a specific state, or required by 

that state, is also provided The plans include suggested procedures for local public emergency 

service cgencies to use in responding to a hazardous matenais spill, derailment of rail cars carrying 

hazardous matenals. release of hazardous vapors, and fires involving hazardous matenals. There 

are also provisions for management by railroad personnel and/or public emergency service 

agencies of hazardous matenals incidents, including site visits and training exercises. 

SEA concludes that UP/SP and BN/Santa Fe are adequately prepared to respond to 

hazardous matenals incidents. UP currently has 29 personnel on 24-hour call to respond to 

hazardous matenals emergencies, compared to 9 on SP UP/SP has agreed to redistribute 

personnel to provide UP's level of coverage throughout the system and assign such personnel to 

unorotected areas on SP rail lines, such as Arizona, New Mexico, and West Texas In addifion, 

UP/SP intends to extend UP's participafion in the TRANSCARE program to SP junsdictions. In this 

program, UP works with communities to develop hazardous matenal and emergency response 

plans UP/SP also intends to use UP's training tank car on SP rail lines for training communities 

on hazardous material issues and to conduct emergency response drills. As reported in the EA, 

SEA recommends that UP/SP be required to transport all ha.zardous matenals in compliance with 

U S Department of Transportation Hazardous Matenals Regulations (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180). 

In addition. UP/SP should provide, upon request, local emergency management organizations with 

copies of all applicable Emergency Response Plans. 

4.3.7 Noise 

SEA'S noise analysis identified noise- =nsiti ' , r c, -jtors where the change in operations 

could result in noise exposure increases that wciji^ . )r exceed the Board's environmental 

analysis thresholds. The analysis provided an estriic't- o* • e number of noise-sensitive receptors 
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(e.g., residences, schools, churches) where the Board's thresholds for impact analysis would be 

exceeded, potentially causing an adverse increase in noise exposure. In conducting its noise level 

impact assessn ent. SEA verified and used the baselme and proposed acfivity level data set forth 

by UP/SP in the merger application and supplemented with additional data from the settlement 

agreements. The Board's environmental rules provide that where the Board's analysis thresholds 

are exceeded, noise level impact analysis may be warranted 

Noise studies were performed and the following noise critena (as discussed in Chapter 3) 

were used io determine whether adverse impacts would occur: 

• An incremental increase in noise levels of 3 decibels (dBA) or more, as measured by 
the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^J, or 

• An increase to a noise level of L̂ ,, of 65 dBA or greater. 

The Lan noise descriptor reprc?sents an average of the noise levels occurring during a 

complete 24-hour penod However, it includes a 10 dB weighting applied to those noises occumng 

dunng nighttime hours (10 00 p m to 7:00 a m ) reflecfing the fact that most people are more 

sensitive to nighttime noise. In calculating L̂ r. the nighttime adjustment makes one freight train 

passby occurring between 10;0C p m and 7:00 a m. equivalent to ten freight train passbys dunng 

the daytime hours. In general, an increase in L̂ ., cf 3 dBA would require a 100 percent increase 

in rail traffic, a substantial change in operafing condifions, changed equipment, or a shift of daytime 

operations to the nighttime hours. 

Most commenters were concemed about the level of noise impacts from increased traffic on 

rail line segments. Overall, although some segments have long stretches with no noise-sensitive 

land uses, they do pass through many residential areas where trains are the dominant source of 

noise exposure. The noise exposure is greafiy increased near grade crossings where train horns 

are used as a warning to motonsts and pedestnans UP and SP operate according to all applicable 

Federal, state, and local laws regarding the use of train horns Any decision to reduce this use 

could result in a reduction of public safety at grade crossings. 

SEA has analyzed rail line segments, yards, and intermodal facilities that would be affected 

by the oroposed merger to determine the potential for n^ise impact. In addition, SEA reviewed the 

comments on the EA that raised noise concerns, and conducted additional site inspections. The 

Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e)(6) provide that where the Board's thresholds are 

exceeded, noise level impact analysis rnay be warranted SEA identified 13 rail line segments that 

would expenence an increase in rail traffic sufficient to exceed the Board's thresholds and cause 
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potentially adverse noise impacts (L .̂, increase greater than 3 or more dBA) to a number of 

sensitive receptors (residences, schools, hospitals, churches) Table 3-8 in Chapter 3 identifies, 

by state, the particular rail line segments that would be affected and the extoni of the adverse 

impacts. 

After careful analysis, site visits, and review of all the comments (including those on the EA). 

SEA believes the rail line segments listed in Chapter 3 would expenence adverse noise impacts 

However, the noise impacts at issue genera'ly would be caused by locomotive horn sounding at 

grade crossings, to warn motonsts or pedestnans cf oncoming trains. As a result, any attempt to 

significantly reduce noise levels would jeopardize safety, which SEA considers to be of paramount 

importance. 

As the agency responsible for regulating rail safety. FFIA has been directed by the Swift Act 

to require, by November of 1996, that hems be sounded at all grade crossings unless extraordinary 

safety provisions are implemented which would allow FRA to waive the horn blowing requirements 

Currently, the only state where FPA specifically requires that horns be sounded is Flonda. This 

was done in response to a state legislative ban on horns. Also, FRA currently requires railroads 

to follow their operating plans, which typically require horn use at grade crossings. 

Horn blowing by locomotives is currently the most effective way. short of separating the 

railroad from the highway, to increase safety Despite the noise created by horns, safety dictates 

that railroads sound their horns at grade crossings Studies, such as the Flonda Whistle Ban 

analysis performed by FF(A. have shown a decrease in incidents at grade crossings when a 

locomotive horn is sounded and a dramafic increase in incidents when horns are not sounded. 

Even though the proposal would have adverse impacts on noise, some increase in noise is 

necessary to ensure safety. However. SEA has developed mitigation for the 13 rail line segments 

that could experience potent'ally adverse noise impacts as a result of 'ne proposed merger. The 

rail line segments that are identified in Table 3-8 in Chapter 3 are located in the states of California. 

Colorado. Illinois. Kansas. Louisiana. Nebraska. Nevada. Oklahoma, and Texas SEA 

recommends this mitigation to effectively reduce the potenfial noise impacts without cotnpromising 

safety. 

In developing mitigation, SEA considered several factors First, as stated above, hom noise 

generally represents the greatest noise level associated with train movements, is a necessary 

safety measure, SEA recognizes that safety concerns override noise concerns, particulariy in 

populated areas and at grade crossings Second, the increase in the decibel level expenenced by 

the affected communities would result from greater exposure to horn noise, rather than greater 
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intensity of sound No additional types of noise would occur. Also there would be no change in 

the character of the noise In other words, horns would blow more often, but not more loudly as 

a result of the proposed merger Third, many communities along these rail line segments a.ready 

experience train-related noise. Fourth, mitigation measures for reducing or eliminafing train horn 

noise at grade crossings have been developed, but require approval by FFIA, and are extremely 

costly Cooperative funding from other sources (local state. Federal) for proposed merger-related 

noise impact mitigation may be available Fifth, historic traffic levels and related noise impacts on 

many of these rail line segments have exceeded the proposed post-merger traffic levels Finally, 

substantial portions of the rail line segments are located in rural areas where sensitive receptors 

are scattered and widely separated; mitigation of noise impacts at these receptors would be 

impractical regardless of the noise impact 

If the proposed merger is approved, UP/SP plans to implement UP's higher maintenance 

standards and greater use of welded rail to help mifigate ro.ling wheel and rail noise level increases 

on rail lines previously operated by SP In addifion. SEA recognizes that noise control mitigation 

must consider safety, automotive traffic flow. cost, maintainability, aesthetics, and practicality. 

Accordingly, local governments and communities must be involved in selection of noise impact 

mitigafion measures. 

Nevertheless considenng the constraints discussed above, SEA recommends the following 

measure to miitigate adverse noise impacts to communities UP/SP shall consult with those affected 

counties that have communities that wculd expenence a noise increase of 3 or more dBA as a 

result of the increased rail traffic over rail lines in California, Colorado. Illinois. Kansas, Louisiana, 

Nebraska, Nevada. Oklahoma, and Texas (see Table 3-8) and if appropnate, develop a noise 

abatement plan UP/SP shall submit the results of these consultations to SEA, who will review 

these findings with FFIA SEA encourages UP/SP and the affected counties to share the costs for 

noise reduction measures 

The remaining rail line segments that would meet the Boards's analysis thresholds (i e. those 

tliat would experience more than 8 trains per day or an increase of 100% as measured in gross 

ton miles annually) could experience noise increases, but none of the incre^'^ses are expected to 

be substanfial SEA's analysis of the noise impacts along each raii line segment is presented in 

Volume 2 of the EA, 

4.3.8 Historic and Cultural Resources 

Since publication of the EA, SEA has confinued consultation with vanous SHPOs to identify 

and determine possible impacts on histonc and cultural resources. The Section 106 process is now 
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complete for all affected states, except; Arizona, California, Colorado, Montana, Nevada. New 

Mexico, Oregon and Texas Appropnate mitigation measures for each of these states are included 

in Chapter 5. 

4.3.9 Environmental Procedural Issue - EA vs. EIS 

SEA received several comments on the EA expressing concern that an EA was an 

inadequate or inappropnate environmental review for the proposed UP/SP merger These 

comments noted concerns about the scope of the proposed merger, the magnitude of potential 

impacts, and the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Surface 

Transportation Board's regulations for implementing NEPA. Some commenters requested that 

SEA prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

After a thoromh review of the public comments, the proposed merger, the potential 

environmental impacts that could result from the proposed merger, and numerous site visits and 

consultations, SEA mainiains that an EA, subject to the recommended environmental mitigation, 

is appropnate and that an EIS is not required SEA bases this opinion on the Board's 

environmental rules, the review of potential environmental impacts, and the mitigation developed 

to address potential impacts as discussed below. 

Environmental Rules 

NEPA requires federal agencies to take environmental considerations into account in their 

decisionmaking process through preparation of an EA or an EIS A detailed EIS is lequired for 

"major federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment." [42 U S C, 

4332(2)(C).] The identification of which acfions requi-^e an EIS is a matter for •he agency to 

determine, as long as the determination is not arbitrary or capricious Based cn extensive analysis 

of potential impacts and development of appropnate mitigation measures. SEA's conclusion that 

an EA is appropnate is neither arbitra.'y or capncious. First. SEA s conclusion thst an EA is 

appropnate is consistent with the Board s tnvironmental njies, which provide that railroad mergers 

are actions generally requinng the preparation of an EA* Second, SEA's assessment of potential 

environmental impacts was thorough, independent, and analytical, as described below and in other 

parts of Chapter 4 Third, SEA developed mitigation measures to specifically address potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed merger as described below and in Chapter 5. 

^ An EA was prepared for the merger of the Burlington Northem Railroad Company and the Atchison, Topeka 
and Santa Fe Railway Company See Finance Docket No 32549, EA served June 6. 1995 
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Review of Potential Environmental Impacts 

SEA has conducted a thorough analysis of the potential environmental effects of the 

proposed merger This independent analysis has included review of all of the environmental 

comments (approximately 400). examinafion of all available information and submitted studies and 

reports, site visits to more than 150 rail line segments and facilities, numerous consultations with 

Federal state and local officials and UP/SP and further review of potential environmentai effects 

based on the environmentai comments and SEA's own analysis SEA's analysis reflects recent 

developments, such as the CMA agreement and its effect on the BN/Santa Fe settlement 

agreement and negotiated mitigation plans between UP/SP and concerned communities. The 

following discussion highlights some of the environmental areas examined by SEA and addressed 

in the EA and this Post EA Chapter 3 of the Post EA descnbes the potential impacts of the 

proposed merger and associated abandonments and construction proposals 

SEA reviewed potential systemwide environmental effects and concludes that the greater 

efficiencies resulting from the proposed combined routes' would result in environmental benefits 

or insignificant impacts SEA also thoroughly examined the individual rail line segments, rail yards, 

intermodal facilities and rail line abandonments and constructions to determine what local or 

regional environmental impacts may occur as a result of the proposed merger. SEA identified 

vanous impacts, with safety, air quality, and noise among pnmary areas of potential impact. SEA 

conducted a detailed analysis of the locations with the greatest potential for adverse impact in 

these areas SEA's review process for safety, air quality, and noise impacts is descnbed below and 

elsewhere m Chapter4. The potential impacts identifir.! m the analysis are descnbed in Chapter 3. 

For safety impacts, SFA conducted an independent analysis that included detailed 

examination of the proposed rail operafing plans, grade crossings, and average daily vehicular 

traffic figures in specific communities SEA also examined and reviewed UP/SP's emergency 

response plans for hazardous waste spills safety records, and FRA's existing regulations 

governing railroad safety This analysis also included site visits and consultafions with appropriate 

Federal, state, and local officials. 

^ UP and SP stc>te that the purpose and need for the proposed merger is to create a Western rail carrier that 
would be more efficient, therefore more competitive, with truck and water earners and other railroads UP/SP 
proposes to combine the routes of the UP and SP, creating new, shorter routes They also intend to upgrade 
and improve SP s rail lines, create new through routes that would relieve congestion, and offer shorter, more 
efficient routes. In addition, rail yard and terminal facilities would be consolidated, intermodal facilities 
activities would be changed, rail lines would be abandoned, and new rail connections would be constructed 
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For air impacts, SEA examined each AQCR where increased rail line segment, rail yard or 

intermodal facility activity was projected to exceed the Board's analysis thresholds Using EPA-

approved methods and analytical factors as a guide. SEA calculated tha potenfial emission npacts 

in each affected AQCR for hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, oxides cf nitrogen and sulfur, and 

particulate matter. Taking into account the standards and cntena established by EPA, SEA then 

evaluated potential impacts in both attainment and nonattainment areas 

For noise impacts SEA reviewed each rail line segment rail yard, and intermodal facility that 

was projected to exceed the Board s threshold for analysis for potential noise impacts SEA then 

conducted detailed noise analysis for some areas estimating overall noise impacts in a 24-hour 

penod. In addition. SEA analyzed UP/SP s planned upgrades to rails and facilities, which would 

decrease noise impacts. 

Recommended Mitigation of Potential Impacts 

SEA reviewed the potential impacts of the proposed merger and developed mitigation 

measures to reduce the levels of adverse environmental impacts. Specifically. SEA designed 

mifigafion measures to address the vaned types of potential environmental impacts: systemwide, 

corridor-specific, and regional or local These measures included mitigafion for particular rail line 

segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, and rail abandonments and constnjctions SEA identified 

two communities (Reno. Nevada and Wichita. Kansas) that require independent study and more 

specific mitigation plans to address environmental issues unique to these cities Accordingly, SEA 

has recommended mitigation to ensure that UP/SP s level of tram operations would essentially 

maintain the environmental status quo in these two cities until the specifically tailored mitigation 

plans are imposed. In addifion to SELA's recommended mitigation, several local communities have 

negotiated agreements with UP/SP to implement mitigation measures and take other appropnate 

actions to address their particular environmental concerns 

Based on its thorough, independent analysis and review of all of the environmental 

information that has been submitted. SEA concludes that, subject to the recommended mitigation 

measures, the proposed merger would not significantly affect the quality of the human environment. 

Accordingly, the preparation of an EA is appropnate and. therefore, an EIS is not required. 

4.3.10 Memoranda of Understanding 

During the environmental review process, a number of communities and UP/SP consulted 

on ways to address their particular environmental concerns To date, three jurisdictions have either 

executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or are in the process of negofiafing such an 
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agreement. These junsdictions. ail in California, include the Town of Truckee, East Bay Regional 

Park Distnct, and Placer County. (See Volume 2. Appendix B.) Accordingly. SEA has 

recommended mitigation in Chapter 5 that will require UP/SP to comply with the terms of these 

MOUs if the proposed merger is approved 

SEA notes that Placer County. California is negotiating a MOU to address its specific 

environmental concerns in fact, Placer County. California and its respective junsdictions have 

requested in writing that the Post EA not include recommended mitigation measures at thi.> time 

since they are close to arnving at a mutually acceptable approach that is unique to their county. 

UP/SP concurs with this approach (See Volume 2, Appendix B) SEA emphasizes that in the 

event any parties are unable to execute an MOU. SEA will then recommend appropnate mitigation 

to the Board before any decision i? issued 

4.3.11 Local Mitigation 

The cities of Reno Nevada and Wichita. Kansas have characterisfics that pose unique 

environmentai concerns in connection with the proposed merger These include, but are not limiteo 

to. track locations, the number and locafion of grade crossings adjacent land use, vehicular traffic 

volumes, and topography As a result, SEA is recommending the mitigation discussed below for 

these two cities. 

Wichita, Kansas (Wichita to Chickasha rail segment) 

SEA reviewed the various comments, submissions and reports related to the City of Wichita 

and Sedgwick County, Kansas SEA also reviewed UP/SP's submissions and reports and 

consulted with UP/SP. SEA has conducted further independent analysis, as well as field 

inspections, which included site visits to the City of Wichita with city officials. 

Under the proposed merger, UP/SP would continue to operate through downtown Wichita 

on a north-south route that crosses 24 streets at grade between and including 21st Street and 

Pawnee Street The increased tram movements on the Chickasha to Wichita rail line would 

produce corresponding increases in locomotive exhaust emissions and repeated hom, engine, and 

wheel noise. In addition, this increase In traffic could contribute to increases in backed-up vehicular 

traffic on major downtown streets and potential pedestnan/tram/vehicle accidents. 

The City of Wichita and UP/SP have attempted to negofiate mitigafion to address the 

potential environmental impacts of the proposed merger on the downtown area. To address these 

impacts, an option considered by the City of Wichita was the use of the BN/Santa Fe route between 
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Wellington and Topeka to completely bypass Wichita, while UP/SP suggested grade separations 

at vanous locations. UP/SP has indicated it intends to consult with BN/Santa Fe about the 

possibility of operating on its tracks to further ease the highway traffic delays. These tracks are 

located within the City of Wichita, between approximately 21st Street in the north and Lincoln Street 

in the south. 

As of the date of this Post EA, no resolution has been reached jointly by the City of Wichita, 

Sedgwick County and UP/SP Obviously, there are mulfiple environmental, financial, operational 

and ether issues to be resolved, largely on a local basis In view of the above, SEA recognizes that 

mitigafion must be imposed pending final resolution by the City of Wichita, Sedgwick and UP/SP. 

Given the above factors. SEA recommends that, if the proposed UP/SP merger is approved, 

the Board impose mitigafion that would limit the number of trains passing through Wichita while a 

specific mitigation plan is developed to address the environmental effects of the additional rail traffic 

projected as a result of the proposed merger (See Chapter 5 ) Dunng this penod, U.P/SP would 

retain an independent third-party consultant to prepare, undf - the sole direction and supervision 

of SEA, a specific mitigation plan to address the environmental effects on the City of Wichita of 

additional rail traffic resulfing from the proposed merger. This mitigation replaces the mitigation 

mieasures that were recommended in Volume 2 cf the EA, 

Reno, Nevada (Roseville, CA to Sparks, NV raii line segment) 

Prior to and subsequent to the publication of the EA, SEA reviewed the various comments, 

submissions and reports related to the City of Reno and Washoe County, NV. SEA reviewed 

UP/SP's submissions and reports and consulted with UP/SP SEA also conducted ongoing 

independent analysis as well as field inspections, which included a site visit in the City of Reno with 

city officials, emergency response representatives, and casino and other businesf, interests. 

Based on all of the information gathered. SEA concludes that the post-merger operations 

proposed over the Sparks to Roseville rail line segment (Donner Pass route) would pose a safety 

risk to the City of Reno. In the downtown area, pedestnans must walk across the SP raii line to 

gain access to hotels, casinos and other tourist-oriented businesses on both sides of the tracks 

Vehicular traffic is likewise channeled across the tracks in a highly congested area. Also, homeless 

and transients occupy the linear space along the tracks 

The exisfing situation has intensified over the last decade as more and more hotel-casinos 

have been constructed virtually at the edge of the right-of-way. Casinos and other businesses 

have purchased from SP portions of the right-of-way, as well as air nghts over the tracks, with the 
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result triat structures have been built both adjacent to and above the tracks. The infrastructure now 

in place along the SP rail line was allowed by the City of Reno As a result, there is a heavy 

concentration of pedestnan and vehicular traffic crossing the tracks m the downtown area 24 hours 

a day. every day of the year. Regardless of the proposed merger, the City of Reno and SP need 

to address this situation. 

The City of Reno and UP/SP have attempted to negotiate mitigation to add.ress the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed merger on the downtown area That impact is projected 

to be a near doubling of train movements on the SP s Sparks to Roseville rail iine, with 

commensurate increases in locomotive exhaust emissions and repeated horn, engine, and wheel 

noise (which reverberates between the extenor walls of the hotels that line both sides of the tracks) 

In addition this increase in traffic would contnbute to increases in backed-up vehicular traffic on 

major downtown streets and potential pedestnan/train/vehicle accidents 

Options considered by the City of Reno and UP/SP included construction of (1) grade 

separations and pedestnan overpasses and underpasses; (2) a depressed tramway through the 

central business distnct; (3) a new route, instead of the existing route, that would follow the 

Interstate 80 corndor within the City; and (4) a totally new route outside of the City. 

As of the date of this Post EA. no resolution has t>een reached joinfiy by the City of Reno and 

UP/SP Obviously, there are mulfiple environmental, financial, operational and other issues to be 

resolved, largely on a local basis. As an example, the proposed 1-80 rail line comdor would involve 

acquisifion of a new right-of-way including pnvately owned property, construction of tunnels, 

groundwater impacts, noise and vibration impacts, etc. This project would take an esfimated ten 

years or so to complete, including environmental documentafion. 

In view of the above. SEA recognizes that mitigation must be imposed pending final 

resolution by the City of Reno and UP/SP, New rail line construction of the scope now under 

consideration by the City of Reno is too preliminary to be assessed at this time. If in the future 

such a project is undertaken, it might very well require the filing of an application with the Board 

seeking construction and operation authority. The filing of such an application would require that 

SEA prepare an appropriate environmental document at that time. 

Given the above factors, SEA recommends that, if the proposed UP/SP merger is approved, 

mitigafion be imposed to maintain the environmental status quo for a reasonable length of fime. 

Essenfially, this mitigafion would limit the increase of rail traffic to two additional trains per day for 

an 18-month penod During this penod, UP/SP would retain an independent third-party consultant 

to prepare, under the sole direction and supervision of SEA, a specific mitigation plan to address 
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the environmentJil effects on the City of Reno of additional rail traffic resulfing from the proposed 

merger This mitigation replaces the mitigafion measures that were recommended in Volume 2 of 

the EA. The recommended mifigation is set forth in Chapter 5. 

4.3.12 Rail Yards and Intermodal Facilities 

UP/SP has proposed the consolidation of activities at certain rail yards and intermodal 

facilities at points now served in common by UP and SP In some cases, this involves phasing out 

the yards and intermodal facilities of one of the two railroads At other points, instead of phasing 

out one rail yard or intermodal facility the property would be converted to another use. 

Full descnpfions of these activities are set forth in Volume 2 of tne EA Ir the Post EA. the 

locafion of the rail yards and intermodal facilities are shown in the corndor-by-corndor breakdown 

in Chapter 2, Section 2 3. 

In the EA, a number of cities were identified where air and noise impacts would result from 

increased activities at rail yards and intermodal facilities. Subsequent investigations, site visits, and 

analysis have reduced the number of these facilifies, as have settlement agreements between 

UP/SP and certain affected communities As a result, the mitigation for the remaining rail yard and 

intermodal facilities in the states of California, Kansas, Illinois, and Texas have been combined into 

two recommended mifigafion measures set forth in Chapter 5 that would require UP/SP to consult 

with appropriate state and local agencies to develop noise abatement plans. 
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CHAPTER 5 
S E A ' S RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 

Based on its independent analysis of the proposed merger, review of available informafion. 

and consideration of all the environmental comments. SFA recommends that any final decision of 

the Board approving the proposed merger and related abandonments and construction projects 

be subject to the mitigation measures set forth m this chapter. Section 1 presents SEA's 

recommended systemwide mifigation measures These measures would apply to affected rail line 

segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, construction sites Section 2 presents mitigafion 

measures that apply to major transportation operating corndors Sections 3 through 6 present 

general and location-specific recommended mitigation measures for rail iine segments, rail yards, 

intermodal facilities, proposed abandonments, and rail construction projects 

SEA has modified some mitigation measures recommended m the EA and added new 

measures to refiect concerns raised by comments on the EA and/or the results of additional agency 

consultations and analysis conducted by SEA. In some cases, locafion-specific mitigation 

measjres previously recommended in the EA have been replaced with systemwide mitigation 

measures. In some locafions, mitigation recommended in the EA is no longer appropnate based 

cn SEA'S further analyses or negotiations of mitigation plans (Memoranda of Understanding) 

between UP/SP and a particular jurisdiction. 

SEA notes that it consulted with UP/SP regarding mitigation measures that UP/SP would 

voluntanly undertake to address environmental issues, although these measures would extend 

beyond the Board s junsdicfion. As a result of these consultations. UP/SP has agreed to undertake 

for this specific merger certain mitigation measures that are outside the Board's normal condifioning 

authority This mitigation pertains to such measures as law enforcement activities. 

The recommended mitigation measures are categorized as follows: (1) "Systemwide", (2) 

"Corndor-Specific", (3) "Rail Line Segments", (4) "Rail Yards and Intermodal Facilities", (5) 

"Proposed Abandonments", and (6) "Construction Projects" For the convenience of the reader, 

these mifigation measures are numbered sequentially. 

1. SYSTEMWIDE MITIGATION 

The following mitigation measures address potentia! environmental impacts as a result of 

the proposed merger These measures apply to rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, 

and rail line construction projects on new nght-of-way. 
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1. UP/SP shall adopt UP s existing formula-based standards for track inspection for all rail 

lines of the merged system, which will increase the frequency of inspections on SP rail 

lines. 

2. UP/SP shall adopt UP's existing tank car inspection programs for all appropriate facilities 

on the merged system. 

3. For all highway grade crossing signals, UP/SP shall provide visible instructions designating 

an 800 number to be called if signal crossing devices malfunction. 

4. UP/SP shall provide 800 numbers to all emergency response forces in all communities. 

These numbers shall provide access to UP/SP supervisors who shall provide train 

movement information and worK cooperatively with communities in emergency situations. 

These numbers are not to be disclosed to the general public. 

5. UP/SP shall participate on a systsmwide basis in the TRANSCARE program to develop 

hazardous matenal and emergency response pians in cooperation with communities. 

6. UP/SP shall redistribute personnel to respond to hazardous materials emergencies in 

unprotected areas on the SP rail lines, such as in Arizona, New Mexico, and West Texas. 

7. UP/SP shall adopt UP s training program for community and emergency response 

personnel for locations on the SP rail lines, and include personnel from SP served locations 

in UP's school at Pueblo, Colorado for additional em.ergency response training. 

8. UP/SP shall adopt existing UP training and operating practices that are designed to reduce 

locomotive fuel consumption and air pollution These include throttle modulation, use of 

dynamic braking, increased use of pacing and coasting trains, isolating unneeded 

horsepower, shutting down locomotives when not in use for more than an hour when 

temperatures are above 40 degrees, and maintaining and upgrading SP locomofives to UP 

standards 

9. As suggested by UP/SP. UP/SP shall extend to SP rail lines UP's program of closing boxcar 

doors on empty cars before n.ovement on the system in order to reduce wind resistance 

and, thereby, fuel consumption 

10. As suggested by UP/SP UP/SP shall use its own secunty forces to conduct its own an-ests 

and bookings, reducing reliance on local police forces. 
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16 To address noise impacts, UP/SP shall consult with the affected cou,-ities that have 

communities that would expenence an mcrease of 3 dBA or more as a result of the 

increased rail traffic over raii lines ir the states of California. Colorado. Illinois Kansas. 

Louisiana, Nebraska. Nevada, Oklahoma, and Texas If appropnate. the UP/SP shall 

develop a noise abatement plan UP/SP shall submit the result of these consultations to 

SEA who will review these findings with FFIA, 

Specific 

SEA recommends the following mitigafion measures for specific rail line segments within 

the Central. Southern, and lllinois-Gulf Coast Corndors. 

17, UP/SP shall give priority to equipping key trains, as defined by Union Pacific Railroad Form 

8620. on the corndor segments listed below with two-way end of train devices This 

requirement also applies to BN/Santa Fe key trains operating befiween lowa Juncfion, LA. 

and Avondale, LA. 

• Central Corridor 
- North Platte. NE to Oakland. CA (UP and SP) 
- Cheyenne, WY to Denver, CO (UP). 

• Southern Corridor 
- Houston. TX to Avondale (New Orieans). LA (SP) 
- lowa Junction, LA to Avondale, LA via Kinder and Livonia (UP). 
- Houston. TX to West Colton, CA (SP) 

• )liinois-Gutf Coast Corridor 
- St. Louis. MO, and East St Louis/Salem, IL to Houston, TX and Avondale. LA 

(UP and SP) 

3. RAIL LINE SEGMENT MITIGATiON 

General 

SEA recommends the following mitigafion measures with respect to all of the rail line 

segments in the states identified below. 

18, UP/SP shall consult with the states and appropnate local officials as well as FFIA to develop 

a pnority K t for upgrading grade crossing signals, where necessary, due to increases in rail 

traffic resulting from the proposed merger. This process shall be undertaken for all rail line 

segments in the States of Arkansas, California. Colorado. Kansas, Nevada. Oregon, and 

Texas. UP/SP shall advise SEA as to the status and the results of these consultafions. 
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11 UP/SP shall convert all railroad locomotives to the standards for visible smoke reducfion 

that are established in the South Coast Air Quality Basin 

12, UP/SP shall adopt UP's existing policy of using head-hardened rail on curves in 

mountainous terntory for SP rail lines to promote safer operations, 

13, UP/SP shall comply with all applicable FRA rules and regulafions in conducting rail 

operafions on the merged systems, 

2. CORRIDOR MITIGATION 

General 

SEA recommends the following mitigation measures for the Central. Southern, Northern, 

Illmois-Gulf Coast, and Pacific Coast (1-5) Corridors. 

14, UP/SP shall implement the draft emissions standards for diesel-electric railroad locomotives 

that the Environmental Protection Agency has developed It is SEA's understanding that 

EPA plans to propose these standards and plans to make them available for public 

comment in December 1996 Under these standards, UP/SP shall utilize newly 

manufactured or re-built locomotives that are more fuel efficient and produce less 

emissions. When this equipment becomes available, UP/SP shall assign these locomotives 

on a pnority basis to the comdors or portions thereof specified below: 

• Southern Corridor: 
- Fort Worth, TX to West Colton, CA, 

• Central Corridor: 
- Cheyenne, WY to Hinkle, OR. 
- Chicago, ILto Fremont, NE 
- Ogden, UT to Roseville, CA. 
- Denver, CO to Grand Junction, CO 

• Pacific Coast (1-5) Corridor: 
- Seattle, WA to West Colton, CA. 
- Sacramento, CA to Bakersfield, CA. 

15, To further facilitate the improvement of air quality for specific locafions, UP/SP shall consult 

with appropnate state and local air quality officials in the states of Arizona, California, 

Colorado, Illinois, Nevada. Oregon. Texas. "Washington, and Wyoming, through which the 

Pacific (1-5), Southern, Central, and Northern Corridors extend in part. 
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Specific 

SEA recommends the following detailed mitigation measures for the specific rail line 

segments and/or locations identified below 

Martinez, California to Oakland, California 

East Bay Regional Park District 

19. UP/SP shall comply with the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding upon execution 

with the East Bay Regional Park Distnct and UP/SP. 

Roseville, California to Sparks, IMevada 

Town of Truckee 

20 UP/SP shall comply with the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding executed with the 

Town of Truckee and UP/SP. 

Placer Countv 

21 UP/SP shall comply with the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding upon execution 

with Placer County and UP/SP 

City of Reno 

22a UP/SP shall operate no more than a daily average count cf 15,8 trains per day through the 

City of Reno, (This reflects the Base Year daily average of 13 8 trains plus 2 additional 

trains ) The addition of two trains per day does not exceed the Board s threshold for 

environmental analysis at 49 CFR 1105.7(5)(ii). The 15 8 average tram count per day does 

not include the following types of movements (1) mairtenance-of-way trains, (2) light 

locomotive movements, (3) local and industry switching tram movements, (4) emergency 

trams operated under detour authority, for snow removal for fire or other natural disaster 

purposes, and wreck removal purposes. This condition will be effective upon 

consummation of the proposed merger and continue m effect for 18 calendar months in 

total. 

22b For the purpose of monitoring the preceding condifion UP/SP shall file with the Board 

verified copies of stafion passing reports of tram movements through Reno NV, fore ich 

day of each preceding month m the specified 18-month period. These reports shall also 

identify those tram movements, specified m the above condition, that a,-e excluded from the 

15 8 trams per cay average count. 
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22c Upon issuance of a decision by the Board approving the proposed merger, UP/SP, in 

consultation with and subject to the approval of SEA. shall retain an independent third party 

consultant to prepare a specific mitigation plan to address the environmental effects on the 

City of Reno of the additional rail traffic projected as a result of the proposed merger. This 

study shall be prepared under the sole direction and supervision of SEA It shall include 

final mitigation measures based on a study of the railway, highway, and pedestnan traffic 

flows and associated environmental effects on the City of Reno These environmental 

effects would include, but not be limited to, sa%ty. hazardous matenals transport, air 

quality, noise and water quality UP/SP shall comply with the final mitigation plan 

developed under this study. 

The study, which shall be completed within 18 months shall include the following: 

Projected post-merger increases in rail traffic on the Sparks to Roseville line 
segment. 

Consultations wi'h the City of Pfc;n) Washoe County, the Federal Railroad 
Administration, and other appropnate Federal, state and local agencies. 

Consultations with UP/SP, 

Review of all existing information and studies including those prepared by the City 

of Reno. Washoe County and UP/SP. 

Independent analyses. 

With respect to vehicular and pedestrian safety, mitigation measures that identify 
the number and location of highway/rail grade separations and rail/pedestnan grade 
separations in downtown Reno. 

22d. In the event UP/SP and the City of Reno and other appropriate parties reach agreement 

on a final mitigation plan, UP/SP and the City of Reno shall immediately notify SEA. and 

SEA will take appropnate action consistent with such an agreement, 

Chickasha, Oklahoma to Wichita, Kansas 

City of Wichita. Kansas 

23a. UP/SP shall operate no more than a daily average count of 6,4 trains per day through the 

City of Wichita (This reflects the Base Year daily average of 4 4 trains plus 2 additional 

trains.) The addition of two trains per day essenfially maintains the environmental status 

quo The 6 4 average tram count per day does not include the following types of 

movements; (1) mamtenance-of-way trains, (2) light locomotive movements. (3) local and 

industry switching train movements, (4) emergency trains operated under detour authonty, 

for snow removal, for fire or other natural disaster purposes, and wreck removal purposes. 
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This condifion will be effective upon consummafion of the merger and confinue in effect for 

18 calendar months in total 

23b. For the purpose of monitoring the preceding condition, UP/SP shall file with the Board 

verified copies of station passing reports of train movements through Wichita. KS for each 

day of each preceding month in the specified 18-month period. These reports shall also 

identify those train niovements, specified in the above condition, that are excluded from the 

6 4 trains per day average count. 

23c Upon issuance of a decision by the Board approving the proposed merger, UP/SP, m 

consultation with and subject to the approval of SEA, shall retain an independent third party 

consultant to prepare a study to address the potential environmental effects on the City of 

Wichita of the additional rail traffic projected as a result of the proposed merger This study 

shall be prepared under the sole direction and supen/ision ot SEA, It shall include a final 

mitigation plan based on a study of the railway, highway, and pedestnan traffic flows and 

asr ociated environmental effects on the City of Wichita, These environmental effects would 

include, but not be limited to, safety, hazardous materials transport, air quality, noise and 

water quality. UP/SP shall comply with the final mifigafion plan developed under this study 

The study, which shall be completed within 18 months, shall include the following: 

Projected post-merger increases in rail traffic on the Chickasha to Wichita line 
segment. 

Consultations with the City of Wichita Sedgwick County, the Federal Railroad 
Administration, and other appropnate Federal, state and local agencies. 

Consultations with UP/SP 

Review of all exisfing information and studies including those prepared by the City 

of Wichita. Sedgwick County and UP/SP 

Feasibility of a bypass route. 
With respect to vehicular and pedestrian safety, mitigation measures that identify 
the number and location of highway/rail grade sef irafions in Wichita. 

23d. In the event UP/SP and the City of Wichita and other appropnate parties reach agreement 

on a final mitigation plan, UP/SP and the City of Wichita shall immediately notify SEA, and 

SEA will take appropnate action consistent with such an agreement. 
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4. RAIL YARDS AND INTERMODAL FACILITIES 

24. UP/SP shall consult with appropriate state and local agencies to develop noise abatement 

plans for rail yards m the following cities: Henngton, Kansas; Salem. Illinois; and Bellmead, 

Texas UP/SP shall advise SEA of the results of these consultations and provide SEA with 

a copy of any resulting noise abatement plans 

25. To further facilitate the improvement of air quality in the States of California and Illinois, 

UP/SP shall consult with appropnate state and local air quality officials concerning the 

intermodal facilities in East Los Angeles. California and the Global 11 and Canal Street 

intermodal facilities in Chicago. Illinois 

5. ABANDONMENTS 

The following 17 proposed abandonments and four related disconfinuances are subject to 

the mitigation specified below: 

Gurdon to Camden, Arkansas (UP) - Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No 129x). 
Whittier Junction to Colima Junction, California (UP) - Docket No AB-33 (Sub-No 
93x). 
Magnolia Tower to Melrose. California (UP) - Docket No AB-33 (Sub-No, 94x), 
Alturas to Wendel, California (SP) - Docket No AB-12 (Sub-No 184x), 

• Sage to Leadville, Colorado (SP) 
Docket No, AB-12 (Sub-No, 189x) - SP Abandonment 
Docket No, AB-8 (Sub-No 36x) - Discontinuance of Sen/ice by D&RGW. 

• Malta to Canon City, Colorado (SP) 
Docket No AB-12 (Sub-No. 188) - SP Abandonment. 
Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No,39) - Disconfinuance of Sen/ice by D&RGW, 

• Towner to NA Junction, Colorado (UP): 
Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No, 130) - Abandonment by UP, 
Docket No AB-8 (Sub-No 38) - Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW 

• Edwardsville to Madison, Illinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No 98x). 
DeCamp to Edwardsville, Illinois (UP) - Docket No AB-33 (Sub-Mo 97x). 
Barr to Girard, Illinois (UP) - Docket No AB-33 (Sub-No. 96). 

• Whitewater to Newton, Kansas (UP) - Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No 132x). 
• Hope to Bndgeport, Kansas (UP) 

Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No 131) - UP Abandonment. 
Docket No AB-8 (Sub-No 37) - Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW 

• lowa Junction to Manchester. Louisiana (UP) - Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No, 133x). 
• Seabrook to San Leon, Texas (SP) - Docket No AB-12 (Sub-No 187x). 

Suman to Benchley. Texas (SP) - Docket No AB-12 (Sub-No. 185x). 
Troup to Whitehouse, Texas (UP) - Docket No AB-3 (Sub-No 134x). 

Volume 1 5-8 



Little Mountain Juncfion to Little Mountain. Utah (UP) - Docket No, AB-33 (Sub-No, 
99x). 

General 
At all proposed abandonment locations, the general mitigation measures listed below are 

recommended to reduce or avoid potential environmental impacts 

26. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding handling 
and disposal of any waste materials, including hazardous waste, encountered or generated 
during salvage of the proposed rail line. 

27. UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with state and 
local solid waste management regulations. 

28. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturtjed during right-of-way salvaging 
activities to pre-salvaging conditions. 

29. Before undertaking any salvage activities, UP/SP shall consult with any potentially affected 
Amencan Indian Tribes adjacent to, or having a potential interest m, the right-of-way. 

30. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and 
to stabilize disturbed soils. 

31 UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disrupfions during 
salvage operafions at or near grade crossings 

32. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed dunng salvage activities to conditions as required by 
state 01 local jurisdictions. 

33 UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding the 
control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during salvage operations shall be 
minimized by using such control methods as water spraying, installation of wind barriers, 
and chemical treatment dunng salvaging. 

34. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from salvage equipment through the use of work hour 
controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 
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35. If previously unknown archaeological remains are found during salvage operations. UP/SP 
shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the appropnate State Historic 
Preservation Officer. 

36 As appropnate, UP/SP shall use appropnate technologies, such as silt screens to minimize 
soil erosion during salvaging, UP/SP shall disturb the smallest area possible around 
streams and tnbutanes and shall revegetate disturbed areas immediately following salvage 
operations 

37 As appropriate, UP/SP shall transport all hazardous materials generated by salvage 
activities m compliance with U S. Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials 
Regulations (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180) 

38. As appropnate, UP/SP shall assure that all culverts are clear from debns to avoid potential 
flooding and stream, flow alteration, in accordance with Federal, state and local regulations. 

39 As appropriate, UP/SP shall obtain all necessary Federal, state, and local permits if 
salvaging activifies require the alteration of wetlands, ponds, lakes, streams, or rivers, or 
if these activities would cause soil or other matenals to wash into these water resources 
UP/SP shall use appropriate techniques to minimize impacts to water bodies and wetlands, 
such as positioning salvaging equipment on barges matting, or skids. 

Specific 
The following mitigation measures are specifically recommended for the abandonment 

under which they appear 

Gurdon to Camden, Arkansas (UP) • Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 129x) 

40 UP/SP shall limit salvage activities within 1,000 feet of residences to daytime hours to 
mitigate noise impacts on nearby receptors. 

41. To further assess the potential occurrence of threatened and endangered plants, UP/SP 
shall coordinate with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the Arkansas Department of Game 
and Fish, pnor to salvage activities, to determine whether surveys of vegetation types in 
areas of potenfial disturbance due to salvage activities are needed and shall conduct any 
such surveys during an appropnate time of year. 
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42 UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the through-plate girder bndge 

at MP 436.70. until the Section 106 process of the National Histonc Presen/ation Act (16 

USC 470f,, as amended) has been completed for this structure 

43 Pnor to the start cf salvage operations in the vicinity of the three Emergency Response 

Notification System (hazardous waste) spill sites. UP/SP shall contact the Arkansas 

Pollufion Control and Ecology Department Hazardous Waste Division, to confirm that 

remediation has been completed to agency satisfacfion. 

Whittier Junction to Colima Junction, California (UP) 
Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 93x) 

No specific mifigation is recommended. 

Magnolia Tower to Melrose, California (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 94x) 

44 UP/SP shall retain their interest in and take no steps to alter the Magnolia Tower or WP 

Oakland Depot unfil the Section 106 process of the National Histonc Preservafion Act (16 

U.S.C. 470f, as amended) has been completed tor these structures 

Alturas to Wendel, California (SP) - Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 184x) 

45, UP/SP si' all retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the integrity of the 9 eligible and 

11 potentially eligible prehistonc sites along this abandonment until the Section 106 process 

of the Nafional Historic Preservation Act (16 U S C 470f, as amended) has been 

completed for these sites. 

Sage to Leadville, Colorado (SP) 
Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 189x) - SP Abandonment 
Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No. 36x) - Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW 

46 A Water Pollution Control Act pennit under 35 U.S.C, 1251 et. seq.. may be required pnor 

to salvage of the portion of the rail line near the Eagle River Prior to salvage activities, 

UP/SP shall contact the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Water 

Quality Division, to determine if any permits are required and take the steps to secure these 

permits. 
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47 UP/SP shall retain their interest in and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the 

D&RGW branch line in its entirety from Sage to Leadville until the Secfion 106 process of 

the National Histonc Preservation Act (16 USC 470f.. as amended) has been completed. 

48 UP/SP shall consult with Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment and U.S. 

EPA Region 8 pnor to conducting any salvage activity, develop a nsk assessment and 

remediation plan, if required, in concultation with CDPHE and EPA, and provide SEA with 

a copy of an EPA-approved plan for the California Gulch and Eagle Mine Superfund sites. 

49 UP/SP shall provide confinued access for Viacom Intemafional. Inc. to the Eagle Mine site 

to facilitate ongoing remediafion activities. 

Malta to Canon City, Colorado (SP) 
Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 188) - SP Abandonment. 
Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No.39) - Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW 

50. To further assess the potenfial occurrence of the five threatened and endangered species 

of plants and animals, UP/SP shall coordinate with U S, Fish & Wildlife Service and the 

Colorado Department of Natural Resources to determine if surveys in areas of potenfial 

disturbance due to salvage acfivities are needed and shall conduct any such surveys during 

an appropriate time of the year. 

51. UP/SP shall retain its interest in, and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the SP 

line in its entirety, including the Hanging Bndge a,.d Royal Gorge War Revetments, unfil 

completion of the Secfion 106 Process of the Nafional Histonc Preservation Act (16 USC 

470f., as amended). 

52. UP/SP shall consult with Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment and U.S. 

EPA Region 8 pnor to conducting any salvage activity, develop a nsk assessment and 

remediafion plan, if required, in consultation with CDPHE and EPA and provide SEA with 

a copy of an EPA-approved plan. 

Towner to NA Junction, Colorado (UP) 
Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 130) - Abandonment by UP 
Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No. 38) • Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW 

53. To further assess the potential occurrence of the seven threatened and endangered 

species of plants and animals. UP/SP shall coordinate with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Sen/ice and 

the Colorado Department of Natural Resources to determine if surveys in areas of potential 
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disturbance due to salvage activities are needed and shall conduct any such surveys during 

an appropnate fime of the year 

54 UP/SP shall consult with the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment to 

confirm that assessment and remediation has fcieen completed to the agency's satisfaction 

Edwardsville to Madison, Illinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 98x) 

55, Prior to the start of abandonment activities in the vicinity of any known hazardous waste 

sites, UF/SP shall consult with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency to assess 

procedures necessary to address issues related to the sites 

DeCamp to Edwardsville, Illinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 97x) 

56, UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the histonc integrity of the one 

histonc bndges until the Section 106 process of the National Histor.c Presep,/ation Act (16 

U.S C 470f,, as amended) is completed, 

Barr to Girard, Illinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 96) 

57, UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the histonc integrity of the three 

histonc bndges until the Section 106 process of the National Histonc Preservation Act (16 

U.S.C. 470f.. as amended) is completed. 

Whitewater to Newton. Kansas (UP) - Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 132x) 

No specific mitigation is recommended. 

Hope to Bridgeport, Kansas (UP) 

Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 131) - UP Abandonment 
Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No. 37) - Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW 

No specific mitigation is recommended. 

lowa Junction to Manchester, Louisiana (UP) - Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 133x) 

No specific mitigafion is recommended 
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Seabrook to San Leon, Texas (SP) - Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 187x) 

58. U S, Fish & Wildlife Service indicated a possible desire to obtain permission to determine 

if Windmill-grass is present along the rail line. Should U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service follow 

up with such a request. UP/SP shall cooperate in granting the necessary authorizations 

59. UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the histonc integrity of the 

through-plate girder bndges at MPs 31.99 and 38 77 until the Section 106 process of the 

National Histonc Preservafion Act (15 U.S.C. 470f. as amended), has been completed for 

these structures. 

60. UP/SP shall continue Section 106 consultation with the Texas State Historic Preservation 

Officer to determine the need and extent of a recovery and treatment program for the three 

known archaeological sites along tnis segment, 

61 Pnor to the start of abandonment acfivities in the virmity of any known hazardous waste 

sites, UP/SP shall contact the Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission, Waste 

Management Office, to assess procedures necessary to address issues related to the sites. 

62 UP/SP shall limit construction work within 1,000 feet of residences to daytime hours to 

mitigate noise impacts on nearby receptors. 

Suman to Benchley, Texas (SP) - Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 185x) 

63. To further assess the potential occun-ence of Navasota Ladies'-tresses {Splranthes parksii), 

c. federally listed endangered species. UP/SP shall conduct a survey and consult with the 

US Fish & Wildlife Services and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department pnor to salvage 

operafions to determine if this species is present in any areas to be cleared or modified by 

the proposed abandonment 

64. UP/SP shall confinue Section 106 consultation with the Texas State Histonc Preservation 

Officer to determine the need and extent of a recovery and treatment program for the 

known archaeological site. 

65. Pnor to the start of abandonment activities in the areas containing copper slag ballast, 

UP/SP shall contact the Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission, Waste 

Management Office, as required to assess procedures necessary to address issues related 

to the sites. 
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66. UP/SP shall retain its interest and take no steps to alter the histonc integnty of the three 

deck plate girder bridges at MPs 109.73, 112 96 and 117.55. unfil the Section 106 process 

of the Nafional Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f., as amended) has been 

completed for these structures. 

Troup to Whitehouse, Texas (UP) - Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 134x) 

67. Prior to the start of abandonment activifies in the vicinity of any known hazardous waste 

sites, UP/SP shall contact the Texas Natural Resources Conservat'on Commission, Waste 

Management Division, and other appropnate agencies as necessary to assess procedures 

for addressing issues related to the sites. 

Little Mountain Junction to Little Mountain. Utah (UP) 
Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 99x) 

No specific mitigafion is recommended 

6. CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

General 

SEA recommends the following mitigation measures at all new construction sites not on 

existing nght-of-way The following mitigation measures also apply to the new eonstmction projects 

that result from the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement 

68. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding handling 

and disposal of any waste matenals. including hazardous waste, encountered or generated 

during construction of the proposed rail line connection. 

69 UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with state and 

local solid waste management regulations. 

70. UP/SP shall consult with the appropnate Federal, state and local agencies if hazardous 

waste and/or materials are discovered at the site. 

71. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with U S Department of 

Transportation Hazardous Matenals Regulafions (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180) UP/SP shall 

provide, upon request, locai emergency management organizations with copies of all 
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applicable Emergency Response Plans and participate in the training of local emergency 

staff for coordinated responses to incidents. In the case of a hazardous matenal incident. 

UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response procedures contained in its 

Emergency Response Plans. 

72. UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barncades to control traffic disruptions dunng 

construction. 

73 UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required by state 

or local junsdictions. 

74 UP/SP shall obtain all necessary Federal, state, and local permits if construcfion acfivities 

require the alteration of wetlands, ponds, lakes, streams, or nvers. or IT these acfivities 

would cause soil or other matenals to wash into these water resources UP/SP shall use 

appropnate techniques to minimize impacts to water bodies and weilands. 

75, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and surface 

instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, plastic liners, 

slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the track is constructed, UP/SP shall 

establish vegetafion on the embankment slope to provide permanent cover and prevent 

potenfial erosion If erosion develops. UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate 

erosion control procedures UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage 

regrowth in disturbed areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

76 UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for application of 

nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall iimit such applicafion to the extent 

necessary for rail operafions. 

77. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding the 

control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created dunng construction shall be 

minimized by using such control methods as water spraying, installafion of wind barriers, 

and chemical treatment. 

78 UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the use of work 

hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

79. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng construction activities 

to their pre-construction conditions 
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80 Before undertaking any construction activities UP/SP shall consult with any potentially 

affected Amencan Indian Tribes adjacent to. or having a potential interest in. the right-of-

way. 

81. In those cases where historic resources would be adversely affected. UP/SP shall not 

undertake construction activities until the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act (16 u s e 470f, as amended) review process is completed. If previously undiscovered 

archaeological remains are found dunng construction. UP/SP shall cease work and 

immediately contact the State Histonc Preservation Officer tc initiate the appropnate 

Section 106 process. 

Specific 

SEA recommends the following mitigation measures for the specific construction sites 

identified below. 

Arkansas - Camden 

82 UP/SP shall restrict mechanized equipment to upland areas to complete construcfion 

activities UP/SP shall obtain and comply with all applicable permits for any construction 

acfivity within streams or wetlands Also. UP/SP shall submit its final construction plans to 

appropriate state and local agencies for review 

83. Prior to eonstmction. UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropnate 

local agencies for review. 

Arkansas - Fair Oaks 

84 Pnor to construcfion, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropriate 

local agendas for review, 

Arkansas - Pine Bluff (East) 

85, Prior to eonstmction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Ari<ansas DOT and appropriate 

local agencies for review 
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Arkansas - Pine Bluff (West) 

86, Prior to eonstmction. UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropriate 

local agencies for review. 

Arkansas - Texarkana 

87. Prior to construction. UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropnate 

loeal agencies for review. 

California - Lathrop 

88 UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the histonc integnty of the 

Sharpe Army Depot, until the Section 106 process of the National Histonc Preservafion Act 

(16 U.S.C. 470f., as amended) has been completed for this property. 

California - Stockton (E' Pirial) 

89 UP/SP shall monitor noise resulfing from train operations over the connection and 

implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 

California - West Colton (UF to SP) 

No specific mitigatiori is recommended. 

California - West Colton (SP to UP) 

No specific mitigation is recommended 

Colorado - Denver (Utah Jct.) 

90. UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the North 

Yard water tower, until the Section 106 process of the National Histonc Preservation Aet 

(16 U.S.C. 470f.. as amended) has been completed for this property. 
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Colorado - Denver 

91 In and near the South Platte River and associated wetland areas. UP/SP shall restnct 

mechanized equipment to the area ,'equired to complete construction activities. 

92. UP/SP shall perform hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for any modifications to the South 

Platte River bndge, to ensure the changes would have no effect on the 100-year floodplain 

93 Prior to construction, UP/SP shall consult with the Army Corps of Engineers and obtain and 

comply with any permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Illinois - Girard 

94. UP/SP shall consult with the Distnct Soil Scientist of the U S Department of Agnculture. 

Natural Resources Conservafion Service, for recommendations to reduce impacts to pnme 

farmland soils, 

95 Prior to construction, UP/SP shall consult with the Army Corps of Engineers and obtain and 

comply with any permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Illinois - Salem 

96. poor to construction, UP/SP shall consult with the Anriy Corps of Engineers and obtain and 

cor.iply with any permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Kansas - Hope 

^^7. Prior to construction, UP/SP shall consult with the Army Corpi of Engineers and obtain and 

comoly with any permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

Louisiana - Kinder 

98 In and near the areas of Kinder Ditch and the fringe wetlands, UP/SP shall restnet 

mechanized equipment to the area required to complete construcfion activities. 

99 UP/SP shall design all drainage structures to maintain existing flows for the Kinder Ditch 
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Louisiana - Shreveport 

100. UP/SP shall coordinate the design and eonstmction of the U S Highway 1-71 overpass pier 
replacement with the Louisiana Department of Transportation and the Louisiana Division 
of the Federal Highway Administration. 

101. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from trains operating over the curved section of the 
connection and implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 

102. Prior to construcfion, UP/SP shall consult with the Army Corps of Engineers and obtain and 
comply with any permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Aet, 

Missouri - Dexter 

103. Prior to construction, UP/SP shall consult with the Army Corps of Engineers and obtain and 
comply with any permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

104. In and near the two small wetland areas, UP/SP shall restrict mechanized equipment to the 
area required to complete construction activities 

Missouri - Parent 

105. Prior to eonstmction. UP/SP shall consult with the Army Corps of Engineers and obtain and 
comply with any permits under Secfion 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

106. In and near the wefiand areas, UP/SP shall restrict mechanized equipment to the upland 
areas to complete construcfion activities. 

107. UP/SP shall coordinate with the Missoun Department of Conservation prior to final design 
of the project to avoid adverse impacts to the state-endangered gold-stnped darter. UP/SP 
shall not conduct m-stream construction activities during the breeding season of this 
species. 

Texas - Carrollton 

108. UF/SP shall monitor noise from tram operations over the new connecfion and implement 
mitigafion measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 
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Texas - West Point 

No specific mifigation is recommended 

Texas - Houston (Tower 26) 

109 UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from tram operafions over the new connecfion and 
implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 

Texas - Houston (Tower 87) 

110 UP/SP shall store ail construction equipment, petroleum products, and other hazardous 
materials outside the area of the 100-year floodplain. 

111 Prior to construction. UP/SP shall consult with the Anny Corps of Engineers and obtain and 
comply wî h any permits under Secfion 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Texas - Houston (SP to UP) 

112. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from tram operations over the new connection and 
implement mitigafion measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 

Texas - Fort Worth (Ney Yard) 

113. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from train operations over the new connecfion and 
implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 

Texas - Fort Worth (UP to SP) 

114. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulfing from train operations over the new connection and 
implement appropnate mitigafion measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 

Mitigation Measures That Result from the BN/Santa Fe Settlement Agreement 

Richmond, California 

No specific mitigation is recommended. 
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Stockton, California 

No specific mitigafion is recommended. 

Robstown, Texas 

No specific mifigafion is recommended. 
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PROJECT MAPS 

The eight maps on the following pages indicate the locations of the project acfivifies that are 

discussed in the EA and Post-EA documents. Project activities include: rail segments, intermodal 

facilities, rail yards, abandonments and construcfions on new rights-of-way. The nomenclature of 

each activity as used in the documents is indicated on the maps (i.e.. names of rail yards). Due to 

the small size of the construction projects relafive to the scale of the maps, these sites are indicated 

by green arrows and descnbed in the table at the bottom of this page. 

Key to Maps 

Map;K 

I Map 2 

-̂ x r - -

Map 4 

Map 5 r-

Key to Construction Projects 

AR-C-8 Camden, Arkansas IL-C-55 Salem, lllii ois 
AR-C-11 Fair Oaks, Arkansas KS-C-68 Hope, Kansas 
AR-C-9/10 Pine Bluff, Arkansas (2 projects) LA-C-86 Kinder, Louisiana 
AR-C-6 Texarkana, Arkansas LA-C-88 Shreveport, Louisiana 
CA-C-19/20 West Colton, Califomia (2 projects) MO-C-96 Dexter Missouri 
CA-C-30 Lathrop, California MO-C-97 Parent, Missouri 
CA-C-31 Stockton. California (2 projects) TX-C-145 West Point, Texas 
CA-C-193 Richmond, California TX-C-146/147/148 Houston, Texas (3 projects) 
CO-C-38 Denver, Colorado TX-C-157/158 Fort Worth. Texas (2 projects) 
CO-C-39 Denver (Pulman), Colorado TX-C-186 Carrollton. Texas 
lL-C-47 Girard, Illinois TX-C-194 Robstown, Texas 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Finance Docket No. 32760 

Union Pacific Railroad Company 
- Control and Merger -

Southern Pacific Transportation Company 

GUIDE TO THE POST ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

An Environmental Assessment (EA). which evaluated the potentiai environmental 
impacts that could result from the proposed merger of the Union Pacific Railroad 
Company and the Southern Pacific Transpoilation Company, was served on April 12, 
1996 The b"A was prepared in accordance with the requirements ot the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). as amended (42 USC 4321), the Surface 
Transportation Board s environmental rules (49 CFR Part 1105) and other applicable 
environmental statutes and regulations 

This Post Environmental Assessment (Post EA) addresses the comments to the EA 
as well as other environmental comments that were received dunng SEA s ongoing 
environmental review It reflects SEA's further environmental analyses, including 
numerous site visits and consultations In addition, the Post EA contains SEA's final 
environmental recommendi'tions to the Board The Board will consider SEAs 
environmental recommendaticns and the environmental record before making a decision 
in this proceeding 

The Post EA consists of tv.o volumes The major sections of Volume 1 and the 
issues addressed in each chapter include 

Chapter 1 discusses the purpose and need for the proposed UP/SP merger, 
highlights related settlement agr,'ements, summarizes SEA's environmentri review 
process and the additional envii.:inmental review conducted by SEA since the EA 
was published, and discusses the alternatives to the proposed merger and related 
actions 

Chapter 2 outlines the anticipated benefits of the proposed merger, describes the 
major operating corndors that wou d result from a combined UP/SP railroad, 
describes the operational changes associated with the pioposed merger, and details 
the locations of activities evaluated in Ihe EA 

Chapters details the potential envirormental impacts by activity type (i e , rail line 
segment, rail yard, or intermodal facility activity, proposed abandonments, and new 
rail line constructions) and then by location 

Chapter 4 summarizes the issues raised in the environmental comments, and 
r̂ .scusses the additional data verificaticni and technical and environmental analyses 
conducted by SEA 

Chapter 5 contains SEA's recommende j mitigation measures, including systemwide 
mitigation, corridor-specific mitigation, and location-specific mitigation. 

Volume 2 of the Post EA contains eight appendices These include 

Appendix A: Responses to Environmental Comments contains a collection of 
environmental comments received dunng the comment penod on the Environmental 
Assessment, other comments received during the environmental process, and 
SEA s responses 

Appendix B: Memoranda of Understanding contains copies of correspondence 
related to independent mitigation plans between UP/SP and local jurisrJictions to 
address environmental impacts and mitigation 

Appendix C; Public Outreach for the Environmental Assessment outlines the 
publication of official notices and media releases 

Appendix D: Distribution of the Environmental Assessment includes a listing of 
all parties who received a copy of the EA document served on April 12, 1996 and 
those who will receive a copy of the Post EA 

Appendix E: Post EA Correspondence includes copies of correspondence 
between SEA and UP/SP after the publication and service of the EA and copies of 
correspondence with the Federal Railroad Administration. 

Appendix F: Site Visits includes a tabular summary of visits to various locations to 
investigate or confirm conditions, gather information, or assess impacts 

Appendix G: Additional Analysis provides a brief reporting of SEA's supplemental 
surveys and analyses of environmental impacts undertaken in response to 
consultation, comments, and major changes since the EA 

Appendix H: List of Preparers contains a list of organizations and key individuals 
responsible for the preparation of the EA and Post EA documents 
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T A B L E O F C O N T E N T S 
Volume 2, Appendix A 

APPENDIX A RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

U S Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento, CA AF-1 
Littleton, CO AF-2 
Rock Island, IL AF-3 
New Orleans, LA (2) AF-4 to AF-7 
Galveston, TX AF-8 to AF-9 

U.S. Department of Agnculture. Forest Service Golden, CO (and U S 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management) AF-10 to AF-14 

U S Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Little Rock, AR AF-15 
Davis, CA AF-16 
Lakewood, CO AF-17 
Alexandria, LA AF-18 
Temple, TX (2) AF-19toAF-20 
Madison, Wl AF-21 

U S Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Eastern Area Office AF-22 to AF-23 
Anadarko, OK AF-24 

U S Department of Intenor, Bureau of Land Management, 
Susanville, CA (3) AF-25 to AF-31 

U S Department of Interior, Fish & Wildlife Service 
Atlanta, GA (2) AF-32 to AF-33 
Sacramento. CA AF-34 to AF-36 
Lafayette. LA AF-37 
Albuquerque, NM AF-38 
Houston, TX (2) AF-39 to AF-40 

U S. Department of Transportation 
Washington, DC AF-41toAF-49 

U S Environmental Protection Agency 
Denver, CO AF-50toAF-60 
Washington, DC Office of Procedural Affairs AF-61 

STATE AGENCIES 

ARKANSAS 
State Cleannghojse (2) AS-1 to AS-2 
Soil and Water Conservation Commission AS-3 
Game & Fish Commission (2) AS-4 to AS-5 
Department of Health AS-6 
Department of Pollution Control & Energy AS-7 
Geology Commission AS-8 
Industrial Development Commission AS-9 
Soil and Water Conservation Commission AS 10 
State Historic Preservation Officer (3) AS-11 to AS 14 
State Department of Parks & Tourism AS-15 

ARIZONA 
State Histonc Preservation Officer AS-16 

CALIFORNIA 
Cal EPA AS-17toAS-18 
California Public Utilities Commission (2) AS-19toAS-25 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-26 

COLORADO 
Attorney General & Department of Public Health & 

Environment AS-27toAS-30 
State Representative Ken Chlouber AS-31 to AS-32 
State Historic Preservation Officer (3) AS-33 to AS-42 

IDAHO 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS 43 

ILLINOIS 
Department of Natural Resources AS-44 to AS-45 

IOWA 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-46 

KANSAS 
Department of Transportation AS-47 to AS-49 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-50 
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LOUISIANA 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-51 

MICHIGAN 
State Historic Preservation Officer (2) AS-52 to AS -53 

MINNESOTA 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-54 

MONTANA 
State HiFtoric Preservation Officer AS-55 

NEW MEXICO 
Environment Department AS-56 to AS-57 
State Histonc Preservation Officer AS-58 to AS-59 

NEVADA 
Department of Administration/State Clearinghouse AS-60 to AS-62 
Department of Administration/Conservation and 
Natural Resources/ Division of Environmental Protection AS-63 to AS-64 
Department of Administraticn/Conservation and 
Natural Resources/Division of Wildlife AS-65 
Division of Conservation Districts AS-66 
Division of State Lands AS 67 
Public Service Commission (3) AS-68 to AS-79 
State Historic Preservation Officer (3) AS-80 to AS-83 
Executive Chamber AS-84 to AS-96 

OREGON 
Department of Transportation (2) AS-97 to AS-109 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-110 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-111 

TEXAS 
Parks & Wildlife Commission AS-112 
Railroad Commission of Texas AS-113 to AS-116 
State Historic Preservation Officer (3) AS-117 to AS-119 

UTAH 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-120 

vVASHINGTON 
State Historic Preservation Officer AS-121 

RAILROADS. COUNTIES. CITIES. ORGANIZATIONS AND GENERAL PUBLIC 
(Multiple responses shown to address correspondence not previously included in 
the Environmental Assessment) 

RAILROADS 
Applicant AG-1 toAG-41 
Consolidated Rail Corporation AG-42 
Kansas City Southern Railway Co (2) AG-43 to AG-68 

ARKANSAS 
Scott Manatt (2) AG-69 to AG-72 

CALIFORNIA 
Alameda Historic Complex AG-73 to AG-76 
Brentwood AG-77 to AG-78 
Butte County AG-79 
Colfax AG-80 
Contra Costa County AG-81 
East Bay Regional Park District (2) AG-82 to AG-83 
Martinez AG-84 
Modoc County & City of Alturas AG-85 to AG-88 
Nevada County AG-89 to AG-91 
Placer County & Placer County Transportation Authority AG-92 
Placer County Department of Public Works AG-93 
Placer Foothills Consolidated Fire District AG-94 
Rails to Trails Conservancy AG-95 to AG-103 
Rocklin AG-104 
Roseville AG-105 
Tehama AG-106 to AG-108 
Truckee (2) AG-109 to AG-119 

COLORADO 
Chafee Couniy (2) AG-
Colorado f>^ountain Coliege/Leadville Coalition (2) . . . AG-
Eagle County AG-
Fremont Cattlemens Association AG-
Fremont County AG-
Kiowa School District 
Dorothy Mercer AG-
Mesa County AG-
People for the West, Arkansas Valley Chapter AG-
Pueblo AG-
Rails to Trails Conservancy 
Upper Arkansas Area Council of Governments AG-
Viacom International Inc AG-
Women Involved in Farm Economics. 
Kiowa Co Chapter #24 AG-

120 lo 
126 to 
132 to 
135 to 
137 to 

AG-125 
AG-131 
AG-134 
AG-136 
AG-138 
AG-139 
AG-142 
AG-144 
AG-148 
AG-152 
AG-153 

154 to AG-155 
156 to AG-158 

159 to AG-161 

140 to 
143 to 
145 to 
149 to 
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ILLINOIS 
Glen Carbon AG-162 
Madison Transit (2) AG-163 to AG-164 
Rails to Trails Conservancy AG-165 
Springfield AG-166 to AG-167 

KANSAS 
Rails to Trails Conservancy AG-168 
Sedgwick County/ City of Wichita AG-169 to AG-173 
Sedgwick County AG-174 to AG-200 
Serenaia Farms Equestrian Therapy Foundation AG-201 

LOUISIANA 
Caddo Pansh AG-202 

MISSOURI 
Save the Rock Island Committee, Inc AG-203 to AG-204 

NEVADA 
Churchill County AG-205 to AG-207 
Roger M Hall AG-208 to AG-209 
Humboldt CountyWinnemucca (2) AG-210 to AG-218 
Senator Harry Reid AG-219 to AG-224 
Reno (3) AG-225 to AG-293 
Washoe County (2) AG-294 to AG-310 

OREGON 
Oregon City AG-311 
Salem AG-312 to AG-314 

TEXAS 
Abilene AG-315 to AG-316 
Callahan County AG-317 
Houston-Galveston Area Council AG-318 
Sealy AG-319 to AG-320 
Shelby County AG-321 

UTAH 
Weber County AG-322 to AG-323 

ORGANIZATIONS 
Coalition for Competitive Rail Transportation AG-324 to AG-326 
Raik. to Trails Conservancy (2) AG-327 to AG-341 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

A&S 
ACHP 
ADT 
AHPP 
AQCR(s) 
BIA 
BMPs 
BN 
BN/Santa Fe 

BRGI 
CAAA 
CERCLA 

CERCLIS 

CFR 
CMTA 
CNW 
CO 
COE 
CTC 
CWA 
CZMA 
db 
dBA 
DNL 
DOT 
DRGW 
EA 
EPA 
ER 
ERNS 
FEMA 
FHWA 
FIRM 
FRA 
GWWR 
HC 
IBP 
HBT 
IC 
ICC 

IHPA 
KCS 

Alton & Southern Railway Compfiny 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Average Daily Traffic 
Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
Air Quality Control Region(s) 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Best Management Practices 
Burlington Northern Railroad Company 
The new raii.oad system crsated by the merger of the holding 
companies of BN and Santa Fe 
Brownsville and Rio Grande In ternational Railroad 
Clean Air Act and Amendments 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 (the "Superfund ' Act) 
Comprehensive Environment;)! Response. Compensation, and Liability 
Information System 
Code of Federal Regulation? 
Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company 
Carbon Monoxide 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Centralized Traffic Control 
Clean Water Act 
Coastal Zone Management Act 
Decibel 
Decibels (of sound) A range 
Day-night equivalent level 
United States Department of Transportation 
Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad Company 
Environmental Assessment 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Report 
Emergency Response Notification System 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Federal Highway Administration 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Gateway Western Railway Company 
Hydrocarbons (in air) 
lowa Beef Producers 
Houston Belt Terminal 
Illinois Central 
Interstate Commerce Commission (former licensing agency for the 
proposed merger, merger approval authority now with the Surface 
Transportation Board) 
Illinois Histonc Preservation Agency 
Kansas City Southern Railway Company 

KSHS 
L.„ 

L... 
LOS 
LUST 
MOU 
MP 
MPH 
MPRR 
MRL 
NAAQS 
NEPA 
NHPA 
NO, 
NO, 
NPDES 
NPL 
NPS 
NRCS 
NRHP 
NWI 
O3 
OBS 
OKT 
OSHA 
Pb 
PDEA 
PM,o 
PSD 
RCRA 
ROW 
SEA 
SCS 

SEL 
SHPO 
SIP 
SO, 
SO. 
SP 

SPT 
SSW 
SPL 
STATSGO 
STB 

Kansas State Historical Society 
Day-night equivalent sound level 
Maximum sound level during train passby, dBA 
Level of Service 
State Inventory of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Mile Post or Missouri Pacific 
Miles per Hour 
Missouri Pacific Railroad Company 
Montana Rail Link, Inc 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
Nitrogen dioxide 
Nitrogen oxides 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
National Priorities List 
National Park Service 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
National Register of Historic Places 
National Wetlands Inventory 
Ozone 
Office of Biological Services/United States Fish and Wildlife Sen/ice 
Oklahoma-Kansas-Texas (operating division of UP) 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Lead 
Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessment 
Particulate Matter (under 10 microns in diameter) 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Right of Way 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Soil Conservation Service (currently named Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Division of United States Department of 
Agriculture) 
Source sound exposure level at 100 feet, dBA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
State Implementation Plan 
Sulfur dioxide 
Sulfur oxides 
Southern Pacific Rail Corporation, includes SPT, SSW, SPCSL Corp., 
and DRGW 
Southern Pacific Transportation Company 
St Louis Southwestern Railway Company 
State Priority List 
State Soil Geographic Database 
Surface Transportation Board 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS, Continued 

SWLF State Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities 
TRAA Terminal Railroad Association of St Louis 
TSD Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Sites 
TSP Total Suspended Particulates (particulate matter) 
UP Union Pacific Railroad, MPRR, and CNW 
UP/SP The new railroad system lo be createo by the merger of the holding 

companies of UP and SP if the merger proposal is approved 
USC United States Code 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
VISTA VISTA Environmental Information, Inc. 
VOCs Volatile organic compourds 
WCL Wisconsin Central Ltd 
WEPCO Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
WSC Western Shipper's Coalition 
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R E 5 F ^ ^ E 6 TO ENVit̂ QNMENTAL COMMENTS 
INTROWCTION 

The Post EA addresses all environmental comments that have been received 
by SEA since mid-March 1996. This date represents ttie cut-off date for all 
comments to be considered in the Environmental Assessment (EA) which 
was published on April 12, 1996. 

The following pages contain SEA's responses to the comments rece-ved 
from Federal, state and local governments, as well as railroads, organizations 
and the general public. Specifically these include comments on the EA, the 
March 29th filings (e.g., inconsistent and responsive applications; protests; 
requests for conditions, and; other opposition evidence), the April 29th filings 
(e.g., responses to the March 29 filings), and any other comments raising 
environmental issues. 

In this appendix, SEA has included the complete comment wherever possible, 
however in some instances, the comments are so lengthy that either 
summaries or pertinent excerpts are provided. Regardless, SEA emphasizes 
here that all environmental comments are made part of tiie Board's public 
record. 

The original comment letters are reduced and appear predominantly on the 
left side of each page. Comments within each letter are highlighted and 
consecutively numbered. To the righi of each comment are numbered 
responses corresponding to the numbered comments contained in the letter. 
Where appropriate references to the EA, Post EA or other comment letters 
are included as part of the response. 
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FED 
U.S. A I 

AGENCIES 
CORPS OF ENCJINEERS - SACRAMENTO, CA 

DEPARTMENT Or THE AHMV 
U 1 t t m i JNOIhtf n OiSTBlCT. S«C«»M1 NTO 

c o w s Of CNGINEEns 
1,7, 1 StRCET 

SACftAWChTO. cttirommiA tttit.ita 

A p i i . ; 24 , 1996 

Regulatory Br^ ch 

Mo .;ulie Donsky 
Environmental Scientist 
Pamea Moore 
One Continental Towers 
1701 Golf Road, Suite lOOO 
l^olling Meadows, I l l i n o i s 60008 
Dear Ms. I3onBky-

W(! received a copy of your l e t t e r dated March 26. 1996 
mentioning the propooed merger of the Union Pacific and Southern 
Pacific Railroads and the expected increase in r a i l activ-ty cn 
certain r a i l segrents. you identified one of theae segr-ents as 
"D«i-.ver, Color.ido to Dotsero, Colorado" and asked for our 
rorr.ments. 

n.e eastern boundary of the Corps of E.-.ginecrs, Sacramento 
Dis t r i c t In Colorado is the Continental Divide. Me administe-
the Regulatory Permit PrcgraT, under Section 404 of the clean 
Water Act. You rjust recoive a per>r,it frorr the Corps of Engine-^i.s 
to discharge drcdgrd Tateri.il (including excav.,tlon) and f i l l 
material in wators of the United States. In western Colorado 
you should contact this otfice about permit requirements. 

•Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any 
queatlons. write to the addresn below and telephone (9700 243 

fodyjir. ̂ cNurc 
rchiefy Northwestern Colorado 

Reijtilatory Office 
4 02 Pood Avenue. Room 143 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

SEA acknowledges the Corps ot Engineers Sacramento office's 
comment that prior to any excavation in or the placement of dredged 
or fill material into wetlands or strcains. eithertemporary or permanent, 
their office should be notified for issuance of permits. The Applicant 
would be responsible for obtaining all necessary permits. 
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L AGENCIES 
RMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - LITTLETON, CO 

OeP*RTMENT Of TH£ ARMY 
CCPt*S CF CNGlNCCflS. OMAMA OtSTRtCT 

rni.i_*Kes ""OjtCT Off'ce 9J0' STATE KWV 121 
UTTlETON COlCRAOO «0t?3 4501 

,\pMl }0 1996 

Ms lulic Donsky 
Dames A Moore 
One Cor.iinenial Towen 
1701 Golf Roid. Suire 1000 
Roliuig Metioimt. I I . 6000S 

D t i i .Ms Donsky 

Reference is made lo the Environmenui Report for Uie ipplicjiion for merger j ( (he 
Uruon Picific tnd Soutbero PaciHc Railroids 

Th)S lener i i to inform you tbit pnor to any excaviiion la or the placement of dredgcj 
or fill maicnal into wetlands or nteams, either temporary or permanent, our office should be 
conucted for proper DepaiTmcni of the Army permiu pursuani to Sectioa 404 of the Cleui 
Water Act 

Tbe rail s*gmeni wiihui the sute of Colorado fal l inj under the jurisdkiion of tfi i i office 
extends from Denver lo He coniinenul dinde. 

Regarding yout coiKernj which involve the rail stgmeni from lhe ComiBenul divide to 
Dotsero. Colorado, a copy of your lener has been forwarded lo (he Corps of Engineers 
RccJiaiory OfTice at 402 Rood Ave. Room 142. Grand /unction. Colorado 31301-2163 
'elephone Ho (970) 243-1199 

If there ait any questions conctnung this matttr. please feel free to conuct Mr Terry 
McKee ai (303) 979-4120 

Sincerely. 

-0....^ 

SEA acknowledges the Corps of Engineers' comment that prior to 
any excavation in or the placement of dredged or fill material into 
wetlands or streams, either temporary or permanent, their oftice 
should be notified for issuance of permits. The Applicant would be 
responsible for obtaining all necessary permits. 
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FtDE 
U.S. AR RTWC( 

GENCIE5 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - ROCK ISLAND. IL 

DEraRTweNT or THE ARMY 
n t ^ K S.AND u i s i n t t ^ c n c i c ^ C N O i N t i « S 

C O C K TCWEfl 8U l O I M C - ' O . O H j : c « 

i D t . l i I - . . t - . 0 I L I INO S : I 2 : « 2 < : 0 » 

Hay 2, 1996 

Planning o i v i s i o n 

MB. ElainR K. Kalsar 
ch ia f 
i ;«ct ion or cnvironaanral Analyals 
SurfacR Transportation Board 
1201 Const i tu t ion Av«nu«, MW. 
ROCB 1219 

wasnington, oc 20423 

Dear Ha. Kaiser; 
1 received ycur Enviroruiental AasvRRtiRnt, Voluaas 

1-5, dated A p r i l 12, 11**, oonoaming Flnancs 3oclt«t Mo. 
;!2760, Union Pac i f i c comora t icn . (Jnlon P a c i f i c Rai i rsad 
CoBcanv. nnd Mlaaouri Pacif ic Railroad Conpany - Control 
n̂d weraer .-_samtia.ai^fasiXili Rail. CpiBgratiar.. Soutnero 

£A£i,Li.: Ii:!inacsi>u.isc saicaay.-St. Laula Sai^awM^im 
Hallway Cogoanv. ^PCSl. Corporation, and Ill»._..;iJiyfj;, i .EiS 
Grande Waatarn Railroad Coapany. Rock laland D i s t r i c t 
s t a f f ravlawad tha Inforaat ion you provided. 

Copies of our previous corraspondance on ths subject 
of t h i s sarqar to Hs. Ju l i a DonsKY of Oaaes and Moora ara 
anclosed fo r your raviaw. Our prtvj .gus u l p c R i s t > t l l 
apgl leitsia.. I f you hava any cMaiit ions rcqardinq p a m i t s 
f o r t h i s p ro jec t , plaasa contact Ha. Donna Jonas of our 
oparationa Div i s ion , talsphone 309/794-1371, 

Ko new concsrns jiucXACed.diu;iiia_auf uvlSiL- Thank 
you f o r ths opportunity to ccmaent on your proposei. I f 
you nead mors i n f o m a t i o n , plaasa c a l l Mr. Randy Kraciun 
of our Planning Div i s ion ' s Environaental Analysis Branch, 
teisphone 109/794-5:74. 

Sincars ly , 

Dudley H. HSnson-.-P.'T. 
Chlst, Planning Division 

Frc1osuraa 

The Corps of Engineers' comments provided on December 22, 1995, 
indicated that excavation in or the placement of dredged or fill material 
into wetlands or streams, either temporary or permanent, would require 
the issuance of permits. This comment was considered in preparing 
the EA. 

SEA acknowledges the Corps' comment of no new concerns. 
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F 
u. .SARM> 

LAGENCIE6 
RMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS • NEW ORLEANS, LA 

OCPARTMENT Qf THE ARMV 
N C « ORLIAWS OISIR.CT C O R ^ S 0 ' tNQiNieAS 

r 0 acxsoasr 
•«e^ CRlCANY ICU'S'AMA T0iK.t2»r 

May 7 , 1996 

Planning Div i s ion 
Environmental Ana. /s is Scanch 

Ms. J J l i a Donsky 
Environr.antai S o i a n t i j t 
Dames and Moots, tncocporated 
Ons Conti.nental T-iuers 
1701 Golf Road, S j i t a 1000 
R o l l i n g Maadous, I l l i n o i s 60008 

Ssac MS. Donsky: 

Tha mfonnacion tjslow is provided In cesponss to yout Isttar 
of inquiry dated March 29, 1996, concatning tha epplication for 
merger of tha Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Railroads, your 
letter was fornardsd tc us froa our Lower Hisstssippt vallsy 
Division oftics. 

Ths r a i l sagTEsnt identified m your lattar batwaen Avondals, 
touisiana, to Bsaunort, Texas, wnich ir«y have an Increase in r s i l 
a c t ivity, as a result af ths proposed loargsr, is within ths 
Departr.ent of -.he Axiy (DOA) ragulatory Jutudlction of the U.S. 
Army Corps ot Engineers ICOE), New Orleans District, and the 
Galveston District Any portion of r.hat segmant within the Mew 
Orleans District wnico may hs proposed fot area axpansi-in to 
acconreodata relocations, additional tra.-̂ kage, or f a c i l l t i a s 
ooula, dspendent on envitonmantai impacts, rsquira DOA peraits 
for perfonsance of rei^itsd work. Any porrlon ot chat ssgmsnt 
withm the Salveston District Is subject to their OOA regulatory 
jurisdiction ana wojld require a separata response from them for 
any proposal. 

The Shreveport, Louisiana, to tufkm. Texas, segment and the 
Brinkley to Pine Bluff, Arkansas, ssgner.ts are each subject to 
DOA regulatory Jutisdiction of other COE districts and would 
raquire a separata responss froa each of them for any proposal. 
We have no response to other Items of inforaation requested over 
wnicn we have no jurisdiction. 

Please contact jur offics i f we may oe of furt.her assistance. 

Sincerely, 

R. H. Schroeder, Jr . 
Chief, Planning i ' i v i s i c n 

SEA acknowledges the New Orleans District's comment that if permits 
are required lor the Avondale to Beaumont line, they would be obtained 
from either New Orleans or Galveston offices of the Corps Permits 
for the Shreveport to Lufkin, Texas line and the Brinkley to Pine Bluff, 
Arkansas line would be issued by other Corps offices is also noted by 
SEA. 
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FEPE^p\GENCIE5 1 % 0 
U.S. A R W C O R P S OF ENGINEERS - NEW ORLEANS. LA 

X S ^ ^ ^ ^ DEPARTMENT o r THE ARMY 
n ^ ^ ^ A n OaifANS OlSTPiCT. COa^S 0^ INONEEas 
B r g i f V f l r o S M M j a r 
W w ^ ^ O y NCvtf oatMHS. LOuitiAMA roiao-oatr 

^ * a s « ^ .... i i u * 

Operations Division 
Operations rechnical Suppon Branch 

Ms Julie Donsky 
EnvironmentaJ Scientist 
Dames A Moore. Inc. 
One Continental Towers 
1701 GoirRoad 
Suite 1000 
Rolling Meadows. Illinois 60001 

Dear Ms. Donsky: 

Ibis is in answer to your telephone inquiry which requested information about your letter 
of request dated November 9. 1993 that was received in our ofSces for itsponM on December 1. 
1995 and answered by letter on December 26, 1995, 

SBB reeponoeo on the foliowin^ pa^ee. 

A copy of our response to your letter is attached The scope of our response is limited to 
relevant factors within our D O A. jurisdiction. 

Siftcenly 

R.V Utes 
S O.V Manager 

• 
MERtSER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY / ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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.sTORP 
L AGENCIES 

ORPS OF ENGINEERS NEW ORLEANS, LA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
N£W OOI.IANJ OlSTBiCT. COS?% Qt BNGiNllBJ 

r 0 BOX 9029T 
NE<V OALlANS. LOUISIANA 70160 Ol t f 

operatlona Division 
Operations Technical Support Branch 

Hs. Julie Dcnsky 
Dames m Moore 
One Continental Towers 
Suite 1000 
17 01 Coif Road 
Rolling Meadowa. I l l i n o i a 60008 

Dear Ma Donsky; 

This is i n response to your inquiry of Nover-ier 9, 1995,, 
regarding the prcposed increases in the level of r a i l t r a f f i c i n 
r a i l yards located i n Lake Charles.'westlake and Dequincy areaa of 
Calcasieu Parish and Livonia area ot Points Coupee Parish, 

The proposed increase in t r a f f i c l e v e l , should i t result i n 
ne»!d for increases of r a i l yard areas and trackage could be 
aubject of Departmant of the Army (DOA.) regulatory 
Jurladlctlon and result i n an Impact on a 0.0.A. project. Thare 
are landa c l a s a l f i e d as wetlands, that are aubject to D.O.A. 
regulatory j u r l a d l c t l o n . i n close proximity to each of these r a i i 
yards. 

Any agency proposing to perform work ror which D.O.A. permits 
could be rec(uired should apply for those pxrraits well i n advance 
of need for permits or performance of any work for which permits 
could be required. Applications for permits should, i n t r - t t 
instance, include s u f f i c i e n t d e tsiled maps, dtawinqs data and 
information for e f f e c t i v e evaluation of the proposal. 

Should you have queations concerning wctlanda determinations 
or a need for on-aite evaluations by D.O.A. pereonnel you may 
contact Dr. J. C Bruza at (504) e*Z-l2»i or -2270. 

SEA has incorporated the Corps ot Engineers' comment that an 
increase in traftic level that could result in increases of rail yard areas 
and trackage could be subject to the Department of the Army regulatory 
jurisdiction. !t is also acknowledged that lands cliissified as wetlands 
near the rail yards are also subject to Corps jurisdiction. The Applicant 
would be required to obtain any necessary permits prior to construction. 
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^ ^ ^ G E l GENCIES 
OF ENGINEERS - NEW ORLEANS, LA 

Should you hft'/« queations concerning D.O.A. regulatory 
pernltfl end perforrr.ance of che proposed work i n Calcasieu River 
you may contact Mr. Pete Serio Jr, at (504> 862-2044. 

Sincerely, 

R. V. Utes 
5.O.V. Manager 

Copies Furnished: 

Ms. Karen Kirkland 
Federal Program Review Coordinator 
Post Office 8ox 3355 
Baton Rouge, Loulaiana 70821 

MER(3ER OF U N I O N PACIFIC K A I L K O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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GENCIES 
U.S. A R W ' ' . 0 R P S OF ENGINEERS - NEW ORLEANS, LA 

OEPaRTMCNT OF TME ARUy 
mtim OniCANS DISTHICr. COa^S Of CNO'NCcaS 

ro SOX wtar 
Nf «v QftieANS, LOUillAMA 701*0 034' 

1 ll t l * 

Operalionj Division 
Opcfationj Ttchnicai Suppon Branch 

Ml Julie Doruky 
EnvtTonmental Scientist 
Dtmc. ic Moore. Inc. 
One Continental Towen 
1701 Golf Road 
Sunt i:00 
Rolling Meadows. Illinois 60001 

Dear Ms Doi\sky . 

This is in a iuwr to your telephone tnquuy which requested infonnation about your lener 
of request dated Noverabet 9.1995 that wis received in out offices for Rsponsc on Dtctmbcf 1, 
1995 and answered by .'ette.- u.i December 26, 1995 

A copy of our response lo y^ur letter is attached The scope of our response is limned to 
ttlcvant f ic ion within out O O A. juiisdicuon. 

Sincerely 

R.V Utes 
s o V Manager 

See reoponses on th« following p jges. 

MERC-ER OF U N I O N PACIFIC RA ILROAD C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC TRANSPORTAT ION C O M P A N Y 
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.sTORP 
L AGENCIES 

ORPS OF ENGINEERS - NEW ORLEANS, LA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE »RMV 
oate*«s cisruicr, corr, or e..,o'N«as 

ro ioxsoicr 
NCW OactANS. LOUISIANA Toisooisr 

Operations Division 
Operations Technical Support Branch 

Ms. Ju l i e Donsky 
Damea fa Hoore 
One Continental Touers 
Suite 1000 
1701 Golf Road 
Rolling Meadows. I l l i n o i s 

Dear Ma. Donsky; 

This i s i n response to your inquiry of November i , l l i i . . 
regarding the proposed increases in the level of r a i l t r a f f i c i n 
r a i l yards located i n Lake Charles/Westlalce and Dacp.:incy areas of 
Calcasieu Parish and Livonia area of Pointe Coupee Parish. 

Thc proposed increase i n t r a f f i c l e v e l , should i t result in 
need for increases of r a i l yard areas and trackage c c ^ l d ba 
subject of Department of the Army (D.O.A.) regulatory 
j u r l a d l c t l o n and reault i n an impact on a D.O.A pro^c:t. Thare 
are lands c l a s s i f i a d as wetlands, that are subjact to ro.A. 
regulatory j u r i s d i c t i o n , '.n close proximity to each of these r a i l 
yard*. 

Any agency propoaing to perform work f o r which D.C A. permits 
could be required should apply for thoat permits well m advance 
of need for permlta or performance of any work for which permits 
could be required. Applications for permits anould. .n each 
inatance, include s u f f i c i e n t detailed maps, drawings i a t a and 
information for e f f e c t i v e evaluation of tha proposal. 

Should you have queatl.'ns concerning wetlanda determinations 
or a need for on-site evaluations by D O.A. personnel /ou may 
contact Dr. J. D. Bruza at (S04I 863-1288 or -2210. 

SEA tias incorporated ttie Corps ot Engineers' comment that an 
increase in traffic level ttiat could result in increases of rail yard areas 
and trackage could be subject to ttie Department ot the Army regulatory 
jurisdiction. It is also acknowledged that lands classified as wetlands 
near the rail yards are also subject to Corps jurisdiction. The Applicant 
would be required to obtain any necessary permits prior to construction. 
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GENCIES 
OF ENGINEERS - NEW ORLEANS, LA 

Should you have quescione coirernlng D O.A. regulatory 
pernitfl and perfcrmance of Che propoaed work i n Calcasieu River 
you fney contact Mr. Pete Serio Jr. et (504) 862 -2044. 

Sincerely, 

R. V. Utes 
8.O.V. Manager 

Copies Furnished; 

Ms. Karen Kirkland 
Federal Program Review Coordinator 
Post Office Sox J35S 
Eaton Rouge, Louisiana 70621 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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L AGENCIES 

RMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GALVESTON, TX 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMV 

«*L,CSTON Oi«'*'Cr COC^S ct tHG..*t..t 

t o aoi .11, 

a A k V C l T O N r C K A S 7 T S i S - i a 2 t 

Apnl 13, 1996 

E.ivironmenlai 
Resources Branch 

Ms Julie GonsKy 
Environmental Scientisl 
Oames i Moore 
1701 Golf Road. Suite 1000 
Roilirj Meadows. Illinois eOOOS 

Oear Ms. Oonsky: 

This IS in r«»pons« to your letter with supporting proiect mformauon and map 
concarning an addendum to the Environmental Report for the application for merger of 
the linion Pacific and Southern Pacrfic Railroads, as submitted lo us for review and 
comment. The rail segments with portions under our jonsaiclion are Snreveport. 
Louisiana to UufVin. Texas and Avoroale. Louisiana lo Beaumont. Texas. The activities i 
lnvo^e an increase m Ihe numt)er of trains per day moving along these two segments 
We nave no comment with regard to an increase in traffic on rail segments already in 
place which will not require any additional conslfuctior for operations. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon the proposed 
changes m operations and trust that this resnonse (acililatas your planning and 
implementation process 

Sincerely, 

Richard Medina 
Chief. Environmental 

Resources Brancn 

SEA acknowledges the Corps of Engineers' statement that the Corps 
has no comment regarding the increase in traffic on existing rail 
segments. 
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U.S. A i l ^ ^ ^ C i 

GENCIES 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GALVESTON. TX 

D E P A R T M E N T OF THE ARMY 
OALVCSTON OisraiCT c o m . , o r CNOINCCMS 

r o SOX ' 1 2 * 
OAkvesTON. TKXAS T 7 l f S . i 2 a S 

March 25, 1996 

Environmental 
Resources Branch 

Ms. Julie Oonsky 
Environmental Scientist 
Oames & Moore 
1701 Golf Road 
Suite 1000 

Rolling Meadows. Illinois 60008 

Dear Ms Oonsky 

This is in response lo your letter with accompanying information and maps 
concerning constnjction ptojects proposed in an addendum to tt̂ e Environmental 
Report which is part of the appiicaticn for merger o' Union Pacific and Southern Pacific 
railroads The proposed proiects are eonstmction 3f a new connection invoking a 
timber crossing in the City of Robstown, Nueces County, Texas and installation of two 
No. 10 turnouts in Ihe City of Sealy, Austin County. Texas After consideration by 
elements of the Planning, Engineenng, and Constn;ctlon-Operations DMsions, our only | 
comment is that neither of the proposed projects appears to require a Department of 
Ihe Army permit 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon the proposed 
projects and trust lhat this response facilitates your preparation of Ihe addendum to the 
Environmental Report. 

Sincerely, 

SEA acknowledges the Corps of Engineers' comment that the 
proposed construction projects in Robertson and Sealy do not require 
permits. 

Richard Medina 
Chief. Environmentai 

Resources BraiKh 

M E R G E R o r UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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PT, 
L AGENCIES 
OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE AND US DEPT. OFWE'R IOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - GOLDEN, CO 

PtTCPK TSX 
SHPtACZ -nUjrSfOHTATZOM POAMB 

Onxtw Pacific Cdcporaeion, 7ni,(M Pacific 
Raiiroad Coorpany, aad Hieaouri Pacific 
RAiiioad Coctpwiy • Cootroi and ^r^er *-
SourJ^em PacLfLC tcanaporcactcn Zoa^Any. 
SK Louxt Souc^wQflcem Rjaitfay Cjo^acy, 
SPCSL Corp., *nd che Cantar and Sio 
aranda waacarn ;tAi.lro4d Zaetpen-/ 

rtaAnce Dockec 

COMKZKT MTO itXQ3XST POM caWDITtOKS 

Oa beha l f o f t i io 7 S. OepArTmoac o t Aqr lcu le t ixa , ItocJcy MoudCAia Pmgi<3a and 

cAai t7 8 . Oeparuaenc of I n c a n o r , Vureau o f Land MaMgaaane, Coiormdo Seaca 

O f f i c e . 

Tha nacky Mouacaui toqxoa o t the (7.3 O.A. roreac Service and ciia Colorado 

Scace oeCice Qi ene J . 3 .D .Z . Bureau of LAnd Haoagaaeni: ("Aqaaciaa' i nave oo 

taicmai poa ic ion r«<3acdta<3 the toecLca o f :JLe pcopcead aec je r and abandocmnc-

O j r purpoae i n conmencin'} aod requa tc ieq ccndic icaa i« co pcocecc <t.*',e Federai 

lartda -'e rnaina^a elonq ci;e r a i l r o a d c c r r i d o n , and tuie people v* auna^e tJiope 

lands f o r . f r a a unneceiaery harm. l i a J s i l i c y and coec reau lc iog f r o d any accion 

taXea i n u u s proceediaq, Our uicereac ;a cUa tUvrae cotcriduca picpaaed £or 

alMndanatanc in Colorado; Towner co Joncclon; Ifalca co CAXion Clcy, and Jaqe 

::a L e a d v i l l e . 

Cannn tor the L^nd snA ^>«rvinc Ptepie 

••ieitx-.mt.viv m 
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FEDEI 
U.S. D! 

GENCIE5 
F AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE AND US DEPT. OF INT 

Should ^he proeeaa v j n zo f u l l ccnc lua icn and a c a r c i f i c a c a p a m i e c l n g f.hA 

abandonaeac of che r ighca-of • way be ordered. Souchem P a c i f i c Tr aneport acioa 

•Tjcnpany [ 'Rai l road*; aacimacaa c:̂ ar: '5% of the c ignc-cf -wey ^ ' t l l r ecum co tne 

poeaaaaion ofi che amead Seacea and 'Otkna^ftBiaac try our reapac^ive A^eaciea. 

Thla reveralon l a aon-diacracianary and aucomatlc 'ondar iC a.S C. L 3 i t ( e j . 

t7nder a t y p i c a l land a c ^ i s i t i o n by our Agenciee, «e «>ould requ i re chat land 

c i c l e be c leared of a l l other cla:.Bna; chac the landa be f r e e o f haiardoua 

^ c a r i a i a and coiuc waace. tha t other uaea of the land ba i d e n t i f i e d and. i f 

appropr ia te , author ised by Ol* agency, and t ^ t cha land be c leared o f cafetry 

Qaaarda and !;xaan. MU'.ougb ve reco<7aixe t ha t the sircuaacancea are d i f f e r e n t 

i n a r a i l r o a d aoandoosenc. we axpecc the Board t o p r o t e c t the u n i t e d Stacea 

f row unneceaaary coat r e l a t ed to c o r r e c t i n g ;he styrm o n c t e r t . Ttiexefore, we 

requeat cnat ene c e r t i f i c a t e p e r a i c t l a g ^toandorur^enc c f tne suJbiect 

r i g h t a of-way includa che fiollowicq requirefltanca: 

L. aeaol'/e ^ i e l e ena^rancme ^ c e e o c a n i e to Che amced i t a t e a . 

An example o f a aicuaeioa t ha t say unacceptably c loud t i d e ia where me 

Tlai lrcad apparantly haa traded p o r t i c n e of o r i g i n a l p u b l i c landa eaaaatenc 

f o r reali^naienc acroaa p r i v a t e p r o p e r t y . Thia p o r t i o n ofi tha o t i g m a i 

eaaeffenc now '.^ould r e t u r n t o the Uni t ed Statea wxtti a *ciouded' t i t l e 

becauae of tha Rai l roed 'a ac t i cna . Xt la l i k e l y t na t the anxted Statea 

would have ':Q pursue W c i g a c o n co qez such c i c l e c l a i n e c leared , u&leaa 

c leared by zt\e ( ) a i l r »ad p r i o r co abandonment 

Carinf for iha Land and Sarving Paopte 

f^«20Q ica I 2/11> 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - GOLDEN, CO 

SEA recognizes the concerns of the USDA forest Service and US 
Department of intenor regarding reversionary rights if the proposed 
abandonment of three rail segments m Colorado is approved SEA's 
general approach to rails-to-trails conversions is described in Volume 
1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA. UP/SP has expressed a willingness to 
negotiate with the State of Colorado for conversion of the three 
proposed abandonments to trail use. 

SEA acknowledges the Agencies' request for resolution ot title 
encumbrances, resulting from trading of original public easements for 
access rights across private property. Resolving title encumbrances 
is beyond the scope of the Board's jurisdiction and should be discussed 
with UP/SP as part of negotiations to convert abandoned rail lines fo 
trail use. 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFjC 7 R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 

AF - 11 



EPT 
LATENCIES 
OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE AND US DEPT. OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - GOLDEN, CO 

rn-rmnzaz-/ i,y. u ; i l i e n « ootic f i a . r g j U l . . . .nd aehjr l . l n . . r ammm utttlt.l 

r- . inz, Dt.-.mv -.•:, fc« «n«ndaii«d. 

ZtiM t a v « i i i : o c y t b o u l d i n c l u d a . 4C A SLnUBum, Li-.* r y ^ s u . m . , cha o w r a r 

T i r - T j T " J t mtast u a t v i c h c i i x r a a c a d d r a i a . «Ad i i a p i a ) a h o w i a g wt-.ara aacA a.ia 

o c c u r a . Tna R A ^ J r o a d i H o u l d n o c i £ y c h a o w n a r a / n a x i a g a r a chaaa uaaa c i i ac 

Cor any p o r t l o a o£ r i 9 t \ c - o £ - w « y c r o a a i n ^ U a c i c n * ! F o r a a c S y a c a a l a n d a c r 

P u b l i c Lauda . cnay . . i l l ba a jqpacsad co a p p l y Cor a u c . ^ o r i x a c x o n f r c n cha 

r a a p a c ^ i v a a^anc* / Cor ccnCLauad uaa QC c i ia c x 9 n c - o C - w a y . 

1 Aaaaaa t n d c a g i a d i a t a . - j i a r d a u a • t i a c a n «1« and e g m c « n l . l l . a l e n a m r a « 

c ^ m d o r a ae . n a c a a a a r v - wa a u p p o r c cna r a q u i r a a i « a c a j i v « a b y c n * SPA R«gl^9c 

' / t l x l A c A a l r H e u c a o f l o c a n c co P a r c l c i p a c a I n C o n a o i i d a c i o a a n d A b a n d o T M n c 

P r c c a a d j u i g a . F o r cha 9 c a r d ' a c o a v a n i a n c a . choaa r a q u u r a M n c a a r a : 

a . Thac cha S o a x d caq-u ica S o u c n a m P a c l C l c T r a n r p o r c a c i on Covpany za 

u n d a r c a K a a n d cooB^laca a r a o a d l a l i n v a a c x g a c i o a a t cha n a c u r a and ajccaec c f 

c o n c a a o n a c l o a o f cha r a i l l i n a a co M a n a n d o n a d v i c h i n cha C a q l a u l o a a n d 

C a l i f o r n i a O u i o h S o p a r f u n d S i c a a ; a n d 

0 Ti iac s u c n f a n a d l a l i a r a a c i g a c i o n a ba c o o p l a c a d a n d t n f a p p r o p r i a c a 

n i i c i 9 a ^ i o n p l a n oa d a v a l o p a d co SPA R a t i o n V T I X ' a a a c l a f a c c l o a m ^ - ^ r CO any 

f i n a l i r av iaw and d a c a r m i n a c i o n o f cha a l x r r « - r * C a r « n c a d ahanr tnnawnc 

• p p l i c a c i o r i s . 

C d n n f fo r l ha L a n d * n d Sarv tng T M p l a 

SEA has reviewed the Agencies' request for inventory of utilities and 
other linear uses along the proposed abandonment. This issue is 
beyond the scope of the Environmental Assessment and should be 
discussed with UP/SP as pari of transfer negotiations. 

SEA has reviewed the Agencies' request for assessment and 
remediation of hazardous materials and toxic spills on all three 
proposed abandonments. Since publication ot the EA, SEA has 
conducted a review of hazardous materials issues related to the 
proposed abandonment of the Sage to Canon City rail line (Sage to 
Leadville segment and Malta to Canon City segment). This review 
included interviews with clean up agency officials and others (CDPHE, 
US Forest Service, SP, and D&RGW), a site visit, and a revisw of 
hazardous materials investigation reports. The Eagle Mine and 
California Gulch Superfund sites are located adjacent to the proposed 
abandonment. Three derailment sites along the line (1989, 1994, 
and 1996) are being investigated, cleaned up, and restored by 
Southern Pacific. SEA notes that D&RGW has signed a consent 
decree with EPA regarding investigation and clean up of the California 
Gulch site Remediation of the Eagle Mine si«e by Viacom International 
is undenA ây under a 1988 Consent Decree, if the proposed merger 
is approved, UP/SP would assume, as appropriate, any responsibility 
and/or liability for hazardous materials clean up by SP or D&RGW in 
accordance with hazardous waste liability laws. This would include 
any responsibility of D&RGW for tho California Gulch Superfund site. 
A copy of SEA'S report is included in Appendix 0. Volume 1, Chapter 
5 of the Post EA includes SEA's recommended mitigation measures 
regarding hazardous materials along rail lines proposed for 
abandonment. 
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GENCIE5 
F AGRICULTURE. FOREST SERVICE AND US DEPT. OF INT BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - GOLDEN, CO 

. V d d i c i c n a l l / wa request that tha Coifiniasicin r equ i re Scuch'^m P a c i f i c 

Tcansp^^rtation Coaipany t o uodectaXe and cosvlete a p r a l i u o a r y aaaeasnent ot 

the nature and axtanc of coataovinacioo of a l l ' a p i l l * s i t s e and s id inga on oc 

adjacaot co Hacional ro ta te Syatan lands or Publ ic tAr.da. Thia aasaairent 

ehould l a c l u d ^ a) 1 d iaae l , hyd rau l i c f l u i d s , e e e , as w e l l as l a r ? * cheaical 

s p i l l a «uch aa tna one on PebroJiry 33, 1996. aaar taonessae 7ats The 

Sou tna m p a c i f i c Transpor ta t ioo Cooapany should conduct any re lacad and 

aeceaaary reeponse a c t i v i c i a a t o tha Agencies' s a t i a f a c t i o n . 

9 . Claar the cvahta . - j g - w v af *xiv •_Tmati and dl«L-ardad j r afsmmir^red •^loaianc 

ineiadl.aq r A i l r o a d t i a a . I i a h t a . and a^^tcftaa. 

i p tv f t jpo rv M}'^ ^ leeexfv . u i goeSLilgagu^ wich :iha Aoanr^iaa. a l l bridgea. 

j r o a a u i q i pg^ ^^lTa^^;a . f o r rata&tior^ f a r oun l i e uae or raanval -v Rai l road. 

Tbis would ? i v « tne Agencies adequate -.oformation ta evaluate vr.ic^i ntructuraa 

ahould be re ta ined f o r land aanageoenc reaaaaa o t which j c rue tu rea rapcessot 

s i T f l i f i c a n c safacy hazards. 

6 laeiude a •t^cafliaBe i n anv dead o r t r a n a f e r of Qrooercv t a a salvage 

fmpr^ j r^r ^ r g n t i t v . chat th« "^rt^tmf^ Qĝ : ^riPV^t^ MTV ianda j g in ta raa t i n 

landa aw^tf^ fry ^ » tTnieed Seataa itm ra-juaae t h i a ciauae t a c o r r e c t a coowcrt 

a iaconcept i^n that p r i v a t e i n d i v i d u a l s can acquire f e d e r a l l a n d t a r 

r u ^ ' c a i l r o a d purpoaea tiurough a r a i l r o a d 'jratnt. I t the c e r t i f i c a t e of 

abandorunent i s not iaauad. "JtLe p rov i a ion would not a f f e c t a t r a n s f e r to 

another r a i l r o a d , r a i l b a n k i n g , or a pub l i c r i ghc -o f -way 

Cunnfl for thc L^nrf and St rv in i f««pU 

1— O 

SEA has noted the Agencies' request for clearing rights-of-way of any 
trash and discarded or abandoned equipment, Including railroad ties, 
lights and switches. SEA has recommended mitigation measures in 
Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA related to cleaning along proposed 
abandonments. Requests for removal of all materials that may be 
historic must be coordinated with the Colorado State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO). 

SEA has reviewed the Agencies' request for inventory and classification 
of all bridges, crossings and culverls for letention for public use or 
removal by UP/SP. This request must be coordinated with conditions 
requested by the Rails to Trails Conservancy and the State of Colorado 
as part ot any negotiations to transfer the right-of-way Also, any 
structures that may be histonc must be inventoried and coordinated 
with the Colorado SHPO. 

SEA has considered the Agencies' request for clarification that any 
land transfers do not include any lands or interests of the United States. 
Land transfers and deed language are beyond the Board's jurisdiction 
and should be negotiated with UP/SP. 

M E K t S e g O F UNION PACIFIC K A i L K O A O C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E K N PACIFIC rRANSSPCRTATION C O M P A N Y 
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I.SVEPT 
.AGENCIES 

T. OF IFTTE EPT. OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE AND US DEPT. OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - GOLDEN, CO 

Qbta^ft c-ingur;anca from tha Scats Hia t tanc P re i e r / a^ ion Q f f i c a r ar orovida ^ 

f o r ^ i gaV,T;y;naptQn j t S l i q i b i l i r v f c r h i s t o r i c a l t a ava lua t i an Tte 

Ra i l roAd ' s d a t a r a i n a t i o t i <jf s i t e s i j n i f i g a n c a and e l i g i b i l i t y f o r l i a t i a g oa 

cna t f a t i o n a l Ragis ts r o f H i s t a r i c Placae (as esquired i n 49 O A i i O S . f ( T ) j 

r equ i t es che concurrence by tha State H iaeonc Prasec-ratioa O f f i c e r , or a 

fo rmal Oeearsmation of S l i g i b i l i t y f r o n the Advisory Covmael cn U i a t o r i c 

Placaa. Tli is scap w i l l elim.*,jiat.e aany vootxuveraiea regarding tha aicaa when 

thay ccne i n t o f a d a r a « owna<ahip. 

IP AOAtttOPKAirr aams MQT QCCTTM 

t f a c e r t i f i c a t e of a i>andownt ia riot lasusd. tha Aganciee hav* cont inuing 

concerns ;n the svenc o f t r a n s f e r t o a new r a i l operator , raiibariKLng or 

t r a n s f e r to a p u b l i c highway. There are c e r t a i n e n a l l areas on p u b l i c land f o i 

i m i c n govaccstant records do aot siiott t l ia r a i l r o a d having ob ta ined an 

au tnor i zac ion f rom t.'ia Uni ted stacea. Ttiese axe usua l ly asaociaced wi tA suxor 

real ignBeota . a p o r t i o n or a l l o f whico extend outs ide tha o r i g i n a l 2ao-(ooc 

r i f b e - o f - w a y . JUso. i o the past , the r a i l r o a d has bean h e s i t a n t t o engage i n 

* C B a l l ' land cransaccioce. We suiurut u;ac t t ua i s an idea l oppor tunicy f o r t b « 

Agencds and che Aail.road co ŝ each oiucually s a c i s f a c t o r y c i t l s c ranafere . ^ e 

^xaatple i f stnall land t j ranaact ion i s tbs 7sxas CrseR 'wye* t n a t serv iced the 

^ e s t c l i f S s aranch. The i u r eau o f Land Kanagaaanc would ba h i g h l y incaxested i n 

a c q u i r i n g t h i s p a r c e l , which i s now surrounded oy Publ ie £>aad«. 

Cannf for the l.*nd and Samng Paople 

SEA acknowledges the Agencies' request to obtain concurrence from 
the State Histonc Preservation Officer (SHPO) or obtain a formal 
determination of eligibility. SFA ts conducting Section 106 consultation 
with the Colorado SHPO 

Resolution of minor real estate encroachments of the rail lines onto 
adjoining public land is beyond the Board's junsdiction. These issues 
should be negotiated with UP/SP. 
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FEPE 
U.S. DE # 

IGENCIES 
rPMENT OF AGRICULTURE. NATURAL RESOURCES CONSER' ON SERVICE- LITTLE ROCK AR 

tJHITtD STATES 
CEPAATHENT Or 
ACRicn-Tuiu: 

Natural Resources 
Contarvaclon 
Service 

Rooa 5404 Pederal Building 
700 West Capitol Avenua 
r.itcle Rock, Arkrnaas 72201 

APR t t » 

Ht. Julia Donsky 
Environmental Scientist 
Oases * Moore 
One Continental Towers 
1701 Golf Road, Suite lOOC 
Rolling Meadows, I l l i n o i s 60CS8 

Dear Ms. Ponsky; 

We have reviewed the proposed action tor the merger of the 

Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Kallroads from Brinkley, 

Arkansas to Plna Sluff, Arkansas. We do not anticipate these 

edditions w i l l adversely Impact prime farmland or erosion rates, 

tha primary concerns of the Natural Resources Conservation Service. _ 

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to coiment on potential 

significant effects. I f further information Is required, please c a l l 

Belinda Bell at (SOI) J2*-ii09. 

S i i i ^ e r e l y , 

r f / L . MITCHELL 
Iscant S&ace Conscrvacionist (Programs) 

aging.dcx(04/96 ) 

Vhm • • l u r i i tmamiArtaa Canatrvitlon ju "sikt i 
I«r>ic« imramrir ttm |«U Coni«rvsitan 
Urviet. marta am/<m-tr,.t.mtm attm tta 
tmanta/t oaaota it <on«ar>« tA* namrai 
raeetittma ai* ptitata ianea. 

ill er aff tme atm aarvitaa af tke taiwel 
letmjttaa CeA*aarta\iatt f«r-vtc« ara t'taami 
att a rmtrntfcr-mimmtary saaia mtthmut rmmai 
ta 'a<a. cmtmr, rtaummi ort^tn, raHttmt 
aaa. mmntai tttttia aaa ar ttarmicae. 

SEA acknowledges the Natural Resources Conservation Service's 
comment that it does not anticipate adverse impacts to farmlands or 
erosion rates. 

J^ ' l g^gE^ ° L l j J ! j i Q ? i ^ ^ J ^ j £ ^ ^ ^ ! ^ g ^ P COMPANY AND SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPAN Y 
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LATENCIES 
EPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE- DAVIS, CA 

Un>t«d Sl*1*t 
O tpw imen t o l 
A g r i c u M u r t 

H . l i r . l 

Rflsoufces 
Cont t (w«i on 
S o v i e t 

2121 C S«r.0'0 i n t . , Suii« 102 
0.111. CA 9 « e i 9 
: a i « l 757 S230 

Much 8. 1996 

Julie Donslcy 
EnviionnKnul Speculiit 
Dunu Jnd Moote Inc. 
1701 GolfKMd. Suite 1000 
Rolling Meadows. IL 60008 

Deif Ms Donilcy: 

I un respondin? lo your letter of Febmai'y 26. 199S. pensiniDj lo i request for enviromremjl 
lAfonnaiion concerning the potential merger c: the Union Pjcii'ic ind Southern Pacific 
RaiUoads 

The Ntmrai Resourcea Conservanoo Service is pnmanly cofxemed with the unpaci of actions 
which relate to Pnme Farmlands Ac«ordiof,ly. I un forwardiaj your request to oar Stoclaon 
Held office so ihey may comment on that subjec: I suggest you contact the following agencies 
far other infomation you seeic 

1. Proteced S| 
t^lifomia 

let: U S Fish and W ildlife Service or 
paruneni of Fish and Same 

2. Critical Habiuu: Same as atxive. 

3 Location of Parta and Reftigei: Consult map of area. National Park Service, etc 

4 Citations re: Peraiiia/Approval authonty • Stale of CA 

1 trust this info.mauun wUI be uf value ic. you. • — 

Sincerely/ 

CHUCK BELL 
State Resource Conservationist 

John Beyer. Area Conservationist. NRCS, Fresno. CA 
Dave Simpson, District Conseivaiionist. NRCS. Stockton, CA 

Imivm DtMwu* Cmrntmlim t m . . . 
iti^ttmi. »•« ,m c«iu«»*t^ iarwKa 
. m (fancv ina 
.j..mt..'t.o...,..'..'.1 .»,ou,t. <lr.-:.^ .'..l-

SEA acknowledges the Natural Resources Conservation Service's 
area of concern for impacts to prime farmlands. Other sources of 
information cited have been previously contacted. 
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FEDE 
U.S. DE" EwlrrME 

GENCIE5 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERWION SERVICE- LAKEWOOD, CO 

( J r i i t e d S t a t S k 
Diparcwent of 
A g r i c u l t u r a 

Sub j ec t : LU - 310 

Kacural P«sources 
Conservation 
Service 

Soli Survey Office 
(SS Farfat St., Rm £20CC 
Lakewood. CO 80215-5517 

Oate: 2-5-96 

File Code: 290-11-11 To: Elaine K Kalsar 
Chief. Saction of Environmental Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
Wahslngcon, O.C. Sfl^ZS-flOOl 

No apparent Imcact on prime farmland or farmland of statewide 
importance would occur as a result of tha proposed Control and Merger 
of the Union and Southern Pacific railroads 

/ ^ ^ , >^-y 
Duana Johnson 
S t a t e Conserva t ionis t 

AttachRiencCs) : AO-1006 

J L 

SEA acknowledges the Natural Resources Conservation Service's 
comment that the proposed merger would not impact prime farmland 
or farmland of statewide importance in Colorado 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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U.^DEPA 
L AGENCIES 

EPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE- ALEXANDRIA, LA 

Unitad Stataa 
OvpaomtAt or 
A[ j i icu ' tura 

Natural Resojrcas 
Conservation Strv.ca 

3 7 3 7 Covarnman i S t re t t 
Al f lxanana, Louisiana 
M 3 0 2 

A p r i l 25, 199« 

Ms. Julia Donslcy 
Envlconfflcnul Scientist 
Dauaas i Moora 
One continental Towers 
1701 Soif Road, Suite ICOO 
Rolling Meadows, I l l i n o i s 60008 

Daar Ms- Oonsky: 

In response to your aost recent letter dated March 26, 1996 for 
concerns to be addressed In tha Addendua to tbe Envlronsental 
Report for the application for serger of the Union Pacific and 
Southern Pacific Railroads, tha following coiuenta are offered 
for your coneideration: 

1. I iM enclosing a ::opy of our In i t i a l letter to you dated 
December IS, 1996. Our coiuients In thst letter s t i l l 
reoain aa valid cotasents or iteas of concern. Sea 
enclosure ^1. | 

2. I an also enclosing a copy of our letter to Elaine X. 
Kaiser, UP/SP Environaental Project Director, 
Envlronnental Analyala Section, Surface Transportation 
Soard, Washington, D.C. dateri rebruary 23, 1396. Our 
coaaenta in that latter also still reaain aa valid 
coiuaents or items of concern. See enclosure t2. 

). I would like to re-aaphsslze our concern regarding the 
transportation of hazardous wastes or aaterlals over ths 
existing and proposed routes. Of particular concern Is 
the lapact of s p i l l s or accidents Involving hazardous 
vastas or aaterlals on huaen lif e , doaestlc aniaala, 
wildlife, f-)rests, farnl-rds and wetlands. 

The issues raised by Natural Resources Conservation Service were 
conside'ed and published in Volume 3 of the Environmental 
Assessment 

SEA acknowledges the concerns about hazardous materials SEA 
has conducted an independent analysis of the movement of hazardous 
materials throughout principal corridors of the proposed merged UP/ 
SP route system. A description of the methodology for this analysis is 
contained in Volume 1, Chaptf,- 4 of the Post EA. The post-merger 
nsk posed by the movement of Hazardous materials through this region 
was found to be higher than the historical traffic fluctuations 
experienced by the railroad industiy Even with this increase, SEA 
considers the movement of hazardous materials safe because of the 
necessity to comply with Federal regulations regarding the movement 
of such materials (See page 4 of the USDOT response letter in 
Appendix A ) In response to this comment, SEA also recommends 
additional mitigation as described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post 
EA. 
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FEDE 
U.S. D >EmRTl 

GENCiES 
TMENT OF AGRICULTURE, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSE ION SERVICE-TEMPLE. TX 

w : M Stsiai 
j 0«04ni^«*^i 01 

.^fK..'..'. 

SM 

SarMca 

<Qi Sour u««. Sr 
TtMBM -timt 

'aaoi-̂ aj 

FOR 

April 12, 1994 

Ms. Julie Donskry 
Environaental Scientist 
Daaee i Koore 
One Continental Towers 
ITOI Solf Road. Suite 1000 
Rolling .leadows, Illinois 60008 

Oear Ms. Donslcy: 

We hava reviewed the projectad r a i l traffic increase ^between 
Shreveport, Louisiana and Lutkin. Texas. Avondale, Louisiana tr.rl 
Baauaont, Texas) resulting frea the proposed aerg'.r of the Onion 
Pecific and Southern Pecific Railroads. 

I t IS our opinion these activities should have no significant 
adverse iapects on agricultural lands. 

Thanjc you for allowing us to review this proposed aarger. 

Sincerely, 

HAftRX w. ô f̂ Ĥ 
stats Csnser'atlonist 

cc: Joe Seniel. ASTC tor Field Operations, NRCS, Nae.igdor.ies 
Cherles R. Terrell, Natl. Envir. Coord.. Hasbutgton. 3C 

6 -.w.c,..,....^.«— 

SEA acknowledges the Natural Resources Conservation Service's 
opinion that the proposed UP/SP merger should have no significant 
adverse impacts on agricultural land. 

MER(5ER OF U N I O N PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y / ^ ' \ J S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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'.L AGENCIES 
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE - TEMPLE. TX 

• 
)NSER 

, V - - ^ * A i ; n . l t , S l l i t t 

'',\kj)] ^owvmni at 
San,^ 

IOI Souti a t . , s tmt 

! U a i I«S3 

March 18, 1996 

Ms. Julie Oonsky 
Environmental Scientist 
Damee * Moore 
One Continental Towers 
1701 Coif Road, Suits 1000 
Rolling Meadows, Illinois 60008 

Oear Ms. Oonsky: 

Wa have revtawad your letter and Its attachaents deellng with 
Danes t Moore a addendua to its Environaental Report In the 
application for merger of the Union Pecific and Southern Pecific 
Railroads. 

The areas of interest in Robstown, Texas, and Sealy, Texae, have 
previously bean dedicated to urban and Induetrtal Und uses; 
therefore, these undertakings will have no adverse lapact on 
agricultural lands. 

Thank you for allowing us to conunent on this proposed aerger. 

Sincerely, 

rod ' f J 
HARRY W. 'JNETH 
State Conservetlonlst 

cc: Dexter Svatlik, ASTC for field Operations, 
MRCS, Corpus chrlstl 

Charlee R. Terrell, Matl. Envir. Coord., Washington, DC 

.A. 

SEA acknowledges the Natural Resources Conservation Service's 
indication that the proposed project will have no adverse impact on 
agricultural lands. 
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FEDE 
U.S. D 1^ 

^^Bm.v 

GENCIES 
:TMENt OF AGRICULTURE, NATURAL RESOURCES CONSE ION SERVICE - MADISON, Wl 

kJl* 0«Oinm«nt o' 
e^y A g / i c u i i i j ' i 

f^eiou'cat 
ContSfysinn 
Sefwict 

G5I5 w«t i« ficjo Sc.i« 200 
Madison / / I 5 3 7 i n ,^;26 
(908) 264 6341 

M l Vame K KaitSf Chi«f 
Sacnon o ' tnvironmaniX AnaiyS'S 
Stjriaze Tran%ooitattun Board 
1201 ConitiTuiion A v t r u a NW Room 3219 
Wash.ngton, OC 20423 

Otar M l . Kai««r 

EnviJonmantal A f i t i i m a n t . f m t n z t Coc^at No 32760 
Union Pjcitic Mn%ou't PaC'fiC Verger 

Thi Naiural n»ioufr f f$ Const'vation Sar-.c« .NHC^i s ia» ha i r•vl•v^•c^ tttp tbova ra f t r tnca^ 
f f p p A r ' " * " * * ' <EA" Aith rtsoect to ' e q u t f t r r t n u of ttie UrmHr id PrQ(«ct<on pQt*cv Act 

Th« itatff commanu on gagt 5 23. VCIU'TI* ' "d icua mat no O'Orosaa abandonrntn j or 
con$tructioni .A Wticonsm Provinon* of ih« PPPA do not apply and %Jbw:|*iOn o ' a F j rmi jnd 
Conv«f|,on Impic t Patmg (Form AD 1006! <s not ftq..<'«<3 for (h« VVnconi.n pan o( :h.« proiaci 
u(M»»t m«fQ«i • c t i v i p t t ^ t \ i iit«v«rSibW cPnv«n prime « umqu* larmland n Wiicon».n lo iion-
agncufturai ust 

Think yo i i to r lh« oppominitv 10 comment on |h i i proDoird project 

TBICIA S LEAVCNWORTH 
/State Conerva i ion i i t 

K W Lubich, SSS. NRCS. Midnoo, Wl 
C E Wacfcer, RSS, NRCS, Mad.ion. Wl 

rOBTH ^ 

I I I 0^»CKTlj»,lTY f W L O V f * 

SEA acknowledges the Natural Resources Conservation Service's 
statement that provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act do not 
apply since there are no abandonments or constructions in Wisconsin. 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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L AGENCIES 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - EASTERN AREA OFFICE 

Matura i R«»oarc«» 

Unued States Depanmenc of the Imenor 
8UR£AU OF tNDlAiN AJTAIRS 

Euietn Af<a Office 

j : o i Sotiti FiidkM Dnve 

MAT) 23 (996 

Ma. E la ine K. Kaiser 
UP/SP Envi ronaenta l P r o j e c t D i r e c t o r 
Sec t ion o f Envi ronaen ta l A n a l y s i s 
Sur face T r a n s p o r t a t i o n Board 
12t& and c o n s t i t u t i o n Avenue, Roca :219 
Washington, D.C. 20*23-0001 

Dear Ms. Ka i se r : 

•tim are pleased to have an opportunity to provide coaaents on the 
potential environaental lapacts of the proposed aerger tetween 
tne Union Pacific Railroad Coapany and Southern Pacific Railroad 
Coapany and tHe related aisandonaents and conatructiona ttsat are 
planned aa part of the aerger. 

In your letter dated January 26, 1396, /ou asXed tUe Bureau of 
Indian Affairs/Eastem Area Office to address Its coaaents to 
those areas of environaental concem that pertain to Indian truet 
lands and related natural resourcee, t r i i a l culturee. and 
Aaari':an Indian populatlona/tribes under our isaediate 
jurisdiction. 

As you nay already be aware, tiie Bureau of Indian Af'airs 
operstas witsin a government-ta-<jovemaent relationabip vitlj 
federally-recognized Aaerican Indian tritea and Alaska Natives 
and hae a Crust responsibility to protect Indian crust landa, 
natural resources, and trust assets in accordance witn tne 
hi<jnest fiduciary standards, within these broad paraaeters, the 
Eastem Aree office hae jurisdiction over thoee fedrrally-
recognijed Indian tribes located In various states eaet of tjie 
Mississippi River. There i s , however, one exception. In f'e 
State of Louisiana, Che Eastem Area Office servee the Coushatta 
Tribe wnicn is located west of the Mlssisaippt River. The 
Coushatta Indian Reservation is located halfway between Elton, 
L.ouisiana antl Kinder, Lrculslana in Che northwest part of the 
state. Conversely, other Indian tribes located west of the 
Mississippi River, with the exception of the Coushatta Tribe, 
f a l l under tne jurisdiction of other Agencies and/or Area Offices 
assigned co chose rsspective tribes and/or geograpni;al 
locations. 

Since there are no federally-recognized Indian tribes and/or 
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GENCIES 
TMENT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - EAS AREA OFFICE 

Indian re -r'/ations located in the states of Ar>;ansae, Ill i n o i s , 
and Hiasov..! that are under uur iaaediate jurisdiction, we have 
no coaaents Co offer on Aaerican Indian populations, lands, and 
cultures nor do we have any inforaation on sacred areas and/or 
sensitive rtsourcee (historic, cultural, or archaeological) of 
Indian tribes in any of these three states. 

tm do. however, have soae coaaents on the proposed r a i l line 
segaent between Livonia, "-ouisiana and Kinder, Louisiana. Our 
review and analysis of the geographical aree Co ba affectll 'jy 
the new r a i l line segaent between Livonia and Kinder reveals that 
tae Coushatta Tribe owns lands held in crust by the Federal 
governaent that are withm a five-aile radius of the town oi* 
KUider, Louisiana. Although che propoeed l a i l llna win not be 
on Indian trust lands, i t will run adjacent to nearby tribal 
lands and therefore aay warrant further atudy in conducting the 
environaental review process required by the .'rational 
Environaental Policy Act. As such, we recoaaend thet ycu contact 
the aonorable Levelln Poncho, Chairaen of the Coushatta Tribe of 
Louisiana, Co determute if the tribe has any ccnaenta and/or 
concerns about the environaental lapect cf the new r a i i line on 
the tribe and Its edjecent trust lands and resources. Chairaen 
Poncho's sailing address i s : P.O. Box ai8. Elton, Louisiana 
70S32. He csji be reached by telephone at (318) 584-22S1. 

In conclusion, since the propoeed constr-jctlon of a new r a i l line 
segment froa Livonia, Louisiana to Kinder, Louisiana will not be 
on Indian trust lands and/or will not cross Indian lands, we do 
not have any substantive coaments to offer In behalf of the 
Coushatta Tribe and/or the Bureau of Indian Affairs, as trustee 
for the tribe. 

If we can be of further assistance to you with this project, 
please do not hesitate to contact ay office. 

Sincerely, 

A yy'..L '•t.< /(^/y.yd!.., 

Mitchell Chouteau 
Eastem Area Director (Acting) 

Enclosures 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs comment that the proposed project would 
not be on or cross any Indian Trust lands is noted. The office of the 
Chairman of the Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana was contacted to 
determine if there are concerns about impacts to ihe tribe and adjacent 
tribal lands. The office raised no objections o' concerns. 

MERC5ER OF UNION PACIFIC RAU.ROAP C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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L AGENCIES 
EPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - ADARKO, OK 

L'luted Stiles Department of the [nterior 

OURE^VU OF I t . 'J iAN .>f FAIRS 
4*a4>'»* At. CiTH. 

MAY 0 7 Stt 

Elai.-.e K. Kaiser C.^.ief 
Section ot Envircnrreacal Analysis 
Surface Transporcacion Beard 
1201 Constitution Avenue, SW 
Roofi 121) 
Was.-.ir.gcon, D.C. 2C423 

Acer. Harold .Mc.Sul;y. Environirencal Specia l ise 

RE: Environnencal Assessmenc. Union P a c i i i c Corporacion, Jnion 
P a c i f i c Ra i l roaa Coirpany, and Missouri P a c i f i c Ra i l -oad 
Company - C o n t r o l i n d .".erger • Scuc.iem P a c i f i c . *a i l 
Corpora t ion , Scuchern P a c i f i c Transpor ta t ion Company, St. 
i,ouis .^ouchwescer.". i^a.lway ^-oinpany, SPCSL Corporacicn, and 
The 3enver and Rio Grande western Rai l road Company (Finance 
Oockec .Vo, 3 2 740) 

Caar :'.a. Kaiser: 

This o f f i c e has received che environmental asaessiTenc f o r 'he 
p-opoaeo re:srenced c o n t r o l j n d mercer becwaen che Vnion Paci'--
anJ Southern P a c i f i c Railroad Companies, S t a f f fro-n t h i s o f f i c e 
nave reviewed :he assessment. Me have r.a f u r t h e r ccmmenc beyond 
whac vas providad i.-. our e a r i i e r l a t t e r of Febr->.ary 20 1996 We 
concLiue co see no •svidencs of consuliacion wich T r i b a l jovemmen-i 
regardin.7 impacts :c T r i b a l lands or areaa considered itr.oorcan- -o 
t.he I r i b a s from a r . i s c o r i c a l or c u l t u r a l standpoint. 

Tha.-ji you for Che continued opporcuniCy Co review and ccmmenc on 
cha retertnced enviranraencal assessmenc 

Sincerely. 

Area Direccor 

Consultation letters and copies of tho EA were distributed to all 
regional offices of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. These consultations 
did not reveal impacts to tribal lands, such as abandonments or new 
construction outside of existing rights-of-way Consultations about 
historic and cultural resources were undertaken with State Historic 
Preservation Officers as required by Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 
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FEDE 
U S D flXt^' GENCIE5 

TMENT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 'ANVILLE,CA 

United States Department of the Interior 
BURF.AU 01 l.AND MANAOKMi VI 

F^ltlt Lake Kesouru Aru 
705 Hill '.UM 

Suunville. CA 961)0 

TITTTRtTi 

my i u 1596 

E.lilin.K Kt.mr [ T ] p ^ ' p ^ s r a 
CM«I, S<,c, or 01 Blwroivr.tni.ti tfttfytit . 
Surface T aiaportaiion Boart 
I2ifi & Coosmuton Ave., U W 
Wastiiixon. D C -iMiiOOOt MAY - 3 19% 
Oe»rM$ t^eimr 

Th« fo(i3«^ng are cofrmentR by tne tiQ^e Liue R«9ourc«. Bufftau of iAr.H Man»gom9nt on u-14 
ErfvUorrn«ntal AAPommeiX fi'^arxM Oockei No Untor Pacific and Southern PecBc mprQer. Piefuo 
note r a l we ani not -iceive ocp«e« tho EA untji May 2. 1996 and omy after raquesi^ng o v e m ^ i 
shl̂ p»^o trrouOh \r\A coc>p«ra*ion ol Wr Sieve BrooKa of yxif orqaniMno-' Mr Broohs "idicated thj i 
oopies Mam suwxMod lo ha^e b m " ervppad K t^e Eajle Uke Pesourca Area arid 10 the Lasaar Cxxjnry 
ULrary or Aptii t?lh hoAev«r no cr]p>es anrved at e'tha/ k)ca^on Aodtl urai requeats tor oop'ai had to 
t>e ma'Se before we received ou copy on May 2nd Based on me lala artval o* the bA ere request tha' 
you accept oui ctxnme'it* even ff^jugh Ihey HOT'I be einvi/^ after t»ie Way 3, )996 due date 

I h l encio^d rterr* are aut>fTMit»d lo' your inclusion in the araV*»» ot tne <ya*T EA These dccumems 
pfovid" a ciAmi' record thai ti • Djreau ot Land Managerreoi has determined djrwig fhe w^nte' aryj eany 
W>nng of ' '>96 tr-iflt t^ero A k)ca) oorimuntty support tor rai> banWng ol the Warwle; tn ARuras !me 1I rai use 
of ir>e -le ceases as a lesurt of the propoaed abandorvrant Based on ihn sjoput do-i>rronied the 
endosad 'eso'i^ons end «ners the Riirneu ot l ^ r d t^Anagement. Eag'e l^ke Re&ource Area, tUed a 
petrtior *or rai< banking tne Wertde; 10 A}tu''a5 lir^ and flied a stalement o* wlii»runas9 to assu^nr fmarvaai 
responsiD-'ty as part of tt>e rei' banking n̂ ing wfth ttie Surface TransportaBon Board on M a / * 27. 1996 
This lli needs to be re'e'e'Ked in wour EA and fcncJixJed in your decision roccd 

The Bag « LaKe ResoiKoo A'sa reoogn zes and si^tports the tocaJ commurMy tntereal n oort^njed rmi use 
of the 'ne iot Ire'ght of attsTiate ra l uses mcfud.ng e«cur5*on trains, mct'^r cei operations anrvo* irKivduaJ 
or conrrerod^ raitcyde operatMy^s The Eagw Lake Resoufca AfttA rail LankJrg fjing has teori Uibrrwtted 
as a fafl bacK c^j'ion to pfuiec the raJlroad ngW way oorT<lor reM sarvicA -wide and fo pnjvvle kx intent. 
Irail use ori thai 'jontiiw 

In re^A-«<rig the drsM EA the toltowtng inaccuraoes an(Vor onisaioris were Ident4ied thai r*e9d 10 be 
correciM >n the tinai cA 

3.3 A(n * *s to Werxlei (SP| 
0 - . ^ ! No AB-12 (Stb-Nn i64K( • The Bureau of Land Management's comments have been considered. 

SEA has noted the Agency's recording of local support for railbanking 
of the Wendel to Alturas line, as well as its filing of a petition for 
railbanking and willingness to assume financial responsibility in the 
event the line is abandoned. 

M E R O E K OF UNION HACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N D S O U T H E R N P/.CIFIC TRANSPORTATION C O M P A N Y 
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33 3 EileUnk environment 

Blologlcet Peeouree* 

I'aiVt ena Fotetis. Aaa - Apprommeieiy 50 % ol (he 85.6 i n t i reUioed giadt C / O M M 
U-S. Dtfurtiritm ol Intmnoi Bu'eou ol Lend Managamem lands •oTuntteied by the Cejie 
Lane and Alturas Pa&ource A i t t t The land p'cviaes naDitai (ci a wida varaty ol soaoet 
ncluding antelope, mule deer, sage groose, water'owl end va'ioua speaes of fish B L M 
'bnda areu&ed tor t i m t i o d grezing, tainting, flsmng, sigh:?<v*.'-3 hiking t x i i w Oacti n d i g 
and wMliia observation. 

Safety^ CneO records and stale m fnai 6A il train wreck in Snow Ssorm C t i y v - ••eti ot 
Snowsiorm HaiKn (box cars sDC on ute) oorsainad haiaidc.ij i-m,nita attectng tne ngf i<j(iiyay 

Nolte Incorrect Aruras mainlanance aew ol SPHR repons ai laast 2 tra.ni per aay end county 
rat'dents living alix'g Vi« track 'eport up to 6 trains per ley 

3J,4 Potential EnvlronfTtenlal Impact* ot Propoaed Ac-, T 

i.erd uae: Add - Hemoval o< tails tn-i ties wil! create a travel oorrldor thai wW be ueed Oy pubi c 
lend vtsftort, (liuntars, flahemten. slgntsaers. oil highway vehiae aottiusiasta, arvl Mt i t uaera) 
Thka use wtl craete vdditior^ management ra3ponstt}r>/tiee 'or rite Bureau of Lana Management 
Kl tome aieas because areet ol ,>obitc ',ar>ds that wete (onriany (nacceasioie aua to roug^ rocky 
terrain or very rnuddy day aofis donng wet aaaaorta are arpedad to become more acc4uA>ie du« 
10 the we l drained and graded wate ot the railroad grade Th.,s will tmaeie Bt U nianagen.eni 
respoi^Jilies in a/eaa wtiare ina^ated vefiJde accesa may create protevma for w\JJ'te and 
cu''̂ ulal ra&ourcea Itxat ware tufmu>1> mucti less accessible to vehicle baaed l/avelere 

Alt Cnogea, oulvent and othar ttmouras s',o;jid be left In place to provide lor access along tha 
comdor tor futura BLM minagameni ol Ihe comfor and trunaged fall uaa undar ra,i 
banldrtg prov1slor;s ti alTa.ndorment occurs and rals and ties ere rarrovad So,Ta rails and 
ties that could t>e used to conttfict rweded vetMda controte ttwutd be left baaed on (iatd 
review by BLM aiaft In i>ddtlon. OLU would ikti to neQOuate lor aocu'tliar oi a legmart 
of rails and ties lo ba left tar raiicycling end motorcet opereUwu if ar aitarruie ra, operalcr 
doea riot lei^ ovar operation of Ifit tin, 

Parlia and (oreeta: No manior o'the efecta on pubic lands eOninlstaied by BLM is maae. The 
ahould b« corrected and referenoe tha Impacta iitted abova m ..AHO JSf 

HIatorlo Structurea: Any railroad etix^tuies thai rney be uaeiui inoonajn>.1iryi with 
manag'l^g Ihn oorridcr for trail uses aliouid be left until a trail management plan can be 
pr^ared thai vrotad oetertnine it such ttructuret would be needed for or oompferrieniarv 
to trait mariagemar.r 

Tranapottatlon: Incorrect Two to SIK tram per day ara Itia lire. 

Noise. Incurroct Two to am traina per dejr ere using ttie i ne. 

} J 8 Summer at Anenoy Commania,' 

In adr&tjon to ttie reterenoed filirvy by ^ in . , tegle Lako Resource Area on December te, 
1996 Itled in Voliane S, Appa Ktw puges £-4 « 9, the Eagia Lake RasounM Araa also 
tubmitted a tiling lor rail banking on March 27, 1996 based on sjppon Imm the City ol 
SuaanvOla, Letaan County and loca' Iraila grtxips Han banking reouasied >;y BLM 'S 
condbonal on no fivther rail operatlona on tha Ims BLM tupporu oontinuad tail uae If that 
It feasible and rail .:arr1ars or allemala rail operatora tai>e on operaliorii ot the line 

inO ided 111 the Bl M tiling was also a letter from the Paainer Brve- 3ai Society, operatore 
ot ttie P'-rtsia Railroad Museum, eiprassing interest in attainate ancurttlon train uat and 
n-Kcrrar oparationa uses This corraspondonco ahou'd ne referenced m tne 'i-ui EA and 

I 
SEA recognizes lhat approximately 50 percent of the lands adjacent 
to tho proposed abandonment are under the Bureau's administration 
SEA is also cognizant of the wide variety of habitats on these lands 
(as Indicated in Volume 3, Section 3,3,3 ot the EA), 

Accident records indicate no hazardous materials were released at 
the noted accident site, 

SEA has confirmed the validity of rail traffic numbers; rail traffic is 7 
through trains per day on the line SEA has detailed its rail traffic 
methodology in Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA. 

The Agency's position that abandonment would provide a corndor 
that enables access to public lands, thereby increasing BLM's 
management responsibilities is noted and will be considered by the 
Surface Transportation Board in its evaluation ot the proposed 
abandonment and trails proposals. 

SEA has noted the Agency's recommendations fot reuse of 
infrastructure in the event of abandonment for trails. 

Sec response provided for comment H6 of this letter. 

The Agency's recommendations for reuse of infrastructure in the event 
ol abandonment for trails are noted. Section 106 coordination to 
.tetermine the eligibility and historic significance of resources within 
tt e proposed abandonment is under way with the California State 
Historic Preservation Officer, 

See response provided for comment #5 of this letter. 

SEA has confirmed the validity of rail traffic numbers upon which noise 
impacts are assessed Please refer to the general statement on rail 
traffic and noise in Volume 1. Chapter 4 of the Post EA 

Ttie Agency's railbanking request was submitted after the cut-off date 
for materials included in Volume 5 of tho EA It is now included in the 
Post EA record. 

The expression of interest of the Feather River Rail Society for 
alternate excursion train use and motorcar operations is 
acknowledged These interests should be fonwarded directly to UP/SP 
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indudad in Ihe decision process lor lhe Wenoai to Atturas tine 

BLM rw» also received reoues'i ' 'on rarlcycimg ntaresta, both individual ard poter'ial 
commorcjai veniuiea to ai^jiore ways tt> leave tiack In place if the una Is abirndored so 
lai'cvd rig oouW occu, on portioru ot Ihe Ime BLM would like lo suppon this Interest but 
would first ca'e' lo lali operaiot tnat may lake over !ho Vne to work out ane'igertierta tor 
rail .-ycung wnn thoae users II ttvt line Is abanOoneti and tlie tails ard ll»j »ie punned 
to be removed, BLM vroLkl like to enplore optK/ns w«n the railroad for laa'/mg a •agmeni 
ot track tor rail c"/ciing use and mcAotcti eirsjrsions 

Endosed wtih (as letter ara oopasi of i l ' pen nant IJinos by BLM s Eag« Lake and t l t - j ' t . 
Resource Area Of oes and supponing resoiutjor's am letters Irom t i , Ony cl Susenvl'e, 
Laasen County, t h * FBBlfier f l .vc i Hail Sociaty, the a ias l« lA ,ake Ai 'naror C h a n * * - o l 
Commerce and kxai tiaii grouo* 

Thank y«i tor Itm opportunity to comment on the draft envtronmertal atseitmem. 

SMoarely. 

/,.y/y/f/C 
A r ^ " - f Linda D Hansen 

Area Manage' 

and. ra'l banking filing 
resoljiions ol aupport lo' laSbanklno 
letters ol support for raltiaieang 
retotutions n( tuoport lor continued rail utes 

The expression of interest by indiviauals and commercial ventures in 
railcycling is acknowledged. These comments should be forwarded 
directly to UP/SP, 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A D C O M P A N Y A N P S O L ' T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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L AGENCIES 

EPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - SUSANVILLE, CA 

I'niicii .Si.iics DciMiiiiicnt til ihc Imeiior 

ill Kl >i (11 L \si) \uN,\i,r.su.Nr 
1 . t l . I . . . H , . - a l . . \ l i . 

' - ' - I I R i M | . ,4 t U , „ I 

• : . . \ i t t r I. i l i l m i i M " ' • l I I I 

^ I mi 

H rlttltmji-

•r n.pi, 
fiafer lo 
•JOO 

iCA on. 

«AK 2 7 I3bt) 

Gurtrtce Tfar*sporlat;oi e.a-'J 
G»1(.e ot the Secfcia'v 
i'i'.tt anu Ccrj t i tut ion 
VVa»Nnqion OC 20*23 0001 

S<iiii')«(n P^ctftc P4 *(ca(J Ahaodonmtnt .n La5»en a^d M'HJ'X: CuunUff Cattlomta iCC 03C*«i No 
AB i2 {Sub No 164 x ; 

Deal Secetary 

This 'equest 15 Ijied un bs^sH fji (he U S Cepa/lTeri! of th« )/ii#cio* Buicau of Land M i t a g t r n ^ r t j . e 
L-jii* Revjb 'ce A f M . The J9»r' . f •> the mjoage? ol fede'ei pubi-c lands ut.sse<3 Dy tftf proposed fVervlel 
to A i t j ' a t Hbinountnent a rd txeten sHei ivte'tea io as 'pfopcne^r * 

Pfoporeni req<j«5t*d ^siudtxe ol Puti-c u^e Condiwn* u^Kjef 49 ' j S C 10906 as p»e«cftbe<J m j K & o n 
1152 26 11 a 'etief fr»n«o n> ygy on OeceTiber ' 8 199S n thai f«quc»t nv! iMicaled i^iai m aOd.tMy 10 
pothc use tfjnrtitujos v,(juw ai»o be conjidei n;) UrKj lo' i*ifcar'hj\g ( ipieum Vailusei 'i l^e(• v.ai local 
iuppr'rt 'Cf such a (iiiog 

Ou'tnq th » rtiortf we have (ound thai the'e >» »jppo«i (o( (anbanhing ihe Vvendet to Aiiu'ai 1 ne tt laiifoad 
uses de not continue Enclosed aia fesoiuftohs c* Juppofi I'om ire City ct Sijsanv-lie a^d Laucr Cou.-^ty 
«ipre»>ng condttiocai s^ipporl lai bank ng -.i f attfoad utci tiniJ on the l<re 'n a<Wieon lettets ol support 
'iK tiait use ve "ocljOed from local i'»if use B'oups Based o ae tocal support demo^saatert -n the 
(•nckised f^soKitwi aod (etie-s (he Qyieau of Land Management Eagle tahe Resou'ce Area heieiiy 
sutimrw (he f.'j.'loiivinq Request Fo' inie'tm Tra.t Use I'aii bankitgj u^def secuon a (d| t>l lhe \auonai T-aas 
'li^Uern Art 

Also enclosed ly ihm leqt ien tot (a»4)ankifi<j t M e d o t Vie hurrmt pfovided by lh« Meistefe Cur-imaict* 
Commission rtutmg ii*e ieie feit oi )99S 

SEA acknowledges the Bureau of Land Management's recording of 
local suppon for railba*.rt».ig *he Wendel to Alturas line. 

SEA acknowledges the Agency's fihng of a petilton for railbanking 
and willingness to assume financial responsibility in the event the line 
ts abandoned. 
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The Su'ea j ol I j n d Management does rot advocate aoatdottneni cl the Werxiei 'o Aiiutas iin« «n<i is 
submi** n^ lhe 18 ibe'ik'ng lequesi as a t*nal tall back measure to pfcttct rhe i ght o>-wav and provide 
'Of •rte*i'»' 1(8'' j ^ e or ly "I t'le I 'le dues nyi coni nt̂ e to 'eee *e L J » ada<ton lo 'a>ibarh og ose 
v.e ate also "^'i q a tequesi b/ the Feather Pivc^ Pa-I Soc ery (o use tt^e i r e fo' eNcvirsion ra*! use 
and rroisfcar u^9 Please considei ih.s irteresi tof ccnt)n\,ed '»ii use 9'tt and only i| contnued 'ati use 
<s f>o( feasible move on lo out lequesi lo' ta. t>ar>Hrr>g i ied locay and cu« request fo' public use 
cooftiitons Med cn Oecembef 1996 

Sirtcerely. 

•4,—iLmda 0 Hansen 
^ Area Martager 

Snctosures 

Patibanking peLiton 
Map v.enrel lo Allures Iine 
Besouton Lassen County 
Resoiulion City o* Susanvl'e 
Lerre' Lassen La id af>d Tiaits TfusI 

• Le te ' Monpy Lahe v«rey f iders 

SEA acknowledges the Agency's expression of interest from the 
Feather River Rail Society to use the line for alternative excursion 
tram use and motorcar operations. Please refer to SEA's general 
statement on Rail-to-Trails in Volume 1. Chapter 4 of the Post EA. 

M E R G E R ^ F ^ J N I O N PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P iC-OUTHERN PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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United States Department of tht Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Et*̂ e Lake Rnosrcc Aju 
TOS HiU S' ni 

SiuuvlKe. CA 96130 

InRaply 
m m ID 

<3v .<} (CA-ozei 

w . ' ^ - ^ ' ' ^ ^ Die 18 1995 
Mtnimt Co<rit)«rc« Commiation 
Offlc* 0* the S«aMwy 
12tn and Ccisttutian 
Wutunyton, CX: 2M23 

Ht Souirwr Pacflc Railroad. Atoandonmant In Lauan and Modoc Cawittaa, C^Kamta. ICC Dodiat 
AB-12. (Sli) No IM- iq 

Daw Cofnmuionan. 

Thla raquaat b Mad on bahall al t t t EagIa Laka Raaoira Ana. Bmau al Lwid Managamant U.S. 
Dapanmant ct Intattor harain tafarrad to at 'proponant* 

Proponaiit ttquaati liauanca ol a PtMc Uaa CondHor undar 4S U S.C 10SM m piaaa*;ad *i tacton 

Proponant aika Oa IOC to And thai tMa ^loparty la tuRaWa Iw othar pubic uaa and Is placa tha following 
condTtlona on Via abandorvnant 

« 1. AT ortjar prcWkig lha cartar froiTi itoposing ot lha cDntdx, mhar than i l t racka. Baa «id sigtMii 
aqulptnant. t xe t f l tor puMc uta or rjatonabi* larma JutDlicaitan for Ma condtOon ia. 

TTia p r M M d ibandmnant croaaaa pubic iandt managad by tta Buraau of Land li««iagiTtam 
(Bt*<) LMia and A«uaa Raao(»n Aiaaa BLM lanite oonatRula lha largaat alngla lai*] 
managamart arMy rtaoad try t m fnvpatta abandmnant inAai aaimaaa tidicala t im 
apprmdmaMy 46 miaa c4 tha i»ia crou SUM land Tim mti iaa S2% al tm ooirMor, 

O I M piditc mnarihkia croaaad Oy f w rairavd grata Iniajda land! haM by »» Sta* o( C a l ^ ^ 
am) • « U S PWi and WloMa Santx Ttiaaa U n k toW approKknMty 3 KidMonri Wtien 
ocifAlnad nth R M managad landi, total publk: ownam^ ooaaad by tha rmkam) k t t a rM td t , 
ba 48 miaa or 96 « at lha raftonj rnrHOor 

H abandonad. tnt* aaTtianti ot tha ra*oad grada tm oatt BLM landa would ravait to BLM 
aAnkailratov BacKM twaa tarnanta ntiuld ^lon opporuMaa for piMc aeoaaa kl piMc 
landi ua^ tia Muiig nMdbad ot tha raknad ^ada and mu afford opportmttaa lai nftrnmi . 

SEA has noted the Bureau of Land Management's request for a Public 
Use Condition under 49 USC 10906, Tlie Agency's concerns about 
potential impacts fo its management responsibilities to adjoining public 
lands, and potential benefits of trails are noted, SEA's general 
statement on ralls-fo-trails conversion Is included in Volume 1, Cfiapter 
4 of the Post EA, SEA's re.:omtr.enaed mitigation measures for rail 
abandonments are described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA, 
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asMimntraov, t ' x a . i to tpa.» ̂ * "• • ' " » ^ managing thasa i * * " * ; ' ^ 
ol th . nrooo^^ r i ^ . T ^ "1 ordar 10 affacfivV/ managa lha raiiroad corridor acroaa 9LM 

tT̂ m̂ mo.::̂ '̂ ^̂  ̂  « '̂-̂  -^i"-
f ' V l t i i i i . J i o m«iaga r a mw^patwd nor BLW managad w ^ p . " " * 

T>'« rairoaa mada coiMI tHoH teem, lo. w«dOt. imrmnii {Htm. airtaiopa cf.*ar. watarfowt and 
"on gam. i,rra.) and to- n i / l ^ t t ^ • ' ' ^ " ^ " 9 nonmoiortzad Irai uaaa Inclutfng 
w « * ^ o i i n t a i n b«T*"9 J r t horwi t>.ci> .K»r« ô i^«oni«l t c ^ - trfmn flnjd. 
P«Malhr«ighp,te„ « i l . iop. naCrt.tan.1 p t t m . Uy mar, lhat .UPP<TI « » r ^ « , d _ » . 
»«t la« l i i»M« AMi«i<>aiaaaiTC«<daBi»c«B»a»r«« nu!tiarou3«a«o-*wa«andi,p^anwal 

^ ^ C s ^ < ^ ^ - ™ * > £-< s«. ot 
WTIdKaRrtiO. cra»coa«r..Wlngan4trw«moblltigwwida».obapo»aJ)»orao™»« 
Ot ?>a yada Mhtoric i »m ^il * t mtm by : , j m n c o M t t K btntfn irom tha accaaa afloro*) 
along l>a lalkoad grada 

#2 A jp« to lo« ra<K;aa l to .Pu«* i rUMC«nd1 lo< f l »a .a l . »«d lCCI»u . . ro r r i a raa i f l ng r^^ 
d«»vieaon al potantal trail ralatad amKtmaa auch aa b i ^ , traatlaa and awaila, T>j |uat«caDor tor 
I N . coixltton I. that thasaa ttiycluraa haw oom'darrtita i«lua for irana^ 
ot !h« railroad grada 

n w«rawtlhat(h.»riapanodt0flm0oall>onotPutt«:UiaCon<il lori»l).«atabtehadait90day» 
!ham«fltr>um«nounlol l lni . i l»«di«KlarUSC. t090« T N . I . na«a.ary Banatta ei>4ID compiai. 
pu«k mwlvamart sajprng. conduct tauWtty anafya* about ooaafcia M i;aa. and itiahafl«nBrt co.ta 
and to m a B nagodaaona nrlTi lha .-alroad 

At thi» Wha BU* rot praparad to rfxrmn to arv trmMc action an the comdur uns a i»a«t«»ty araiy i l i 
and puBllc nvotvamwit can ba oortiptalad. Mowavar, BLW la axploOng optjoni (or mar* i.ig tho«a 
•agmant. rtm wil rmmit to BLM aitmlniatration and poaalbty othar .agmara or combiiaaona or taginanla 
M t wouW Ba compHmantaty B tha utaa of ffia oonldor aooaj BLM ta.-!*. 

Anaty.a ot pubilc .upport marao«r«>ant taasltaiHv and Midug to i rom mti 'mo^ttt conaidambla tlma, 
Ihmrmlon n m m p t i t t i t tmt pub*c uaa cornrsona Oa mtttm'-ml ») «»DW BLM to «»plo<» public u»a 
c;,Jons ot Ifw propcad ab«lor«nor4 and ^aw Una to bagin nagotiaHonj iirt»i lha rUroad It, aa a r».i it 
cl Itntfm anwy»to luid p U * : nvoNwnart. Inlanm trail uta lrm»ian«rig) la datarrgnad to ba a dfiairao uaa 
ot tha contto SUM woiid tttm- wbmlt a raquaat lot r m t m trail uaa iixlar »ee»on ed ot lha 1983 Trai* 
Act In addmor to t t * ra<riaat *)r pubfc U M condloona. 

BacaiM st »ia Sma naadad to m ^ f n pi**c mtaraal in tha i»n1iJor and oompiati (aMlbWy inaty t * of 
poaaMa t r A uaa. wa naad to Know ai »<xifi aa poaaWa how nwch tma wa h«v» to complata t t t m 
firaomtrm and • .(iproprtBa, laquMt Wanm t r t f Plaaaa prevlda u. wftfi lha »nalrwna ra<?<ii«J to 
raquaat Mw*n ».«i»a and in<fca:s wtian thai smaftaina baglna and are*, undar t t t "Want to paWlori for 
aumpDoi' prootaa i ial appan e ha-va akaady bagun, bcMd on t i t notlca m «» Luaar Cotatly Tlmaa 
on Novambar M. t rm . Alao plaaaa el»1fy how I ia propoaad margar d Soutfiam Patiic and Union 
Pec«c w l ritact m, f t tnar lor CKampnon ptocaaa. 

Wa mt t t r l t t r ometntml tfiaf indar tha Imparviing dtoWulton ot lha Irtarjtgla Commarce Commission. 
oo<TjTn«caion and guidWBa on IM. Maua wUh iCC aod Ha Mccaavv may tMooma oontuaad and inputa 
unoai tha oUtal ^ n t l t t n m imptmi «i abandonmana rtwy ba ml..ad rt 9maf» corraapondanc* -trnt not 
ooat t t t m t prritim a, tmt t t t n»ma(i) « id addiaas o( tha panonl.) and otganti«tionl«| »»1 wl i ba 
raaponaifata Ibr Ma abandonmant onoa ICC 1. dMo>v«d on Dacamt>ar 31. 1996. I 

SEA acknowledges the request for preservation cf infrasl'ucture that 
may nave trails use Please see recommended mitigation In Volume 
1, Chapter 6 of the Post EA, 

The request for a 180 day period of 'mposing public use conditk ns is 
noted. Please see SEA's general sta'"" nent on rails-to-trails conversion 
in Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post i.;A. 

The responsibilities of the former Interstate Commerce Commission 
regarding proposed abandonments of rail lines have been assigned 
to the Surtac-e Transportation Board. 

••- F: • R OP UNION PACIPIC R A I L R O A D C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC TRANSPORTAT ION C O M P A N Y 
K.v m . ; ^ a a M M H a H M H H H . M H M a H H a B H M M M H i H « H H i M M W H W H M M H H ^ a M H M N H W a a M H a H B H M W M M H M a B a H H H a a a M W M M M a a B a » M M M M H H W M 
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L AGENCIES 
EPARTMENT OF INTERIOR. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE - ATLANTA, GA 

M»rcn 2b. 10% 
US r.t-i 4 '̂ : . 

vtCK36w'\C, .'.'.5 
Li S f uh and WHdUf* Se/vice 
Regtor 4 
fL.;h»rdti KusseU hfderiiUld. Rm 12CQ 
1875 Cfrttury Utvd . 200 
Atls-̂ t*. TiA J0J45 

Dafrej & Moore is prtpjnns an addemlum lo itic tnvirc-jnentil Report lot ihc ippiiCilion for 
merger of the Union Pacific m i SoulheiTi Paciiic Râ iioads The atUched lm »rd mjps sho* iaJ 
jeKmcriii, idennfied wiifun yojf .suie. which mjiy see an increase in lai) i(.iinr> tini.:ca>e m ihe 
mimtcr ot (rai/i* per day; due lo the piopvsed .Tcrgcr 

To prcpia-e rmt addtndum lo the Eiivvtinmeotai Report, we are fe(;ue«(ir.(i thai you ir\form us of any 
concerns you have aj>d provide inibrrr-atton regarding 

• pfotttitd specie* mformauon dilate. Ftderal) v.uhtr» 5 nules of each se^netii 
Iistmg of cr̂ ticaj habitau v.)Uua 5 nules of each sue 
lotationj of p&fks and rel\igc$ in pio*»mjiy tc tn; proposed pro.e-r.s 

• autiCfti 10 any penniiiing,'»pprrAaJ author,;y ^hjch ycu believe ycur itale has over 
lhe aaic'^i idcmificd 

• any other mfofrnaiion yoy would liite to provide regirdmg envirorjne JaJ maiteri or 
\iK»i concerns at chese utes 

W'e would appreciate recevng thc requested infotrtution ai '̂ our earliest converuence We woutd 
tunr-cf appreciate it tfthc (nlbmiaDon could be pjppiied in M.THjng or o;aIlj ty the ur.derstjjned at tf e 
iddress *nd phOPe/f»x numbefi on thu l<ttê ê*d 

We '•cry much appreciate your tisistvtce 

Very truly yours. 

DAMPS & MOOHfc, INC 

•mt ; w - M v ^ 

Envii. ..ieni»l Sciemisi 

0 •.•>»j. a ^ , - -

... Cc^^iy5-^ 

f £ j ^ V»5 ' • ) . 

SliA acknov'ledges the Fish and Wildlife Service's comments that 
there are no significant adverse wetland impacts and no listed, 
proposed or candidate species present 
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FEDEi 
U.S. D Em^T^ 

GENCIEO 
TMENT OF INTERIOR, FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE - .ATLANTA? 

DAMES & MOORE 
ONECOSTlNrVT \ n O * t m . 1>M GOLf »0.>l) M i l f, If.OO H O l l KCMf. lDOHV 11 l I M l l M j m i . x 

iiu7)i;sJ)7n7 I AX ,s4; i ; : i 1115 

Ftbruary 26, 1995 

U S. FISH AND 'VUDLIFE SERVTCE 
Region 4 

RichudB Russ'J) FedtriJ Bdg . Rm I IOO 
1875 Ceniury Boulevjrd. Suite 200 
Ail»mi,CjA 30345 

'(7 

us f'SH 1 wfl.OLIfE 

Uiiiici SL Mooie IS piip.iruig i : i idJtnujm to tlie Eiiv.rcr«reiii»l r.tiioil for lhe ipplidUon for 
merge.' of lhe Urtion Piafic und Southern Picific Railro«<J>. The anichjd list tnd nupi show 
iiiditioiiaJ construction ptojects *hich have been identified wjihin your state 

To prepare our addendum lo the EnvuonmentaJ Report, we are requeitirg that yoit inform us of any 
ccncems you have art* piovide information rcRa/ding: 

• proiected spedej information (Slate, Fedeid) within 5 nules of etch site, 
listing of cfiuctl habiUU niihin 5 milei of each site 
loctuons of parks and refuges in proxirtiiiy to the proposed projecta 

• olations to any pemuiting'appravtl authority which ycu believe your state hta ovw 
the actions identiBed. 
try othff information you would Uke to provide regarding environmental mttter* or 
local I'dncerru tt lhe.se sites 

We would appreciate receiving ilie rerjueited information al your earliest convenierce We would 
further appiedalD K if thf information could be supplied in wriing or orally to the undersigned at the 
addtess tnd phont/fax numbers on thil lenerhead. 

Wc very tnuch tppredate your asi.'j>tnc<^ 

Very truly yours. 

DAKiES i t MOORK. INC. 

Julie Donsk '̂ 
Environmental Scientist 

No federally lisltti endangered. 
Uircatencd or car.Qidato spcries present 

Sit9 may cort-jin v;eilan-is. Ci;ai:ct 
Corps of nri;i'v;ers^or^;pi.c;5ary^vi; 
(telephony 

sinjiimcntal Coordir^xor 
U S. Fi«tt and WildUfe hcrvica 

X̂mt (7<u - .36"/ 

4 P •I, Oat» 

SEA acknowledges the Fish and Wildlife Servico's comment that thore 
are no Federally listed endangered, threatened or candidate species 
present and that the site may contain wetlands 

MERGEte OF UNION PACIFIC g A I L K O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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L AGENCIES 
EPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE - SACRAMENTO, CA 

United States Deparunciu of the Iiuer ior 

> t i r t > i i n » t o 

1-1-96-TA-170 

FISH V\DUTLDLIFE SERVICE 

S^u-uicQto Ki<ld OtT\t.e 
UOO Cmuti War Rooa C-lSO] 

Hacrswtata. CaJonuM 9SiiS 

A p r i l 29, 

Ae. J J l l a Oonaky 
DUB«« 6 Moor* 
1701 (ioie Ao«d. SvLte lOOC 
ftoilir.q M«4dowa, Z l l l n o L * (OOCt 

Sub lvc t : 

D«ar He. Oonakyt 

Sp«<:>*a imiet f o r Propoaad Harqvr o f t h « 'Jnicn P a c i f i c aod 
$g>Jt^.•rn P a c i f i c Railroada i n c a L i f o r n t a 

Th* ancXoavd l i a ^ f a p L l * * to your l a t t a r of Harch 2*. 1994, ra<i-jaat Lr.q i n ­
f o r a a t i o n on i i « t * c and propoaad and*r{j*r*d «nd e h r « a t a n * d f p « c i t a thac may D* 
praaant Ln or nay ba a f f v c t a d by p ro jac ta Ln tha auti^act projacc ara* (aa* Tn-
c loaura A ) . I n f o r m a t i o n concarning tea d i a t r l b u t L o n , U f a h l a t o r y , and 
h u i i t a c caquLraMnta f o r t b* i i acad apaciaa ie «Ta i i*&i« upon ra^^taac. 

Tha riah and wiidllfa Sarvic* (9*r<rLc*i Maad your aapta) and/or othar Lnfor-
aatlCQ to locata tha propoaad pcojact on a Qeciotfiesl S^rvay iQSCS) T.i 
a i n u t * quadran^la w p . Tha ipaciaa cn tha anoloaad l l a t ara choa* apaolaa wa 
b a l i a v a may occur w i t h i n , oe ba a f f a c t * d by p ro j ac t a w i t h l a , tba varioaa '^ada 
whara your p r o j a c i ia pIano*d. Sooa of t h * apaclaa on t h * U a t cay not o* 
« f f a c t * d by tha propoaad ac t ion , A t r a inad O i o l o g i a t or bo t an i a t . f a « i U a r 
w i t h tha h a b i t a t r a ^ U a M o t a of tha l i a t a d apaciaa, ahould da t a rv ina unatnar 
t o * * * apaclaa oc hacLtata auLtabla f o r thaaa apaciaa aiay ba a f f a c t a d by t h* 
propoaad actLoa. 

I n f o r a a t i o n and Mpa concarning car.dldata apaclaa i n C a l i f o r n i a a r « ava i l aAl* 
f r o « tha c a i i ' o m l a Natural D i v a r a l t y Data 8a*«, a proeeaa of t h * C a l i f o r n i a 
OapariBMnt of r i a h and Ga»a. Addraaa your raquaac coi Harkaclnq )<tnagar, 
C a L l f o r n l a Qapartaanc of Plaft and Gaaa. Natarai D l v a r a i t y Data Baa*, 14:6 
NLnttx S t < * « t , Sacraaanto, ( U l l f o m l a 93S14 (916)123-2493. 

A l l I i acad apaclaa Ldan t l f l ad Ln KncLoaur* A ar* f u l l y prot*cc*d vindar ch* nan-
dacaa of t.h* fnd«n<3*rad Spaciaa Act of 197'̂  aa aaiafvl*d ( A c t ] . S*crion 9 of t.hm 
Act. ard Lta UtpLamnclrq r^TuLatlonc prohu ch* " ^ A X * ' o f a f a d a r a l l y iiacad 
w L l d U f a apaclaa. Tak* la dafixiad by ch* Acc aa ' t o hAraaa, har*, puraua, hunc, 
ahooc. wvHind, k i l l , t r ap , capcur*, or c o l l a c t ' any aucft M i i d l i f a ap*ci.*e. Tak* 
«4y Lnclud* a i g n i f i c a n t habitat iMidifIcacioo or d*9TtcUcLon wh*ra Lt actual ly 
k i i l B or I n j u r - * w i l d i l f * by a l g n l f I c a n t l y i spaLr ln? saaar. t lal tahavLoral 
patcams. Including br»*dLn(}, Caadl or ahaUac (30 c m $17.3). 

Tait* i n c i d a n t a l t o an otharwla* l a w f u l a c t i v i t y ouy ba authoclsad by ona of 
^wo procftduraa. t f a Fadaral tqancy la Involvad w i t h t h * p a r a i c t i n q , (une nq. 

I SEA acknowledges the Fish and Wildlife Service'*; "omment 
concerning the information available. 

AF-34 



STB FD-32760 6-24-96 ID-EISV2A 



FEDEi 
U.S. D 'EWRTI 

GENCIES 
T .̂iZNT OF INTERIOR, FiSH & WILDLIFE SERVICE - S A C R A M W T O , CA MENTC 

"5 cut of t M » protect , - s . n t r U n t i o n o( f o r « » x e o n « u i t . t l o n 
••t tqincy ind tn* i . m c . pur»u«nt to ••c-.tcn 7 ot th« net i , r>-

. t la i . t .rmlnma -.ttt th« pcopcMd project My t l l m n . r M « t « H y 
(Ci»». Sucfi contul t i t lon would r « « u l t lo t o l o l o j i c t : oplntcn tutt 
• r . t lctpat .d m l t . e t . j f p t o ) « c t to l i i t a d and propoaad apaclaa 
tftorti* a l l a l t a d laval of Uoldaf i ta l taka. zr , fadaral a7ancy la 

- . . a d - l t d tha projac-t, and f a d a r a l l / l i a t a d apaclaa say bm t.kmit aa 
pro)»ct , t^•n aji •Incidantal tajM- panalt purauant to laetlon lC(a) 

« c : anould b* obtamad. Tha Sar-'tca «ay laau* aue^ a paralt upon 
oy tha parmit applicant ot a aat la factory conaan»at lon plan for t.^• 

a ^ c i a a that would tm affactad by tht p t o ] * e « . 

I f a u l t » r , a habitat for fadaral ly l iatad apvelaa » l a e a In tft* p c o ) a « araa. 
wa racc£*ar.d thac aurvaya for thaa ba urdartaitan by q u a l l f i a a blolo-jlata 
during zc pr ior to th« anvironacntal raviav procaaa. Wa alao ractnand that 
aurvaya undartakan for tha prcpoaad and candidate apaolaa Ir.cludad In 
Incloaura K i t aultaola hari tat a i i a t a on a l t a . Iha raaul ta ot thaaa aurva/a 
ahould i « publlahad in any anvironaancal docuMnta praparad foe thla projaot. 

Should t - . a a aurr .ya datarcina thac fadaral ly or propoaad apKlaa oce-jr 
U tha araa tnd ara l l k . l y to b« affaetad by t h » propoaad pro>et , tha S a m o a 

or .:arr 
oaCwaan 
quirad 
Uacad 
addcaaai 
and say 
not mv: 
part Jf 
of tha 
coapLat 
Uacad 

anda that tha projMrt proponant, Ui conaultatlon with th la altlcm and 
th« C a l . f o r n l a DapartMnt ol riah and Caaa, da.alop a plan that ait l i jataa for 
tha p r o ; a e t a d l r a c t and indlcact Iapacta to U a t a d apaclaa »nd coapanaacaa 
for p r o ; a e t - r a l a t a d loaa o< habitat . Iha a t t l ^ a t l o n pla.n alao ah.-,uld ba 
locludad In tha anvlronaantal docuaane. 

wa t l a c raccaMnd addroaalx.^ ad>araa lapaeta to candidate apaclaa. Ona o( tha 
banafita of eooatdarlna thaaa apaclaa aaxly In tha planning procaaa 1* that by 
a a p l o r i r ? t l t a c n a t t . a a , i t >ay b* poaaibia to avoid c o n f l l c t a that could 
davalop. anould a ouidldata apaclaa baccM U a t a d bafora tna prolact la 
ooaplata. 

r*a Smrtiot racantly chaoqad l ta policy oo candidate apaclaa. Tha cara 
candidate lorn a t r l c t l y rafare to apaclaa for wnlch tha Sarv ica haa on f l i a 
anoufln .aformatlon to propo.m Hat ing a* andanqarad or thraatanad. ror«ar 
candldata 1 apaclaa - apaclaa for which l l a t l B f l la poaalbly appropriate but 
for wBlca th* l a r r l c * laake au<flclent Inforaat ion to aupport « Uatlafl 
propoaa. - ar* nov c a l l e d apaclaa nt concem. They are no lomer aonltorad jy 
the 9*r-. iea. Howeier w* ha»* retained thea on the encloaad l l a t for 9*n*ral 
Information. We encourage coneideration of thaa In project planning, ae they 
aay becoaa candidate apaciee In the futura. 

The majority of the project area consists of existing right-of-way. The 
project area extends outside the right-of-way only in those areas that 
involve the construction of connecting track between the UP and SP 
lines. A review of information provided in tho Applicants' Environmental 
Report indicates that suitable habitat for Federally-listed species does 
not exist in the project area. 

In the event that \ Federally listed or proposed species is affected 
either directly - • idirectly by the proposed merger, the project 
proponents will co'isult with the USFWS to develop a plan to mitigate 
for these impacts. 

Candidate species have been considered. 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A f l O N C O M P A N Y 
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L AGENCIES 
EPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE - SACRAMENTO. CA ^ ^ E N ' 

Ha. J u l i a Oonaky J 

w* a p p r a e l a t * your eoncarn f o r andan^arad apaclaa. Xf you hava f u r t h a r 
• ^ • a t l o n a , plaaaa c a l l Mr. ?acar Croaa, Cantr*. Val lay Branch C^itaf, Mr. 
Mlchaal ThabauU, Coaac-Bay-Oalta I r anch Chlaf, or Mr. K«n Sanchat. roraa*. 
Ccoayac*Aia I ranch Chiaf , of t h i a o f f i c * at ( 9 U ) 979-373!. f o r tha faataac 
caapcnaa co ap*ei*a l l a t r*<{u*ata, addraaa thaa to eh* a t t * n t l o n of t h * 
a a c t i o n 7 o f f i c * aaaiatant at t h i a addraaa. f e r quaationa raqardlng w*clanda, 
plaaa* contact Mark L i C C l * f l * l d of t h l a o f f i c a ac (916} 979-21IJ. ror 
quaaclona concerning t h * •ndangatad w i n t a r - r u n Chinook aalaon or t h * propoaad 
chr*at*n*d coho aalaon, plaaa* contact tna Macisnal Marina f l aha r l aa S*rvic*'a 
9cot«cC«d sp*cL*a Kana9a*«nt D i v l a i o n , (;^IQ) 110-4015. 

S inca ra ly . 

Sncioaur* 

J 0 « 1 \m H*<tlLtl 
PL«ld Juparviaor 

JL 
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IAGENCIE5 

DAMKS & MOORE 
ON'CCONTWNIAI fo»Ti<i. I '01 oxr «0'o SUTE ly.t »oiiwo %<r.\Dcv.s acn 

IK71 !!i.ff70; F.vx issrj KM I II 

MAR Z 1 1996 

Febniao' 26, 1995 

US FISH ANO W1U)LIFE SERVICE 
Region 2 
P.O Box 1306 
500 Gold Avenue. SW - Room 4000 
Albuquerque, NM 37102 

RECEIVED 
rw? 1 3 'liii 

USRVS ClearUkf E; 

Dames & Moore is preparmg an tddtr.dum to the Knv-jonmer.iil Report foi the jppUcatioa fof 
meigef of the (InioD Pacifi: t n i South.em P»d£c RiilrotJs. The atlached list and tnapj show 
additional ccjimniction projects which have been idenafed within your ita'.e 

To prepare our iddendum to the EnviroameiitaJ Report, we arc requesting thtt you inform us of any 
cflncems you liavc and provide ir/onnatioo [egarding 

protected spedea information (."Itate, FedeiaT) tvithin 5 miles of e«ch site. 
• listing of critical babiiais within 5 milei of each site 

locadoiu of puis and refuges In pronn-jty to the proposed projects. 
• cilations to any penruttingr'approval authority which you believe your state has over 

thc actions idcrrtified 
• any otier iitfortnarien you woiJd like to provide regarding enviromcental matters or 

local concerns u tit-it sites 

We wouJ.-l appredsle receiving the reifjcsted infonnation at youi earliest convenience We would 
further appreciate fe tftheinformalioo could be supplied in writLig or onUly to the undersigned at the 
address aiid pbone/&x aumbm on this letterhead. 

We vexy much appreaalc your askistanee , 

Very trily yours, 

DAMES & MOORE, INC 

NCEf'ECTflNC:ii3 
• ' ^ . . . . . -.^ «y proc?tM. <l 

Oit.tr.riOltr.titr H.,,-cioi.'il' t i l'-.«P'Ci«=> •• 

'„.i..,\d'i'',-tto^Kt,m..i, • ' " • ' • 

Julienonsky ' . - J F " ' ' ' - ^ " - ^ " n ^ r C ^ " , n ? ; ; s CHR'STI . iR ' '* ' " ' c; ; c.^^.^.. I . . . If I • IVM r>!'̂ r ^ i . - . ^ ^ - . -̂̂  I i • mum ,iviam.J ...ffllit... 

Environmental Sdenliit KhV^fiSH i.-s vO-J?hIfiiS— 

>/i 

SEA acknowledges the comment by Region 2 of the US FWS that the 
proposed UP/SP merger will have no effect. 

M E t g G E R O F UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P SOUTHEKf^ PACIFIC TRANSPORTAT ION C O M P A N Y 
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LOUlSIAiNA 

RAD, SEGMENT - ACnVTTV INCREASE 

ShrevetKirt. Lauisuna ro LufVin. Teras - Tltis rail segir.er̂ . which >j curtetuly 
o\/Tied by Souttiem Pacific, rutis from Shreveport. Louisiana lo Lufkin. Tejis. 
Prelittuniry mforauiion indicates that the Shreveport to Lufkin rail sejment nuv 
tee an incmse in rail activity m the number of irains per day moving along the 
rail segment. Tte rati segment is approxunaiely i l 6 miles :a length. 

Avondaie. Louisiana tn Beaumont Texis • Tliis rail segment, which is 
nineatly owned by SouUiera Pacific, mni from Avondale. Louisutni to 
Beaumont. Texas. Prelinimiry informaaon mdicaies that the Avondale co 
Beaumont rail segment may see an mcrease lo rail acavity ui the number of trains 
per day loovuig along me rati ssjmeni. The rail segment is approximauly 158 
miles in iecgih. 

THE PROPOSES ACTIVmES WOULD NOT 
SlGKIFTCAiniY AFFECT LISTED OR 
PROPOSED THREATENEIIOR EOTANGEEED 

SPECIES - ^ y ) 

I R B ^ t ^ l p ^ — 
U.S. nSH * WILDLIFE SERVICE 
LAFAYETTE, iOUIbi/jhA 
DATE: Y^jla^S^ 

SEA acknowledges the US Fish and Wildlife Service's comment that 
increased rail traffic on the Lufkin, TX to Shreveport, LA, and Avondale, 
LA to Beaumont, TX segments would not affect threatened or 
endangered species. 

AF - 38 



FEP 
U.S. D DEWR-

IAGENCIE5 
TMENT OF INTERIOR. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE - HOUSTO # 

.-i^Sr^v United States Deparrment of the Interior 
FliH \ND Wil DllfE SERVICE 

Oi.ttttn tl Vul^^ciiUrstttt 
i :S l« El C«m -» t u i i t .'1 I 

HnH«<i Ttnt '"̂ 999 

Apnl 26. 1996 

Julie Doiuky 
DuBCt A. Moore 
1701 Golf RoKl. Sune lOOO 
RoUiug Meatlo«i. Qiiomj 60008 

Dee/ Ms. Z/Otaky 

Thu resfv^nd* to yow ApfU 19. 1906 lener le îucsting jifcrTBition OQ fedenJIy Iitted threneced cr 
eofluitred tpeclee or ubeu* cnticai bkbim cfttt miy occur triihln i miles of yocr proposed projea 
sitei Tbe proposed projects oivoive raJ sefirena -^t'.di n u j bivt u tacreue ni l toivtry :lae to 
(be prcpoied ncrga of Uoion Pacific u d Scuuierj pKttic ItuiroeOj. The two UTeani rul segmeati 
oc5umo| withio tliis ofR^'s uea ci rtspo.uibiJity ue ;lie lecLcc of i t t Shreveport, L>5yisitn* to 
Ltt&Ji. Texas rail lifle located witliui Ar.gehrj Ccunty and ihe TexiS lecuoo cf 'Jie AvctidaJe. 
Lauijiina to Beautncitt. Texas segtcui. Tbe lecctid nJ ItM a locai«d «ithm 'effenca u d Onsge 
Counces. Tens. 

A review of U S Ftaft aad Witdltte Service fCts and yotir project tnap indicates '.fiai no federilly 
listed ipccies or cntiul habitat aie known to occur ^iihin 5 Tuia of ihe rail se^aieiiu. 'Alule it 'A 
oot likely \hai u y 'oderaUy listed speae* occur u the propoied pro)ea me, the pouibUify exists thai 
uataowTt pcpulations occur *iihm ihu 5 mile radi-os Tberefote, a list of. a-uj general jiforrTuuoa 
00, tach species ILDÔ VQ IO occur '*>iihiz 'hese i^ree ccjniics n encJcied. 

Tie Teias N?tural Heritage Prognni. 3000 1-33 SOULI. Austin, '^rxu. 7g744 (512-448-4311) can 
provtda infom luon on sute listed species and oifier tpeĉ ee of ^ncera. 

If you bave aoy queaticos. or we c u be of ftuther aasiitanca. 
7l3C86-«282. 

EiicJoiures 

contact Edith Er1!lDg at 

The Fish and Wildlife Service comment that no Federally listed species 
or critical habitats are known to occur within ftve miles of the project is 
noted. 
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United States Department of che Interior 
VISH VND U ILDLIK SERVICE 

Cio.iun of ti.-..ft3. i.r.itt. 

Utntiian r.ui -.'Oil 

April IS. 1996 

Dusa St .vtooie 
nOl Golf Ro»l. Suite 1000 
Rolling Muilows, UlUiou 600C8 

Dut Mi. Doniky: 

Thu responjj lo your f tbnuy 26. 1S95 lea«r rc<]uBO£iJ Jiiormiuon cn federally i isted ttitattnmi or 
eaiUn t̂cmi species or their c/iucai habiiu that tnay occur 4ithm five irules of your prcposed prcjea iitee. 
The proposed projecti ue associated with the proposed merger t̂' Uoion Pacific and Southen PaoAc 
Railroads. The proposed proje<i located w t̂huj thia olf.ce ̂  aru of tespotuibility involves the mstaJIauoD 
cf rwo turnouts ac Sealy in Ausoo County, Texas. 

A review of U.S. Hah ud Wildlif* Service fUes and your prajea oip indicate* ihit oa federally listed 
species ur cntical bahttat are koowti to occur withiQ fh'e miles of the ptt;pcsed project lite. While it is act 
litteiy that aay federally listed species occurs ai the proposed prciect t<t4, ine possiliiiuy eiuis thai unimoo^ 
poptUaoons occur wnhin this !iv« aid, radius. As shown oa the enclosures, the proposed project is locxed 
withta a tooe cootaiiujig soitahle bahitar for thc eadangered Houitoa toad Bu/o fwustcntruU. 
Unfortunaieiy. aust of this area has oot heea surveyed to determine where the Houston toad ouy occur 

According to Seouoa 1(,)0) ol Die Endangered Species Act. it is the respoosibility of each federal agency 
to ensure thst aay acQOO they auitaorue. fund, or carry out is not lUiely to jecpsidize 'Xe csntuiued 
existence of any UsiSi ipecies. Based upon an invemcry of listed species and those speaes proposed for 
listing received From the Service, the federal agency, or its designated agent. .Jetcmuces if any endangered 
or threatened species may be affected by Ihe proposed action. If a 'aay aiTea* decision is reached, then 
fonnal Section consultation is initiated with this office. 

Tbe Texas .S'araral Heritage Program. 1000 1-33 South. Austin. Texas, 78744 i312 -uS-tJH) can provide 
iofonnasioa on state listed species and other species of ccncera. 

i l you have any qucsuons. or we caa be of ftinhei assistaiice. please conua Edilb Erfling at 713/2(6-1212. 

Sic 

diet. Regulatory Acuvities 

Enclosures 

SEA acknowledges the Fish and Wildlife Service's comment that no 
Federally- listed species or critical habitats are known to occur within 
five miles of the project 

The Houston Toad Recovery Program relocated the species to rural 
sites in Austin County which are not proximate to the sites in Sealy, 
Texas. 
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D0T.3 

REFOP£ ThH 
SURFACE IRANSPORTATION BOARD 

WASHINGTON. D C 

Finance Docket No 32760 

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 
AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILRO AD COMP ANY 

-CONTROL ANT) MERGER -
SOUTHERN P.ACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION SOUTHERN' PACIFIC 

TRANSPORTATION COMPAN'Y ST LOUIS SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY 
COMPANY. SPCSL CORP AND THE DENVER AND 

RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY 

COMMENTS OF THE UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

I Iniroduttion 

The Surface Transportation Board CSTB" or Board') in this proceeding is considenng 

the proposed consolidation of two irajor railroads in Ihe West, the Union Pacific Railroad 

Company ("UP") and the Southern Pacific Transportation Company ("SP") Aa part of lhat 

proceeding, the Board's Section of Environmental Analysis ("SEA") hu issued an Environmental 

Aisesstnent ("EA") ihiJ reviewi the innsaaion's polentiil impacts otv inter alia, the environment 

and safety In response to the SEA's request, the United Slates Depanmcnt of Transportation 

("DOT" or "Department ) hereby offers these comments on the environmental and safer/ aspects 

M E R C ; E R O F U N I O N P A C I F I C R A I L K O A P C O M P A N Y ANP SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY 
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o f i h e E A ' 

The SEA has ideniilied cenain adverse environmental and safely impacts that uould result 

in certain ateas from the meiger and the projected inciea-es in rail traffic volume These adverse 

impacts generally involve increased levels of noise and air pollution as well as potential decreast , 

in cperaiing safety The Depanmem overall is concerned that the SEA s recommendations to the 

Board are nol sufficiently specific with respect to measures necessary to fully mitigate these 

adverse impacts Mote detailed, substantive recommendations *ould assist Ihe STB in us 

consideration of what itutigalion measures lo impose in the event the merger i» approved We 

Iheielore ofTcr some specific miligstion measures for Ihe STB s consideration 

The Depanmem anticipate! lhat the merger, i f approved, would generate both positive 

and negative environmental and safety impacts The positive impacts include eltminauon of 

numerous grade crossings because of rail line abandonments, with aftendani reduction in air 

polluton. noise and traffic coitgestion. teductior, o f energy consumption and air pollution 

resulting from shorter rouiuigs using the combuied system, and cteaaon of a more efficient rail 

system better able to compete with trucks, whjch will reduce pollution and enhance safety by 

taking traffic of f the highways The negative impacts would result from increased rail traffic in 

certain areas and additional truck traffic at inlemiodal itrminals handling increased rail tratlic 

1/ \S e wish 10 emphasue lhat these comments refer only to these issues and do not, in any way. 
reflect the Department's overall position regarding Ihe proposed merger The Depanmeni's 
position on the ments of the merger will be set forth in its bnef. which is due to be filed with the 
Board by June 3, 19V6 

SEA acknowledges the Department's concerns about specificity of 
mitigation measures. Since publication of the EA. SEA has conducted 
additional analyses and site visits to more accurately characterize 
potential impacts of the proposed merger. SEA has developed more 
specific mitigation measures, which are described in Volume 1, 
Chapter 5 of the Post EA. SEA acknowledges the positive impacts 
of the proposed merger described by the Department. It should also 
be noted that the Surface Transportation Board does not have 
ongoing implementation, funding or mitigation monitonng authority 
and thus has a more limited ability to impose conditions than does 
the Department. 
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flows While Ihe positive environmental impacts of the merger should b« considered. DOT 

strongly urges lhe Boerd to impose specific me.isuies to mitigate Ihe negative impacts 

The n A identifies a small number of individual communities that wit; expenence significant 

increases m Irani traflic as a result uf the merger ( tg. . the Cities of Abilene and Wichita. Kansasj 

and McPherson County. Kansas. iheCily of Reno, S'evads) hA. Vol 2. a: S-34 and 12-15 

These communities may fiice increases in r.cise. congestion, air pollution and safety risks if 

adequate mingaiion measures sie not implemented Again, the DOT urges [.'•.e Boaid lo impose 

specific requirements to mitigale.these real impacts, m a manner rrnsnteni -.̂ -ith eristtng 

processes 

III Safety Concerns 

Because of its statutory responsibilities for rail and highwsy safely. :.-.e Department is 

particularly concemed about the impacts of the proposed merger on safely Thc Department 

would like to offer comments on two speciBc safety-related points discvswd by the EA The EA 

recommends that the Board requite the •': UP/SP to develop capacity studies of several of 

Its lines, particularly those that wUl be ru' paired tracks, with largely singte-directton lines EA 

Vol, at 314.15. 6-28. 9-15, and 16-43,44 The EA alio recommends lJul the STB requu-e the 

UP/SP lo submit those plans to Ihe Federal Radroad Administration ("FRA") for review 

The FRA hu m place * comprehensive program of railroad safety requirements, found in 

Ihc Code of Federal Regulations ("CFR") in Title 49, Parts 209-240 These regulations address « 

bioad range of safety concerns, including, among other things, track safety standards, freight tar 

scfety standards, locomotive inspection and safety siamtatds. railroad power brakes and drawbsn. 

Refer to the previous page for response 

SEA has reviewed the Department's statement that Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) requirements and enforcement are sufficient 
fo ensure safety of rail lines. Therefore, SEA will therefore not require 
submission of safety plans for specific corridors to the Federal 
Railroad Administration. 
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signal system reporting requirements, hours of service of railroad employees, quaiiticaiion and 

certification of railroad locomotive engineers rad.o standards and procedures and grade crossing 

signal system safety In implementing this merger. UP'SP will be required to corriply with all of 

these requiremer.is in operating Ihe merged system FRA also has in place a vigorous and 

effective safety inspection and enforcement program to assure lhat compliance is achieved 

The Depaitmcnl believes thai compliance by Ihe merged railroad with the FRA's safety 

regulations and with the UP/SP's own uiiettui safety requirements wil l afford a consistent' f 

railroad safety across the merged systeir Accordingly, preparation and submission t y UP . i a 

specific safety plan to the FRA to address ceruus individual railroad lines is not necessary Sia<T 

lirom Ihc FRA has met with SEA to discuss railroad safety msliera generally, and t iould be 

pleased to continue to work with thai office on railroad satiety issues as SEA completes i u 

environmental analysis ofthe UP/SP proposal 

IV Cnmmer.n on Proposed Mitig;.iinn Mi-asiirf.s 

The Department appreciates Ihe difficulties SEA &ced in completing the EA in the limited 

:une available Peihips aa a result of Ihe compressed Khedule, the mitigating measures outlined 

:n the E A are, in DOTs view, too vague to assure specific lelief For example, the F.A 

recommendi, in ihe absence of an agreement between Ihe City of Reno and UP'SP. the 

construction of three grade-scparated crossings and up tn two pedestnan jpade crossings to 

iniligaie the uansponation and safety impact of increases in rail traffic in Reno, Nevada (E A Vol 

2. al 12-15.16) lhe EAaJso sumesu consideration uf a grade-separated crossing for the same 

reasons at thc Grand Junctio^ Colorado yard (EA, Vol 2 at 5-26). tiowever, the EA does not 

Refer to previous page for reiipjnse. 

SEA has reviewed the Department's comments on proposed grade 
separations at Reno, NV and Grand Junction, CO. Proposed grade 
separations for Reno were developed in response to ongoing 
dialogue with the City of Reno and in recognition of the studies already 
conducted by the City and presenter' to SEA. Because the City 
continues to negoti.'i.'- vith the Applicant to reach a mutually-
a ;ce,"table compromise, SEA recommended a continuance ot that 
etfoM, Subsequent to the issuance ot the EA. SEA conducted 
additional analyses and a site visit Ivtiligalfon discussions have 
continued among SEA. UP/SP and Reno. SEA's revised, 
recommended mitigation measures are described in Volume 1, 
Chapter 5 of the Post EA 

Communication with Mesa County led io the consideration of a 
proposed giade crossing in Grand Junction. SEA's reevaluaticn of 
the train traffic data revealed that there will be a decrease in traffic 
on the lines in Grand Junction. Afield visit to the location determined 
that a planned overpass at County Road 29 would provide alternative 
access to the area of IVIesa County in question. SEA also noted that 
changes to the local signal system could reduce delays. As a result 
of these changes, no mitigation is proposed. 
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txplain how the recommendations were arrived at or. i f implemented, how fiilly they would 

Tiiiigaie the advcise impacts identified Not do lhe recommendations provide any guidance on 

•he cniical question of who will pay the costs of these measures 

For environmental impacts other than iransponation and safety i j j . . air quality and 

noise), the SEA recommendations require UT'SP to meet with the comirunilies to develop 

irutigation plans, reporting back to the SEA penodically on the status ( t g . . EA at Vol 2. 4-42 

DOT believes thai such meetings w i l be ineffective where significant adverse impacts are 

expected, unless the Board also identifies the minimum level and type of rrutigation required 

*hile leaving the railroad and the conununities to resolve how to satisfy that requirement 

The same approach - consullaiion (with EPA) and preparation of a remedial plan •• is 

taken with respect to clean-up of hazardous mining remnants and remediation of "Superfiind 

sites on lines to be sold or abandoned E A Vol J. 4-10 This approach does net assure that 

adequate clean-up will occur ar.d tha. financial responsibility for the clean-up vnll be placed where 

:t belongs - with the UP/SP 

Similarly, the EA recommends that the merged carriers consult with affected cities and 

counties about potential safety consequences and develop mutually agreeable plans to alleviate 

concerns (fcg_ E A Vol 2. 2-19. 3-13, 4-42, 5-26. and 6-27) The EA should identify mittgatjcn 

measures thai the merged carriers will be required to implement lo assure that there are no 

sigmficant adverse impacts 

Refer to previous page for response. 

SEA acknowledges the position of the Department with regard fo 
mitigation negotiations between the Applicant and communities 
concerning air quality and noise issues. SEA's approach lo air quality 
and noise evaluations is described in Volume 1, Chapters 3 and 4 of 
the Post EA SEA's revised, recommended mitigation measures are 
described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA 

SEA acknowledges the Department s concerns regarding Superfund 
sites in Colorado. Since publiCi-'ion of the EA, SEA has completed a 
review of hazardous materials investigation activities in the vicinity 
of the proposed Sage to Leadville abandonment; this review is 
included in Appendix G SEA's recommendation that the Applicant 
consult with EPA about remediation for proposed abandonments in 
Colorado recognizes the validity of existing remediation planning by 
EPA and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
and seeks to avoid any potentially conflicting direction. It should be 
noted that the Applicant is already cleaning up and restoring sites of 
past spills and is subject to a Consent Decree that requires 
remediation of contaminated areas at one of the Federal Superfund 
sites in the area, -inancial responsibility for past contamination is 
defined under existing state and Federal laws SEA's recommended 
mitigation measures are described in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the 
Post EA 

SEA acknowledges the Department's comments on negotiating safety 
concerns between tht Applicant and affected communities In 
response to a request from SEA. the Applicant generated a more 
detailed output from its traffic model, which indicates the number of 
carloads ' hazardous materials transported now, and projected after 
the oroposed merger. Where these data indicate a substantial 
increase in shipment of hazardous materials, mitigation measures 
were developed to reduce exposure to pre-merger conditions. Please 
refer to Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Post EA for the analysis. Mitigation 
measures that are proposed for the transport of hazardous materials 
are reported in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA. SEA's 
recommended mitigation measures regarding other safety issues are 
specified in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA. 
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V Recommendatinnv 

The Dcpaitmeni reconunends that the Board require that individual states and the UP/SP 

jointly develop grade crossing iir.ptovenieni plans thai will icsult in no net reduction in safety 

state wide The stales and UP/SP should conduct a rigorous assessment of those lines and 

ciossingt where increased traffic or other operational changes are likely to cause increased safety 

problenu. consistent with the process now undertaken annually by states pursuant lo Federai 

Highway Administraiion ("FinVA') rules 23 CFR 646 214 & 924 

The grade crossing improvements annually selected by the slates ur. Jer their normal 

processes are generally tiinded in part from Ihe Surface I'ransportaiion Program, allocated to the 

sutes through the Federal Highway Administration Intermodal Surface Transponation 

Efficiency Act of 1991, Secuon 133,(d)0) and 23 USC, Secuf 130 However, where significan 

jKreases in safety risk (the exposure of vehicles to trains at crossings), state-wide, would result 

from the merger, llie UP/SP should be responsible for the liill cost of bnnging the safely risk 

down Io pre merger levels ~ t t . . ensuring no net siaie-wide uicteaae in safely nsk - as one 

aspect ofthe merger's cost' 

Acconijngly, if the merger is approved, Ihe states should recalculate the e«po5ut« fataors^ 

of rail crouings within their borders based on the train counts expected af̂ er the merger. 

i ' The Dcpartmem does not view ihij approach as being inconsistent with lhe initial posi'.ion it 
has taken in a pend ng rulemaking, "Selection and liisullatton of Grade Crossing Warning 
Systems,' 60 Fed Reg 11649 (March 2. 1995) The proposed rule, if implemented, would not be 
an impediment to requinng enhanced railroa l participation in crossing upgrades in circumstances 
such as this, where an action, approving ihc merger, requires federal approval and. u a result, the 
existing level uf crossing safety is idvertcly affected by a metgu proposed by two lailroads 

SEA acknowledges the Department's recommendation that tho 
Applicant and individual states jointly develop grade crossing 
improvement programs to result in no net reduction in safety. As 
noted, FHWA rules at 23 CFR Part 646 214 and 924 provide an 
established methodology for such an assessment and Federal funds 
are available to assist states Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA 
includes the revised safety mitigation measures recommended by 
SEA. 
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including trains operated over trackage nghts. reestablish their pnoniies. and working with thc 

railroads, develop plans to reduce any overall increase m risk In states where the njmber of 

trains will increase significantly, or where rerouting will send trains through grade crossings with 

higher levels of vehicular traffic, requinng the applicants to assure no increase n overall nsk 

re'ieves the state from lhe difficult choice of accepting decreases m overall safetv or allocating it, 

imited grade crossing fiinding resources to remedying problems cat ;ed by the merger The 

mptovements in safely resulting from eliminating the reed for highway crossings where rail lines 

are abandoned may. in Ihe case of some stales, offset the increased safety exposure on lines over 

which traffic is rerouted Tlus state-wide approach is consistent with existing programs and will 

provide incentives for closing grade crossings and considenng improvements addressed lo specific 

comdors that offer greater safety than mandating a spec 6c crossing-by-crossing approach 

The Department urges one exception to this general, stale-wide approach In those uibar 

areas identified as facing signilicam increases in rail traff c -- at a minimum. Reno, Nevada, and 

Wichita, Kansas -- a similar approach, but with a narrower scope, should be .ised Because ofthe 

relative severity and localised nature of prospective safety risks in these communities, a stale-wide 

fjcus is simply too broad Consequently, overall grade crossing nsk should be no greater in 

these urban areas after lhe merger than before tlie merger, and the merging lines should again bear 

the cost of such equalization The Department recommends lhat the stales of Nevada and Kansas 

and the UP/SP. working with the Metropolitan Planning Organizations ot these urban areas, 

calculate the area-wide safety risks presented by the merger and identify a program of 

improvements lhat will mitigite the negative safety impacu at Ihe least feasible cost The ^ 

applicants should be responsible for fiindmg Ihe agreed-upon improvemen', and the S TB should ^ ^ B 

Refer to previous page for response. 

SEA has further evaluated grade crossing issues for Reno. NV and 
Wichita, KS following publication of the EA For Reno, traffic analyses 
were performed to determine the post-merger level of service (LOS) 
i'".r the at-grade crossings Acceptable levels of service wiire 
deteiminea ,'or all crossings. (Please refer tc the response to the 
City of Reno letter dated May 3, 1996). From a traffic safety 
perspective, the provision of three grade separations in Reno would 
yield post-merger accident potential values equal to pro-merger 
conditions SEA also reviewed pedestrian crossing issues ana found 
that the average delay per pedestrian would be approximately nine 
seconds. (Please refer to the response to the City of Reno letter 
dated fvtay 3, 1996). 

For Wichita and Sedgwick County, based on the FRA accident 
prediction method for railroad grade crossings, for the two UP tracks 
at issue, the predicted accidents over the past six years would be 
about 14, or 2.32 accidents per year By the same methodology, 
post-merger accidents are predicted to be a total of 4.05 accidents 
per year. 

Reno and Wichita have continued to discuss mutually agreeable 
mitigation measures with UP/SP. SEA's recommended mitigation 
measures for Reno and Wichita are described in Volume 1, Chapter 
5 of the Post EA. 
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assure satisfactory implemenuiion of this approach 

Finally, the EA did net address the mitigation measures proposed by the City of Wichita 

Kansas, and Sedgwick County Kansas, to address their concerns about increased rail traffic ' 

Those communities proposed that UP/SP reroute the additional trams that would otherwise pass 

through Wichita over Burlington Northem Santa Fe lines While we cannot comment on the 

practicality or any other aspect of the proposal, it cenainly should be discussed, as u may offer i 

relatively low cost solution to Ihe problem 

3/ Venfied Statement of Lloyd E Stagner (SEDG-3), pages 1-2. 4-9 

Refer to the previous page for response 

SEA reviewed the proposed bypass for Wichita suggested as 
mitigation by Sedgwick County/City of Wichita. SEA conducted 
additional traffic analyses for grade crossings m Wichita. It was 
determined that the delays to traffic in Wichita resulting from the 
increased tram traffic are not as significant as indicated by the County 
and City. For example, during the peak hour, a unit train crossing 
Pawnee Street would block the street for about 2.8 minutes, affecting 
an estimated 66 vehicles (not 245 vehicles as cited by the City), with 
a maximum queue of 20 vehicles in the peak traffic direction and 13 
vehicles in the off-peak direction (not 61 in each direction), for a 
corresponding length of 400 or 260 feet (not 1,225 feet). Please 
refer to response letters to Kansas DOT and Sedgwick County for 
additional details about the traftic analysis. 

The proposed bypass has a number of drawbacks, including: 

Poor connections, with differences in grade levels at both 
Topeka and Wellington. 
A steeper ruling grade on the BN/Santa Fe than the UP 
Line. 
Single track and limited siding capacity between Topeka 
and Emporia. 
Heavy transcontinental traffic and limited capacity between 
Emporia and Wellington. 
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VI rnnclnainn 

The Department encourages the Board to identify and quantify more lially the merger's 

specific adverse impacts Similarly, the Board should impose specific conditions for the 

miiigttion of those impacts, with Ihe cons to bc borne by the me.-ging earners General 

requiremenu thai Applicants and local authorities 'discuss' Ihe issues may not bnng about 

delinite resolutions Thc Department stands ready to assist the Board, states and local 

communitiej by assuring that railroad opeiations are conducted in compliance with applicable 

safety legulaiiont 

Hespeciililly Submitted. 

ROSALItJD A KNAPP 

Deputy General Counsel 

May 9. 1996 

SEA acknowledges the Department's encouragement to impose 
specific conditions for the mitigation of impacts SEA will recommend 
to the Board that any approval of the proposed merger be subject to 
the mitigation measures set forth in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post 
EA. 

The most heavily traveled pari of the line, Emporia to Elinor, handles 
up to 51.1 trains per day, plus 2 Amtrak trains and 3 to 4 SP trackage 
rights trains BN/Santa Fe also runs 48 trains per day on the Elinor 
to Augusta portion and 36 trains per day on the Augusta to Wellington 
portion. The combination of heavy traffic, limited capacity on some 
sections, a steeper ruling grade, and the need to provide improved 
connections makes this an undesirable alternative to improvements 
in Wichita. For these reasons, SEA has concluded that the bypass 
is nof a viable mitigafion option. 
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BEFORE THE SURFACE TRANSPORTAT J OH BOARD '-fn 

Caae Uo. zee DocitBt* AB-i2 (Sub-Nos. 188 WID la'jX and AB-8 ;Sub. 
Noa )-:,3(,x and 391 ar.d/or t l i e Proposed Consoiidacion bacwaan 
Unisn P a c i f i c R a i l r o a d Company and Southern P a c i f i c Tran»port«-
t i o n CoiTipany. 
Fiatr.se Docitet No. 32760. ' ~ 

JOINT COMMENTS OF THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OK PUBLIC HEAJ.TH AND 
E.WIRDNMENT ANU THK {JUITSD STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTSCTION AGENCY 
REGION V I I I 

The Colorado Department o£ Public Health and Envir^--"nr. 
("CDPHE") and tha United States E.wironmantal F r o t a c t t o n »v-'ency 
Region V I I I ("EPA Region V I I I " ) hereby aubitilc j o i n t comments 
regarding the propoaad c o n a o l i d a t i o n of Union P a c i f i c Railr=<d 
Company (-"JP"; and Southern P a c i f i c Railroad Coinpany ("3P"i, and 
chair respective a u b a i d i a r i e a ( c o l l e c t i v e l y , "the tiiirpaniea' , aa 
wal l aa the proposed abandonraencr: ot che Malta and Sage r a t i l i n e a 
located i n the State o f Colorado The proposed abandonment and 
diBconcmuanca of aer-zit-e o f cheap l i n e s can ba found i n DocKet 
NOB. AB-12 (Sub Nos. 198 and 189X1 and AB-8 (Sub-Nos. 32, 3«X and 
39) 

1. By f i l i n g these coiamencs, n e i t h e r CDPHE nor EPA Region v i r i 
taico any p o s i t i c i regarding the merits of cha proposed oonsoUda-
t l o n of che companies and tha proposed abandonaent of che r a i l 
l i n e s . Our priinary concern i s chat should che co n s o l i d a t i o n and 
abandonment a p p l i c a t i o n be granted, any p o t e n t i a l releases of 
hazardous substances, p o l l u t a n t a or contamiaants, and any ot.*ier 
associated environmental problems, must be handled appropriac-ly. 
i n a nanner p r o t e c t i v e of human health and che environment. As 
explained more f u l l y below, CDPKE and EPA Region V I I I request 
t h a t as a c o n d i t i o n f o r che g r a n t i n g of t n i s a p p l i c a t i o n , •-.he 
Surface T r a n s p o r t a t i o n Board require tbe Companies t o perfonr a 
remedial i n v e s t i g a t i o n t o decertnine the nature and extent of tne 
environmental iasuaa as a c o n d i t i o n f o r the granting of t h i a 
a p p l i c a t i o n . 

2. The c u r r e n t r a i l l i n e proposed f o r abandonment runs frum 
Sago, Colorado co Canon Clcy, Colorado, a distance of approxi­
mately 190 miles. The Sage t o L e a d v i l l e , Colorado segment i s 
69.1 miles. R a i l r o a d Merger Applicacion. Voluose VI, Part 4 
(Environmental R a p o r t - ( E x h i b i t 4)) ac 136. ("Environmental 
Report") 

3. The Sage t o L e a d v i l l e segment has been the s i t e of several 
r a i l r o a d accidents which may have caused, and may ba cont i n u i n g 

Since publication of the EA, SEA has conducted a review of 
hazardous materials issues related to the proposed abandonment of 
the Sage to Canon City rail line (Sage to Leadville segment and 
Malta to Canon City segment). This review included interviews with 
clean up agency otflcials and others (CDPHE US Forest Service, 
SP, and D&RGW), a site visit, and a review of hazardous materials 
investigation reports. The Eagle fVline and California Gulch 
Superfund sites are located adjacent to the proposed abandonment. 
Three derailment sites along the line (1989, 1994, and 1996) are 
being investigated, cleaned up, and restored by Southern Pacific 
SEA notes that D&RGW has signed a consent decree with EPA 
regarding investigation and clean up of the California Gulch site. 
Remediation of the Eagle Mine site by Viacom International is 
underway under a 1988 Consent Decree If the proposed merger is 
approved, UP/SP would assume, as appropriate, any responsibility 
and/or liability for hazardous materials clean up by SP or D&RGW In 
accordance with hazardous waste liability laws This would include 
any responsibility of D&RGW for the California Gulch Superfund site 
A copy of SEA's report is included in Appendix G Volume 1, Chapter 
5 of the Post EA includes SEA's recommended mitigation measures 
regarding hazardous materials along rail lines proposed for 
abandonment. 
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CO cauae environmental damage In che -noat recent i n c i d e n t , 
which occurred on February 21, I ' ^ l h , two tan*t cars c a r r y i n g 
27.000 gallons of s u l f u r i c a c i d rupcuied as che r e s u l t c f a era;.-
dera i l r r e n t near Camp Hale, along che li r . c propo.ied f o r abandon­
ment . Thac segmenc cf che l i n e has been che s i t e of two ocher 
r a i l r o a d accidents i n the past 1 years. One accident, i n Novem 
ber, 1994 raaulced i n che dumping of ISOO gallons of d i e s e l fuc: 
In a wetlar.da area, and the ocher, i n February, 1989, o p t l l e d 
s u l f u r i c a c i d down a sceep embankment. See, Denver Poet. Febru 
ary 22, I99fi ac lA. 

the r a i l r o a d right-of-way 
Itimace ab.indonment of 
version of t h i s property 
States.' EPA Region VTIT 
Companies must characcer-
long tha r a i l r o a d l i t i e s 
before c i c l e passes or 
es. I t would be e n t i r e l y 
e cf Colorado or che 
al clean-up, i f one ia 
the operation o f che 

4. Mucn cf the land wiiich borders on 
i s Federal land; thus, che merger and ' 
cheee r a i l r o a d l i n e s may r e s u l t i n a re 
Co che Scace -of Colorado or che Uniced 
and CDPHE, cherefore. believe ciiat the 
ize and i n v e a t i g a t e any contamination a 
.itid commit t o remedy i c . i f necessary 
r e v e r t s Co che Scace or che Unitad Stat 
i n a p p r o p r i a t e for t.ixpayers of the Stat 
United States t o pay f o r an environtrant 
r e q u i r e d , when the datrage was cauaed by 
r a i l r o a d f o r che past hundred years 

5. The l i n e proposed f o r abandonment, moreover, pasaes through 
two s i t e s t h a t are c u r r e n t l y being retrediated pursuant t o che 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and L i a b i l i t y 
Acc, 42 'J.S.C. S 9601, B i . a t a - . I'CERCLA") Che C a l i f o r n i a Gulch 
and Eagle Mine Superfund Sices. Both of these S i t e s are l i s t e d 
on che Nat i o n a l P r i o c i t i e s L i s t (NPLi . sec f o r t h ac 40 CFR Par'-
30, Appendix B. Sss. 48 Fed. Reg. 40,658, 40,670, published 
September e, , 1963 ( C a l i f o r n i a Gulch), and 51 Fad. Reg. 21054-
21077, published June IC, 1986 (Eagle) 

6. I n f i . l n g t h i s A p p l i c a t i o n for Merger ar.d Abandonment, tne 
Companies were required t o prepare an Environmental Assessnent. 
49 CFR SIVOS . 6 Ib) (2) . The Environnental Assessment i s reqfutred 
to -ironcain c e r t a i n i n f o r m a t i o n , including, but not l i m i t e d to, 
i n f o m a t i o n regarding whether che r a i l land i s s u i t a b l e f o r an 
" a l t e r n a t i v e p u b l i c use" pursuant to 49 O.S.C. S 10906, 'Offering 
abandonment r a i l p r o p e r t i e s f o r sale f o r public purposes), che 
Impacc on land use. che possible e f f e c t , i f any, on endangered or 
threatened species, e f f e c t s on National or state parks or For­
e s t s , and, i f any hazardous waste sices are Involved or any 
hazardous macerials s p i l l s on the r i g h t of way. discuss thc 
l o c a t i o n and the ma t e r i a l s involved. Thc Cotfpanies are als o 

' An estimated 1.64S acres of land bordering the r a i l c o r r i d o r 
i s c u r r e n t l y c o n t r o l l e d by the r a i l r o a d , of t h i s , approximately one 
h a l f i s f e d e r a l land. 

-2-

SEA considered the information on accidents along this segment in 
the remedial review. 

SEA acknowledges the agencies' concern for remediation 
commitments by responsible parties prior to any title transfers 
SEA's recommended mitigation regarding agency consultation is 
described in Volume 1. Chapter 5 of thc Post EA. 

SEA recognizes the presence of Federal Superfund sites adjacent 
to the proposed abandonment SEA considered the sites in the 
remedial review. 
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required t o provide information on plans f o r T i t i g a c i o r c f any 
environraencal problems 49 CFR $ 1105.7(3-10 Althoug.-. che 
Companies d i d prepare an Environmental Report, the Report con­
t a i n s only a cursory .-uciina of the existence of the two NPL 
Bites noted above, a n i no mention of che s p i l l s . T.'-.ere i s 
moreover, no discussion of the d e t a i l s of t.he environmental 
proolemo pcaad by c.lese sices, or how the Ccxpaiuea plan co 
address or uridercalce any remediation. 

7. EPA Region V I I I and CDPHE maintain, therefore, t h a t -C i s 
the Companies' r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t o characterize a l i enviror.Tental 
c o n d i t i o n s along the rights-<j£ • way of the r a i l l i n e s proposed f o r 
abaadonment, and t o agree t o retiediate any of chase envircnmental 
c o n d i t i o n s chat pose a threat co huir.an health or che environmerc 
p r i o r Co che approval cf che m.erger and abandonmenc by che 
Surface T r a n s p o r t a t i o n Board. 

i : SITL SPECIFIC CCMMFOTS 

1 . KAOLE HINS SnPIRTQND SITB 

A. aackaround 

1. The Eagle Mine S i t e i s located near Minturp, Coloradc . , See, 
Ex h i b i t A, attachad. 

2 . 
1870 
Si I ve 
1929 
1977, 
m i l l 
shipm 
Charg 
mine . 
'Waste 
P i l e s 

Ore deposits i n 
s. From appro? 
r ores were min 
CO 1931 and tha 
lead ores ware 

at Belden which 
lent oy r a i l t o 
ed by g r a v i t y f 

Ta i l m g . i ware 
t a t e r i a l was a 
Sia&, Exhibic 

che Eagle Mine area ware f i r s t mined m the 
imately 1916 t o 1983, laad-zinc and -oppar-
et? from the Eagle Mine. Prom appioxi-.ately 
n again from approximately 1941 to UecettJaer, 
pr-^cessed through an underground fl-:cacion 
produced lead and zinc concentrates fox 

smelters. A t a i l i n g s product was also d i s -
low t o disposal areas several miles from the 
placed i n two t a i l i n g s ponds ac che oiCe 

lao deposited i n areas known as che Rosster 
B, attached hereco. 

3. The r a i l l i n e was o r i g i n a l l y constructed i n cha 188; s. 
Addicional craclc was l a i d i n t h i s araa between 1 903 and 1S09 In 
the l a t e 1920's, the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad, a su b s i d i a r y 
of SP, undercook a major raconsCruction to improve a l i g n r e n t . 
The o r i g i n a l c o n s t r u c t i o n and grades wer* changed as psrc of that 
process. 

4. According co maps provided by SP. tirjch of the land - h i c h 
t'-iutB cha r a i l l i n o operaced by SP i s operated by S? purs-ant t o 
a grant frotn t h * United States Congress. Th* rest ot Che land i s 
owned i n fee simple by SP. 

5 T.he cu r r e n t r a i l l i n e runs along, and i s p a r a l l e l t c t h * 
Eagle River, a t r i b u t a r y of the Colorado River. The Eagle River, 

-3-

The Applicant filed an Environmental Report with its Application for 
Merger and Abandonment The Report included information on 
hazardous materials and locations. The Applicant opted to provide 
funds tor SEA to retain an independent third-party consultant to 
prepare the Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA, issued on 
Apnl 12, 1996, addressed the issues cited. 

SEA acknowledges the information provided by the agencies on the 
Eagle Mountain Superfund site, including the current remediation of 
the site by Viacom International Inc. pursuant to a 1993 Record of 
Decision by EPA, and comments on particular subareas, SEA 
considered these comments in the remedial review and the 
development cf proposed mitigation measures. SEA acknowledges 
the detailed information provided about the Eagle Mountain site, 
including the Belden Area. Roaster Pile #3, Roaster Pile #5, Rock 
Creek, spillage, and giade construction issues These specific 
issues will be addressed through SEA's lecommendcd mitigation 
regarding assessment of the proposed abandonments by UP/SP 
(Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Post EA) These comments should also 
be forwarded to UP/SP and the Governor to be considered in 
negotiations about possible future use of the railway right-of-way. 
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< naior water source aa well as t aource of f i s h and other 
jquatlc l i f e , was adversely impacted by the minir.g a c t i v i t i e s of 
Che lasc century. 

6. Viacom Incernational Inc.. under che oversight of CDPHE, has 
been conducting a remediation of t.he s i t e , pursuanc to a Consent 
Decree and Remedial Aetion Plan entered by t h * United States 
D i s t r i c t Court in 1998.' In September, 1990, EPA Region VIXI 
undercook a Feasibility Study Addendum to determine i f additional 
woric ahould be required. That document rasulted in the issuance 
of a Record of Decision In 1993. The State of Colorado. EPA 
Region V I I I and Viacom have entered into a three-party Consent 
Decree for t h * completion of addicional work at the s i t e ; the 
three-party Consenc Decree is awaiting entry by che U.S. Dtscricc 
Court. 

7. One of the primary focuses of the remediation -,t che Eagle 
Mine Site bas b«*n the rsstoracion of water qual icy and axcciat-
ed atpiatic community in the Eagle River. 

6. i»r.oCher major ioc 
Mine Site has been the 
the Old Tailings Pile, 
Piles. The mine waste 
retroved and placed i n 
Pile. As portions of 
cd. those portions ar* 
cover. The areas from 
been regradcd, treated 

^ t Balden ace*. 

us of che ongoing remediacicr. at tha Eagle 
removal of mine waste from areas known as 
Che New Tailicgs Pile and che Roaster 
and other contaoinacsd traterials were 

whac is )cnown as the Consolidated Tailings 
che Consolidaced Tailings P i i * ara regrad-
covered wich a mulcl-layor clean so i l 
which concammation has been removed hrtv* 
eo lower che acidity, and reseedad. 

a. The Belden area lies along the banks of th* Eagl* River. 
Immediately adjacent to a portion of the railroad line which is 
pioposed for aaandonmenc. Belden is comprised of several build­
ings thac were used during che mining operations. The primary 
structures are the Copper Tipple, the Belden drying house build-

Th* mining a c t i v i t i e s which cauaed che environwental damage 
were caused primarily by the Empire Zinc Company, a subsidiary of 
che New Jersey Zinc Company. New Jersey Zinc merged m 1966 with 
Gulf & Western Industries. Inc. That company changed i t s name to 
Paramount Communlcationa. Inc. m 19S9. Paramount in turn merged 
wlch Viacom in 1995. with Viacom as che surviving corporacion. 
Viacom cherefor* succeeded to th* original rights and l i a b i l i t i e s 
rolsclng to the s i t s under CERCLA. For simplicity, these comments 
w i l l refer only to Viacon. 
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i.-.gs. storage tanks and ocher miscellaneous b u i l d i n g s . The 
Belden drying house n u i l d i n g s were used Lo dry and score the '*ead 
and zinc pxoducc trom che underground m i l l i n g process. These 
bu i l d i n g s are on land owned by the United States, cue managed ano 
operaced by S? pursuunc a land grant frcm che United Scaces operaced by 
Congress 

b, Current 
p u b l i c . In 
down a d i r t 
i n e e n c i o n a l l 
The area i s 
prevent t r a s 
exposure co 
hazard* m i. 
and mine t C i 
monitoring 
area 

l y , the Belden area i s not r e a d i 
order Co access che area, i t i 
road and pass through a locked g. 
y l i m i t e d , ?o as Co procecc publ 
p a c r o l l e d by r a i l r o a d employ***, 
passars and vandals. In a d d l t i c 
concaminacicn, ehere are numerou 
h* area &ut.n as lock f a l l a , dete 
cs near ene r a i l l i n e s . There i 
quipment r e l a t i n g Co the ongoing 

l y accessible t o che 
neceaoarv to d r i v e 
ate. This .iccess i s 
i c h e alth and sa f e t y 
who attempt co 
, t o concer.-.s about 
s mi.-.e-relaced l i a f s t y 
r i o r a t i n g b u i l d i n g s , 
s also very expensive 
remediation m thac 

o. In October. 1991, CDPHE and EPA Region V I I I conducted a 
cotiprehens: ve a l t * i n v e s t i g a t i o n t o i d e n t i f y any iirp r o p e r l y 
disposed ol m a t e r i a l s i n tha Belden area. S u b s t a n t i a l s p i l l a g e 
of the - i i l l i n g r r o d uct was observed i n the d r y i n g house b u i l d ­
ings. Addicio'.ially, approxin\ately 150 cubic yards of m i l l i n g 
product wsF ooserved i n che storage bins. A grab satrple of che 
m i l l i n g p r e l u e t was collecced and sent t o the CDPHE labo r a t o r y 
f o r analysis. Tha r e s u l t s showed extremely high l * v e l s of heavy 
metals auch as lead, i r o n , zinc, manganese and cadmium, as w e l l 
as arsenic and copper. This contamination needs Co be f u r t h e r 
characterized and remediated by che Companies p r i o r t o approval 
o i the nerger. 

d. There ia also considerable s o l i d waste along the s i d i n g i n 
che Be.den area. This s o l i d wast* c o n s i s t s of empty buckets and 
b a r r e l s , o l d r a i l r o a d t i c s and hardware and various other materi­
a l s . These o b j e c t s have been observed m i g r a t i n g i n t o che Eagl* 
l^iver . In a d d i t i o n , some of che b u i l d i n g s i n Belden may contain 
asbescos i n s u i s c i o n or s i d i n g . A l l s o l i d waste associated w i t h 
p r o p e r t y owned or operated by the r a i l r o a d muse bs i d e n c i f l e d and 
disposed of p r o p e r l y 

e. None of che parcies involved m che ongoing remediacion have 
performed a r i s k assessmenc of cha Belden area. Because of ics 
r e l a t i v e l y l i m i t e d access and pu b l i c use, t b a t was not considerecj 
necessary p r i o r t o t h i s time. I f che r a i l r o a d l i n * i s abandoned 
however, and che r a i l r o a d eichnr no longer p a t r o l s chla area, 
and/or t h i s arsa becomes a r e c r a a t i o n a l t r a i l pursuant to the 
National T r a i l s System Act Amendments of 1983. 16 U.S.C. 
S1247(d), then a l l f u t u r e and p o t e n t i a l uses must be evaluated, 
and t h i s area may recraire remediation so aa t o pro t e c t p u b l i c 
h e a l t h and the environment. EPA Region V I I I and CDPHE are 
concerned chat the Environmental Report does not provide any 
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dist Jssion or evaluation of che pocencial impaccs suoh a future 
use would have on human healch ar.d sensitive ecOiogical popula­
tions in t h * v i c i n i t y of che abandonad line.' 

; Roaster PI I * No. 3 

a Koascer Pl.e No. 3 was locaced along che south bank of the 
Eagle River s l i g h t l y west of the Belden i i l i complex. Roaster 
Pile No. 3 wsa removed and transported co the Consolidated 
Tailings Pile in 1989. Approximately 38,000 cubic yard* of mine 
waste and underlying soils were excavated. Part of Roaster Pile 
No 3 was observed during the removal a c t i v i t i e s Co extend under 
Che railroad grade to che east of the pile location. The roaster 
material was observed against che eaat end of che railroad 
abucment and continued beneath che nain line cowardo che Belden 
railroad tunnel. The lateral extant of the Roaster Pile is 
unknown. 

b. ^ At the time of the excavation of Rcascer Pile No. 3, the 
rsilroad expressed concem about further excavation to completely 
remove the mine vasts. The Scare and che consultant for Viacom 
who performed the remediatiotv, agreed co excavate as much of tha 
concaminated material as possible, but leave a stable embankment 
adjacent to the abandoned railroad grade. 

c. Roaatar material la beli»v«d to conMnue undar che railroad 
main l i n e and is contained by wooden cribbing on the Eagle River 
side. The cribbirg appears stable, Cut may raguir* ntaintenance 
to pr'.-/«nc further migration ut rain* waste. 

d EPA Region V I I I and 
mu,.h as 1000 cubic yards 
Roaster Pile No. 3 area, 
contributing to rhe metal 
f u l l nature and extent of 
known. I f the railroaa 1 
thac chis mine waste may 
Eagle River i t not proper 
maintain chat che Compani 
Roaster Pile No. 3 co det 

CCPHK believe chaC there could ba as 
of mine wa*t* material present in the 
This contaminacion is believed to be 
levels in the Eagle River, alchough Che 
Ch* Impact fiom chis .source is noc 

ine is abandoned, there is the potential 
become exposed and migrate into che 
ly managed. EPA Region V I I I and CDPHE 
es n*«d to determine the aresl extent ot 
arraine what i f any impacts che remaining 

' Every year, che State of Colorado Division of Wildlife, under 
contract with CCPHE jamp'es the fis h population :n the Eagle River 
In che 1995 sampling, one of the fish collected was a Colorado 
River Cucehroac Trout, che iJ.s. Fish & Wildlife Service has 
designated this species aa a Cat«!gory I species, tneaning that i t 
could easily become a threatanad or ;ndangar.;i .«;ercie8 under the 
Endangered Species Act, 16 D.S C. I 1S33 The Colorado Oivision of 
Wildlife considers che Colorado Flv*r Cjttnroat » species of 
"special concern." 

-•-
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waste has on che wacer q u a l i c y of che Eagle River. I f the 
r a i l r o a d l i n e i s abandcr.ed, t h i a waste should b* removed and 
ciansporced co an accepcaole reposicory. 

3. Roaster P i l e No. S 

a. Roaster P i l e no. 5 waa a h i s t o r i c t a i l i n g s p i i 
approximately 200 yards i.-ito tne mouth of the Eagle 
near the confluanca w i t h Bishop Gulch. See Ex h i b i t 
n a t e l y 5,000 cubic yards of mine waate and under l y l 
ed s o i l s were excavated from t h i s araa i n che f a l l 
Mine wayce ar.d other fcrtris of ccncaminacion were ob 
che abandoned r a i l r o a d grade along ch* *asc side of 
River. This contamination was not removed at chat 
of concem by the r a i l r o a d that f u r t h e r excavation 
che abandoned urade which serves as an access road 
area. Tf che r a i l r o a d l i n e i s abandoned pursuanc 
a c t i o n , CDPHE and EPA Region V I I I b e l ieve Chac t h i s 
should be removed and cransporced t o an appropriate 

e located 
River canyon 
B. Approxi-

ng contammat 
of 1388 
served under 
chs Eagle 

Cime because 
would inpacc 
CO che Belden 
cc che instant) 
m a t e r i a l 
reposicory 

Rock Cr*ak 

a. There are two r a i l r o a d grades chac accetis Che Eagle River 
canyon and continue Co che Belden area. vhc wesc grade c u r r e n t l y 
c a r r i e s Che r a i l r o a d main l i e * . The aast irade haa been aban­
doned and c u r r e n t l y functions as an access road to ch* Rock Creek 
and Belden areas. During conscruccion cf che Rock Creek culvert' 
i n 1989, several ciuahed drums were uncovered along che abandoned 
grade jouch of che oiouch ot Rock Creek, on a r a i l r o a d r i g h t of 
way. The r a i l r o a d was n o t i f i e d . Conversations w i t h r a i l r o a d '. 
employees revealed thac che r a i l r o a d had used t h i s area t o ' 
dispose of s i m i l a r wast* i n the past. A n a l y t i c a l r e s u l t a of the 
r e s i d u a l m a t e r i a l s determined them Co o« p r i m a r i l y l u b r i c t u i t s , 
but solvents were also pr*sent. EPA Rugion V I I I and C!DPHE are 
concerned t h a t there may be a d d i t i o n a l buried dl'ums i n Rock CreeK 
and other areas of chs canyon. This area needs co b* furch e r 
i n v e s t i g a t e d by the Companies Co ensure t h a t no other drums and 
associated waste have been disposed of improperly. I f a d d i c i o n a l 
dru.ms are found, these need t o removed and disposed of appropri­
a t e l y . 

S. S p i l l a g e 

a. There ara several r a i l c a r wheel o i l e r s along ch* acciva 
r a i l r o a d grade i n the canyon segment. These o i l e r s mechanically 
pump l u b r i c a n t s onto the r a i l s t o minimize f r i c t i o n as che cars 
n e g o t i a t e the t i g n t turns. Appreciable s p i l l a g e has been ob­
served around these o i l i n g s t a t i o n s Each cf che o i l i n g sCationu 
snould be i n v t s t i g a c e d co determine whether ene underlying a o i l 
has become contaminaced; i f i t has. then ic should be cl*ared-up. 
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-i Railroad Qvtd t construction 

a Historic mining operations m the lilman d i s t r i c t prsceded j 
che construction of che railroad Chrough the river canyon I t is 
believed that the railroad grad* may have baen b u i l t on top of 
waste rock as well aa refined mining wanre Neither EPA Region 
V I I I nor CDPHE have characterized Che railroad grades. I f t t i * 
railroad lines are abandoned and removed, theee grades r.eed to be 
rh.iraccerized both s u r f i c i a l l y and to depth to datermme the 
nature and extent of the eontammaCion, and any contamination 
needs to be rnmedlaced. 

; CALIFORNIA OUICB SIIPElirmiD SITt 

A. Backoround 

1 The California Gulch Superfund Site I Che "SlCeV is locaced 
in and near Leadville, Colorado, a mining cown approximately 100 
miles oouchwest of Denver. 

2. BeCween the 1860's and the present, the area has aupportad a j 
variety of mining and mineral processing accivicies, including 
che mining, mi l l i n g , and smelting of s i l v e r gold, zi.no, lead, 
and copper. Hundreds to thousands of mining and processing 
operation* have baen uniJertaken in the v i c i n i t y of t h * Site 
Currently only a £*w medium-si2ed f a c i l i t i e s are operating. 

3. The past 130 years of •nining a c t i v i t y have extensively 
altered t h * area, both above and below ground. The key subsur­
face feature at rhe Sice ia che yak Tunnel, a drainage tunnel 
builc CO davatez, allow exploration of. and provide access to, 
underground m,ines in the area. 

4. The land surface in the area has also been disturbed wich 
abandoned mining struccuros and siirface workings doccir.g che 
landscape surrounding Lsadville. Additionally, extensive shallow j 
placer mining in ch* scream bed and floodplain* of California 
Gulch has completely overturned and reworked the upper layer.') of 
soil and rock. The major .surface features ac tha California 
Gulch Site ar* the numerou* waate p i l e * produced by mining and 
mineral processing a c t i v i t i e s . Thre* Cyp*s of waste piles are 
present: wast* rock, tailings and slag. Waste rock is rook wich 
l i c c l e economic value produced during mine excavation. Tailings 
ar* wast** cr*ac*d by milling of mineralized rock for extraction 
of che commercially valuable minerals. Slag is a waste product 
from smelting operations. Thes* tnr** waste cypes have different 
physical and chemical properties. 

5. The United itaces f i l e d a complaint on Auguat 6, 1986 under 
Saction* lOS and IOT of CERCLA for injunctive r * l i * f and tho 
recovery of response coses The Uniced states named ASARCO. 

-8-

Response on page AF-52 

SEA acknowledges the mtorm.'ition on the California Gulch 
Superfund site, including the ccmmitments of D&RGW to perform a 
feasibility study pursupnt to a 1993 Consent Decree, and comments 
on particular subart js. SEA considered these comments in the 
review and development of proposed mitigation measures. SEA 
acknowledges the specific information provided about the California 
Gulch Superfund site, including D&RGW's commitments and 
concerns about fu.ure land uses at the site. SEA's recommended 
mitigation regarding assessment and clean up of the proposed 
abandonments is included in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of thc Post EA 
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Inc., Resurrection Mining Co., nnd i t s parent. Newmont Mining 
Corp., Inc, and che RES-ASARCO Joint Venture, as well as che 
Denver d Rio Grande Kescern Railroad (DiRGW), a corporate sutsia 
lary of S? and Hecla Mining Company Co. m i t s complaint.' 

6 . DtiRGW owns and has owned propercy wicain ene SiCe concarning 
wasce piles which hava released various hazardous flubscances incc 
the environment. OURGM acquired miles of railroad easements 
throughout che Site and a stibstancial portion of che "PoverCy 
f l a t s " area as a railyard. In 1962. DMOW acquiiad -luee slag 
piles m che Sice with an aim to use th* slag in i t s ballast 
operations; the main p i l e ajsociaced wlch ASARCO's A.rkanaas 
Valley emelcer, che p i l e associated with the LaPlata/Bi-Met*lli. 
smelter, and the slag p i l e and adjacent property of the prior 
Harrison Reduction Works. 

7. DiRGW subsequently arranged wich a salvage contraccor, :rin 
Dietrich, co screen material at che Arkansas Valley p i l e . CSRGW 
then used tho larger sized material for railroad ballast nr -cs 
r a i l lines throughout t h * region. Dietrich wa* allowed Co keep 
Che leftover 'fine*- for his own purpo***.- Dietrich in turn sold 
the fines for us* a* road sanding material within Ch* Sit*. 

8. On December IS. 1993, the United States Di s t r i c t Court tor 
Che D i s t r i c t of Colorado entered a Consent Deciee between the 
United States and DtROW which sactlad DMGW's potential CERClJi 
l i a b i l i t i e s tor the California Gulch Superfund Sice.' Under che 
terms of chis decree. DiRGW agreed Co perform a Feasibilicy SCudy 
("PS) on ics three slag piles, and on a nu.riser of slag piles i t 
does not own, as well as remediating i t s three *lag piles, 
performing a reconnaissance on the Harrison Reducclon Works 
property, and performing a f i e l d reco.Tnaissance. FS and romed 
lation on the railroad easement through ccwn. i f n*c*ssary. 

9. In the Consent Decree, the United Scaces reser-zes i t s claimii 
against DiRGW for any recontamination which tnight occur m other 

The State of Colorado In i t i a t e d a c i v i l action on December 
9, 1983, by f i l i n g a claim against ASARCO. Inc., Resurrection 
Mining Co. and i t s parent, Newmont Corp , and the Rea-ASARCG Joinr 
Venture under Section '07 of CERCLA for natural resource damages 
associated with acid xm* drainage from che Yak Tunnel On Apn' 
8, 1985. che state amended It s cctrplaint seeking to recover i t s 
costs of lesponding to releases of hazardous substances under 
Section 107 at the Site. Th* state and federal cases were 
consolidated on February 3. 1987 

' A copy of che Consent Decree is available chrough che EPA 
Region V I I I Superfund Records Center, 999 Eighteenth Street Denver 
Colorado 80202. Telephone number is (3031 312-6473 
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•ireas of che Sice d'je co releases from DtRG'<<'e work area, and 
trcjr.dwacer contamination, i f any, underlaying t h e i r work area 

1. EPA Region V I i i and CCFHE are concerned chac D4R<3W's ccmintt 
mer.cs and contingent l i a b i l i t i e s are not aasesaed or evon d i s -
c'jQsed i n the Companies' Environmental Report, Risk assessment 
and remedial mvesclgacion data shows that slag f i n e s , " c.io 
small p a r t i c l e s which r e s u l t from the breaking or s p l i n t e r i n g of 
l a r g e slag pieces, may present a r i s k Co s e n s i t i v e human and 
e c o l o g i c a l populations i n tne l e a d v i l l e community. F o r t u n a t e l y , 
t o dace, health r i s x Co r e c r e a t i o n a l and commerclal.'industrial 
users of DkROM pro p e r t i e s at the C a l i f o r n i a Gulch Sice has been 
anown co be minimal. 

working w i t h DUIGW/SP t o ensure 
as the cr e a t i o n of thi- Mineral Belt 
h i s healch .tnd •nvirormencal r i s k 
f u t u r e use of che r a i l l i n e crans-
chaiige Co a r e s i d e n c l a l use. EPA 
Che concentration ot haavy metals 
i t h m or adjacent t o che r a i l l i n e 
mediation. The Companies' Environ-
s or analvze t h i s p o c e n t l a l e c v i r o n -

2. EPA Region V l l i has baen 
chac a recreacional uae such 
Bike Path continues to keep 
sm a l l . However, should t h * 
eccing che Town f^f L e a d v i l l e 
and C3PHE are concemed chac 
fr'Om slag f i n e s m che a o i l 
r i g h t - o f - w a y would require re 
Twncal Reporc doea noc discus 
"lencal itrpacc . 

3. The f i e l d reconnaissance cf easement s o i l s was conducted 
c o n s i s t e n t w i t h ch* C_..sent Decrea This f i e l d survey .showed 
t h a t s l a g f i n e s are indeed present i n che easement s o i l s . A 
F e a s i b i l i t y Study and 8*l*celon of an appropriate remedy, howev­
er, were de t e r r e d u t \ t l l auch titite as che us* ot the r a i l l l n * and 
ri g h t - o f - w a y changed. Abandonnent of che r a i l l i n e i s a changed 
use t h a t t r i g g e r s the reed f o r conduccmg a remedial invesciga-
t i o n and possi b l y a clean-up of t h i s p o r t i o n of DtP.GW's operable 
u n i t at the S i t e . Reasonably foreseeable f u t u r e land uses would 
be r e q u i r e d to ba caken i n t o account when conduccing any FS and 
i s s u i n g any Record of D*ciBion. (See, 40 C.F.R. §300.430(d) and 
OSWF.a d i r e c t i v e Mo. 9155.7-041. 

4. EPA Region V I I I and CDPHE are also croviblad by che t a c t chac 
Dt^GW s 'jommicmencs under Che consenc decree, i n c l u d i n g the 
remediacion of che AV, La Plata and Harrison Streec slag p i l e 
f o o c p r i n c s and addressing any release of hazardous substances 
frcm chese p i l e s inco aicewide surface and greundwacer. are noc 
tnenCicned m che Environmental Report 

With regard t o the C a l i l u r n i a Qulch Superfund S i t e , t h e r e ­
f o r e . EPA Region v m and CDPHE ask t h s t che Surface Transporca-
t i c n Board reqiiice DiRGW/HP co l i v e up to i t s Consent Decree 
corrriitments and to ttiore f u l l y analyze the e x i s t i n g contamination 
i n l i g h t of a l l reasonably foreseeable tucure land uses, i n c l u d -
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ing any new uses which .may rasulc from the proposed merger and 
abandonmenc. 

WHEREFORE, EPA Region / I I I and CDPHE requesc thac cha 
Surface Transporcaclon Board require Lhe Companies Co perform a 
remedial .nvescigation t o determine tha nature and extent of 
contamination at and emanating from the r a i l r o a d l i n e s along the 
e n t i r e r a i l r o a d c o r r i d o r Co be abandoned as a co n d i t i o n prscedenc 
f o r the g r a n t i n g of chis a p p l i c a t i o n . 

Dated chis 22nd day of March, 1996 

COLORADO BEPARTMEMT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AKD 
EKVIRONNENT 

•7an* T. Fsldnan 
Assistant A t t o m e y General 
Natural Resources Section 
CERCLA L i t i g a t i o n Unit 
Colorado D*partm*nc of Law 
152S Sherman Streec 
Denvei, Colorado 80303 
(303) 866-5073 
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Consultation with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Federal Activifies, Washington, D.C. 

On May 21,1996, staff from the Section of Environmental Analysis (SF:A) 
met with members of the U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agency's O lice 
of Federal Activities (EPA Headquarters) at that office's request. EPA 
Headquarters advised SEA that not all of its regional oflices had been 
served the EA. EPA requested that it receive a copy of the EA even 
though the federal office generally oniy reviews EIS's. SEA immediately 
provided them with an EA and express mailed additional copies fo 
specified officials that EPA had identified at the regional offices. Due to 
the late receipt of the EA and fo ensure its fullest participation, EPA also 
requested that SEA provide them with the Post EA 'or them to comment 
on within two weeks. After consulting with the Board's Office of General 
Counsel, SEA agreed that this seemed to be the best approach. Any 
suggested revisions by EPA could then be incorporated, as appropriate, 
info the Board's decision on the merger 
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STAT 
ARKA 

NCIE5 
- STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

S T A T C O F A R K A N S A S 
O f a A e i * * t » t t 0 » f l » * t t t C l . At iV A^MiM'*- . ' 

• I I I I O O V l t t M t f l t A t . 

Jun« 3. 1996 

SuH«c« Transportation Rorad 
SflCtion 0* Envi romental Analysis 
•ashington, OC ?0*7Z•OO0^ 

Hi FIW*C€ OOCKET NO 327GO/JNI0H PACIFIC CXBP . UNION PACIFIC «AiLRO»0 CO.. 
ANO MISSOUni PACIFIC RAILWAU CO , CONTWOL AND MERGER--SOUTMEnN PACIFIC 
TRANSPOftTATlOM CO . ST. LOOlS SOUTH»ESTEf»l PAILWAY CO.. SPCSL CORP,. ANO 
THE DENVER ANO RIO QflANDE fESTEfN RAILPOW CC 

•«»'• S i r . 

The Stat* CInaringhouiic has received the ebove Cccucent pumuant to tH« 
Arkantaa Project No t i f i ca t ion ar>d Review System 

To carry out the review and conanent procass, th is document oaa forwarded 
to mer*b9ra of the Arhanaaa Technical Review Coraiittee Resuming coerentt 
received tron the Tachr^ical Revie« Coiviittee which represeiita the posi t ion of 
th f State of Arhanaaa are attached 

Tna Stdle Clear i nqhousa tiiahea to thank ycu for your cooperation with the 
Arkanats Project Not • f i cat lor̂  and Revi«w System 

Sincerely. \\ i 

'A^^^>A^%,-'J 
"Triicyt. C«etl*n6\lltit*iti Stat t Cleannghoult 

Enclosure 

cc Randy Young. aSMCC 

0015N 1/TLC irtl) 

Comments from the Artonsas Technical Review Committee are found on the 
following cages. 

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAP COMPANY ANP SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY 
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cylrkansas 
Soil and '-Water 

Conservation Commission 

TO 

.SUITE iy> 
LITTLE HOCK APKAh&AS / ^ « l l 

P-.OHt 101 ««2 Itll 

rax boi t t i .'941 

MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

' Ttacy Copeland 
niter. Sl̂ le Oeanngnousa 

_ Snay Young, P E 
"Chairman, Technical Re«e« Conrnt! 

SUBJECT. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FINANCE DOCKET NO 32760/UNION PACIFIC 
CORP.. UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY, ANO MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD 
COMPANY 

OATE, MAY ?o, im 

t/embeii ol ttie Technicî  Rsvww Commliee have reviewed the above refwenced pro.iflCl The 
CotnrratlBe suppons this pnojea 

T he oppoftunity lo comment Is appreoated 

JRYsmc 
Enclosures 
cc Members of the TechnKal Review ConvnMee 

UM 2 -' W6 

SEA acknowledges the State Clean.ighouse Technical Review 
Comn^ittee's comment in support of the proposed merger. 
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STAT 
ARKA 

NCIES 
- SOIL AND WATER COiviSERVATlON COMMISSION 

S T A T E O F A S K A N S A S 

0 € t m t r m t - * ^ 0 1 f . t . t t C t A N Q A O M l M l f R A T ' O M 

. rt to. I t - . 

. ^ ~. ..f»Li aoca . ...i.t 

T l C l ^ 1 
i '«TIJi ' :Cl ' l *«*«IMrAL 

Utv iCCS 

PMO»»( " : . : t t l . 07* 

TO; 

f K U : 

3ATE: 

SlflJECT: 

> I E < I Q > 1 A > I D U M 

A l l Technical Revieo Coenittee Menfierj 

Tracy L. Copelan i i4 | i^a9er - Stata Cleannqliouae 

A p r i l 17, 1996 ^ 

EHVIRCNMHrcAL ASSESSXEKT FIXAJICrE tJOCm MO. 32760/UmON P.dFIC COHT. , 
'JtnOtI PACIFIC RAILROM) CCWAiVK, AND KI3.«CtT!I MCIFIC RAILROAD COm-ANY 

Please review the above atated document under o rov ts ions of Sect ion 404 of the 
Clean Kater Ac t , Sect ion, 102(2)<cl of the Nat iona l Envirgnnental Po l icy * e t of 
1969 and the t r kanaa i Pro ject K o t l f i c a ' on ard Review Syt tea. 

(, 
Your conments should be returned by (>A>8-96 to - Ur, Sandy Young. 
Chairna/1, Technical Review Cooai t tee , 101 E C a p i t o l , Sui te 350. L i t t l e Rock, 
Arkansaa 72ZQ3 

I f «e have no reply w i t h i n that time »e wi11 assume you have no connent i and 
w i l l proceed w i th the s ign -o f f 

HO^t: i l is imperat ive that ycur response be m to the .̂ SXCC o f f i c e by tne 
date requested. Should your t fency a n t i c i p a t e having a response wMch 
w i l t be delayed beyond tne staled dead l ine for co iaen is , pleaae con tac t 
Us. Shani Cable of the ASICC at 682-1611 or the State Clearinghouse 
O t f i c e . 

Support 

Connents Attached 

"Uo Connents 

Oo Nol Support (Connents A t lacned) 

Support w i t h Fol lowing Condi t ions 

Non-Oegradallon C e r t i f i c a t i o n issues 
(App l ies '0 PC4E Only) 

S ignature * i>Qencv jSr^CC Dale >, 

0173N 

I KOUAL O A » n » T U N | - r T r . M » L O « t » 

I SEA acKnowledges the Arkansas Soil ai'd Water Conser\iation 
Commission's statement of no comment 

j M E R G E R O F U N I O N F>ACIF IC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N P A C I F I C T R A N e P O R T A T l O N C O t v t P A N Y 
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NSAS - ARKANSAS GAME & FISH COMMISSION 

. AeiKANSAS GAME Sgj FISH COMMISSION 
l O l illle Hock. Arbmsas 

MF.MORANUUM 

To: 

Frum: 

DsK: 

Rardy Vmat, Chajrataa 
ToduKal Rfview Comnuncc 

Craig K. Uyeda. Member 
TectLttcaJ Review Conunitloe 

Apnl 22, l»9« 

In response to lhe memorandum from the btate Placning and Oevdupment Clearjighouse of 
Apnl 9 and 17. and tiiactied p)iblic notice from the Memphis Dislnct. IJSC?E. end leticr fi-om 
Mr Winstoo M. Outimt. Conuactor, Real Estaie Services, and En'.uonaitiilil Ajiesanient, this 
is to advise we have no objections to the tbllnwing projects 

P-e-Disctiarse NotificaQon/Sl Fr<.Kis County/Garaid Wilton - To Construct Levees ui 
Farmed WeiUnds fur • Fish Pond 

New Postal Facility-Uctle Rock, Aikaoaas-' New Chcnal Station 

Envirofuooual Aaseismem FInaaoe Docket No 327601 IJiiion Pacific Corporation, Union 
Pacific Railroad Company, and Missoun Ptatic iUilioid Company 

Thank you for tbe opportunity to review this perniil applictuoo 

CKUDGOkak 

cc Stale Cleaiinglwusc 
U S Kish & Wildlife Service 
MempKis Distnct, USCE 
Mr Winston Cuthne 
Surface Transportation Eoard 

I SEA acknowledges the Arkansas Game & Fish Commission's comment 
that It has no objection to the proposed merger 

(SEA acknowledges the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission's 
comment of no objections to the prooosed merger 
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• 

ARKANSAS CAM>; <fe; FISH C'oMMrssioN 

MFMORANI>I;M 

VtnAy Youni. CoAirma/i 
TfthrJcaJ Rrncw Commttee 

[ ecAriKjU Review Conrtuoci 

. AA'i 

la rupoate UJ Ute niemofaDtlans from itm Sia>« PlaJuurg tod rVvtio^ajtui CUarm b̂ouM of Aprj 22 ami 2i. inJ 

ifitmof. l ta IS to Uvlst •« tuvv tic ot>;ett>oni to the !YiUo«Uif pmfects 

FouKc t>ock«t No 12''60 ; U U M Pacific Corp. Uoion f « f l c Riilra«l Co . and MLaoun Paaflc RaOraMt Co, -
CoQtrvt udMerttf - SQUUMTBPaolk Tmuportarwa CA. St. Louii SouilmilcralUilwty Ca, SPCSL Cap.aivliltt 
Oeovcr and Rw Gnak Wtstero Riilraad Co 

P»l)!ic InfcnaUKJt) Moetingi' Eimr>rjneuti Dtaige Repon ' Mi««p|)i Px.Tf taa Tnbutana Pry^ - I^ies 
(V'klabwf PtttrKt) - The pQ/po«e of i t t EdviDusccUil F>eii|D Report la la Jcv̂ lop ukl rvaji.«.^ pouiuuj ijicniaiivt 
ragutMAiig i c u ^ itMhod* u> (void ir^or mmimiTr damagct to wctUiKb u d baaofS-Und baniwood* 

StMpiag PoinJ for Two f ederaj MiaenJ Rniic Tm In Afkamaa for OU tod Gai HxptonrtMB tad DeveiepmttA 

Actioo Id No 136S4 / Mi ITiofOfti t. Mattben • TTw purpoae itb projcc* a u prcmat a boat livery am! guî c 
fcmoe M trout Osbenna oa thc v.'h.te Riw 

T̂ «aM you Tor ttw tjppoivmtT to tenom iteu pcnut apptlcaaoat. 

Sute r^ann^houae 
U S Tub A WiLtfliTc ServKX 
Vidubuni aod Uole PiKk UijRncia L'SCE 
L'3 Ocpaitmca Utba lAUfUir, eotma Land Manaitunoa 
^ur te* TnupnnaboD Board 

SEA acknowledges the Arkar^as Game & Fish Commission's comment 
that It has no objection :o the proposed merger. 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N V A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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s 
ARi # 

RKAN; 

AGENCIES 
'NSAS - DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

S T A T E A R K A N S A S 

to. 

tc. tti 10'. 
rt.iv>iiMil't 

TO: 

OaTE. 

SliS-ECT 

li i II 0 It t „ 0 U.t 

IK'-

Technical Utt'tm Ccoeiittse Weafcers 

(6 

APH Z* 1998 

Tracy t . C«peljn)>^yanager - State Cleam^hcose 

A p r i l n . 1996 

1'iN.wE oooorr no. mtonium p.cmt CUSP, . -JNIOM P.ACIFIC RMULCU) CO , 
AND >(ISSCll(U PAtlFIC RAiLeOAD CO..-<XircRO- AtJD (CJiOtS—SOttHERN PACIFrC 
T;»A.f5Pomiioi.' :o-, ax. Lotns soirrHWESTaiji RAI^AY CO.. SPCSL CCWP.. 
DIE CatTER AhD RIO CHANCE WESTEM RAILROAD CO. 

Please review tt^e t t i o i t statt<l dccMient under pro>rtitone of Sectior^ 40a of *.he 
Clean (a ler Act, Sect io i 102(2)(c) of the National E/ivi ronrental Po i lc / Act of 
1969 and the Arkansas Pro j tc t ><ati f ication v * Review Systen. 

tour connents jhouid be returned I)/ 05-13-0^ to - Kr. Rand/ rourg, 
Ctiairnan. 'echnical Revian Coasii t \ee . 101 E Capi to l . Sut te 350. t.i <i la tech, 
Arkansae 72203. 

'.f •e t>ave na reply • U M n titat t i ca ne «i ! l asausie you Have ne cements and 
w i l l proceed witn the s ign-o f f , 

NOTE: I t is 'Sperative t . ^ t your resoonse be tn to the A£lfCC o f f i ce by the 
dale re<)uested. Should /our sgency l i i t i c i pa te having a rtsccnse wnich 
w i l l be deUy«j beyond Ihe slated deadline for coaents , pleaae contact 
He. Stiani Cable of tna ASKC at 882-1811 or tne State Clearinghouse 
Of f i ce . 

Support 

Co—ints Attached 

1^ No Coamnta 

du Not Supdort (CofBients Attacned) 

Support with Following Conditions 

^n-Oegradat io r t Certl f icat ion Issues 
(Applles to PCl£ Only) 

7 TTngmeennf 
Arkannae Doparr^eat of Heajth 
4815 We,t Markham 
Little Hock. AK 72208-3887 

*<« ton... o*.m.-iim--- t..i.o*t. 

SEA ackno\f«leclges the Arkansas Department of Health's statement of 
no comment 
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STAT 
ARKA 

NCLES 
DEPARTMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL & ECOLOGY 

•<TLKOV|>NM[NTU 
Mtfi^ti 

TO 

FROM 

3ATE 

SL'BvECT 

S T A T E OP A R K A N S A S 
0(«*jtrMf«T Qt titmitHCt A».o a^tmin.%rmAr tQH 

ma t o , t t t t 

yeyoRAxouM 

Al l Technical Review Coiaisiltee Uenfcers 

'racy L C'.pe'an)j(^|^nager - State C< ear < nghousa 

April 22 l<)96 \ 

UNA.'CE KCKF: HO. 3:T6O/UN:ON PACTFIC CC.>P., UWCN p,v:r?ic RAIUOAD CO 
A.Nn ia.ss;nii PACIPIC PA:LROAD CO. .--CDSTHOL A.'C MERCDt-sa-nasw p,v;irrr' 
TTtANSPCR-AIICN CO, , ST. UJWS SOTOWESTOW RAILWAY CO. , SPCSL CORP. ANT 
HE DENVfK AVT RIO GRANDE WESTSW RAIIJCAO CO. 

Please review the t b o i , stated doctstent under provisions of Section 404 of the 
Clean la ter Act, Section 102<2)(e) of the Natioeel Envt ronsental Policy Act of 
1969 and the Ariunsas Project Not i f i ca t ion and Review Systen. 

Tour connents should be returned by 05-U-96 to - Mr. Handy routtg. 
C ^ a i r w . Technical Review C o M i t t i a , 101 E Cap i to l , Suite 190, l i t t l e Reck 
Arkanaaj 72203 

I I we have no reply wi th in that t i m we wi M u s u i a ycu have no coaisents and 
w i l l proceed with the sign-of f 

NOTE I t IS I'sperafive that your rsspenae be in to the ASWX o f f i c e by the 
dale rnquesied. Should youi ageticy ant ic ipate having a r««ponse which 
• i l l be delayed beyond the stated deadline for comenta. pleaae contact 
Ms. Shani Cable of the ASKC at 682-1811 or the State Ciseringhouse 
Of f i ce . 

Support 

Caments Aitactied 

Mo Coffnents 

. 30 Not S>jpport (CoiMnts Att iched) 

, Support w i th Following Cofldltions 

Mon-Oegradatlon Cei l I f i ca t i on isauea 
(Appl ies to PCU Only) 

Signatu 

0173N 

rt^MufJk Oate CVW% 

SEA acknowledges the Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and 
Ecology's statement of no comment. 

M E R G E R OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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AGENCIES 
ARKANSAS - GEOLOGY COMMISSION 

Cl 

uavicn 

ro 
rPCU; 

OATE 

S T A T E Q F A H K A N S A S 

Jt*A^l.MaMl o» ritmAMCt *rtO A3« N-sr^** CN 

»..i-A* aotim • I nat 

i l l Technical Aevitw Ccnotttee UMi&4rs 

Tracy L. Ccpet ager - State Clearingncuse 

April 22, 1996 

ajU-ECT, 'LXAMCE OOOtTT H3. 3276C/UNIOH PACIFIC COW., 'JMION PA.'TIFX RAnjlQAl) CO 
A.ND XlSSaW PACIFIC KAILROAD CO. ,--ODlTIJiOL ASO MEPCFI-SOOTtHSN PACIFIc' 
TRANSPORTATION CO., iiT. ICUIS SOTOiUtSTHW RAILWAY CO., SPCSl. CORF.. V.a 
a E Df:.-VEK AND RIO CRANEE HtSTEXN RAILROAI) CO. 

Please rev ew the above stated docunent under p rav iscns ol Section 404 of the 
Clean la ter Act. Section 1C2(2l(c) of the 'U i iona l Environnental Policy Act of 
1969 and the Arkansas Proiccl Not i f ica t ion a;;d Revitw Systm 

Tour corwents should be returned by 05-IJ-96 to - Mr. Randy Young, 
Cha I raan. Technical Review Com t tee. 101 E Cap i I o l . Sui ce 'iSO. l i t t i e Rock 
Arkanaas 72203. 

I f we have no reply w i th in that t ine we * i l l jssunie you have no coaaents and 
w i l l proceed with the s ign-of f 

NOTE' I t IS i rpera t ivs lhat your -esponsa be in to the ASKC o f f i ce by the 
date riquested. Should your agency ant ic ipate having a rssponse wnicn 
w i l l be delayed beycid the stated deadline for cooeenis. pleaae contact 
Ma, Sham ':at>le of the ASKC at E82-'611 or the Slate Clearinghouse 
Of f ice 

Support 

OMents Al ta 

{ ^ A l e CoeMnta 

Do Nol Sucpori IComenta Attached) 

Support with Following Conditiona 

Non-Oegradation Cer t i f i ca t i on isauea 
(Appiiea to PCAE Only) 

Agency A"^ (KA. C f t pan Y^/ It-

SEA acknowledges the Arkansas Geology Commission's statement of 
no comment. 
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STAT 
ARKA 

NCIES 
- INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

t t ^ . J r t t M M t f N ' * ^ 

ci-.'^.itt: .'-•'* 
•J. tti "i^ii 

TO: 

=R0«: 

DATE. 

S ' ^ A ' E O F A R K A N S A S 

M E M O W A N O U M 

Ai l Technical Review Cosieittee Manbers 

Tracy L Copelan ager - Stale Clearinghouse 

April 22. ;'596 ^ 

SUB.,'eCT, EOCm NO. ;276C/VNI0N PACIP-.C CORP. , ;^^?N fACinC liAHJIOAI) ro 
ANC MISSOCUi PACIFIC RAILROAD CO. .--CTtOICI, AND MRGEF-SCVIKWI PAC->̂ lc' 
Iy•̂ NSPÔ •:aTION co.. .st. LOWS sctTHUEsraus RAILWAY CS., SR-SI. (XRP, ,"A.>in 
2(E CENVES AND Rl;) WW-TE ;.1irERN RAnjOAI .;0. 

xieasa -ev.ew the above stated docuaient under provisions of Section 404 of the 
Clean aaler Act. Section ^02(2)(c) of the National Envi.-onnentai Policy Act o l 
1969 and the Arkanaas Project No t i f i ca t ion ard Review Syatea. 

Tour ccwents should be returned by C5-13-96 to - Mr. Randy Young, 
C h a i ' W , Technical Review Corai t tee. 101 E Cap i to l , Suite 3S0, L i t t l e Rock, 
Arhai ias 72203 

If we have no reply w i th in t.iat t iee ne w i l l assune you ^ave no coaaents and 
w i l l proceed with Ihe l i g n - o f f 

NOTE : i t ooerat ive lhat your rtiponse be m to the ASKC o f f i ce by the 
data re<]ueated. Should your ageiicy ant ic ipate having s response which 
w i l l be delayed beyond the stated deadline for coenents, please contact 
Ua, Shani Cable of the A S K C at sa2-'611 o- tna State Clearinghouse 
Of f :ce , 

Support 

OoeBienfa Attached 

tA No Coosents 

Do Not Support (Coe»enls Attached) 

Supoort wi th Following Conditions 

, Non-Oegradatior Ca r t i f i ca t i on Issues 
(Appliee to PC1£ Only) 

Signs 

O' .'3N 

ature OJjf^iiAjiu.mti- _Ageney. 

SEA acknowledge? tne Arkansas (ndustnai Development Commission's 
statement of no comment. 

- y j E g . * ? ^ * ^ ° ^ U N I O N P A C I F I C R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N P A C I F I C T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 

AS-9 



f AGENCIES 
ARKANSAS - SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

STAT or ARKANSAS 

or . . . l . t , . - or I KANCi .-.0 * o . . . . t ' 

*0 .11. I t l . 

-.1'ir.t Jl 
. i l t>%.C>t>^WfM1U 

f k i , v ) i i M m o « 

TO; 

FiiOU; 

DATE 

MEMORANCUM 

Ail Technical Review Comittee Meabers 

• "3 
•i-.U 

Tracy L. Cop 

April 22, 1996 

lanager - Slate Clear ngncuss 

SUBJECT FWANCE Toocn *>. 3:76O/UNION rAciric cow,, LIHCN PACIFIC IAOROAD CO 
)aSSCURI P.ACIFIC RAILSOAD CO. , —COtrtJlCL AND »3CES~S0fnffSN ?An?ic 

mUSPGRIATIOW CO. , ST. LOWS SOtHWESTEWI RAI'JiAY 00.. SPfSL CORP, . AND 
THE DEMTEJI A.ND RIO iJRAJ.'DE W&TTFN RAHJICAC CO. 

Please rev.ew tne above stated oacment jnder p rov is io rs of Section 404 of the 
Clean ta ter Act, Section 102(2)(c) of Ihe National Env,rcnnental Pol icy Act of 
1969 and tne Arkanaas Project No t i f i ca t i on and Review Syatea. 

Tour connenu should be returned Oy 05-11-96 to - Mr Rardy Toung. 
Cfai ' t ian. Tecnmcal Review Cc iw i t lae . 101 6 Cap i to l . Suite JiO. L i t t l e Rock. 
Arkansas 72203. 

I f 4e lave no reply w i th in that t ine we w i l l aas 
w i l l proceed w i th tne s ign-of f 

NOTE I t is inperat ive that ycur rtsponse be .n to lhe ASVCC o f f i c e by the 
date requested Shou;d your agency an t ic ipa te havir\g a rasponee which 
w i l , be delayed beyor^d the stated deadline for roiaeonia, pleaaa ccntact 
Ms Shani Cable o l the ASfCC at 882-<611 or ma State C'earlngnouse 
Of f i ce 

Support 

Conaents Attached 

No CosiMnta 

I you have ' 0 coRinents ard 

Do Mot Support i C o m n l s Attached) 

. Support e i t n Foi owing Conditions 

Iton-Oegradatlon C e r t i f i c a t i o n issues 
(Ap«l iaa to PCU Only) 

I .0111.1. o*»o»tui»i-v . . . \ a . t . 

SEA acknowledges the Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation 
Commission's statement of no comment 
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STAT 
ARKA 

NCIES 
- STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION CLEARINGHOUSE 

( eb iu^ ry 3. 1996 
.M(H,1\S/\S 
IIISIDIIHJ 

rUIMCKVAlKlN 
I'KOCKAM 

Ma i ; lair .e K Kaioor 
UP/SP i;nviroi-.inciiLal Picject . U i t e c t o r 
SccL it-Ill Of E:;viioiinipiiLfli A i i a l / e i s 
I 2 t l i . And ConetiLulioci ftvetiue, Itooin J219 
KdSllititJt on . n.C. .iO'123-UOOl 

TNs^muiB, wia h ivruiHS 

HE: Mul t i -Coun ty - Oenetal 
.Section 106 R"vi<?w - ICC Trackin<( Ho. 112603̂ ) 
Pic'pcsed Meryei of Union r . i c i f i c : And Southern p a c i f i c And 
R a i l i ne AljadonnieiiC 
(Finance Docket No. 32760) 

Mi i ' j l e t ce i i s w r i t t e n i n reaponao to your I n q u i r y , r egard i i i i j 
p i o p e r t i e e of a r c l i i t e c t u r a l , l i i e t o i i c a l , or a r cheo log i ca l 
B i y i i i l i c a n c e i n t l ie area of t l ie pioposed refo ie i iced p r o j e c t . 

I l l order £oi ttie ftrkaimaa His to t ic l i e e e r v a t l o r . Program (AlltT) to 
coiiplcLe i t « leviow of tne p r c p a s t l p i o j e r t , we w i l l need Lite 
a d d i t i o n a l inform^tt ion cherTked l e low: 

a 7.^ topcv^rapliic p r o j e c t loc^i t ion m.ip d e l i n e a t i n g tl .e p r o j e c t 
~ boundnry. 

_ a p r o j e c t d o s c r i p t i o n d c t . i i l i n y n i l aspects of l l i e propoBcJ 
p r o j e c t . 

t l ie i c c a t i o i i , aqe, and photoatapliG of s t ruc turea ( i f onyl to 
be l e i iova led , lemovod, Ucirol is l iod. or .ibandoiieu au a r e s i ; l t 
ot t h i e p r o j e i . t . 

_ photoaraphe ef any B t r u c t u r o s on propr^rty d i r e c t l y adjacent t o 
the p r o j e c t area. 

Once wc hav'e received the above intonnat i o n , we v j i l l complete our 
review ao r ixped i t i ous ly an posBib le . IC you liiive any qucsi i o i m , 
pleane con tac t me at (SOI) 32't-9V8S 

Randy . Je f te ry 
106 Review Coordir.> 

ISOO Towti I twIM'n i * W ) C < M ( ' « I i i twe i vk . M t . i . i t l l O i • rhorwl.^oi) 114 9,m) 
t . » i ( 1 t ) l ) ) t * « I M 

A l l i t i u m r f t M tkpwinwPibf A i k j i iH t l U n i a f t 

The requested inforn-,ation was provided to the Arkansas Historic 
Preservation Program dunng SEA's ongoing Section 106 process 

M E R G E R OF Ulv<ION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N V A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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5 
AR # 

RKAN! 

AGENCIES 
NSAS - STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

A p r i l 21 . 1996 
AKKASSAS 
HISTOKIC 

PRESERVATION 
PROCR.A.M 

Ms. j M l i * Donsky 
Ejivironmencal S c i e n t i s t 
Damea . Moore 
One continental. Towers 
1701 Golf Road, Suite 1000 
Rolling Meadows, l i l i n o i * S0008 

RE: Mulit-County - General 
Section :06 Raviaw - ICC Tracicing Mo, »26035 
Proposed JVddendum To Znvirontnental Report For Ra. 1 Segiflent 
Increaaa From ari.ilcley To ?ine Blulf Arkansi.s 

near Ms. Consky; 

This lat:t«r ;.s wrtt;t«[i in response to your inquiry, ragacdinq 
properties of architectural, h i s t o r i c a l , or arcneological 
significance in tha area of the proposed referenced project 

In ordei for tha Arkansas Historic Pressrvacion Program lAHPP) to 
complete i t s review of the proposed project, w« w.ll need t h * 
additional intontiatton checked below: 

lA a 7,s topographic project location ntap dallneating the project 
boundary. 

a projact dascription detailing a l l aspects of the proposed 
project. 

the location, age, and photographs of structures l i f anyl to 
be renovatsd, ramoved. detnolished, or abaiidoned as a result 
of this project. 

photographs of any str-ictures on property directly ad-jacent to 
the project area. 

Onco we have received the above information, wa w i l l complete our 
review .is expeditiously as possible. I f you have any questions, 
please contact te at (SOD 1J*-9T85. 

Sincerely. 

Ra'r-.Uy Jeff ery ' " ^ 
IOC Review Coordinator 

CS\GM\as iieaT«w«f aMUi'c* lu c*«iu • tjnm Soct. AitMiM :I:QI • nvw îioii )i4-»iio 
r a i ( » l l l l t . « t } 4 

A O K I * . ^ or I t . O f W W M m. A f k M u l HcniJ l 

The requested mapping of the Brinkley to Pine Bluff rail segment was 
previously supplied ;o the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
during SEA's ongoing Section 106 consultation process 
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STAT 

ARKA 

NCIES 
- STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

Surface Trcnsponanon Board 
Washington. D C. 2042.^-0001 

Stcllon of Envirotimimal Anaiyiu 

Msrsh 13 •'996 

Cafiryn fi'ster Director 
Ark jneM Hiaforc Prsea-vation Program 
Cepetrtient of AAsreaa Hentage 
1500 Tower Buildng, 323 Center 
L t t * Host. AR 72201 

ART, Randy Jsfftry. 106 Review Coordinslor 

T»'.v«(«u4,,^;'^-

"°™«"t"«>»air>»ogriM 

Re ConSniang S«aton 10« Corauiti'jc'" *(th Surfses Tnn$9ol«ton BoirtJ 'or Proposed 
* * t r ^ f a l Ur-ion Paoi*o ord Soutier^ Pecr'e (L'P/tP) Paiifoeda 
(Pnsrcs Docket No, 32780) 

Proposed AOanao'nrrem. Otraon tc Candsn (VhiA L 2] 

C«ar M l , S I M r 

Ttiie letts' IS to continue Sectic- '06 consuitstion ebout Ihe solsnti*: 'frpscts to 
cyitur»l/hietor<o ' * ^ureea tl^et fr̂ ey artte t r t f •t̂ e UP/€P orop^eoe me^er Ae Oeacrb«d in cur 
letter of Jsriusry 29 t99fl tfiit imtjatod forrai coi iu l t r 'on, in« Sjrt jca T-enaoorsBon BoanTe 
Seenon at 6>r./i'onm»ntai Anaiysn la -xrauctng er Erviformerin AasaMrrent of trm j)fopos»d 
f soje-. Your pf«visua correaponaencs to Union P«crfic Ha Irostf environmental conauKunt, 
Osmia & Moore, trwilcsted thelyot needed :«rta.n Moncnai intimation txnoamirtg t r« (iroposed 
r r e ' ^ e r TTlie let ter proVKjee tnat / i fo rmet lc - i 

In compll inc* Mitn Section 109 of t r * Nt lnnsi Hictonc Pr«a*rvfUon Aet, our nielo'le 
O t t t - i m o / i eoneu:tarte UnO'n u , t *, Attocetee corchjcted e rmtmM t r a anel>e<a at mmritr-
releied ai»ivti«s mat may pottrci i ly affsct "utone ard culrurai r«toun»a mt -T <r:m Sit« of 
Arttaniai w s ere g'saaed 'o proviae /ou AIT? tre fouoAmg .-•trmtno'-. * * requeateo, to sea t t 
in your rtvlaw of the prepc«»d etardoniner; of ffi* Gurdon SubdvBior of ths forrrnr Mieaou/I 
Pscfie Rai road eslwaer Gumor and CimOsr: 

Hlsttflc Reaourcea SuTiinary Uat that rciudea S2 Sddgee (S1 timber pii* tr«*ti*e and on* 
Ttufl-ao*^ iMth s througn.oiete girtler* 
Photo^3r•o^a o' th * 52 Brdgee 
Copi*e of a«ven USGS -^jadrangie r 'ere esowirg the locsDona try m t t poat (MP) of csch 
bridge 

I SEA acknowledges the Stale Histonc Presen/ation Officer s comment 
that the undertaking will have no effect on cultural resources for the 
proposed Gurdon to Camden abandonment This correspondence 
completes Section 106 coordination responsibilities for the State of 
Arkansas for this proposed abandonment 

M E R G E R . O F U N I O N P A C I F I C R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N P A C I F I C T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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S|^P_A6ENCIES 
ARKANSAS - STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

Mareh 13. iSM 
Pages 

•veiuatlon of eech ate Inoiceiea thai non* of Ttttt Nltorc reaoux** wai B* tfTectsd by th* 
iropsesd ecdvnwe 

Theeeaistanctsnd'xoperatono'yaursmoeareeepreeMtee. hope ««lhe enckMSd 
melenei* wll tiam you to oompieta /our isylew in ui e«p»dBo>« mtnntr. f you ntv* try 
ŝ MMion* rsgaftfng m;e matenti, p;*ta* i**l "nM to certut PtU MeOimty or Tsm Ungti it 
McGlnMy Hmt & Attodttt* tt 917/227-2932. If w* c«ii crovid* tny aaaiatanca regarding the 
Sccton 106 orocat*. pisaa* cai Us PntMs JornecivBail SiA'a UftP EnvtrorrTientsI Ptoject 
Uaneger, et (302) 027.4213 

Smenty. 

B«in*K.i'*lMr 
Chlaf Sseiion of Envlranmenlsl AnaVtia 

AiUMhnients 
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STAT 
ARKAN 

NCIES 
- DEPARTMENT OF PARKS & TOURISM 

•*4 nni u ; I 

•Mat-ytto*^^ 

fuo/fM cmcirja 

ttttt ttt 

I I C t U T I M 
CMU'UMMt 

Aikansas. 
THE NATURAL STATE 

Ma>i:h M.mi 

Ms Julie Donsky, Envirorunental Scientist 
Dimes and Moore 
One Continental Toweis 
i70l Golf Road. Suite 1000 
Rolling Meadows. Illlrcs 600CJ 

Hear Ms Don:i,y: 

tnclosed is the mfoiroation >o jr lequejied fur -Jie addtniiuni to lie Environmental 
Repon for the application fot me:ger of the Union PaciCe and Sointiem Pacific 
Railroads. 

Attached is an inventory of all paiVa in that aiea. 

Sincerely, 

Boan Kellar, Director 
Cuidoor Parit Recreation Cranu 

(•-•tc'.osure 

SEA appreciates the information about parks in West Memphis area. 
The originally proposed intermodal facility at West Memphis has been 
withdrawn from the Applicant's proposal 

MERC?ER OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N C O M P A N Y 
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AGENCIES 
ARIZONA - STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

Arizona 
Sta te Parks 

"iOC W t^aattttt^ten 
'iMfnia. Anto^t 

' f l toOZ 
f a t i /02 4 i d « 

ll^i/m/mmprtlaU at mt 

ftta iytttaftea 

Getartter 

STAT*. r A R R ' j 

WiIliBW C3 Aea. Cltair 
fuc afiit 

Joaapit H He'immaeS 

maa* 

ffyth U e t t t a r a a r t 

S t J o M « 

Shcr< J Grattatrt 

J IUititnJa*9a 

ti^ta 

Cattfiat'otar 

C h a r t a t R. E * t M ' t j 

S/ t j t r tmqtnef e n a c s r t 9 n r v < r a n j C u r d l . c u l t o r j l j n t * r e c r 0 « t > o f * « i r « » o u r - c « 0 

£ - ^ . r » K K a i s e r 

Ch. t f SaClico o( Envifonmenia' Anaiys^s 
Sur*ac» Transponai cr Soard 
^ « h t n g ( o n . D C 20401 CCO 1 

^E, Union Pac'('C/Souih«rn Pacilic Railroad Merger S I B 

O e v Ms Kaiser 

T h i ' w you 'or proviC ^9 u t w i h f^"* rasponsa oocumanial ion as reQuest»<J m o u ' 
Mt,(cf i 4. 1996 lettec to you i nawa raviaw«<J i r » documeniat io i a jorr i t iad atnl 
nota that ^pacific cetefrr inaticris of aiigibilty arnJ e fec t a r t req^a i iad (fom thu 
Qtfice Dy ttie Surface Trapsporiatton Board iSTBi Plaasa nota T a i <Nia faat m«i 
such requests ete prematura at thu t j na , as areas o* new ground d<slurtance 
u s o a a t a O with the n e ^ cgrsinjct ion gf ra'l imo ae^. i- .-nu arvJ i f e evpansion of 
ntarmodal lactt'ties ^ A m o n a couid (atu i t *n adverse effects 'o previously 
uf iknown cyi lural resources ir-al are eiigibttf tor the National Hegiiter o' Hiiror;c 
Places (NRMP). especially human remaps and/or grave goods are preaeni at 
ihesa Sites 

As mer t ioned 'n our eariier letter, t.eid surveys Dy cjoaiifted ar'.haeoicg^sts ate 
still required »n Orde' 'o assess these situations The results c i n # s a surveys 
should provide a c i ta r map of in« entire ught-ot-way through Anzona that 
datai is which prehistoric ^nd historic archaaoiog»cal s>tes artd "^isionc 
t i ruc tu ras {buildings ^aii.oads, railroad camps, ate | wlH ba -reacted by 
proposed activrtJes a u o c a t a d wtlh this merger. Th;a survey ^eoorl should also 
•nciude NBHP eiigib.i'ty reccmmendi t lons for all cultural resour::es ^ocated 
Mith n the areaft ct potential effect m Anzgna 

n addit ion, given ihdt th.a pro:»ct J multi-state and could resu t : i an advarsa 
effect in any or ail c' the respective slates icnce survey results a'e snoA'-i) wa 
recommerd that ST3 generate a Programmatic Agreement (PA) lo 'aciittate the 
Section 106 p'ocess 'or mis compieir ur>derlaking. t i <s our oo r i on that l^ • re 
Should only oa one Jeterminaiion ol eltact for ihta whoie project •• in Anzona. 
« a prefer not ta segf^ent j rv jer tak ingt and rarety p rovde mutt^pie 
det erm mal tons of ef*ect (cr one pro|ecf We would be rrxjre than nappy, however 
•o agre« withm the body ot the PA ihal certain categories o( acftw t»es can proceed 
n Arizona w,(hout further consultation (a g . Category 2 -the ncrease ot traftic 
at rail yards, C a i e g o ^ 4- rail line abandonment (none ol which s siatad for 
Anzono), and Categc*v 5--'''ew crnstmctton of rail une* outs-ce ct the exi&tihg 
• ai road nght of-way |none ot which is ptanned lor Aitzons)] 

Alto please ^rianly f:r us if any new construction will occur 'n Aniona outside 
ct tho eiistinq raiircad nghts of way il thta 'S the caaa. than the rtspactive 
•and managers wiii nceo to be consuRed regarding these expans>ons ^nd be 
signatories to the p'Oiect ^A 

tVe look forward 'o f j f l he r ccnsuitatmn on this j n d e n a f i n g and -jcprec.aie i^e 
STB s thorough and 'esponsrve consuitabor with ihis cft ica on this pr-'iec^ We 
OCK forward to reviewing ths future survey reports lor Arizona ar io 

tormuiai 'ng a wo ik i rg PA (or 'na proiect w t h STB and the Advis • Council on 
H m o n c Pieservatton m it\is w»y we wvii have n better under si ardir\g of itie 
nature of impacts :o ^"^y f4RHP «iig.bie property within Arizona and how to bast 
mitigate these elf^tc'S 

SEA acKnowiedges the Anzona SHPO's ccmments tr.at requests for 
determination of eligibility and effect are premature, Archeological 
sun/ey information is demg developed oy SEA for suDmittal to the 
SHPO as oaa of the ongoing Section 106 consultation orocess initiated 
by SEA 

SEA acknowledges the Arizona SHPO's recammendai.:;fi y 3 
Programmatic Agreement to address issues that can proceed without 
further consultation once the sur/eys are completed (i.e., mceases n 
rait yard activity, abandonments, and construction outside existing 
railroad nghts-of-way). A Programmatic Ag.eement ^ill be further 
discussed as part ofthe Sect'on 106 consultation process 

No proiects outside of existing ngnts-of-way have oeen ; :eniified by tne 
Applicant *or the oroposed merger information on all construction 
improvements has been provided to the SHPO as part of the oection 
106 consultation process. 
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STATI 

CAUFO ôWTiA 
NCIES 

Bo>UI) 

rvi-.nm. C\ 
i : :«1< 

-CAL EPA 

Mr. .̂ oanev A H"''l 
Air OQi;i.ron Contrci Of(lc«r 
Nortfiem S.era Air Qjaiity Managerrart Olsrc: 
200 Lttcn ;nv». Suit* 120 
Grass Vaiiey. California 9S94S 

Dear Mr H.II: 

Thank vou 'or your recent letter :o Goverr̂ cr vV.lsort 'agaramg tti9 
oroBOsea .rerger ;»(ween -non Pacflc Sailroao ana SouUiem r-K.-fic 
R«ilro»o. Gov«incr 'yviison nas asKe<3 mg to raiocro to your letter on hij 
benuf. 

'/Vu unaerstana your concem reijarting *« ootential air auaiKv 'rnoacts 
of t^ls Terqer related ra paracuiale matter less tnan lO microns iPMiO). "Tie 
Tienjer -nay result n icreased emus 3ns Q( PMiC cue ro changes in rail 
operations m vour area Oescrtbed On'ov* is *e orccaas for apcroval of ttie 
•nenjer jra oansi<J*tation ot mitigation measures. We encourage your 
5aitc:Daticn n tfiai orccess to ensure that locai air gua'ity imuacts are 
iMttamti 

=esocrs'b:litv 'or aecmval of * i s ,T,*n)er rest* at tne faaerai level. 
I'he Surface "-ansccrtaoon 9oartl ;STB). an rcecenaent Soertl ocaiaa 
tittvtt T t united Slates Oeparttnent ot T'anspartacon » the decsion-^.»l<inq 
tKXJy. "Tie orocess :cr aooroving tne menjer ncuoes an environmental 
assessment '^nicn .s suoiect to cuBiic ccmmert. 

On Aonl 12. 1996. the STB outjlisheil an environmental assessment to 
address enviranmentai imoacts assocated wm the pnocosed meiger ^ e 
assessment addresses cotenaai areas cf snvitcnmentai mcac? incuOmq 
safety '.-ansoortation. air quaitty water quai.lv ione. oiological resources 
land use ano raiardous matenats. voium.e tv<o of tne environm.ent3i 
assessment crrjviaes reccmmenaatcns for mitjgaoon measures to address 
ootential envtcnmentai impsca However, -ic r-.it:gatian measuies to 
address ncreased PM10 emissions were tncudsd. 

SEA has considered the concerns of the Northern Sierra Air Quality 
Management District rec,arding PM,, amissions. Volume 1, Chapter 3 
of the Post EA reports air quality impacts for the five Air Quality Control 
Regions m California for which SEA conducted more detailed air quality 
analysis 

Air quality impacts for AQCR 28. the Sacramento Valley, are descnbed 
in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of the Post EA. PM., increases occur in four of 
the five rail line segments that have increases in rail traffic, ranging from 
0.2 to 4 3 tons oer year However, the net amissions of PM., for ail 
merger-reiatea rail traffic m tms AQCR wouid be reduced by 5.54 tons 
per year. 

Air quality imoacts for AQCR 508. Mountain Counties, are descnbed m 
Volume 1 Chapter 3 of the Post EA PM,, increases occur m each cf 
the four segments that have ncreases m rail 'raffic. ranging from 0,2 to 
17 8 tons per year The latter rail segment is the Roseville to Sparks 
line, which includes the Tov«n of Truckee. 

Tha net increase m PM., amissions for all merger-related raii operations 
in this AQCR would be 11 04 tons oer year This increase m emissions 
IS insignificant, as it falls oeiow the general conformity level as defined 
by the U S Environmental Protection Agency 'n addition, most of the 
estimated increase m PM,, amissions would occur from tram activity 
along rail segments within this AQCR. Since the trains are moving, the 
air quality impacts would be spread across the length of 'he segment 
aod would not affect any specific receptor for any significant length of 
time. Refer to the response provided for comment #2 of this letter 

M E R G E K OF UNION PACIFIC R A I L R O A P COtv<PANY A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A TION C O M P A N V 
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SI 
CA 

AGENCIES^ 
ORNIA - CAL EPA 

VIr Rodney A Mill ipr-.'. m 

In our 'ecent pnone conversanor, ycu indicated that your _i$tnct 
oravioea tecnnioai '.itormation as part cf the comment sacKage sucmmea 
10 the S"TJ t)y tne Town cf Trjckee, '/Ve agree 'hat Ihera are .^MiQ piannmg 
iinolications assceiated with the merger and would Uke to wor* «rth you 
on these issues, I yoj rave any <)uest:ons. ;letse feei free to call .Te at 
(918) 322-2739 or Mr Gary Honcooo. Manager, S'rategic Analysis and 
Uaison Section, at (918) 322.^474 

Since'eiv. 

Lynn Terry 
Assistant Executive Officer 

Harold McNutly 
Sur^ce franscorraoon Soaro 

Subsequent to the EA, the UP/SP and the Town of Trjckee developed 
air quality mitigation measures that include construction of 2 -̂ ew 
underpasses to reduce vehicular congestion and delay, as well as a 
program to reduce emissions from wood stoves The grade-separated 
crossings would reduce automobile delay at railroad crossings, thereby 
reducing emissions of CO and PM,,. Please also refer to the general 
discussion on Air Quality in Volume 1. Chapter 4 of the Post EA for 
information regarding conformity analysis ano assumed improvements 
m locomotive performance that would lessen PM,, emissions. 
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STATI 
CALIFO 

NCIES___ . 
CALIFOKNiA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

I i * i m 
ll 
II r—1 P«nol 

Pjoi<ftmM.i 

Bsforf the 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

Finance Docket No 32760 

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD 
COMPANY 

AND .VflSSOUW PACIFIC RAILROAD CO,MPANY 
— CONTROL A^ ) MERGER — 

SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORA HON. 
SOUTHFRN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOLIS 
SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY, SPCSL CRP AND THE 
DENVER .'U r̂o RJO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY' 

COMMENTS OF THE PUBLIC UTTLTTIIS COMMISSION 
OF THE .STATF OF CAI.IFOR.NIA 

The Public Utilities Commission of the State of California (CPUCl 

hereby submits its commenti on the above-described proceeding whereby 

lhe Union Pacific Corporation, et al. (UP) and the Southern Pacific Rail 

Corporation, ct al (SP) seek authorization for the merger of the Southern 

Pacific Rail Corporation into the Union Pacific Railroad Company and the 

consolidation of their railroad operations The CPUC is an administrative 

agency established under the Constitution and laws of the State of 

E R G E R OF UNION PAC I FIC R A I L R O A P C O M P A N Y A N P S O U T H E R N PACIFIC T R A N S P O R T A T I O N COMPA NY 
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m 
;ALTFOI 

AGENCIES 
CAUFOKNIA - CALIFOF?NIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

The Capitol Corridor refers to rail passenger 

service between San Jose and Sacramento, uuUzing SP's main Une route tor 

freishL The State of California has comiuitted itself to rumishing extensive 

funding for improving the line, wth in enpaasis on traclc and signilizadon 

upgraaing between Oakland and Sacramento. In remm the sute has 

requested that idditjonal passesiger nms be allowed. Alter lengthy 

negotiations, SP and the sttte have agreed oa a corridor upgrade plaa The 

plan is pending approvai iom the California Transportation Cotnmission. 

The CPUC believes that if the UPSP tnerger were to be granted, ±e 

luthohzing decision should include language noting UP's dury » assiane 

the ooUganons for the Capitol Corridor that have beeti agreed to by SP. 

T>e Alameda Cji-ridor- This Sl.3 billion project calls for the 

construction of a ?.0-mile raU comdor between the PtTO of Los Aogeies ind 

Lug Beach and poinu in central Los Angeles where tho corridor would 

connect writ existing SP, UP and BNSF 'ines. Coostnicuon would 

generally be along the former San Pedro Brajch ofthe SP The conidnr. 

part of which would be located in i jub-surfece twach. would greatly 

faciUtate the speed »nd volume ofrail transportanon to and from the ports. 

It liso wo jld enhance safety and air quality. 
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STAT 
CALIF 

NCIES 
- CALIFORNIA ''UBLIC UTiLlTIES COMMISSION 

The above-mentioned three railroads have all signed a Memorandum 

of Understanding to participate in the conidor project through agreed upon 

trackage nghts and uier fees. Approval ofthe merger apparently would cot 

affect the project, as UP asserts thst it is committed to assuming SP's 

obiigaticns. Nonetheless, the CPUC requests that iny decision authorizing 

the merger underacore this aew UP obliganon and the unponance ofthe 

Alameda Corridor for Califomia and the nation. 

NAFTA -The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) has 

presented California with new oppommities to develop trade, partctilariy 

with Mexico. The specific concem that the CPUC has, relative to NAFTA 

and the UPSP merger, is focused on the Calejdco-Mexicali gateway. 

Presently SP serves this gateway vta a secondary mam line that runa north 

torn Calexico to El Centro and the Imperial Valley and then conneca at 

Niland with SP's Southern Corridor main line. 

The CPL'C requests that any decision authorizing UP control over 

this line also stress the imporance of developing the Calexico-Mexicaii 

gateway to its fullest potetitial in the pubUc ijiterest. Doing so not only will 

ftirther wde but also reduce the large volume of arucic traffic firom Mexico 

that is expected in Califomia soon. 

Comment by the California Public Utilities Commission that the 
prcposed merger would not affect tne Memorandum of Understanding 
executed by the UP. SP and BN/Santa Fe -ailroads regarding 
participation in th'j Alameda Comdor proiect is noted 

The Commission's reouest that any decision authorizing (he merger 
underscore the ooligaticn of UP regarding t̂ ê Alameda Corndor 
Memorandum of Understanding is acknowledged 

MERGER OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAP COMPANY ANP SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY 
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# 
CALIFOI 

AGENCIES 
CAOFOKNIA - CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

isaweij— 
Clt'c* 01 m* Sm^imitr, 

l-i-i i 9 1996 

Before the 

:-. SURFACE TRANSPORTAnON BOARD 

Docket Mo. AB-12 (Sub-No. 184X) 

SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY 
ABANDONMENT EXEMPTION - WENDEL - ALTURAS LINE 

IN MODOC AND LASSEN COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA 

COMMENTS OF THE PUBLIC UTIUTIES COMMISSION 
OF TUE STATE or CAUFORNU ON PEI ITION 

FOR EXEMPTION TO ABANDON 
WENDEL-ALTLHAI LINE 

Pursuant to 49 CFR § 1121.4(b), the Publ-c Utilities Commission of 

the Slate of California (CPUC) hereby cop.;ments on tbe Petition for 

Exemption (Petition) of Southern Pacific Tranaportation Company (SP) to 

abandon an S3.3 mile segment of the Modoc Luic. Tee segment runs 

between Wendel in Lassen County and a pom: aproximately 10 miles south 

ofAltur in Modoc Couiity. Abandonment ontmgcnt upon the 

proposed consolidation of the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) and SP, for 

. J L 
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