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GUIDE TO THE POST ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

An Environmental Assessment (EA), which evaluated the potential environmental impacts
that could result from the proposed merger of the Union Pacific Railroad Companry 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 (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 during 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. 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, describes the
major operating corridors that would result from a combined UP/SP railroad, describes
the operational changes associated with the proposed merger, and details the
locations of activities evaluated in the EA

Chapter 3 details the potential environmerital 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
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

Volume 1

Appendix A: Responses to Environmental Comments contains a collection of
environmental comments received during the comment period 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 jurisdictions 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 resporise 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.




CONCLUSION

Based on its independent analysis of all the information available at this time, the Section of
Environmenta! 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 human 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
construction

footprint

criteria pollutant

decibel

deciduous

emergent

endangered

GLOSSARY

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

Techniques recognized as very effective
environmental protection.

in providing (BMPs)

Surface Transportation Board, the licensing agency for the proposed
merger.

Earthen material used to fill depressions to create a level right-of-way.

Also known as unit train. A solid consist of a single non-breakable
commodity (such as coal, grain, semi-finished steel, sulfur, potash, or
orange juice) being transported at a trainioad rate.

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

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

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 during 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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flat yard

Flood Insurance

Rate Maps

floodplain

frog

habitat

haulage right

hump yard

interlocking

intermodal facility
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GLOSSARY, Continued

The term used by the United States Army Corps of Erigineers that refers
to the placement of suitable materials (e.g., soils, aggregates, formed
concrete structures, sidecast material, etc.) within water resources under
Corps jurisdiction.

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

Maps available from the Federal Emergency Management Agency that
delimit tive land surface area of 100-year and 500-year flooding events.

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.

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

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).

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

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.

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

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




. intermodal train

locomotive, road

locomotive,
switching

merchandise train

mitigation
National Wetlands
Inventory
nonattainment

non-point source
discharge

GLOSSARY, Continued

A train consisting or partially consisting of highway trailers and containers
cr marine containers being transported for the rail portion of a multi-modal
‘movement on a time-sensitive schedule. Also referred to as piggyback,
TOFC (Trailer on Flat Car), COFC (Container on Flat Car), and douvle
stacks (for containers only)

Level of noise (measured in decibels) averaged over the "daytime" period
(7a.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), pulied
(removed from a shipper’s facility), and moved within a local area.

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

Actions tc prevent or lessen negative effects.
An inventory of wetland typs in the United States compiled by the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service.

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

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

receptori/receiver

right-of-way

riparian

riprap

riverine wetland

ruderal

scrub-shrub

set out
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GLOSSARY, Continued

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

The passing of a train past a specific reference point.

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

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

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

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

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

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.




..

threatened

trackage rights

turnout

uvnit train

water resources

wetland

wye track

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 become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout ail or part of its range, and is protected by
state and/o! federal law.

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

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

A train congisting of cars carrying a single commaodity, e.g., a coal train.

All-inzlusive 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, mudfiats, 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.

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

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

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Alton & Southern Railway Company

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 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 Western Railway Company
Hydrocarbons (in air)

lowa Beef Producers

Houston Belt Terminal




iIc
ICC

IHPA
KCS
KSHS
Lan
Lex
LOS
LUST
MOU
MP
MPH
MPRR
MRL
NAAQS
NEPA
NHPA
NO,
NO,
NPDES
NPL
NPS
NRCS
NRHP
NWI
0O,
OBS
OKT
OSHA
Pb
PDEA
PM,,
PSD
RCRA
ROW
SEA
scs

SEL
SHPO
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS, Continued

{llinois Central

Interstate Commerce Commission (former licensing agency for the proposed
merger; merger approval authority now with the Surface Transportation Board)
lllinois Historic Preservation Agency

Kansas City Southern Railway Company

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 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 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




’ LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS, Continued
SIP

State Implementation Plan

SO, 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 Priority 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)

upP 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 Agriculture

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS United States Geological Survey

VISTA VISTA Environmenta! Information, Inc.

VOCs Volatile organic corpounds

WCL Wisconsin Central Ltd.

WEPCO Wisconsin Electric Powe: Company

WSC Western Shipper's Coalition




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 invoiving
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 time, SEA concludes in the Post EA that the proposed UP/SP merger wouid 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 rroposed UP/SP merger is a major Federal action
requiring environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related

laws. NEPA requires the completion of the 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 typically call for the preparation of an EA, rather than an
EIS, in proposed merger cases (49 CFR 1105.6(b)(4)). SEA reviewed the proposed merger and
determined that it met the criteria of this section

SEA conducted several public outreach activities to inform the public that an EA was being
prepared and to encourage puwlic participation in the environmental review process. Initially, SEA
prepared and widely distributed a Fact Sheet describing 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 in 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 comment. 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; appropriate 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
abandonmerit and construction projects. Comments were due on May 3, 1996, 20 days after the
service date of the EA. SEA reviewed the approximately 160 comments raising environmental
issues afier 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 preparing the EA, SEA, working with its independent 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
potential 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
consuitants to gather and disseminate information about the proposed merger and to explore
innovative mitigation measures.
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SEA and its third-party consultant conducted site visits to various communities to assess
the potential impacts on the environment. SEA analyzed UP/SP’s Environmental Report and the
operating plan that accompanied its application as well as the technical studies conducted by its
environmental consultants. In addition, SEA conducted its own independent analyses, which
included verifying prejected rail operations; verifying and estimating noise level impacts; estimating
increases in air emissions; and performing land use, habitat, surface water. and wetlands surveys
ground water analyses. and historic and cultural resource surveys. These analyses are discussed
in the EA and are described in detail in the appendices of the EA.

Since the EA was served, SEA has continued its independent environmental analyses and
publc outreach activities. These activities included: (1) analyzing train operations and noise levels
in affected communities; (2) consulting with Federal, state, and local officials and conducting
additional site visits (now totaling more than 150) to communities with specific merger-related
concerns; (3) consulting with State Historic Preservation Offices throughout the country to complete
the Section 106 process of the National Historic Preservation Act, (4) responding to specific
questions from the public concerning the EA; (5) responding to calls on the environmen:al hotline:
(6) negotiating with UP/SP to facilitate innovative mitigation measures, including independent
mitigation agreements between UP/SP and specific communities; and (7) cdeveloping other
appropriate measures to effectively mitigate adverse environmental impacis. SEA’s work
culminated in the preparation of this Post EA, which will be served on all commenters and parties
of record.

At this time, SEA wishes to thank the Federal, state, and local officials local communities,
UP and SP, and concerned members of the public who have devoted so much of their time and
effort to work with SEA to identify and address the environmental issues associated with the UP/SP
merger proposal.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The 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 Pacific Railroad Company (UP) and the
Southern Pacific Transportation Company (SP). The EA was served to the public and all parties
to the proceeding on April 12, 1996. The formal comment period 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 prior 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, hazardous
materials, air quality, noise, historic and cultural resources, biological resources, water resources,
and land use.

This Post Environmental Assessment (Post EA) addresses the comments to the EA as weil
as other environmental comments that were received during 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 quaiity 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 this chapter discusses the purpose and need for the proposed UP/SP
merger, highlights related settlement agreements, summarizes SEA’s 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.




1.1  Purpose and Need ‘

On November 30, 1995, the Union Pacific Railroad Company and the Southern Pacific
Transportation Company applied to the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC)’ for authority to
consolidate their operations 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 service 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 train 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-oriented 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
rouvting 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

raiiroads: (1) the combined Burlington Nerthern 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), which 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 the 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 dec:snon served April 25, 1996 in Finance Docket No. 32864, Qa}sg_ﬁ

_a_cjg_ﬁa_lmad_c_qma_ngn authonzed the sale of the former Chncago and North Western Railroad Company
(CNW) line in Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wyoining to the Dakota. Minnesota, and Eastern Railroad
Corporation. Therefore, the proposed UP/SP merger would not include operations in South Dakota. ‘
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FIGURE 1-1
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lllinois Central Railroad Company (lllinois Central), and (4) CSX Corporation (CSX)*. The original
settlement agreement with BN/Santa Fe was modified by a settlement agreement between UP/SP
and the Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) filed April 23, 1996. Accordingly, all
references herein to the 3N/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, lllinois. These routes would serve as connections to other
BN/Santa Fe routes. The BN/Santa Fe states that it intends to use these new route combinations
to establish service in direct competition 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 terminals and yards, BN/Santa Fe would do its own switching, while at smaler yards,
switching might be handled by UP/SP through reciprocal switch arrangements or by a third party
contractor. The BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement also would provide access for UP/SF to some

BN/Santa Fe line segments in Oregon, California, Texas and Louisiana to preserve two-line
competition or to optimize train routing. Figure 1-1 iilustrates the merged UP/C system, including
trackage rights granted to the BN/Santa Fe as part of the settiement 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 previde access to certain coal loading faciiities in Utah and trackage rights from
Utah Junction to Grand Junction, Colorado. The lllinois Central settiement agreement addresses
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
iinois Central-BN/Santa Fe tracks between Chicago and Joliet, lllinois, and rebuilding of certain
facilities in the New Orleans area. The CSX settlement agreement would not involve changes in
operations.

* CSX is used collectively to describe CSX Corporation, CSX Transportation, Inc., CSX Interniodal, 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 corridors by providing the BN/Santa Fe trains access to UP/SP’s rail lines and
facilities. The CMA settiement agreement specifically granted BN/Santa Fe overhead trackage
rights over (a) UP's line between Houston, Texas and Valley Junction (near East St. Louis, lllinois)
via Palestine, Texas; (b) SP's line between Fair Oaks, Arkansas and Valley Junction, lllinois: 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 Knob and Brinkiey, 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 Bluft, Arkansas.
Directional operations are described more specifically in Volume 2 of the EA (p. 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 exceed the Board's
thresholds for environmental analysis*. SEA reviewed this PDEA and conducted furtner verification
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 authority 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.

Volume 1 1-6




1.3 UP/SP Merger Environmental Review Process
1.3.1 The Environmental Assessment Process

The Surface Transportation Board's decision to grant or deny the proposed UP/SP merger
is a major Federal action requiring environmental review under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). NEPA requires the completion of this environmental review process tefore the Board
can issue a final decision either granting or denying the proposed merger. The 3oard’'s SEA is
respon.ible for conducting the NEPA environmental review.

The Board has adopted the former ICC environmerital reguiations (49 CFR Part 1105) that
govern the environmental review process and outline procedures for preparing environmental
documents. Sections 1105.6(a) and 1105.6(b) of these regulations estabiish the criteria that
identify the types of actions for which an EA or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) generaily
would be prepared. Railroad mergers, like the action proposed here, are ciassified under the
Board's regulations as normally requiring preparation of an EA. SEA reviewed the proposed
merger and determined that it met the criteria 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 line constructions, but are not expected to res it in
substantial adverse environmental impacts. |If the mitigation measures recommended in this

Post EA are imposed by the Board, SEA believes that any potential environmental impasts
resulting from the proposed merger would not be significant; therefore preparation of an EIS is nat
necessary. (See Chapter 4 for further discussion of this issue.) However, shouid UP/SP alter the
scope of the proposed merger or materially 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 April 12 1996. The EA was served
on all parties to the merger proceeding, appropriate Federal, state, ard local agencies, and other
organizations or individuals who requested copies. (See Volume 2, Appendix D for the distribution
list.) 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 period 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 during the ongoing environmental review process. SEA
also considered the responses to the agency consuitation letters dated March 26, 1996, serii out
by Dames & Moore on behalf of UP/SP. (See Volume 2, Appendix A.)
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To assist in conducting the NEPA environmental analysis and in preparing the EA, SEA
selected and approved De Leuw. Cather & Company to act as the Board's independent third party
consultant. (See 49 CFR 1105.10(d).) UP/SP retained the independent third party consuitant 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 technica! studies conducted by UP/SP's environmental consultants. In
addition, SEA conducted its own independent analysis, which included verifying the projected rail
operations; verifying 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 arise as rail 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 materials, derailments,
pedestrian 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 served to all parties to the
proceecing, appropriate . deral, state, and local agencies, and other organizations and individuals
who requested copies. All comments on the proposed merger, which raised environmental
concerns, including the March 29, 198€ and April 29, 1996 filings and the June 3, 1996 briefs® were
reviewed by SEA during the Post EA evaluation period. 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 for 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 Federal

Register on April 15, 1996. (See Volume 2, Appendix C.) The comment period for the EA closed
on May 3, 1996, 20 days after the service date of the EA.

Since the EA was served, SEA continued its independent environmental analysis and public
outreach activities, including:

Review of all 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 calis 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 to inconsistent and
responsive applications, response to comments, protests, requested conditions, and other opposition, rebuttal
in support of primary application and related applications. June 3, 1996 was the filing date for briefs from all
parties.
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Additional analysis of potential environmental impacts in certain locations where
communities raised further concerns in their environmental comments.

Consultations with various 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 inquiries on the Board's Environmental Hotline (1-800-448-7246)

Verification of data on rail operations and traffic. .

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 respact 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 historic and archaeological resources. ‘

in addition to the system-wide alternative, SEA also considered location-specific alternative
actions to the proposed abandonments and rail line construction projects on new rights-of-way.
For proposed abandonments, SEA considered the following alternatives to the proposed
abandconment action, including: (1) discontinuance of service with no abandonment; (2) continued
operations by another carrier; 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 rights-of-way. SEA concludes that there are
no construction, operational, or environmental features that would render another alignment more
reasonable than the proposea location for each of the proposed rail lines.

Volume 1




CHAPTER 2
OPERATIONAL CHANGES RESULTING FROM PROPOSED MERGER

If approved. the proposed UP/SP merger would substantially changs the nation's railroad
system west of lllinois and the Mississippi River. Because rail transportation is a vital national
asset, structural and operational changes to the system should be viewed from a nationai (system-
wide), regional (corridor), and local (site-specific) perspective. The proposed merger would result
in both positive and negative environmental impacts which must be 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, UP/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 improvements:

Improved, direct connections on major rail corridors
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 efficiency improvements are expected 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 of 35 million gallons of diesel fuel (based on 1994
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 operations and truck-to-rail
diversicns.

Transportation/Safety

- System-wide improvements from truck-to-rail diversions which wouid reduce
long-haul truck-miles by 283 million miles, which in turn would reduce roadway
congestion, maintenance, and motor vehicle accidents (UP/SP-27, Vol. 1, p. 50).
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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-animal collisions.
Reduced noise exposure to adjacent land uses.

2.2 Changes in Rail Corridor Operations

As statea above, the proposed merger of the UP and SP, together with the implementation
of the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement described in Chapter 1, would significantly change the
railroad map west of lllinois and the Mississippi River. Because ownership of railread lines (and
the possession of trackage rights over rail lines owned by other railroads) quite literally define
competitive relationships in the railroad industry, changes in ownership and operating (trackage)
rights modify competitive relationships and, ultimately, operations. The basic operational changes
that would result from the proposed UP/SP merger and the BN/Santa Fe settiement agreement
would affect train densities over major routes throughout the territories in which these railroads
operate.

To facilitate understanding th2 operational impacts of the proposed merger and potential
environmental effects, SEA has categorized the changes associated with the proposed UP/SP
merged system into six “transportation corridors.” (See Figure 2-1 for an illustration of the
corridors.) These corridors help prcvide 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) Northern Corridor, (4) Pacific Coast (1-5) Comidor, (5) Nebraska-Gulf Coast
Corridor, and (6) lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor. In scme cases, there are overiaps between the
corridors. This is particularly true on the west coast where the Northern, Central and Southern
Corridors all end in the vicinity of the Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridor. These corridors also overlap in
the eastern part of the UP/SP operating territory with the lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor. Further
overlap occurs where the Central and Southern Coiridors cross the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corridor
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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FIGURE 2-1
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transportation corridor that were evaluated in 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 description of each of the
transportation corridors is previded beiow.

2.3 Corridor Descriptions
2.3.1 Central Corridor

The Central Corridor is comprised of railroad routes extending westward from Chicago,
lllinois and St. Louis, Missouri/East St. Louis, lllinois, through lliinois, lowa, Missouri, 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 Corridor. UP’s route from Salt Lake City through Las Vegas, Nevada to Los Angeles,
California is consider=ad here as an extension of the Central Corridor. [f 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 in California.

For the EA and Post EA, SEA assessed the potential environmental impacts for the following
rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, abandonments, and construction projects in the
Centrai Corridor.

Rail Line Segments

Oakland to Martinez, California (SP)

Qakland 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 Alazon. 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)

Rav/ins 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 Oakley, Kansas (UP)
California Jct., lowa to Fremont, Nebraska (UP)
Oakley to Salina, Kansas (UP)

California Jct. to Missouri Valley, lowa (UP)
Vinton to Clinton, lowa (UP)

Clinton, lowa to Nelson, lllinois (UP)

Nelson to Geneva, lliinois (UP)

Geneva to W. Chicago, lllincis (UP)

W. Chicago to Chicago (Proviso), lllinois (UP)
Oak Creek, Wisconsir to St. Francis, Wisconsin (UP)

@ L] . £ E . . . ® ki . e .

Rail Yards

Roseville, California (SP)
Martinez, California (SP)
Lathrop, California (SP)

Grand Junction, Colorado (SP)
La Salle, Colorado (UP)

Rolla, Colorado (UP)

Canal St. (Chicago), lllincis (UP)

Intermodal Facilities

Lathrop, California (UP)
Roseville, California (SP)
Qakland, Califorria (UP)
Oakland, Califorria (SP)
Denver, Colorado (UP)

Kansas City, Kansas (SP)
Canal St. (Chicago), lllinois (UP)
Dolton (Chicago), lllinois (UP)
Global Il (Chicago), lliincis (UP)
Dupo (E. St. Louis), lllincis (UP)

Abandonments

. Magnolia Tower to Melrose. California (UP)
Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 84X)
Alturas to Wendel, California (SP)
Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 184X)
Sage to Leadville, Colorade
Docket No. AB-1Z (Sub-No. 182X): SP Abandonment
Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No. 36X): D&ARGW Discontinuance
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Malta to Carion City, Colorado

Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 188): SP Abandonment

Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No. 39): D&RGW Discontinuance
Towner to NA Juncticn, 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
Littie 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 comprised 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 Corridor. Each of the railroads operating in this corridor (the UP, SP and BN/Santa
Fe) have connecting routes to the eastern end points of the Central Corridor: 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 Corridor. The UP's Los Angeles rail line extends from
Southern California through Las Vegas, Nevada, connecting with the Central Corridor at Sait Laks
City, 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 beth a merged UP/SP and the BN/Santa Fe under the settlement agreement would result in
shifts in traffic levels between the two corridors.
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rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, abaridonments, and construction projects in the
Southern Corridor.

For the EA and Post EA, SEA assessed the ; otential environmental impacts for the following .

Rail Line Segments

Combined “Sunset” and “Golden Siate” ~outes:’
Long Beach to Slauson Jct., California (SP)
Slauson Jct. 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 (SP)
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)
Ga'esburg to Buda, lllinois (BN/Santa Fe and SP)
Buda to Nelson, lllinois (UP)

Portion of new Los Angeles-Memphis Route:’
El Paso to Sierra Blanca, Texas (SP)
Sierra Blanca to Toyah, Texas (UP)
Toyah to Big Spring, Texas (UP)

Big Spring to Fort Worthi. Texas (UP)
Fort Worth to Dallas, Texas (UP)
Dallas to Big Sandy, Texas (UP)
Big Sandy to Texarkana, Texas (SP)

“Sunset” Route:

- Beaumont, Texas to lowa Jct., Louisiana (SP)
. lowa Jct. to Lafayette, Louisiana (SP)

. Lafayette to Avondale, Louisiana (SP)

B Kinder to Livonia, Louisiana (UP)

' The Sunset Route extends from Los Angeles through El Paso to New Orleans. The Golden State Route
extends from Los Angeles through El Paso and Hutchinson, Kansas to Chicago. The new Los Angeles -
Memphis Route would extend from Los Angeles through EI Paso and Fort Worth to Memphis. These routes
are ore and the 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 (UF)
Bellmead, Texas (SP)
DeQuincy, Louisiana (UP)
_ake Charles, Louisiana (SP)
Livonia, Louisiana (UP)

Intermodal Facilities

E. Los Angeles, California (UP)
Phoenix, Arizona (SP)

San Antonmo, Texas (UP)
Dallas, Texas (SP)

Abandonments

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

lowa Jct. 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 and the Pacific
Northwest through lllinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Idaho,
Washington and Oregon. Much of cornidor 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 Corridor), to Portland, Oregon, Seattie and Spokane, Washington and Eastport, Idaho (on
the Canadian border). As a result of its recent merger with the Chicago and North Western (CNW),
UP also now has rail lines extending from the Central Corridor to Milwaukee and Superior,
Wisconsin, as well as St. Paul and Duluth, Minnesota, on the eastern end of the Northern Corridor.
The merged UP/SP system is projected to result in soime 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 Corridor.

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 Corridor.

Rail Line Segments

, Seattle, Washington to Portland, Oregon (UP)
. Portland to Oregon Trunk Jct., Oregon (UP)

Rail Yards

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

Intermodal Facilities

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

2.3.4 Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridor

The Pacific Coast or “I-5" Corridor, so named because of its proximity to Interstate 5, extends
from Seattle, Washington through Portland, Oregon to the San Francisco Bay Area, L.os Angeles,
and San Diego, California. At present, no single railroad operates rail lines which extend through
the entire Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridor. UP's rail line 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 resuit 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 in these three states would be the result of a combination of changes in routing and traffic
shifts in the Northern and Pacific Ccast (1-5) Corridors. Similarly, traffic shifts in Southern California
would reflect a combination of traffic shifts in the Southern and Pacific Coast (I-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
carload merchandise and bulk traffic, with most of the intermodal traffic shifted to the Southern
Corridor to and from Los Angeles. Other rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, and rail
constructions, which would be used by rail traffic in this corridor, and proposed abandonments are
detailed in the descriptions 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 (i-5) Corridor.

Rail Line Segments

Palmdale to W. Colton, California (SP)

Keddie to Bieber, California (UP)

Roseville to Marysville, California (SP)

Marysville to Dunsmuir, California (SP)

Dunsmuir, California to Klamath Falls, Oregon (SP)
Klamath Falls to Chemuit, 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 Corridor 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, Missouri are interconnected hubs from which several UP and BN/Santa
Fe rail lines run southward through (variously) Wichita, Kansas; El Reno, Oklahoma City, Tulsa,
and Muskogee, Oklahoma; and Dalias-Fort Worth to the Houston/Galveston region of Texas. Rail
yards and intermodal facilities serving the Central or Southern Corridors would also serve traffic
on the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corridor; the locations of these facilities are included in previous
corridor discussions.

Volume 1




For the EA and Post EA, SEA assessed the potential environmental impacts for the following
rail line segments, rail yards, abandonments, and construction projects in the Nebraska-Gulf Coast ’
Corridor.

Rail Line Segments

Valley, Nebraska to Marysville, Kansas (UP)
Herington to Lost Springs, Kansas (UP)

Lost Springs 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 lilinois-Gulf Coast Corridor

The illinois-Gulf Coast Corridor extends from Chicago southward through lllinois, Missouri,
Arkansas, Louisiana and southeastern Texas as well as Dallas-Fort Worth, San Antonio and the
Gulf Coast ports of Houston, Galveston, Beaumont and New Crleans. At present, UP and SP are
the only railroads which operate along the entire corridor. 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, Arkansas as the northward rail line and the SP rail line via Pine Bluff, Arkansas as the
southward rail line.




For the EA and Post EA, 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, lilinois (UP)
Dexter Jct., Missouri to Paragould, Arkansas (SP)
Paragould to Fair Oaks, Arkansas (SP)
Fair Oaks to Brinkley, Arkansas (SP)
Brinkley to Pine Bluff, Arkansas (SP)*
Shreveport, Louisiana to Lufkin, Texas (SP)’

Rail Yards

Salem, lllinois (UP)
Poplar Bluff, Missouri (SF)

Abandonments

Edwardsville to Madison, lllinois (UP)
Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 98X)
DeCamp to Edwardsville, lilinois {UP)
Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 97X)
Barr to Girard, lllinois (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, lllinois

Dexter, Missouri

Paront, Missouri

Camden, Arkansas

Fair Oaks, Arkansas

Pine Bluff, Arkansas (2 projects)
Texarkana, Arkansas
Shreveport, Louisiana

2 These segments were included in the analysis for the EA. As a resuit of the CMA settlement
agreement, the number of trains 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 Corridors, which, as mentioned earlier, would be interchangeable in many
respects. This is reflected in the number 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 traffic 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 frorn the Southern to the Central Corridor, 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 carriers 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 carload 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 earlier, much of SP's carload traffic to and from Los Angeles via the Southern
Corridor would be diverted to UP’s Central Corridor 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 Corridor 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 Missouri River
generally moves via northern California and the Central Corridor. If the merger is approved, this
traffic would largely be routed via UP's Seattle/Portland rail line and its connection with the Centrai
Corridor at Granger, Wyoming. This traffic, ccmbined with increases in San Francisco Bay Area
Central Corridor traffic, triggered 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 the former CNW rail line between Fremont, Nebraska and Chicago,
lllinois would experience traffic increases, triggering SEA’s environmental review, and reflecting the
shifts in Central Corridor traffic discussed above, to the extent such traffic moves to/from Chicago.

Increased utilization of Central Corridor rail yards and intermodal facilities in Northern
California, Coloraedo, Kansas City, East St. Louis and Chicago also reflect the projected increases
in Central Corridor traffic described above and required SEA's environmental review. Similarly, 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 Corridor.

2.4.2 Southern Corridor

The Southern Corridor would experience increases in traffic over many rail line segments
sufficient to require environmental analysis. Such 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 Crleans.

As a result of the projected traffic increases in the Southern Corridor, environmental review
was required for (1) the entire rail line between Los Angeles and El Paso; (2) the rail line segment
between El Pas,o0 and Hutchinson, Kansas via Vaughn, New Mexico and Stratford, Texas; (3) the
rail line segment between E! Paso and Texarkana, Texas via Fort Worth; (4) the rail line segment
between Beaumont, Texas and Avondale, Louisiana (New Orleans); (5) the raii line segment
between Kinder and Livonia, Louisiana; and (6) the rail line segment between Galesburg and
Nelson, lilinois.

Rail yards and intermodal facilities in the Southern Corridor affected by projected traffic
increases requiring environmental analysis are numerous and are located throughout the corridor
in California, Arizona, Texas and Louisiana (none are located in New Mexice). SEA also analyzed
11 construction projects and 2 proposed abandonments in the Southern Corridor.
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2.4.2 Northern Corridor

In the Northern Corridor, traffic shifts requiring analysis would occur only in Oregon and
Washington, primarily reflecting the shift of SP traffic between Portland ar. 1 eastern poiits to the
UP route from Portland through Granger, Wyoming and eastward through the Central Corridor.
There also would be increases in the Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridor between Portland and Seattle,
reflecting the combination of UP and SP routes between Los Angeles and Seattle. Increased
activity was analyzed for rail yards and intermodal facilities in Seattle and Hinkle, Oregon.

2.4.4 Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridor

The Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridor 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 the: 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 (I-5) Corridor traffic at Salem and Bend, Oregon
would experience increased activity and were analyzed by SEA. At the southern end of the
corridor, one rail line segment (from West Colton, in the Los Angeles Basin, to Paimdale, California)
would experience traffic increases sufficient to exceed the Board’s thresholds for environmental
analysis. It should be noted that all rail yards and intermodal facilities in (1) Seattle, Washington
and Portland, Oregon in the Northern Corridor; (2) the San Francisco Bay Area to Roseville,
California area in the Central Corridor; and (3) the Los Angeles, California area in the Southern
Corridor also serve Pacific Coast (i-5) Corridor traffic.

Projected traffic shifts in the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corrider would result in increased traffic,
exceeding the Board's thresholds for environmental analysis, oi: the rail line between Herington,
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 by the Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad. Finally,
the rail line became part of the UP system pursuant to a merger. This rail ine and two other UP/SP
iines through the Nebraska-Gulf Coast Corridor have traditionally handled export grain movirg
through | 2 Houston/Galveston Guif ports. In more recent times, the rail lines have also been used
for the muvement of Powder River Basin coal to utilities in Oklahoma and Texas. The SP acquired
trackage rights over the BN/Santa Fe rail line in this corridor 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 (Herington, Kansas) is projected to have increased activity requiring
analysis by SEA. However, rail yards and/or intermodal facilities in Kansas City, Kansas and Fort
Worth, Texas (in the Central and Southern Corridors, respectively) would also handle Nebraska-
Gulf Coast traffic.

2.4.5 Illinois-Gulf Coast Corridor

The lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor would hand!e a large amount of chemical traffic for UP/SP
Traffic increases requiring environmental analysis would be on the UP rail line between Chicago
and Villa Grove, lllinois and the SP rail line between Dexter Junction, Missouri and Pine Bluff,
Arkansas (via Paragoulc, Fair Oaks and Brinkley)

Two rail yards in the corridor, at Salem. l'iinois and at Popular Bluff, Missouri, would have
increased activity requiring environmental analysis. In addition, ten rail construction projects (two
in llinois, two in Missouri, five in Arkansas, and one in Louisiana) are planned to connect UP and
SP routes and the routes of UP/SP with other carriers.

2.4.6 Modifications Since Publication of the EA

As a result of the UP/SP and BN/Santa Fe settliement agreement, as modified by the CMA
settlement agreement, BN/Santa Fe would have trackage rights over UP/SP rail lines from Valley
Junction, lllinois (near East St. Louis) and from Memphis, Tennessee, southward through the
llinois-Gulf Coast Corridor to Houston, Dallas/Fort Worth, San Antonio, and Waco, Texas over both
UP and SP rail lines, which 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 settiement 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 lowering the train densities
below the Board's thresholds for environmental analysis. Thus, the SP rail line segments from
Brinkley to Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and frem Shreveport, L.ouisiana. to Lufkin, Texas, have been
eliminated from consideration by SEA (these rail line segments were analyzed in the 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 affect rail line segments and facilities
primarily in the Central and Southern Corridors (more so than the other transportation corridors).
The same is true for increased activity at rail yards and intermodal facilities that would resuit from
the rerouting of traffic in the two corridors. The most pervasive potential environmental impact that
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has emerged from SEA's analyses is the issue of safety, particularly as it relates to rail-highway
grade crossings. This issue is also present in the other corridors, but is more geographicaily

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)
intermodal 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 connections. 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 rail service.

SEA identified potential environmental impacts to regional air quality, noise levels. and
transpoertation systems for areas affected by increased rail and intermodal operations. SEA
considered pciential safety impacts in its analysis, including the effects of increased rail traffic on
grade crossings, movements of hazardous materials, derailments, emergency vehicle response,
and increased vehicular traffic congestion. As appropriate, SEA also considered the potential
environmentai 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 local agencies. SEA also reviewed a wide
array of data, including approximately 400 detailed environmental comments from concerned
agencies, regional and local governments, shippers and competing industries; the merger
application itself, the Environmental Report which accompanied the application; various verified
statements; Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessments (PDEAs); and the settlement
agreements reached with competing railroads (e.g., BN/Santa Fe, Iliinois Central, CSX, and Utah
Railway) and trade organizations (e.g., Chemical Manufacturers’ Association). 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 March 2Sth and April 29th filings, as well as those
comments received on the EA document served 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 segments or
facilities that would experience a substantial increase in traffic were thoroughly analyzed for
potential air quality, noise, transportation, and safety impacts.

Air Quality

In the case 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 quality standards, the level of change required to
meet or exceed the threshold for analysis is lower. Air quality 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 (NO,), and particulate matter

(PM,,) - 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 = ‘1 t the proposed merger is not subject to EPA’s
air quality regulations entitled “Deteriinin C. f.rmity of General Federal Actions to State or
Federal Implementation Plans” (Gene.al Cuima i y). The proposed merger does not meet the
definitions set forth in the General Contzii i. i« ulations at 40 CFR 51.852, because, as a
reguiatory agency, the Board does not mainta:. = c.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 comparison.




TABLE 31
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD'S
AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

Activity Site Threshold
Attainment Areas. (49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(1))
Rail Line Segments Increase of 8 trains per day or 100% increase in annual gross ton miles

Rail Yards Increase of 100% in carload activity per day

Intermodal Facilitico Increase of 50 trucks per day or 10% in~rease in average daily traffic
volume on any affected road segment

Nonattainment Areas: (49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(ii))
Rail Line Segments Increase of 3 trains per day or 50% increase in annual gross ton miles.
Raii 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 road segment

Estimated Emissions Increases. In response to various comments, SEA recalculated the
potential pollution emissions increases assoc'ated with the proposed merger. SEA developed
estimates of the net emissions changes resulting from the proposed merger for each Air Quality
Control Region (AQCR) affected. Changes in emissions levels were calculated for those rai' line

segments that would experience increased traffic below the Board's thresholds and for those rail
line segments that would experience decreases in traffic. These additional increases and offsetting
decreases in emissions were then incorporated into the previously estimated totais 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 locomotive emissions standards, the EPA’-
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations were used in the EA to give reviewers an
indication as to whether the projected emissions increases were substantial. However, PSD relates
primarily to stationary sources and are most appropriate 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 criteria for determining the impacts of increased
emissions. As noted above, the General Conformity criteria also do not apply directly to railroad
operations or this Board action, but were utilized to provide a standard for comparison. These
criteria vary hy pollutant and, for some pollutants, by attainment status. The General Conformity
criteria are listed in Table 3-2.
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TABLE 3-2
GENERAL CONFORMITY EMISSIONS CRITERIA

Attainment Areas Nonattainment Areas
Pollutant (tons/year) (tonsl/year)
Ozone (VOCs or NO.,) 100 -
Other Nonattainment - 100
Serious Nonattainment 50
Severe Nonattainment 25
extreme Nonattainment 10
Carbon monoxide (CO) 100
Sulfur Dioxide {SO,) 100
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) 100
Particulate Matter (less than 10 microns) (PM,,)
Moderate (or better) Nonattainment 100
Serious (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 derived from an ambient, monitored measurement from
a network of monitoring devices spread throughout an area. The primery pollutant increases
expected from the proposed merger would result from emissions along rail line segments, occurring
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 period of time and with sufficient emissions to cause an area to become nonattainment
is negligible. The air quality impacts of these emissions are spread over a large area, and impacts
at any individual location would be relatively minor. When people consider an air pollution source
causing nonattainment, they typically envision stationary sources, such as power plants, or
continuous and innumerable mobile sources, such 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 affect 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 areas would be smaller
than that reported for 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 cverall noise levels at sensitive receptor sites (e.g.,
residences, schools, churches), were analyzed by SEA 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 anaiysis, 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 L, increases by three or more decibels
(dBA), and if the post-merger noise levels exceed 65 dBA. A 3 dBA increase in L,, normally
requires a 100 percent increase in rail traffic, a substantial increase in operating conditions,
different equipment, or a shift of daytime operations to night hours. Noise levels ( L,,) 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 examined the potential environmental impacts associated
with each 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) historic and cultural
resources. To assess the potential environmental impacts, SEA reviewed existing conditions,
consulted with public agencies and local officials, analyzed resource maps and published reports,
visited selected abandonment locations, and reviewed the environmental comments on the EA.

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 rights-of-way.
The following areas were evaluated: (1) iand use, (2) transportation and safety, (3) water
resources, (4) biological rescurces, (5) air quality, (6) noise, and (7) historic and cultural resources.
SEA’s environmental review inciuded consultations with Federal, state, and local agencies, data
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TABLE 3-3
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD'S NOISE THRESHOLDS
FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

T ot
Activity Site Threshold (49 CFR 1105.7(e){6))
Rail Line Segments Increase of 8 trains per day or 100% increase in annual gross ton miles

Rail Yards Increase of 100% in carload activity per day

Intermodal Facilities Increase of 50 trucks per day or 10% increase in average daily traffic
volume on any affected road segment.

L

collection, site visits, and consultations with UP/SP and its environmental consultants, independent
analyses of the potential impacts, and an analysis of the 2nvironmental comments on the EA.

3.2 Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts

In conducting its environmental analysis, SEA identified potential environmental impa -
could result from the proposed merger. This effort included consultations with Federal, atate
local agencies, data collection, site visits, consultations with UP/GP and its envir imantal
consultants, review of the environmental comments or the EA, and independent analyses. I'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 constructior on new rights-of-way.

After detailed review of environmental comments on the EA and environmentai issues and
reconsideration of a!l of the environmental analyses, SEA concludes that the uotential
2nvironmental impacts of the proposed merger are substantially the same as those described i
the EA. In some locations, the potential air quality impacts and vehicular traffic impacts have been
found to be fewer than described in the EA. In other locations, the number of sensitive noise
receptors may have increased. The reexamination of potential for hazardous materials incidents
has found a slightly higher risk of hazardous materials releases than described in the EA. The
recommended mitigation measures have been made more detailed and specific to respond to
changes in potential impacts. Detailed descriptions of the potential impacts are provided 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 iine segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities have the potential to cause
environmental impacts because of increased train 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 truck-to-rail diversions and diversions from
other rail carriers. Construction within existing railroad rights-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, rail 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 on these results, SEA has recommended air
quality mitigation measures for 7 rail corridors in 12 AQCRs where the impacts were determined
to be the greatest. SEA found that none of the rail yards analyzed would experience increases in
pollutant emissions that would cause adverse air quality impacts. Changes in activities at three
intermodal facilities (the East Los Angeles facility in Califorriia and the Canal Street and Global ||
facilities in Chicago, lllinois) 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 receptors (i.e., residences, schools, and churches). Most of

these noise impacts would occur at or near grade crossings, where train horns are sounded as
warnings to motorists or pedestrians. Operations at three rail yards (Salem, lllinois; Herington,
Kansas; and Bellmead, Texas) and one intermodal facility (Dupo, lllinois) could cause potential
adverse noise impacts. Although the overall noise levels in the vicinity of these yards and
intermocal facility would increase slightly, there would not be a large increase in the number of
sensitive receptors that would be affected.

A number of communities and agencies expressed safety concerns associated with
increased hazardous materials transport, the risks of spills and accidents, and the impact to
emergency response resources. SEA analyzed the potential increased risk of hazardous materials
releases as a result of the proposed merger. SEA notes that several corridors (Central Corridor,
Houston to New Orleans, St. Louis to Houston, and parts of the Pacific Coast Corridor) would have
a larger increase in hazardous materials shipments than the rest of the system. SEA concludes
that although there would be a small increase in risk of releases throughout the >ystem, the rail
operations would remain safe. SEA also finds that UP/SP and BEN/Santa Fe have comprehensive,
effective emergency response plans in place. SEA recommends implementing mitigation
measures to provide additional margins of safety along the corridors with projected increases in
hazardous materials transport. Recommended mitigation measures would also improve
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communication and coordination among UP/SP emergency response personnel and local
emergency response agencies.

Communities were also concerned about grade ¢ 1g safety, including potential accidents,
vehicular traffic congestion, pedestrian safety, and eme ryency vehicle response. SEA analyzed
changes in crossing delay and predicted accident rates for communities throughout the proposed
merged system. Based on the resiilts 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 experience an increase in
grade crossing delay and potential vehicle and pedestrian 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 track would be abandoned. Potential
adverse impacts due to abandonments include one-time physical disruption of the right-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 Mine Superfund sites. Several agencies reported
concerns regarding the preservation of historic 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 (including three
new construction projects as a result of the BN/Santa Fe settiement agreement). In eight states
(Arkansas, California, Colorado, lllinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, and Texas), projects would
require construction activity outside existing rights-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.




3.2 4 Conclusion

SEA concludes that there would be no adverse environmental impacts as a result of merger-
related changes in operations, new rail constructions, or abandonments, if the recommended
mitigation measures are imposed as a condition of the proposed merger. The foliowing sections
discuss the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed merger by the type of
activity which would experience changes: rail line segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, rail
constructions, or abandonments. Further discussion of the evaluation methodology and
conclusions is provided in Chapter 4. SEA’s recommended mitigation measures are described 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 line 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 resLlt of th< sruoposed merger. inthe EA, SEA identified a total of 72
rail segments that would meet or exceed the Board's environmental analysis thresholds for air
quality analysis. In addition, 39 of the segments would meet or exceed the Board's environmental
analysis thresholds for ncise impacts. As 1 result of further evaluation of revised train operations
during the Post EA, two segments were identified as no longer exceeding the Board's thresholds
(i.e., Pine Bluff to Brinkley, AR; and Lufkin to Shreveport, LA). Additionally, the segment from Big
Spring to Fort Worth no longer meets the Board's threshold for noise analysis. The revised list of
rail line segments and their operational characteristics (pre- and post-merger) are outlined in 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 traffic 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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TABLE 34
RAIL LINE SEGMENTS THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS

TRAINS PER DAY:? % Change in Tm?fl
' . Pre-Merger] Post-Merge Chang b tenmn

State Location Operator |Length(mi.) Ton-Miles/Year,
Arizona uma fo Picacho sv—_ﬁi’v—_;_—.l?m—‘__’lm 34| —230%] _ Arr Quanly, Noise|
Picacho to Tucson 50. 25.7) 414 15.7 38.6%| Air Quality, Noisef
Tucson to Cochise 78.0 29. 44, 15.1 27.3%|  Air Quality, Noisefj
ochise to Lordsburg, NM 85.0 30.3 44.9 14.6 24.2% Air Quality, Noiself
Arkansas Paragould to Dexter Junction, MO 69.0 160 23.3 7.3 49.0% Air Quality|
Fair Oaks to Paragould® 69.0 11.4 20.7| 9.3 77.0% Air Quality, Nois |
Brinkley to Fair Oaks® 26.0) 11.4 22.7, 11.3] 106.0%| Air Quality, Noisef
California Punsmuir to Klamath Falls, OR 106. 16.5) 21.7 5.2 9.6% Air Quality}i
arysville to Dunsmuir 174.0 16.7 21.9 5.2 10.4% Air Qualitylf
Keddie to Bieber 112.0 1.0 4.0 3.0 60.5% Air Quality]l
Roseville to Marysville 34.0 16.7] 20.2 3.5 7.3% Air Qualityl
Roseville to Sparks, NV 139.0 13.8 25.1 11.3 78.7%|  Air Quality, Noiselfl
Sacramento to Roseville 18.0 291 36.1 ¥ 48.6% Air Qualityl
Stockton (Lathrop) to Sacramento’ 46.0 13.3 23.0 9.7 56.4%|  Air Quality, Noisel|
Martinez to Stockton (Lathrop) 48.0 0 4.0 4.0 >100.0%|  Air Quality, Noisell
Oakland to Martinez 32.0 25.2) 32. 7.1 48.2% Air Quality]
Niles Junction to Oakland 25.0 24, 5 5.8% Air Quality|l
West Colton to Yuma, AZ 195.0 27.7 241% Air Quality, Noise}
Palmdale to West Colton 80.0 9.2 3.9 49.1% Air Quality|
ong Beach to Slauson Junction 14.0 22.0 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.

2 Reflects revised traffic density attributed to BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement as presented in BN/Santa Fe's comments (1/31/96) on the primary
application.

3Reflects revised traffic data attributed to the Chemical Manufacturers' Association (CMA) settlement agreement.
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RAIL LIN" SEGMENTS THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS

TABLE 34

Sta.e'

ocation

Operator

TRAINS PER DAY:?

Length(mi.)

Pre-Merge

Post-Mergen

Chang

%Fhange in
Gross
Ton-Miles/Year

..I
Exmﬁﬂ'&!

ceedances

California

ISlauson Junction to Los Angeles

SP

6.0)

194

25 .6}

6.2

-5.1%

Air Quality|

Colorado

enver to Cheyenne, WY*

uP

105.0;

10.5

15.3

4.9

78.5%

Air Quality,

Denver to Oakley, KS

upP

262.0)

1.8

8.7

6.9

443.6%

Air Quality, Nois

ond to Denver

SP

127.0

11.0f

19.6)

8.6

87.8%

Air Quality, Noisell

Dotsero to Bond

SP

38.0

6.0

14.0)

8.0

202.2%

Air Quality, Noisef

lliinois

Nelson to Clinton, 1A

upP

340

438

47.8

4.0

7.5%

Air Qualitylf

Nelson to Ceneva

U()

69.0

43.8

579

141

23.1%

Air Quality, Noisel

Geneva to West Chicago

upP

6.0

78.6)

92.7

141

22.7%

Air Quality, Noise]

West Chicago to Chicago (Proviso)

uP

15.0

92.7

106.8

141

22.4%

Air Quality, Noise

Galesburg to Buda

BN/Santa Fe

43.0;

171

23.5

6

17.1%

Air Quality

Buda to Nelson

upP

34.0

6.1

16.2

101

97.2%

Air Quality, Noise|

Villa Grove to Chicago

uP

127.0

16.2

19.2

3.0

24.0%

Air Quality,

\Vinton to Clinton*

upP

81.0

428

47 .9

51

8.0%

Air Quaiity|

alifornia Jct. to Missouri Valiey

upP

€.0

28.9

37.4

8.5

28.0%

Air Quality, Nc =

California Jct. to Fremont, NE

! g

31.0

22.6

31.1

8.5

33.7%

Air Quality, Noise]

Kansas

[Salina to Oakley

UP

191.0

2.2

8.2

6.0

388.0%

Air Quality, Noisell

ost Springs to Wichita

UP

64.3

1.9

11.9

362.4%

Air Quality, Noiself

Herington to Lost Springs

uP

6.5

0.1

10.4

17005.4%

Air Quality, Noisel|

Louisiana

Avondale to Lafayette’

SP

135.0]

12.2

177

-19.8%

Air Quality]f

ivonia to Kinder*

upP

76.4)

6.8

854

59.0%

Air Qua!ity"

|_afayette to lowa Junction

SP

58.0)

1.2

16.7

-21.7%

Air Qualityll

owa Jct. to Beaumont, TX

SP

75.0

15.5

30.8

73.9%

Air Quality, Noiself

Nebraska

\Valley to Marysville, KS

UP

134.0]

0.9

2.9

133.6%

Air Quality, Noisef

Nevada

Sparks to Winnemucca

SP

175.

13.8

26.2

74.1%

Air Quality, Noise]

Alazon to Winnemucca

UP

182.0)

313

35.3

19.7%

Air Quality]

New Mexico

|_ordsburg to El Paso, TX

SP

148.

29.3]

447

29.4%

Air Quality, Noise

4 Reflects changes included in UP/SF's comments on the EA (5/3/96)
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TABLE 34

RAIL LINE SEGMENTS THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD'S ENVIRONMENTA L ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS

State'

Location

Operator

TRAINS PER DAY:?

Length(mi.)

Pre-Merger

Post-Mergern

Chang
1

7% Change in
Gross
Ton-Miles/Year

Thresho
Exceedances

Oklahoma

Chickasha to Wichita, KS

upP

192.0

4.4

11.8

7

129.3%

Air Quality, Noise}f

Oregon

Klamath FFalls to Chemult

SP

74.0

221

30.2

8.1

15.5%

Air Quality, Noise]

Chemult to Eugene

SP

124.0

17.

22.6)

5.2

11.2%

Air Quality,

Eugene to Portland®

SP

124.0

16.3

21.5

5.2

47.4%

Air Quality|

Portland to Oregon Trunk Jct.®

uP

848

258

28.8

3.0

7.3%

Air Quality

Pallas to Big Sandy

UP

98.0

27.7

34.9

78

50.2%

Air Quality]

F-ort Worth to Chic\asha, OK

UP

Rit.

7.6

14.2

6.6

113.2%

Air Quality, Nois

Big Sandy to Texarkana*

SP

108.0

117

18.3

6.6

119.2%

Air Quality, Noise|

| Paso to Sierra Blanca®

SP

88.0

21.5

27.3

5.8

21.4%

Air Qualitys

F-ort Worth to Dallas*

upP

31.5

23.5i

33.7}

10.2]

45.3%

Air Quality, Noise|

Toyah to Big Spring

upP

152.0

2.3

121

9.8

345.7%

Air Quality, Noisejf

Sierra Blanca to Toyah

upP

108.7]

21

11.9

9.8

430.6%

Air Quality, Noisef

Stratford to Hutchison, KS

SP

274.0)

11.3

20.1

8.8

24 3%

Air Quality, Noisefl

Dalhart to Stratford

SP

31.0

13.3

21.9

8.6

34.4%

Air Quality, Noiself

£l Paso to Dalhart

SP

425.0f

12.0j

19.6)

7.6

20.7%

Air Quality|l

Big Spring to Fort Worth

upP

267.5

10.5)

15.5)

5.0

62.9%

Air Quality]

Utah

Provo to Lynndyl

upP

87.0

8.7

1.1

3.0

39.1%

Air Quality]

gden to Alazon, NV

SP

178.0

12.7)

230

10.3

77.2%

Air Quality, Noisel

Washington

Seattle to Portiand, OR

186.0)

46.5

50.1

3.6

5.7%

Air Qualityl]

Wisconsin

ak Creek to St. Francis

UP

7.0)

4.0

32

(0.8)

153.3%

Air Quality, Noiself

Wyoming

ranger to Ogden, UT®

upP

145.2

35.3

39.1

39

12.7%

Air Quality|

Granger to Green River”

upP

299

58.8

65.6

6.7

11.0%

Air Quality]

Green River to Rawlins®

uP

134.2

58.4|

65.1

6.7|

11.4%

Air Quali_t)ﬁ

n 5

UP

1720

60.1]

67.1

7.0

11.2%

Air Quality

® Reflects revised traffic density data attributed to increased passenger frain traffic.
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emissions of NO,, primarily from locomotives on rail line segments. While only one area in the
country is nonattainment for NO,, it is of concern because, under the right conditions, it can react
with hydrocarbons and sunlight to form photochemical oxidants measured as ozone. A number
of areas that would be affected by the proposed merger are classified as nonattainment for ozone.

Since publication of the EA, the potential 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: 2 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 analysis provides a more
accurate representation of the actual regionai air quality impacts, in part because increases on
some segments may be offset by decreases on others within 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 for all poliutants. Note that w hile most of the net
emissions changes within an AQCR are from rail line segments, Table 3-5 also inciudes 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 criteria in order to gauge the level of potential impact

of these chang2s in emissions. These regulations establish conformity levels for various poilutants.
Based on an anaiysic of the net emissions for all 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 specific quantification of these offsetting emissions. It
was not possible to determine this impact by local area because the trucks now carrying the freight
that would be diverted to rail as a result of the proposed merger would not necessarily travel in the
same geographic area as the train. On a national basis, the proposed merger is expected to result
in a total shift of freight from rail and truck to the merged system of approximately 39 billion
ton-miles per year. This amount, which is in excess of the total carried by the current independent
systems, is expected to be diverted from other rail lines or from trucks. In its application, UP/SP
estimated that approximately 15 percent of the freight would be diverted from trucks. The transfer
of freight from rail truck to rail generally decreases pollutant emissions by a factor of three, since
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 Name

Change in Emissions (tons/year)

HC

Cco NO, SOy

Northeast Arkansas

152.56| 1142.00 82.75

Southeast Arizona

52.99 396.63 28.74

Pima

71.35 534.06 38.70

Mohave - Yuma

64.29 481.26 34.87

504

Maricopa

62.65 431.17 30.93

Central Arizona

65.40 489.58 35.48

24

Metropolitan Los Angeles

80.34 159.55 784

27

Northeast Plateau

-9.39 -70.30 -5.09

28

Sacramento Valley

-39.80| -298.67 -21.64

30

San Francisco Bay Area

39.39 184.33 12.43

31

San Joaquin Valley

12473 856.12 61.38

33

Southeast Desert

180.82| 135349 98.08

Mountain Counties

64.50 405.29 28.72

34

Commanche

-9.54 -71.44 -5.18

35

Grand Mesa

-195.49| -1463.35| -106.04

36

Metropolitan Ceaver

148.26| 1063.70 76.69

37

Pawnee

70.29 526.11 38.12

40

Yampa

76.06 569.34 41.25

88

Northeast lowa

29.73 222.54 16.13

91

Southeast lowa

4.82 36.06 261

93

Southwest lowa

102.52 767.38 55.60

65

Burlington - Keokuk

-1533| -114.74 -8.31

66

East Central lllinois

38.12 285.34 20.68

67

Metropolitan Chicago

100.68 229.53 12.22

69

Metropolitan Quad Cities

29.78 222.93 16.15

70

Metropolitan St. Louis

.11 -14200[ -11.41

4

North Central lllinois

23.57 176.46 12.79

73

Rockford - Janesville - Beloit

32.22 241.15 17.47

74

Southeast lllinois

115.19 862.25 62.48

94

Metropolitan Kansas City

-114.95| -990.68 -72.88

95

Northeast Kansas

-201.23} -1506.28| -109.15

96

North Central Kansas

-89.11| -667.05 -48.33

97

Northwest Kansas

9.33 69.81 5.06

99

South Central Kansas

180.28) 1349.43 97.78

100

Southwest Kansas

-130.90| -979.81 -71.00

Southeast Missouri

26.53 198.55 14.39

85

Metropolitan Omaha - Council Bluffs

-1528] -114.37 -8.29
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TABLE 3-5
NET EMISSIONS CHANGES BY AIR QUALITY CONTROL REGION'

State

AQCR Name

Change in Emissions (tonsl/year)

HC

co NO, SO,

NE

Lincoln - Beatrice - Fairbury

1.72

535 40.05 2.90

NE

Nebraska

68.05

211.58| 1583.75 114.76

NM

New Mexico Southern Border

47.37

147.27| 1102.38 79.88

NM

Northeastern Plains

11.88

36.94 276.50 20.04

NM

Pecos - Permian Basin

7.64

23.75 177.76 12.88

NV

Nevada

49.17

152.87| 114432 82.92

NV

Northwest Nevada

0.27

0.83 6.20 045

OK

Central Oklahoma

34.84

108.31 810.77 58.75

OK

North Central Oklahcma

22.23

69.11 517.32 37.49

OK

Northwestern Oklahoma

13.39

4164 311.72 22.59

OK

Southwestern Cklahoma

20.69

64.32 481.44 34.89

OR

Centra! Oregon

15.51

48.21 360.90 26.15

OR

Eastern Oregon

13.71

42.63 319.12 23.12

OR

Portland

41.38

139.61 838.90 59.05

22

X

Shreveport - Texarkana - Tyler

49.69

15449] 1156.43 83.8

106

X

Southern Louisiana - Southeast
Texas

18.90

58.75 439.80 31.87

9.53

163

>

El Paso - Las Cruces - Alamogordo

39.44

122.61 917.78 66.50

9

210

>

Abilene - Wichita Falls

62.68

194.89| 1458.80 105.71

19.
31463"

=1

X

Amarillo - Lubbock

39.51

122.85 919.59 66.63

19.94)

212

X

Austin - Waco

-27.02

-8400| -628.74 -45.56

|

215

™

Metropolitan Dallas - Fort Worth

5.69

e1.72 86.71 5.64

4.09

217

™

Metropolitan San Antonio

-43.63

-131.00| -1067.91 -78.12

-20.61

218

X

Midland - Odessa - San Angelo

51.23

169.27| 1192.16 86.39

25.85

219

uT

Utah

34.93

108.60 812.93 58.91

17.62

220

uT

Wasatch Front

-82.80

-267.43| -1926.99| -139.63

-417|

228

WA

Olym.pic - Northwest Washington

1.10

3.42 2561 1.86

229

WA

Puget Sound

5.67

19.99 105.18 7.25

o.5q!

3.5

239

Wi

Southeastern Wisconsin

0.81

2.51 18.82 1.36

0.41

242

wy

Metropolitan Cheyenne

35.39

110.03 823.62 59.68

17.8 |

243

WY

Wyoming

51.11

158.91]| 1189.48 86.19

25.79

Net emissions impacts now iﬁcorporate air quality impacts (increases and decreases) for all segments located in the

AQCR whether or nct the changes in rail traffic would exceed the Board's thresholds for environmentai 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 #

TABLE 3-6
AQCRS' WHERE INCREASED EMISSIONS WOULD EXCEED
GENERAL CONFORMITY LEVELS? (BY POLLUTANT)

State AQCR Name (Attainment Status)

Exceeds Hydrocarbon Levels:
CA Metropolitan L.os Angeles (Extreme ozone nonattainment)
CA Southeast Desert (Severe ozone nonattainment)

Exceeds Carbon Monoxide Levels:
Northeast Arkansas
San Joaquin Valley (Carbon monoxide nonattainment)
Southeast Nesert
Metropolitan Denver (Carboy monoxide nonattainment)
Metropolitan Chicago
Southeast lllinois
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 nonattainment)
Abilene-Wichita Falls
Amarillo-Lubbock
Midland-Odessa-San Angelo
Utah
Metropolitan Cheyenne
Wyoming

X Nitrogen Dioxi NO, ) Levels:
Southeast Arizona
Pima
Mohave-Yuma
Maricopa (Moderate ozone nonattainment)
Central Arizona
Northeast Arkansas
Metropolitar: Los Angeles (Extreme ozone nonattainment; NO, nonattainment)
San Francisco Bay Area
San Joaquin Valley (Serious ozone nonattainment)
Southeast Desert (Severe ozone nonattainment)
Mountain Counties (Serious ozone nonattainment)
Metropolitan Denver (Transitional ozone nonattainment)
Pawnee
Yampa
East Central lllinois
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‘ TABLE 3-6
AQCRS' WHERE INCREASED EMISSIONS WOULD EXCEED
GENERAL CONFORMITY LEVELS? (BY POLLUTANT)
AQCR # State E:Tz Name (Attainment Status)
67 Metropolitan Chicago (Severe ozone nonattainment)
69 Metropolitan Quad Cities
71 North Central lllinois
73 Rockford-Janesville-Beloit
74 Southeast lllinois
88 Northeast iowa
93 Southwest lc.va
99 C South Central Kansas
Southeast Missour!
Nebraska
Nevada
New Mexico Southern Border
Northeastern Plains
Pecos-Permian Basin
Central Oklahoma
North Central Oklahoma
Northwestern Oklahoma
Southwestern Cklahoma
Central Oregon
Eastern Oregon
Portland (Marginal nonattainment for ozone)
Shreveport-Texarkana-Tyler
Southern Louisiana-Scutheast Texas (Serious ozone nonattainment)
™ El Paso-Las Cruces-Alamogordo (Serious ozone nonattainment)
™ Abilene-Wichita Falls
X Amarillo-Lubbock
™ Midland-Odessa-San Angelo
uT Utah
WA Puget Sound (Marginal ozone nonattainment)
WY Metropolitan Cheyenne
WY Wyoming

Exceeds Sulfur Dioxide (SQ,) Lovels:
146 NE Nebraska
210 X Abilene-Wichita Falls
: Ur-\;ss noted, all AQCRs are designated as being in attainment for the respective pollutant.
2 General Conformity levels are used in SEA's analysis as a standards of comparison, not as threshold values
3 AQCR 22 also extends into Arkansas and Louisiana.
4 AQCR 73 also extends into Wisconsin




resu't in no change in emissions for the transportation of freight shifted from other rail systems, and
a substantial decrease 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 truck
on an adjacent facility, the EA did not quantify this because it was not possible to assume this to
always be the case. SEA continues to believe that the estimates of emissions increases reported
in the EA are conservative, both nationally and at the local 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 miner. Additional analysis was performed for grade crossing emissions to further substantiate
the small levels of emissions at grade crossings. The EA utlized 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 in 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 of Reno, Nevada by Nolte and Associates with 'he assistance of Kleinfelder Associates
entitled "Railroad Merger Study - Fact Finding Report” (March 15, 1996). SEA has reviewed this
study and determinied that a number of key methodological errors were made in this study. These
errors resulted in a substantial overestimation of traffic 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.

Volume 1




TABLE 3-7
DECREASE IN POLLUTANT EMISSIONS DUE TO PROPOSED UP/SP MERGER

~ Total Emissions (tonslyear)

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%

Poilutant

Noice

SEA identified 13 rail segments (out of the 39 analyzed in the EA) that would experience 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 L, increases greater
than 3 dBA. On these 13 rail segments, increased rail segment activity resulting from the 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 weuld be affected and the extent of

the adverse impacts. In general, these seaments pass through largely rural areas with no
concentrations of sensitive receptors. Most of the noise impacts would occur at or near grade
crossings, where train horns are sounded as a warning to motorists 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 line segments which wouid meet the Board'’s analysis thresholds could
experience noisa increases, but none of the increases would cause a substantial adverse impact
to sensitive receptors or cause an increase in the L, 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 concerns in connection with
increased rail line traffic as a result of the proposed merger. Specific areas of concern include: the
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TABLE 3-8
RAIL SEGMENTS WITH POTENTIALLY ADVERSE NOISE IMPACTS

stimate ctures within
Estimated Noise 65 L,, Contour
Increase Existing/Post-Merger

dBA| Additional
tate Segment’ Increase| Receptors?| Residences| Schools| Churche

[California Martinez to Stockton {Lathrop) >3.0 264 0/261 0/1 0/2
Colorado Dotsero to Bond (SP) <% 0 0/0 0/0 o/d|
Denver to Oakley, Kansas (UP) 6.8 253 271275 0/1 0/4
llinois Nelson to Buda (UP) 43 20 19/39 0/0 o/
Kansas Herington to Lost Springs (UP) 18.7 32 0/32 0/0 o/l
Lost Springs to Wichita (UP) 8.0 247 22/285 0/2 O/2]|
Salina to Oakley (UP) 5.7 508 143/639 0/4 1/ﬂ|
Jouisiana  |lowa Jct. to Beaumont, TX (SP) 3.0 574]  771/1,331 3/9 18/26
[Nebraska Valley to Marysville, KS (UP) 50 325 167/485 0/2
[Nevada Sparks to Winnemucca® 3.0 418 279/696 0/1
|pklahoma Chickasha to Wichita, KS (UP) 43 785 563/1,333 0/3
exas Sierra Blanca to Toyah (UP) 7.5 87 22/107 0/0
" Toyah to Big Spring (UP) 7.3 540 89/619 0/1 110
; As in Table 3-4, all segments are listed only once. For those segments which extend into an adjoining state, all
impacts are summarized in the state in which the segment originates

Total number of additional receptors is equal to the sum of post-merger receptors less existing receptors
Noise impacts on this segment not included in the EA; impacts due to additional BN/Santa Fe traffic.

potential effects of additional rail traffic on vehicular traffic, grade crossing safety, accidents and
derailments, shipments of hazardous materials, traffic congestion, pedestrian safety, and
emergency vehicle response. Safety concerns have been raised about several rail line segments,
including:

State Segment

Arkansas Poplar Bluff, Missouri to Newport (Corning)
California Oakland to Martinez
Marysville to Dunsmuir
Roseville to Sparks, Nevada
Stockton(Lathrop) tc Martinez
Colorado Denver to Oakley, Kansas
lllinois Nelson to Clinton, lowa
Kansas Lost Springs to Wichita
Louisiana lowa Jct. to Beaumont, Texas
Nevada Roseville, California to Sparks (Reno)
Sparks to Winnemucca
Alazon to Winnemucca
Oregon Eugene to Portland
Texas Big Spring 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, SEA 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 operations at other rail yards which would be closed or
consolidated as a result of the proposed merger.

While overall noise levels in 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, lllinois; Herington,
Kansas,; and Bellmead, Texas) would cause nocise 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 Intermodal 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 have
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 intermodal facilities would meet or exceed the Board's thresholds for noise analysis.
Noise sources at intermodal facilities include truck 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




TABLE 3-9

RAIL. YARDS THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD’S ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS AND SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ADVERSE IMPACTS

l.ocation

Railcars per Bay

Operator

Change| % Change

Potential Adverse Impacts

Yuma

SP

16.0 58.6%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Phoenix

SP

82.4 25.3%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Nogales

SP

22.7 22.6%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

California

Montclair

30.9 31.2%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Niland

SP

24.2 20.4%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Martinsz

SP

448 29.1%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Lathrop

SP

97.5 66.1%

No adverse air qual'ity or noise impac.s.

Roseville

SP

584.9 57.2%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Colorado

Grand Jct

SP

17.0 22.1%

No adverse air quality or noise ‘mpacts.

Folla

uP

36.8 53.8%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

La Salle

UP

35.4 28.3%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Ilhnois

Canal Street

198.8 62.0%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Salem

UP

69.2 108.1%

No adverse air quality impacts; minor noise
impacts (1 new sensitive receptor and
increase in L. of 3 dBA)

Kansas

Herington

266.5%

No adverse air quality impacts; minor noise
impacts (10 new sensitive receptors and
increase in L, of 5.6 dBA)

Louisiana

De Quincy

74.1%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Lake Charles

85.9%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Livonia

29.9%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts.

Missouri

Poplar Bluff

28.2%

No adverse air quality cr noise impacts.

Oregon

Salem

53.8%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts

Hinkle

42.5%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts

Berd

35.7%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts

El Faso

34.1%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts

Amarillo

193.0%

No adverse air quality or noise impacts

Bellimead

219.3%

No adverse air quality impacts; minor noise
impacts (2 new sensitive receptors and
increase in L, of 5 dBA).

Fort \North

20.2%

No adverse air quality or 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 experience increases in noise exposure greater than 2 dBA, but
only one, the Dupo intermodal facility near East St. Lou's, lllinois, would experience noise
increases which 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 the 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 traffic in and around intermodal facilities. SEA identified five intermodal facilities.
Oakland, California (UP); Dupo, lllinois (UP); Global Il and Canal Street (Chicago), lllinois (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 nearly five percent 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, rail-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 cistances without interchanging with other carriers). In addition, increased
truck activity at several intermodal facilities would result because of consolidated operations now

conducted in separate UP/SP intermodal facilities located in the same city. Overail, these small
increases in traffic volumes should not significantly affect the operation of the local transportation
system. Potential adverse impacts resulting from operational changes at intermodal facilities are
summarized in Table 3-10. A detailed analysis of potential 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 currently using these lines would be reroutad 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 crossings would also be removed. Most salvage and removal activities would occur within
the existing right-of-way. In addition, portions of some abandoned segments may be considered
for future recreation use (e.g., Rails to Trails). In such cases, after the railroad has removed its
equiprnent, the right-of-way would be maintained for recreational purposes by the trail owner or
operetor. The abandoned line segments also would remain available for future transportation uses.
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TABLE 3-10

INTERMODAL FACILITIES THAT WOULD MEET OR EXCEED THE BOARD’'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS THRESHOLDS AND

SUM

MARY OF POTENTIAL ADVERSE IMPACTS

State

Location

Operator

Increas
in Daily
Traffi

Potential Adverse Impacts

Arizona

Phoenix

SP

0.4%

No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transporiation systems

California

|East Los Angeles

uP

4.2%)

No adverse impacts to noise levels or local transportation systems. Changes in activity could have
minor impacts on ozone pollution in Metropolitan Los Angeles. an extreme ozone nonattainment area.

Qakland

UP

4.7%|

No adverse impacts to air quality or noise levels. Increased traffic levals could have minor impacts on
local transportation systems.

Oakland

SP

2.0%lNo adverse impacts to air quality, noise leveis or local transportation systems.

Lathrop

UpP

n/dNo adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems

lEoseville

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. St. Louis)

UP

2.6%|No adverse air quality impacts. Minor impacts to noise levels (28 additional sensitive receptors) and

local transportation systems.

Global 1l

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 traffic levels could have minor
impacts on local transportation systems.

Canal Street

1.8%)

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 minor
impacts on local transportation systems.

{Dolton

0A3%1No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems.

I Kansas

Kansas City

1.1%|No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems.

Oregon

Portland (Albina)

5.3%

No adverse impacts to air quality or noise levels. Increased traffic levels could have minor impacts on
local transportation systems.

lTexas

San Antonio

1.3%)

No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems.

|Dallas

1.3%

No adverse impacts to air quality, noise levels or local transportation systems.

uWashington Seattle
—
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TABLE 3-11
PROPOSED ABANDONMENTS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

State

Location

Operator

Length (mi.)

AcreslPotentlal Environmental Impacts

Arkansas

Gurdon to Camden

upP

28.7

405

Salvage activities would result in minor, temporary impacts to surface
waters along abandonment. One historic bridge would alsc be affected,
Section 106 consultation has been initiated. Potential impact to 3 ERNS
(hazardous waste) sites,; threatened and endangered species and noise-
sensitive receptors.

California

Alturas to Wendel

Salvage activities would result in minor, temporary impacts to surface
waters and wetlands along abandonment. Potential effects to 9 eligible
and 11 potentially eligible prehistoric sites.

Magnclia Tower to Melrose

Salvage activities would resuit in minor, temporary impacts to surface
waters and wetlands along abandonment. Two historic resources
would also be affected; Section 106 consultation has been initiated.

Whittier Jct. tc Colima Jct

No adverse environmental impacts are expected.

Colorado

Maita to Carion City

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 resuit
in minor, temporary impacts to surface waters and wetlands along
abandonment. Three historic resources would be affected; Section 106
consultation has been iniiiated. Approximately 530 rail car loads per
year would be diverted to trucks. Potential impact to threatened and
endangered species.

Sage to Leadvile

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 resulit
in impacts to two historic resources, both of which are portions of the rail
line itself; Section 106 consultation has been initiated. Impacts to Eagle
River could require a Water Pollution Control Act permit.

Towner to NA Jct.

Approximately 120 rail car loads per year would be diverted to trucks
Potential impact to threatened and endangered species.

Hlinois

Barr to Girard

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.

DeCamp to Edwardsville

Salvage activities would result in impacts to one historic railroad bridge;
Section 106 consuitation has been initiated. No other adverse

environmental impacts are expected.




TABLE 3-11
PROPOSED ABANDONMENTS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

State

Location

Operator

Length (mi.)

Acres|Potential Environmental Impacts

llinois

Edwardsville to Madison

upP

15

191

No adverse environmental impacts are expected

Kansas

Hope to Bridgeport

uP

312

754

Approximately 240 rail car loads per year would be diverted to trucks; no
other impacts are expected.

Whitewater to Newton

uUP

9

110

No adverse environmental impacts are expected

j{Louisiana

iowa Jct. to Manchester

upP

85

109

Approximately 2 rail car loads per year would be diverted to trucks; no
other impacts are expected.

Texas

Seabrook to San Leon

SP

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.

Suman to Benchley

Salvage activities would result in impacts to three historic bridges and
one archaeological site; Section 106 consultation has been initiated
Approximately 106 rail car ioads per year would be diverted to trucks
Potential impacts to endangered species and from hazardous material
site.

Troup to Whitehouse

No adverse environmental impacts are expected.

Little Mtn. Jct. (o Little
Mountain

No adverse environmental impacts are expected
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Unless specifically cited below, no adverse impacts are anticipated. Minor, short-term
environmental i/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), mitigation 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.

' Each of the abandonmenits planned as part of the proposed merger is summarized in Table
3-11

3.3.5 Rail Line Constructions

Teble 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) which are the result of the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement
for construction on new rights-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 carriers 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

Location

Approximate
Length

Description of Proposed Construction and
Potential Environmental Impacts

Trains/Day
Using New
Connection

Arkansas

Camden

1,100 feet

rNew connection between UP and SP tracks to permit operation of trains between Pine Bluff and
£l Dorado. Requires acquisition of ¥ 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 to 30 mph
standards. Requires acquisition of %2 acre of new right-of-way; no adverse environmental
impacts are expected

Pine Bluff (East)

650 feet

New connection to permit operation of trains between SP Pine Bluff Yard and UP mainline south
to Monroe, LA. Requires acquisiticn of ¥ acre of new right-of-way; no adverse environmental
impacts are expected

Pine Bluff (vwest)'

1,000 feet

New connection to permit operation of trains from UP Monroe subdivision north to Little Rock
Requires acquisition of %2 acre of new right-of-way; no adverse environmental impacts are
expected.

Texarkana

2,500 feet

New connection between UP and SP tracks to permit operation of trains between Pine Bluff (SP)
and Longview, TX (UP). Requires acquisition of ¥z acre of new right-of-way, no adverse
environmental impacts are expected

California

Lathrop

3,000 feet

New connection between UP and SP track. Requires acquisition of 4 acres of new right-of-way.
Potential effect to one historic property.

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.

Stockton

1,500 feet

INew connection from SF mainline to El Pifal and UP Stockton Yard. Requires acquisition of %2
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

Stockton?

800 feet

New wye track with two turnouts. Requires acquisition uf one acre of right-of-way. no adverse
environmental impacts are expected.

West Coiton
(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

Trains/Day
Approximate |Description of Proposed Construction and Using New
State Location Length Potential Environmental Impacts Connection

Cali.ornia, |West Colton 6,000 feet Connection to allow eastbound trains off SP tracks at West Colton to operate west on UP tracks 2-3
contd. (SP to UP) Requires acquisition of 2 acres of new right-of-way; no adverse environmental impacts are
expected

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 to North Yard Water Tower; minor
wetland encroachment.

Denver* 5,000 feet Siding extension on the SP Belt Line and upgrade of Belt Line. Requires acquisition of 2 acres,
of new right-of-way. Minor short-term impacts to South Platter River and associated wetlands;
no other adverse environmental impacts are expected

lllinois Girard 3,100 feet 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.

Salem 4,600 feet New connecticn between UP Chicago subdivision mainline and CSX mainline. Requires
acquisition of 10 acres of new right-of-way, minor impacts to two intermittent streams crossed
by the new connection are expected; no wetlands would be impacted.

Hope' 2,200 feet New connection between the UP Hoisington subdivision mainline and BN/Santa Fe main'ine and
two new turnouts. Requires acquisition of 1 acre of new right-of-way; minor impacts te surface
waters and asscciated wetlands are expected.

Louisiana Kinder 1,750 feet New connection between the UP Lake Charles subdivision mainiine and the UP Beaumont
subuivision mainline and two new turnouts. Requires acquisition of ¥z acre of new right-of-way,
1inor impacts to Kinder Ditch and associated wetlands are expected. Potential safety concerns
due to close proximity to elementary school.

Shreveport 1,560 feet New connection between the UP Reisor subdivision mainline and the SP Lufkin subdivision
ma'nline. Requires acquisition of 3 acres of new right-of-way and the relocation of an overpass
refnr UUS. Highway 171. There could also be minor impacts to a small pond and intermittent

~__1rle vic'nity of the construction site. Minor noise impacts.

3 Construction listed as Denver (North Yard) in EA

“Construction listed as Denver (Pullman) in EA




TABLE 3-12
PROPOSED RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTIONS AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

State

Location

Approximate
Length

Description of Proposed Construction and
Potential Environmental impacts

Trains/Day
Using New
Connection

|Missouri

Dexter’

2,062 feet

Extension to existing siding at MP 189.9 on the UP's Chester subdivision. Requires acquisition
of 1 acre of new right-of-way; minor impacts to several small streams and associated wetlands
are expected. One existing grade crossing would be modified.

Varies

Paront?

8,000 feet

Extension to existing siding at MP 47.1 on the SP's Pine Bluff subdivision. Recuires acquisition
of 2 acres of new right-of-way; minor impacts to surface waters and associatec wetlands adjacent
to the construction site are expected. One state-endangered fish species is known to occur near
the proposed construction site; mitigation measures would be implemented to avoid adverse
affects to it. One existing grade crossing would be modified.

Varies

Carroliton

3,660 feet

Construction of two new tracks and one track extension at the SP Carrollton yard. Requires
acquisition of ¥z acre of new right-of-way; minor increases in noise levels could occur in one
residential area.

Varies

Fort Worth
(UP to SP)

800 feet

New connections between UP Fort Worth subdivision mainline and SP Ennis subdivision, Fort
VWorth branch and two new turnouts in northeast quadrant. Requires acquisition of ¥z acre of new
right-of-way. Minor noise impact due to wheel squeal; no other adverse environmental impacts
are expected.

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 %z acre of
new right-of-way. Minor noise impact due to wheel squeal; no other adverse environmental|
impacts are expected.

Houston (Tower 26)

1,400 teet

New connection between the SP mainline and the HB&T line at Tower 26 and two new furnouts.
Requires acquisition of 2 acres of new right-of-way. Minor noise impact due to wheel squeal; no
other adverse environmental impacts are expected. Orie new grade cressing would be
constructed.

Houston (Tower 87)

1,000 feet

New connection between 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

INew connectio”. between the SP Lufkin subdivision and the UP Settegast yard and two new,

turnouts. Rr guires acquisition of 1 acre of new right-of-way. Minor noise impact due to wheel
squeal; nc other adverse environmental impacts are expected.

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 commercialJ
property; no other adverse environmental impacts are expected.

\West Point

1,900 feet

New connection between the UP Houston subdivision mainline and the SP Ennis subdivision
Flatonia line and two new turnouts. Requires acquisition of 2 acre of new right-of-way; no

adverse environmental impacts are expected




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 April 12, 1996. (See Appendix D for a complete
distribution list.) Recipients of the document were encouraged to comment on the EA, including
the scope and adequacy of the recommended mitigation measures. Comments on the EA were
due on May 2, 1996.

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 muiltiple 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, and
the construction of new rail cennections 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 historic 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 cnly discuss and respond to comments on the environmental impacts of the
propesed merger and related abandonments and construction projects. Other comments (e.g., competition,
support or opposition to the proposed merger, economic and empioyment impacts) are considered by the
Board in its merger decision process, but are not part of SEA's environmental review.
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41 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,
April 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 comments 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 in this
Post EA. The remaining comments incorporated in this doctiment include environmental concerns
identified from submissions and materials received between May 10, 1996, through early June,
1996. Table 4-1 lists the total comments received by state.

SEA has considered each environmental 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 early 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 verify data, site conditions, and the appropriateness 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 describes the additional data verification and
technical analyses conducted since the publication of the EA.

2 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 thorcughly reviewed, even though they may not appear in the Appendix. In addition, all environmental
comments have been piaced 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 | Missouri
Arizona 1 | Montana
Arkansas 16 | Nebraska
California 28 | Nevada
Colorado 27 | New Mexico
Georgia 2 | Oklahoma
Idaho Oregon
lowa South Dakota
llinois 7 | Texas
Kansas Utah
Louisiana Washington
Michigan Wisconsin
Minnesota Wyoming

N
O 2 aa NN N=-2NWO - -

—

TOTAL

In preparing this Post EA, a primary focus for SEA has been to respond to the environmental
concerns identified and addressed by the commenters. Wherever possible, within the parameters
of the Board's authority 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 Administratiori (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 concern included: validity of data used in analyses (rail and vehicle
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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 and methodologies used in calculating safety, grade crossing
delay, air quality, and noise impacts. For example, comments included questions about the
average number of trains 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 proposed merger’s impacts on local vehicular traffic, risks associated with
accidents, and impacts at grade crossings. Comments from various communities and agencies
in Arkansas, California, Colorado, Kansas, Nevada, Oregon, and Texas expressed concern about
the adequacy of warning devices at grade crossings and corresponding pedestrian and vehicular
traffic safety at crossings. Kansas City Snuthern Railway requested an independent safety
analysis. Several agency and community representatives commented that the safety mitigation
measures in the EA were not adequate. Transient-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 resulting from increases in the number and length of trains
blocking grade crossings was a predominant concern. In addition to the inconvenience to motorists
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, lllinois, 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 “Tourist Trains,” future rail
passenger services, or public use. State Historic Preservation Officers requested completion of
historic documentation of the rail lines proposed for abandonment and emphasized the need for
preservation of several historic 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 be maintained, hazardous materials remediated, and, where
tracks were removed, vegetation would be reestablished. Comments from California and Colorado
asserted that the EA did not adequately address the impact 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 automobile engine emissions from air quality analyses. Additional air quality
studies were requested for sites in Oregen 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 abandonments. 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 PM,, emissions.
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4.2.6 Hazardous Materiais

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 equipment. 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 materials impacts was inadequate and that further
a ysis was needed.

According to respondents from Arkansas, California, and Nevada, increased transport of
hazardous materials by rail was cause for concern because of the increased risk of spills, leaks,
and other accidents. Truckee, California and Wichita, Kansas requested no increases in the
transportatior of hazardous materials 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
materials 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 requiring remediation plans prior to the proposed
merger was beyond the role of the Board. Several Colorado comments expressed concern about
remediation 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, lliinois, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, South Dakota, Utah, and
Washington). The U.S. Forest Service in Colorado and the Colorado Historical Society supported
the inventory and documentation mitigation recommended in the EA for proposed abandonments
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 historic resources




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
comiments, from general noise concerns to very specific suggestions for reducing noise (e.g.,
landscaping and noise barriers and prohibiting use of train 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. Cther 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 in the EA. Several commenters expressed concern that the noise receptors
identified in the EA did not reflect current lanvi 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, ihe 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 (CEQ) regulations. Two
groups in Colorado indicated that the review period 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 EA needed to better address
alternatives and that the mitigation measures proposed in the EA were not described in enough
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detail. In its rebuttal comments, UP/SP proposed changes in mitigation measures and stated that
in some cases (e.g., rail line signal and safety studies) the recommended mitigation went beyond
the Board's jurisdiction.

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 agricultural lands. Land titles, conservation rights, public ownership and pubiic use were
all 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
& Wildiife 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.:ate, and a Nevada commenter stated that the EA’s discussion of erosion and risks 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 materials accidents, spills, and/or ieaks. According to California, Colorado,
and lilinois comments, construction and other merger-related activities might affect water resources
and heighten erosion and flood risk concerns. Respondents from Colorado and Louisiana indicated
that they expect no water resource impacts in certain areas.

4.3 Additional Data Verification and Technical Analyses 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, SEA's 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 materials: noise; historical and cultura! resources; and preparation of an EA rather
than an EIS. The section also includes a discussion of the environmental 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 1894 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 venicle response, hazardous materials safety, air quality and
noise, many of the comments received questioned their accuracy.

In order to independentiy 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 train traffic was
received from UP/SP on May 23, 1996. UP/SP verified 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 resulting from the BN/Santa Fe settlernent agreement were addressed
previously in the EA. The EA, however, did not reflect the later executed CMA agreement and its
modifications to the BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement. Based on a review of the final train 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 Dextzr Jct., Missouri
Fair Oaks to Paragould, Arkansas

Brinkley to Fair Oaks, Arkansas

Pine Bluff to Brinkley, Arkansas

Lufkin, Texas to Shreveport, Louisiana

Three of these segments would expeiience an increase of one train per day (Paragould, Arkansas
to Dexter Jct., Missouri; 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 (Pine Biuff to Brinkley, Arkansas and Lufkin, Texas to Shreveport, Louisiana) would
experience a reduction of two trains per day. These segments previously exceeded the Board's
environmental analysis 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 beiween Big
Spring and Fort Worth, Texas would experience a smaller increase in traffic due to train 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 train 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 all impact analysis calculations based on train 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 operating 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 abandonments (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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incorporated in the Post EA (see Chapter 3, Table 3-11). Based on further engineering design,
there were also changes in the length of four proposed connections or 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, Missouri siding extension reduced from 8,900 to 2,062 feet.
Paront, Missouri 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 original BN/Santa Fe settlement agreement requires construction of three additional rail
line connections on new rights-of-way:

Richmond, California (new connecting crossover, 1,225 feet).
Stockton, California (new connection track, 800 feet).
Robstown, Texas (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
attributable to increased blockage of grade crossings by post-merger train traffic. These comments
raised issues of both vehicle delay and the impact of train 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 train 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 the 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:

Avg. Delay for Vehicle
Level of Service Traversing an Intersection®

A 0 to 5 seconds
5to 15 seconds
15 to 25 seconds
25 to 40 seconds
40 to 60 seconds
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 cutlined 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 converted
to peak-hour conditions. Peak-hour volumes are assumed to be twice the average hourly 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 comparison, 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 FRA 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 conservative, 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 grade crossing.

Sight distances.

Vertical and horizontal geometrics.

lllumination.

Train speeds and variance 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 adequJate 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
northern Wichita. Kansas, were projected to experience post-merger increases in vehicle delay of
LOS D or lower as a result of increased rail traffic due to the proposed merger. For these crossings
in Wichita, an increase in train operating speed from 10 to 20 mph would result in 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 (primarily in northern California and Nevada) would

“ Guidelines include the American Railway Engineering Association's Manual of Railway Engineering, the
American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials’ Policy on the Geometric Design of
Highways and Streets (Guide for Selecting, Locating, and Designing Traffic Barriers), the Federal Highway
/\dministraticn's Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Handbook,
and any applicable grade crossing standards or guidelines of the appropriate regulatory agency within each
state.

4-13 Volume 1




have post-merger LOS values of C or better, even with the projected increases in train traffic. In
those 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, Systemwide Mitigation.) SEA notes that several options are available to assist local
emergency response providers. These options are intended to decrease the total time that
crossings are blocked by a train and warn emergency service providers of a blocked crossing.
These inciude:

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) and train arrival, 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 driver 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 Arkansas, California, Colorado, lllinois, 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 disturbance. Nearly all salvage activities would be completed within the railroad right-of-
way (ROW). Exceptions would include some bridges 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
environmental impacts. Nor does SEA review requests for Public Use and Notice of Interim Tralil
Use (NITU)/Certificate of Interim 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 48 CFR 1152.28 and 1152.29. The Board routinely imposes a NITU/CITU
condition where it retains jurisdiction and the railroad agrees to the condition.

With respect to the proposed abandonment of the Sage to Caron City rail line (Sage to
Leadville segment and Malta to Cafon City segment), SEA conducted a review of hazardous
materials 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 materials investigation reports. The Eagle Mine and California Guich
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&RCW has signed a consent decree with EPA regarding investigation and cleanup of the
California Gulch site. Remediation of the Eagle Mine site by Viacem 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 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 connections between UP and SP rail iines
and connections between UP/SP and other carriers

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 right-of-way.
These constructions were presented in the UP/SP's PDEA but were not independently evaluated
in the EA served to the public on April 12, 1996. The additional rail line construction projects and
their lengths are:

Richmond, California - 1,225 feet.
Stockton, California - 800 feet.
Robstown, Texas - 600 feet.
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considered, the existing environment, the potential environmental impacts, and recommended
mitigation measures, is provided in Appendix G.

A detailed description of these proposed constructions, including alternative actions‘

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. The connection would require acquisition of approximately
two acres of new right-of-way and construction of approximately 1.225 feet of new rail line.

The proposed action at Stockton, California would involve the construction 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 one acre of new right-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-Mexican Railway lines. The design
includes two power-operated turnouts, construction of approximately 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 each 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, primarily state historic preservation 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 appropriate.




4.3.5 Air Quality

The air quality analysis performed 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 in 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.

Additional 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 experience 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-rail
offsets as discussed above) would exceed the General Conformity levels established by EPA in
many AQCRs. Those AQCRs that would experience 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 determined 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 Maricopa (504)
Arizona Pima (502)

California Metropolitan Los Angeles (24)

California San Joaquin Valley (31)
California Southeast Desert (33)

Colorado Metropolitan Denver (36)

inois 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 criteria do not apply directly to railroad
operations 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 dces 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 propcses
that UP/SP institute EPA locomotive standards (currently in draft form) on a priority basis for
locomotives that pass through these AQCRs .® Rail corridors consisting of a number of contiguous
segments where UP/SP could assign reduced emissions locomotives were identified by SEA.
These rail corridors 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 corridor.

The rail corridors were identified by taking into account the following criteria:

° Criteria for these reported emission standards are contained in the US EPA's draft "Exhaust Emission
Standards for Locomotives and Locomotive Emissions Manufactures after January 1, 2005 and Each
Remanufacturing after January 1, 2005 "
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Rail line segments that are expected to contribute the highest levels of increases within
these AQCRs.

*Rail line segments that are part of corridors that pass through more than one of these
AQCRs (where the mitigation would provide benefits to more than one AQCR).

All of the through trains operating on these corridors, 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 corridors were identified as locations where locomotives rauld
reasonably be changed that are at or beyond the boundaries 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 corridor to be mitigated. The corridors and
the resulting emissions reductions within the AQCRs through which the corridors pass are listed
in Tables 4-3 and 4-4. The emissions reductions from the proposed 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 mitigation with appropriate Federal, state und 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 issue. Additional site visits,
verification and/or modification of air quality data, and new relevant information presented in the
comments have indicated that mitigation tailored to regional requirements is appropriate. 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 SEA's recommended mitigation, UP/SP would implement the draft emissions
standards for diesel-electric 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 utilize newly manufactured
or re-built iccomotives that produce fewer emissions. When this equipment becomes available,
UP/SP would assign these locomotives on a priority basis to the corridors or portions thereof
specified below:
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TABLE 4-3
ESTIMATED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION - BY CORRIDOR .
v Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Yean [1]]
Lorridor # State HC (of0) NOx SOx
Itt. Worth. TX to W. 501 6.9 0.0 -236.8] N/A
olton, CA 502 -7.6 00] -2633] NA -3.2
503 -9.8 00| -3374] NA 4.1
504 -8.1 00| -2792] NA -34
505 -7.8 0.0] -2700[ NA -3.3|
4 -2.8 0.0 -850] N/A 1.2
33 -19.3 0.0 -664.5] N/A X
12 -17.9 0.0 6170 NA
153 -25.7 0.0 -8845] N/A
210 -17.7 0.0 -609.8] N/A
215 -10.1 0.0 -346.9] N/A
218] TX 232 0.0 -799.8] N/A
Totals for Corridor -156.7 0.0 -5404 3 N/A
acramento, CA to 28 CA -1.9 0.0 -65.4 N/A
akersfield, CA 31 CA 218 0.0 -756.1] N/A
Totals for Corridor -23.8 0.0 -8215 N/A
heyenne, WY to 61 -39.9 0.0] -13742 N/A
inkle, OR 63 406 00 -13995] NA
64 -14.7 0.0 -505.8] N/A
191 64.1 0.0 -22088| N/A
242 -26.5 0.0 9135 N/A
243 -78.9 0.0] -27209] N/A
Totals for Corridor -264 .6 0.0 -91228 N/A
hicago, IL to 88 452 00| -1559.8| N/A
remont, NE 91 7.0 0.0 240.7| N/A
92 60.3 00| -2079.7] NA
93 -70.7 0.| -24368| NA
67 214 0.0 7385 N/A
69 -38.0 00| -13115] NA
71 -17.0 0.0 5853 N/A
73 -17.8 0.0 6150 NA
85 -15.1 0.0 -519.9] N/A
146 -10.0 0.0 -3433| NA
Totals for Corridor -302.5 0.0] -104304 N/A
gden, UT to 508| CA 243 0.0 8387 NA
oseviile, CA 147] NV 718 00| -24747| NA
148 NV -10.4 0.0 -359.9] N/A
219 UT -19.0 0.0 6538 N/A
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TABLE 4-3

‘ ESTIMATED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION - BY CORRIDOR
I AQCR Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Year) [1]]
Icorridor w State HC cQ NOx SOx PMi
gden, UT to 220| UT 2.7 0.0 -934]  N/A 1.1
Fosevi"e- CA Totals for Corridor | -128.2 00| 44204 N/A -53.4
enver, CO to Grand 35| CO -18.0 0.0] 6216/ NA -7.6
ct, CO 36| CO 54 00| -1858] NA
40 CO -85 00| -2943] N/A
Totals for Corridor -32.0 0.0] -1101.8 N/A
Eeattle, WA to W. 24| CA 0.9 0.0 -31.8] NA
olton, CA 271 CA 1.3 0.0 441 NIA
28] CA -3.5 00| -1206f NA
31| CA 4.2 00| -1437] NA
33| CA 1.1 0.0 -36.4| N/A
508 CA 04 0.0 -13.1]  N/A
190| OR -1.9 0.0 660 NA
193] OFR 46 0.0] -159.0] N/A
228| WA -0.3 0.0 -106[ N/A
229 WA -1.1 0.0 -375] NA
Totals for Corridor -19.2 0.0 -662.7 N/A

All Corridors TOTAL | -927.1 0.0] -31964.0 0.0 -389. I
——— —

[1] - The EPA draft emissions requirements do not indicate reductions in either CO or SOx. Reductions in these

emissions were therefore not quantified.

TABLE 44
ESTIMATED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION - BY AQCR [1]

Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Year) “

L\QCR Name State HC co NOx SOx

501|Southeast Arizona 6.9 0.0 -236.8 0.0
502|Pima -7.6 0.0 -263.3 0.0
503|Mohave-Yuma -9.8 0.0 -337.4 0.0
504 |Maricopa -8.1 0.0 -279.2 0.0
505|Central Arizona -7.8 0.0 -270.0 0.0
24|Metropolitan Los Angeles -3.7 0.0 -126.9 0.0
27 |Northeast Plateau -1.3 0.0 -44 1 0.0
28|Sacramento Valley 5.4 0.0 -186.0 0.0
31|San Joaquin Valley 0.0 -899.8 0.0
33|Southeast Desert 0.0 -700.9 0.0
508|Mountain Counties 0.0 -851.8 0.0
35|Grand Mesa 0.0 -621.6 0.0
36|Metropolitan Denver 0.0 -185.9 0.0
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ESTIMATED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM PROPOSED MITIGATION - BY AQCR i1

TABLE 44

LQCR

Name

State

Estimated Emissions Reductions (Tons per Year) ”

HC

Cco

NOx

SOx

10

Yampa

-8.5

0.0

-294.3

0.0

88

Northeast lowa

-45.2

0.0

-1559.8

0.0

9

Southeast lowa

-7.0

0.0

-240.7

0.0

92

South Central lowa

-60.3

0.0

-2079.7

0.0

93

Southwest lowa

~70.7

0.0

-2436.8

0.0

6

Eastern Idaho

-39.9

0.0

-1374.2

00

63

{daho

-40.6

0.0

-1399.5

0.0

64

Metropolitan Boise

-14.7

0.0

-505.8

0.0

67

Metropolitan Chicago

214

0.0

-738.5

0.0

69

Metropolitan Quad Cities

-38.0

0.0

-1311.5

0.0

71

North Central lllinois

-17.0

0.0

-585.3

0.0

73

Rockford-Janesville-Beliot

-17.8

0.0

-615.0

0.0

85

Metropolitan Omaha-Council
Bluffs

-15.1

00

-519.9

0.0

146

Nebraska

-10.0

0.0

-343.3

0.0

12

New Mexico Southern
Border

-17.9

0.0

-617.0

0.0

147

Nevada

-71.8

0.0

-2474.7

0.0

148

Northwest Nevada

NV

-10.4

0.0

-359.9

0.0

190

Central Oregon

OR

-1.9

0.0

-66.0

0.0

121

Eastern Oregon

OR

64.1

0.0

-2208.8

0.0

193Eortland

OR

4.6

0.0

-159.0

0.0

153

El Paso-Las
Cruces-Alamogordo

X

-25.7

0.0

-884.5

0.0

210

Abilene-Wichita Falls

TX

7.7

0.0

-609.8

0.0

215

Metropolitan Dallas-Ft.
Worth

™

-10.1

0.0

-346.9

0.0

218

Midland-Qdessa-San Angelo

X

-23.2

0.0

-799.8

0.0

219

Utah

uT

-19.0

G.0

-653.8

0.0

x|

220

Wasatch Frent

uT

2.7

0.0

-93.4

0.0

1.1

228

Olympic-Northwest
Washington

WA

-0.3

0.0

-10.6

0.0

0. 111

229

Puget Sournd

WA

1.1

0.0

-37.5

0.0

b

242|

Metropolitan Cheyerine

WY

-26.5

0.0

-913.5

0.0

0.5
K

243 moming

WY

-78.9

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 in Table 4-2 as experiencing the highest level of air quality impacts.
Mitigation emissions aleng the proposed corridors would also result in reduced emissions in an additional

31 AQC
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Southerr “orridor: Fort Worth, TX to West Colton, CA
I-6 Corridor: Sacramento, CA to Bakersfield, CA
Central Corridor: Cheyenne, WY to Hinkle, OR
Central Corridor: Chicago, IL to Fremont, NE

Central Corridor: Ogden, UT to Roseville, CA

Central Corridor: Denver, CO to Grand Junction, CO
I-5 Corridor: Seattle, WA to West Colton, CA

SEA notes that the best method for mitiaating air quality impacts is to address the emissions
at the source, the railroad locomotive. SEA also recognizes that, based on the EPA draft emission
standards, specific aecreases in 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 in #missions 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 corridors, would extensively reduce air emissions in the affected AQCRs.

To further facilitate the improvement in air quality for specific locations, SEA has also
recommended mitigation that would require UP/SP to consult with appropriate state and local air
poliution officials in the following states: Arizona, California, Colorado, lilinois, Nevada, Oregon,
Texas, Washington, and Wyoming. SEA has recommended similar mitigation for certain inteimodal
facilities in California and lllinois.

4.3.6 Safety

Systemwide Safety Assessment

In assessing safety for 8 merged UP/SP system, SEA conducted consultations with state and
local officials, UP/SP, and FRA concerning potential safety impacts and mitigation of those impacts.
SEA has reviewed proposed operations and related data on a systemwide, corridor, and local
basis, where appropriate, 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 wouild result in a minor increase in systemwide levels of operations.
As a result, there is the potentiai for increase in overall accident risk. The number of accidents
occurring on a single railroad - or even nationwide -- can vary significantly from year to year. To
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respect to individual railroads or routes, the variability of accident rates can be greater or less than
the national accident rate itself.

realistically assess accident rates, it is necessary to look at these rates over the long term. With ‘

Because of public concern about the operational safety of a consolidated UP/SP system,
SEA conducted an independent analysis of systemwide accident risk that could result from the
proposed merger. For this analysis, railroad accidents involving freight trains on mainlines were
assumed to fall into two categories:

(1)  Ton-mile Dependent Accidents: These accidents are directly related to the amount of
traffic. Th.y are primarily caused by track, roadbed, and train equipment failures. A
majority of 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 historical 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. Tabie 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 inspections of SP trackage and equipment, (2) more
efficient train routing, (3) planned capital investments, (4) increased track and equipment
inspections, and (5) rerouting of traffic over more efficient and better maintained routes. Also, as
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TABLE 4-5
SYSTEMW..OE ANNUAL RAILROAD ACCIDENT CHANGE ESTIMATE
(PRE-MERGER TO POST-MERGER)

~_:Type of Accident Annual Accident Increase Bercent Change
Mainline 14.90 1.9%
Yard 263 0.2%
Industry, Sidings 1.30 1.9%
18.83 0.9%

noted above, SEA is recommending mitigation measures in Chapter 5 that would further enhance
overall safety.

Grade Crossing Safety

A primary area of concern was grade crossing safety. Numerous comments were received
fron' cities and towns, primarily in the central and southern corridors, and a number of other
communities in other parts of the proposed merged system. In assessing grade crossing safety,
SEA carefully reviewed the comments; verified data, and where appropriate, 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 jurisdictions 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 additicnal 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 train traffic resulting from the proposed merger. SEA
also recommends that UP/SP advise SEA of the status and final results of these consulitations.

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 additicn, Placer
County, California, is negotiating 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 mitigation 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 Transportation

SEA conducted an independent examination of risks associated with increased hazardous
materials shipments. The major changes to hazardous materials movements in UP/SP'’s operating
plar would occur on various rail line segments that represent approximately 66 percent of the
combined system’s route-miles. These include: the Centrai Corridor, 1-5 Corridor, Illinois-Gulf
Coast Corridor, and the Houston to New Orleans portion of the Southern Corridor. SEA examined
these corridors in terms of the percent change in hazardous materials traffic expected as a resuit
of the proposed merger. To compare the change in hazardous materials traffic with historical
fluctuations, SEA measured traffic increase against the largest likely 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 increases to the nationwide average risk for hazardous
materials releases on a single route. (See Volume 2, Appendix G for a discussion of this analysis.)

Whenever it was necessary to estimate the release risk for a rail line segment, baseline risk
levels (i.e., pre-merger) were estimated using the PC*HazRoute software developed by ALK, Inc.
(ALK) for identifying optimal rail routings for hazardous materials. This software uses rail accident
data reported to FRA for the years 1992 through 1994 to estimate a per-carload risk of hazardous
material release. In generai, SIZA assumed that this risk would be propertional to the change in
hazardous materials traffic on each route segment. Pursuant to SEA’s request, UP/SP re-ran its
Multi-Rail traffic model speciiically for hazardous material car movements (STCC codes beginning
with 48 and 58), and provided estimated pre-merger and post-merger hazardous materials carloads
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 i the overall
risk of accidental hazardous materials releases on the following corridors: (1) the Central Corridor,
(2) the I-5 Corridor, (3) lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridor, and (4) the Southern Corridor. Assuming that
the average hazardous materials density on the remainder of a merged UP/SP system would be
75 percent of that on the aforementioned corridors, and that the risk on the remainder of the
system would not change as a result of the proposed merger, a systemwide post-merger risk
increase of 1.7 percent for hazardous materials incidents would result. This would correspond to
an average annual increase of 0.2 accidenta! releases per year using the PC*HazRoute
frequencies as adjusted.

In sum, the rick of accidental hazardous materials releases on the corridors identified above
would increase 2.6 percent. The overali average on a systemwide basis would be a 1.7 percent
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increase ‘or the estimated releases of hazardous materials. In both cases, this represents a minor
increase N risk exposure.

In assessing the accident risks 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 materials. USDOT further stated that “preparation 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 risk 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 risk. Nevertheless, to further promote safety, SEA recommends
certain mitigation measures in Chapter 5 that are systemwide, SP specific, and corridor related.
The rorridor specific mitigation applies to the following:

Central Corridor
. The route between North Platte, 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 Orleans), LA (SP).

. The route between lowa Junction, LA and Avondale, LA via Kinder and Livonia (UP).
B The route between Houston, TX and West Colton, CA (SP).

lilinois-Gulf Coast Corridor
. The route between St. Louis, MO; East St. Louis/Salem, IL and Houston, TX;
Avondale, LA (UP and SP).

SEA’s mitigation for the above includes the following:
. Equipping key trains with two-way end-of-train (EOT) devices.
. Adopting UP'’s formula-based standards for track inspecticn (on SP rail lines).
- Extending UP’s tank car inspection programs to SP facilities.
. Development of detailed respcnse plans and training programs with appropriate local
authorities.

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 rights operations by BN/Santa Fe.

SEA has reviewed the hazardous materials 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 rights operations are thoroughly covered under FRA safety and
operating rules.

SEA notes that the EA recommended mitigation to conduct rail line capacity simuiations to
verify that the directionai operations invelving St. Louis, Missouri; 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 (ABS) 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 regulations 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 mitigaticn.

Emergency Responses to Hazardous Materials Incidents

To address comments about hazardous materials incident responses, SEA conducted an
extensive review of the emergency response procedures for transportation-related spills of
hazardous materials 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 Materials, Oil, or Other Pollutants (September 1995):
--Avondale Yard, Houston Services Unit
--North Little Rock Yard, Little Rock Terminal Service Unit
--Settegast Yard, Houston Services Un,

Union Pacific Railroad Company Instructions for Handling Hazardous Materials
(October 1995).

Southern Pacific Lines Hazardous Materials/Emergericy Response Business Plans
(January 1996):

--Avondale Yard, Jefferson Parish, Louisiana (AV-11)

--Pine Bluff Yard, Jeiferson County, Arkansas (PB-01)

--Houston Yard (Englewood/Hardy Street), Harris County, Texas (HO-01)
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Burlington Northern Railroad Hazardous Materials 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
periodic updating to meet the constantly changing railroad transportation 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 materials, 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 agencies to use in responding to a hazardous materiais spill, derailment of rail cars carrying
hazardous materials, release of hazardous vapors, and fires involving hazardous materials. There
are also provisions for management by railroad personnel and/or public emergency service
agencies of hazardous materials incidents, including site visits and training exercises.

SEA concludes that UP/SP and BN/Santa Fe are adequately prepared to respond to
hazardous materials incidents. UP currently has 29 personnel on 24-hour call to respond to
hazardous materials 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
unorofected areas on SP rail lines, such as Arizona, New Mexico, and West Texas. In addition,
UP/SP intends to extend UP’s participation in the TRANSCARE program to SP jurisdictions. In this
program, UP works with communities to develop hazardous material 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 hazardous materials in compliance with
U.S. Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials 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-. 2nsiii: . = >tors where the change in operations
could result in noise exposure increases that weuit - r exceed the Board's environmentali
analysis thresholds. The analysis provided an estinic'«- of | e number of noise-sensitive receptors
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(e.g., residences, schools, churches) where the Board's thresholds for impact analysis wouid be
exceeded, potentially causing an adverse increase in noise exposure. In conducting its noise level
impact assessm.ent, SEA verified and used the baseline and proposed activity 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 criteria (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,,); or

An increase to a noise level of L, of 65 dBA or greater.

The L4, noise descriptor represents an average of the noise leveis occurring during a
complete 24-hour period. However, it includes a 10 dB weighting applied to those noises occurring
during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.), reflecting the fact that most people are more
sensitive to nighttime noise. In calculating L,, 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 during
the daytime hours. In general, an increase in L, ¢f 3 dBA would require a 100 percent increase
in rail traffic, a substantial change in operating conditions, changed equipment, or a shift of daytime
operations to the nighttime hours.

Most commenters were concerned 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 greatly increased near grade crossings where train horns
are used as a warning to motorists and pedestrians. 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 proposed merger to determine the potential for noise 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 ray be warranted. SEA identified 13 rail line segments that
would experience 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 extent 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 experience adverse noise impacts.
However, the noise impacts at issue generally would be caused by locomotive horn sounding at
grade crossings, to warn motorists or pedestrians of 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, FRA has been directed by the Swift Act
to require, by November of 1996, that hcrns 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 FRA specifically requires that horns be sounded is Florida. 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 Florida Whistle Ban
analysis performed by FRA, have shown a decrease in incidents at grade crossings when a
locomotive horn is sounded and a dramatic 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 potentially 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, lllinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, and Texas. SEA
recommends this mitigation to effectively reduce the potential noise impacts without compromising
safety.

In developing mitigation, SEA considered several factors. First, as stated above, horn noise
generally represents the greatest noise level associated with train movements, is a necessary
safety measure. SEA recognizes that safety concerns override noise concerns, particularly in
populated areas and at grade crossings. Second, the increase in the decibel level experienced 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 eliminating train horn
noise at grade crossings have been developed, but require approval by FRA, 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 mitigate rolling wheel and rail noise level increases
on rail lines previously operated by SP. In addition, 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
mitigation measures.

Nevertheless, considering the constraints discussed above, SEA recommends the following

measure to mitigate adverse noise impacts to communities: UP/SP shall consult with those affected
counties that have communities that weuld experience a noise increase of 3 or more dBA as a
result of the increased rail traffic over rail lines in California, Colorado, lllinois, Kansas, Louisiana,
Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, and Texas (see Table 3-8) and, if appropriate, develop a noise
abatement plan. UP/SP shall submit the results of these consultatiocns to SCA, who will review
these findings with FRA. 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
that 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 increases are expected to
be substantial. 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 continued consultation with various SHPOs to identify
and determine possible impacts on historic 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. Appropriate mitigation measures for each of these states are inciuded
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 inappropriate 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 thorough 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 maintains that an EA, subject to the recommended environmental mitigation,
is appropriate 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 required for
“‘major federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.” [42 U.S.C.
4332(2)(C).] The identification of which actions require an EIS is a matter for the agency to
determine, as long as the determination is not arbitrary or capricious. Based on extensive analysis
of potential impacts and development of appropriate mitigation measures, SEA’s conclusion that
an EA is appropriate is neither arbitrary or capricious. First, SEA’s conclusion that an EA is
appropriate is consistent with the Board's environmental rules, which provide that railroad mergers
are actions generally requiring 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 Northern 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), examination 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 environmental 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 describes 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
various impacts, with safety, air quality, and noise among primary 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 described below and
elsewhere in Chapter 4. The potential impacts identifie< in the analysis are described in Chapter 3.

For safety impacts, SFA conducted an independent analysis that included detailed
examination of the proposed rail operating 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 consultations with appropriate
Federal, state, and local officials.

" UP and SP state that the purpose and need for the proposed merger is to create a Western rail carrier that
wouid be more efficient, therefore more competitive, with truck and water carriers 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 the potential emissior. mpacts
in each affected AQCR for hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, oxides cf nitrogen and sulfur, and
particulate matter. Taking into account the standards and criteria 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
period. 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
mitigation measures to address the varied types of potential environmental impacts: systemwide,
corridor-specific, and regional or local. These measures included mitigation for particular rail line
segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, and rail abandonments and constructions. SEA identified
two communities (Reno, Nevada and Wichita, Kansas) that require indepencent 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 train operations would essentially
maintain the environmental status quo in these two cities until the specifically tailored mitigation
plans are imposed. In addition to SEA’s recommended mitigation, several local communities have
negotiated agreements with UP/SP to implement mitigation measures and take other appropriate
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 appropriate 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 negotiating such an
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agreement. These jurisdictions, all in California, include the Town of Truckee, East Bay Regional
Park District, 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 jurisdictions have
requested in writing that the Post EA not include recommended mitigation measures at this time
since they are close to arriving 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 wiil then recommend appropriate mitigation
to the Board before any decision is issued.

4.3.11 Local Mitigation

The cities of Reno, Nevada and Wichita, Kansas have characteristics that pose unique
environmentai concerns in connection with the proposed merger. These include, but are not limitea
to, track locations, the number and location 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 train movements on the Chickasha to Wichita rail line wouid
produce corresponding increases in iocomotive exhaust emissions and repeated horn, 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 pedestrian/train/vehicle accidents.

The City of Wichita and UP/SP have attempted to negotiate mitigation 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 various 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 lias been reached jointly by the City of Wichita,
Sedgwick County and UP/SP. Obviously, there are multiple environmental, financial, operational
and other issues to be resolved, largely on a local basis. In view of the above, SEA recognizes that
mitigation 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 mitigation that would limit the number of trains passing through Wichita while a
specitic 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.) During this period, UP/SP would
retain an independent third-party consultant to prepare, unde - 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 resulting from the proposed merger. This mitigation replaces the mitigation
measures that were recommended in Volume 2 c¢f 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 business; interests.

Based on all of the information gathered, SEA concludes that the post-merger operations
proposed over the Sparks 1o Roseville rail line segment (Donner Pass route) would pose a safety
risk to the City of Reno. In the downtown area, pedestrians must walk across the SP rail 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 existing 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 rights over the tracks, with the

4-37 Volume 1




result that 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 pedestrian and vehicular traffic crossing the tracks in 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 address 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 line, with
commensurate increases in locomotive exhaust emissions and repeated horn, engine, and wheel
noise (which reverberates between the exterior walls of the hotels that line both sides of the tracks).
In addition, this increase in traffic would contribute to increases in backed-up vehicular traffic on
major downtown streets and potential pedestrian/train/vehicle accidents.

Options considered by the City of Reno and UP/SP included construction of (1) grade
separations and pedestrian overpasses and underpasses; (2) a depressed trainway through the
central business district; (3) a new route, instead of the existing route, that would follow the
Interstate 80 corridor within the City; and (4) a totally new route outside of the City.

As of the date of this Post EA, no resolution has been reached jeintly by the City of Reno and
UP/SP. Obviously, there are multiple environmental, financial, operational and other issues to be
resolved, largely on a local basis. As an example, the proposed |1-80 rail line corridor would involve
acquisition of a new right-of-way including privately owned property, construction of tunnels,
groundwater impacts, noise and vibration impacts, etc. This project would take an estimated ten
years or so to complete, including environmental documentation.

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,
mitigation be imposed to maintain the environmental status quo for a reasonable length of time.
Essentially, this mitigation would limit the increase of rail traffic to two additional trains per day for
an 18-month period. During this period, 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 environmentzl effects on the City of Reno of additional rail traffic resulting from the proposed
merger. This mitigation replaces the mitigation measures that were recommended in Volume 2 of
the EA. The recommended mitigation is set forth iri 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 descriptions of these activities are set forth in Volume 2 of the EA. In the Post EA, the
location of the rail yards and intermodal facilities are shown in the corridor-by-corridor 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 facilities, 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, lllinois, and Texas have been combined into
two recommended mitigation 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
SEA’S RECOMMENDED MITIGATION

Based on its independent analysis of the proposed merger, review of available information,
and consideration of all the environmental comments, SEA 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 in this chapter. Section 1 presents SEA's
recommended systemwide mitigation measures. These measures would apply to affected rail line
segments, rail yards, intermodal facilities, construction sites. Section 2 presents mitigation
measures that apply to major transportation operating corridors. 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 in the EA and added new
measures to reflect concerns raised by comments on the EA and/or the results of additional agency
consultations and analysis conducted by SEA. In some cases, location-specific mitigation
measuJres previously recommended in the EA have been replaced with systemwide mitigation
measures. In some locations, mitigation recommended in the EA is no longer appropriate based
on 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
voluntarily undertake to address environmental issues, although these measures would extend
beyond the Board's jurisdiction. 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 conditioning
authority. This mitigation pertains to such measures as law enforcement activities.

The recommended mitigation measures are categorized as follows: (1) “Systemwide”, (2)
“Corridor-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 mitigation measures are numbered sequentially.

SYSTEMWIDE MITIGATION
The following mitigation measures address potential 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 right-of-way.
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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.

UP/SP shall adopt UP’s existing tank car inspection programs for all appropriate facilities
on the merged system.

For all highway grade crossing signals, UP/SP shall provide visible instructions designating
an 800 number to be called if signal crossing devices malfunction.

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.

UP/SP shall participate on a sysieamwide basis in the TRANSCARE program to develop
hazardous material and emergency response plans in cooperation with communities.

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. ‘

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 emergency response training.

UP/SP shall adopt existing UP training and operating practices that are designed to reduce
locomotive fuel consumption and air pollution. These include: throttie 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 locomotives to UP
standards.

As suggested by UP/SP, UP/SP shall extend to SP rail lines UP's program of closing boxcar
doors on empty cars before movement on the system in order to reduce wind resistance
and, thereby, fuel consumption.

As suggested by UP/SP, UP/SP shall use its own security forces to conduct its own arrests
and bookings, reducing reliance on local police forces.
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To address noise impacts, UP/SP shall consult with the affected counties that have
communities that would experience an increase of 3 dBA or more as a result of the
increased rail traffic over rail lines in the states of California, Colorado, lllinois, Kansas,
Louisiana, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, and Texas. |f appropriate, the UP/SP shall
develop a noise abatement plan. UP/SP shall submit the result of these consuitations to
SEA who will review these findings with FRA

Specific
SEA recommends the following mitigation measures for specific rail line segments within

the Central, Southern, and lllinois-Gulf Coast Corridors.

17.

UP/SP shall give priority to equipping key trains, as defined by Union Pacific Railroad Form
8620, on the corridor segments listed below with two-way end of train devices. This
requirement also applies to BN/Santa Fe key trains operating between lowa Junction, 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 Orleans), LA (SP)

- lowa Junction, LA to Avondale, LA via Kinder and Livonia (UP).
- Houston, TX to West Colton, CA (SP).

ilinois-Gulf Coast Corridor

- St. Louis, MO, and East St. Louis/Salem, IL to Houston, TX and Avondale, LA
(UP and SP)

RAIL LINE SEGMENT MITIGATION

General
SEA recommends the following mitigation measures with respect to all of the rail line

segments in the states identified below.

18.

UP/SP shall consult with the states and appropriate local officials as well as FRA to develop
a priority list 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 consultations.
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12.

13.

UP/SP shall convert all railroad locomotives to the standards for visible smoke reduction
that are established in the South Coast Air Quality Basin

UP/SP shall adopt UP’'s existing policy of using head-hardened rail on curves in
mountainous territory for SP rail lines to promote safer operations.

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable FRA rules and regulations in conducting rail
operations on the merged systems.

CORRIDOR MITIGATION

General
SEA recommends the following mitigation measures for the Central, Southern, Northern,

Illinois-Gulf Coast, and Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridors.

14.

18.

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
=PA 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 beccmes available, UP/SP shall assign these locomotives
on a priority basis to the corridors or portions thereof specified below:

Southern Corridor:
- Fort Worth, TX to West Colton, CA.

Central Corridor:

- Cheyenne, WY to Hinkle, OR.

- Chicago, IL to Fremont, NE.

- Ogden, UT to Roseville, CA.

- Denver, CO to Grand Junction, CO.

Pacific Coast (I-5) Corridor:
- Seattle, WA to West Colton, CA.
- Sacramento, CA to Bakersfield, CA.

To further facilitate the improvement of air quality for specific locations, UP/SP shall consult
with appropriate state and local air quality officials in the states of Arizona, California,
Colorado, lllinois, 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, Caiifornia

East Bay Regional Park District
UP/SP shall comply with the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding upon execution
with the East Bay Regional Park District and UP/SP.

Roseville, California to Sparks, Nevada
Town of Truckee

UP/SP shall comply with the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding executed with the
Town of Truckee and UP/SP.

Placer County
UP/SP shall comply with the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding upon execution
with Placer County and UP/SP.

City of Reno

UP/SP shall operate no more than a daily average count of 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 train count per day does
not include the following types of movements: (1) maintenance-of-way trains, (2) light
locomotive movements, (3) local and industry switching train movements, (4) emergency
trains 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 in effect for 18 calendar months in
total.

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 Reno. NV, for each
day of each preceding month in the specified 18-month period. These reports shall also
identify those train movements, specified in the above condition, that are excluded from the
15.8 trains per cay average count .
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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 pedestrian traffic

flows and associated environmental effects on the City of Renc. 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 mitigation plan
deveioped 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 with the City of Reno, Washoe County, the Federal Railroad
Administration, aiid other appropriate 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/pedestrian grade
separations in downtown Reno.

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 rotify SEA, and
SEA will take appropriate action consistent with such an agreement.

Chickasha, Cklahoma to Wichita, Kansas

City of Wichita, Kansas
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 essentially maintains the environmental status
quo. The 6.4 average train count per day does not include the following types of
movements: (1) maintenance-of-way trains, (2) light locomotive movernents, (3) local and
industry switching train movements, (4) emergency trains operated under detour authority,
for snow removal, for fire or other natural disaster purposes, and wreck removal purposes.
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This condition will be effective upon consummation of the merger and continue in effect for
18 calendar months in total.

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 movements, specified in the above condition, that are excluded from the
6.4 trains per day average count.

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 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 supervision of SEA. It shall include a final
mitigation plan based on a study of the railway, highway, and pedestrian traffic flows and
ascociated 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 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 Chickasha to Wichita line
segment.

Consultations with the City of Wichita, Sedgwick County, the Federal Railroad
Administration, and other appropriate Federal, state and local agencies.

Consultations with UP/SP.

Review of all existing 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 separations in Wichita.

In the event UP/SP and the City of Wichita and other appropriate parties reach agreement

on a final mitigation plan, UP/SP and the City of Wichita shall immediately notify SEA, and
SEA will take appropriate action consistent with such an agreement.
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RAIL YARDS AND INTERMODAL FACILITIES .

UP/SP shall consult with appropriate state and local agencies to develop noise abatement
plans for rail yards in the following cities: Herington, Kansas; Salem, lllinois: 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

To further facilitate the improvement of air quality in the States of California and lllinois,
UP/SP shall consult with appropriate state and local air quality officials concerning the
intermodal facilities in East Los Angeles, California and the Global Il and Canal Street
intermodal facilities in Chicago, lllinois

ABANDONMENTS

The following 17 proposed abandonments and four related discontinuances are subje:t 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, Colorade (SP):

- Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 189x) - SP Abandonment.

- Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No. 36x) - Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW.
Mailta to Caron 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.
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, lllinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 98x).
DeCamp to Edwardsville, lllinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-Mo. 97x).

Barr to Girard, lllinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 96).

Whitewater to Newton, Kansas (UP) - Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 132x).

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.
lowa Junction to Manchester, Louisiana (UP) - Docket No. AB-3 (Sub-No. 133x).
Seabrook to San L2on, 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).
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Little Mountain Junction to Little Mountain, Utah (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No.
99x).

General

At all proposed abandonment iocations, 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.

UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with state and
local solid waste management regulations.

UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during right-of-way salvaging
activities to pre-salvaging conditions.

Before undertaking any salvage activities, UP/SP shall consult with any potentially affected
American Indian Tribes adjacent to, or having a potential interest in, the right-of-way.

UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and
to stabilize disturbed scils.

UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions during
salvage operations at or near grade crossings.

UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during salvage activities to conditions as required by
state or local jurisdictions.

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 during salvaging.

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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shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the appropriate State Historic
Preservation Officer.

If previously unknown archaeological remains are found during salvage operations, UP/SP ‘

As appropriate, UP/SP shall use appropriate technologies, such as silt screens, to minimize
soil erosion during salvaging. UP/SP shall disturb the smallest area possible around
streams and tributaries and shall revegetate disturbed areas immediately following salvage
operations.

As appropriate, UP/SP shall transport all hazardous materials generated by salvage
activities in compliance with U.S. Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials
Regulations (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180).

As appropriate, UP/SP shall assure that all culverts are clear from debris to avoid potential
flooding and stream flow alteration, in accordance with Federal, state and local regulations.

As appropriate, UP/SP shall obtain all necessary Federal, state, and local permits if
salvaging activities require the alteration of wetlands, ponds, lakes, streams, or rivers, or
if these activities would cause soil or other materials 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)

UP/SP shall limit salvage activities within 1,000 feet of residences to daytime hours to
mitigate noise impacts on nearby receptors.

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, prior to salvage activities, to determine whether surveys of vegetation types in
areas of potential disturbance due to salvage activities are needed and shall conduct any
such surveys during an appropriate time of year.
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UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the through-plate girder bridge
at MP 436.70, until the Section 106 process of the National Historic Preservation Act (16
USC 470f., as amended) has been completed for this structure.

Prior to the start of salvage operations in the vicinity of the three Emergency Response
Notification System (hazardous waste) spill sites, UP/SP shall contact the Arkansas
Poliution Control and Ecology Department, Hazardous Waste Division, to confirm that
remediation has been completed to agency satisfaction.

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

No specific mitigation is recommended.

Magnolia Tower to Melrose, California (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 94x)
UP/SP shall retain their interest in and take no steps to alter the Magnolia Tower or WP
Oakland Depot until the Section 106 process of the National Historic Preservation Act (16

U.S.C. 470f, as amended) has been completed for these structures.

Alturas to Wendel, California (SP) - Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 184x)

UP/SP srall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the integrity of the 9 eligible and
11 potentially eligible prehistoric sites along this abandonment until the Section 106 process
of the National 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

A Water Pollution Control Act permit under 35 U.S.C. 1251 et. seq., may be required prior
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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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 Section 106 process of .
the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470f., as amended) has been completed.

UP/SP shall consult with Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment and U.S.
EPA Region 8 prior to conducting any salvage activity, develop a risk assessment and
remediation plan, if required, in congultation with CDPHE and EPA, and provide SEA with
a copy of an EPA-approved plan for the California Gulch and Eagle Mine Superfund sites.

UP/SP shall provide continued access for Viacom International, Inc. to the Eagle Mine site
to facilitate ongoing remediation activities.

Malta to Canon City, Colorado (SP)
Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 188) - SP Abandonment.
Docket No. AB-8 (Sub-No0.39) - Discontinuance of Service by D&RGW

To further assess the potential 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 potential
disturbance due to salvage activities are needed and shall conduct any such surveys during
an appropriate time of the year.

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 Bridge aiid Royal Gorge War Revetments, until
completion of the Section 106 Process of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC
470f., as amended).

UP/SP shall consult with Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment and U.S.
EPA Region 8 prior to conducting any salvage activity, develop a risk assessment and
remediation plan, if required, in consultation with COPHE 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

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 Service and
the Colorado Department of Natural Resources to determine if surveys in areas of potential

Volume 1 5-12 ‘




disturbance due to salvage activities are needed and shall conduct any such surveys during
an appropriate time of the year

UP/SP shall consult with the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment to
confirm that assessment and remediation has been completed to the agency's satisfaction.

Edwardsville to Madison, lilinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 98x)
Prior to the start of abandonment activities in the vicinity of any known hazardous waste

sites, UP/SP shall consult with the lilinois Environmental Protection Agency to assess
procedures necessary to 2ddress issues related to the sites.

DeCamp to Edwardsville, lllinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 87x)

UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the one
historic bridges until the Section 106 process of the National Historic Preservation Act (16
U.S.C. 470f., as amended) is completed.

Barr to Girard, lllinois (UP) - Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-No. 96)

UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the three

historic bridges until the Section 106 process of the National Historic 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 mitigation is recommended.
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Seabrook to San Leon, Texas (SP) - Docket No. AB-12 (Sub-No. 187x) '

U.S. Fish & Wildiife 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.

UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the
through-plate girder bridges at MPs 31.99 and 38.77 until the Section 106 process of the
National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f., as amended), has been completed for
these structures.

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 this segment.

Prior to the start of abandonment activities in the vicinity 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.

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)

To further assess the potential occurrence of Navasota Ladies'-tresses (Spiranthes parksii),
& 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 prior to salvage
operations to determine if this species is present in any areas to be cleared or modified by
the proposed abandonment.

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
known archaeological site.

Prior 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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UP/SP shall retain its interest and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the three
deck plate girder bridges at MPs 109.73, 112.96, and 117.55, until the Section 106 process
of the National 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)

Prior to the start of abandonment activities in the vicinity of any known hazardous waste
sites, UP/SP shall contact the Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission. Waste
Management Division, and other appropriate 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 mitigation is recommended.

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

General

SEA recommends the following mitigation measures at all new construction sites not on

existing right-of-way. The following mitigation measures also apply to the new construction 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 materials, including hazardous waste, encountered or generated
during construction of the proposed rail line connection.

UP/SP shali dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with state and
local solid waste management regulations.

UP/SP shall consult with the appropriate Federal, state and local agencies if hazardous
waste and/or materials are discovered at the site.

UP/SP shall transport all hazardous materials in compliance with U.S Department of

Transportation Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180). UP/SP shall
provide, upon request, local emergency management organizations with copies of all
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staff for coordinated responses to incidents. In the case of a hazardous material incident.
UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response procedures contained in its
Emergency Response Plans.

applicable Emergency Response Plans and participate in the training of local emergency ‘

UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions during
construction.

UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required by state
or local jurisdictions.

UP/SP shall obtain all necessary Federal, state, and local permits if construction activities
require the alteration of wetlands, ponds, lakes, streams, or rivers, or it these activities
would cause soil or other materials to wash into these water resources. UP/SP shall use
appropriate techniques to minimize impacts to water bodies and wetlands.

UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and surface
instability during 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 vegetation on the embankment slope to provide permanent cover and prevent '

potential erosion. If erosion develops, UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate
erosion control procedures. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage
regrowth in disturbed areas and to stabilize disturbed soils.

UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for application of
right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall iimit such application to the extent
necessary for rail operations.

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding the
control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created during construction shall be
minimized by using such control methods as water spraying, installation of wind barriers,
and chemical treatment.

UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the use of work
hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery.

UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during construction activities
to their pre-construction conditions.
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Before undertaking any construction activities. UP/SP shall consult with any potentially
affected American Indian Tribes adjacent to, or having a potential interest in, the right-of-
way.

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.C. 470f., as amended) review process is completed. If previously undiscovered
archaeological remains are found during construction, UP/SP shall cease work and
immediately contact the State Historic Preservation Officer tc initiate the appropriate
Section 106 process.

ifi

SEA recommends the following mitigation measures for the specific construction sites
identified below.

Arkansas - Camden

UP/SP shall restrict mechanized equipment to upland areas to complete construction
activities. UP/SP shall obtain and comply with all applicable permits for any construction
activity within streams or wetlands. Also, UP/SP shall submit its final construction plans to

appropriate state and local agencies for review

Prior to construction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropriate
local agencies for review.

Arkansas - Fair Oaks

Prior to construction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropriate
local agencizs for review.

Arkansas - Pine Bluff (East)

Prior to construction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropriate
local agencies for review




Arkansas - Pine Bluff (West) ‘

Prior to construction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropriate
local agencies for review.

Arkansas - Texarkana

Prior to construction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and appropriate
local agencies for review

California - Lathrop

UP/SP shall retain its interest in and take no steps to alter the historic integrity of the
Sharpe Army Depot, until the Section 106 process of the National Historic Preservation Act
(16 U.S.C. 470f., as amended) has been completed for this property.

California - Stockton (E' Pinal)

UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from train operations over the connection and
implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel squeal

California - West Colton (UF to SP)

No specific mitigation is recommended.

California - West Colton (SP to UP)

No specific mitigation is recommended.

Colorado - Denver (Utah Jct.)

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 Historic Preservation Act
(16 U.S.C. 470f., as amended) has been completed for this property.

Volume 1 .




Colorado - Denver

In and near the South Platte River and associated wetland areas, UP/SP shall restrict
mechanized equipment to the area required to complete construction activities.

UP/SP shall perform hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for any modifications to the South
Platte River bridge, to ensure the changes would have no effe<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>