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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Docket No. FD 32760 (Sub-No. 48)

BNSF RAILWAY COMPANY
—PETITION FOR ENFORCEMENT—
SERVICE TO GRANITE MOUNTAIN QUARRIES

UNION PACIFIC RAILWAY COMPANY’S REPLY TO
BNSF RAILWAY COMPANY’S AMENDED PETITION FOR ENFORCEMENT

The Board should dismiss BNSF’s amended petition with prejudice because
BNSF has not shown SP provided service to Granite Mountain at the time of the UP-
SP Merger, as required by the Board’s decision served June 30, 2025.1 The Board
should also reject BNSF’s request to change the rules and the conditions imposed on
the merger by shifting responsibility for its failure of proof to UP.

The Board’s June 30 decision denied BNSF’s original petition because BNSF
failed to prove Granite Mountain is a 2-to-1 shipper facility. BNSF and UP had
presented conflicting interpretations of the relevant tariff provisions, and the Board
found there was “insufficient information to fully support either side’s
interpretation.” Decision at 5. Rather than dismiss the petition with prejudice, the
Board allowed “BNSF to take discovery from UP” to give BNSF a chance to prove its
claim by showing “SP provided service to Granite Mountain at the time of the

merger.” Id. at 6-7; see also id. at 6 (“If any additional information exists regarding

1 UP is using the acronyms and abbreviations the Board used in its Decision served
June 30, 2025.



whether SP provided service to Granite Mountain at the time of the UP-SP Merger,
UP is the party most likely to possess such information.”). However, the Board said
BNSF could submit an amended petition only if it “returns to the Board with evidence
that demonstrates that SP was providing line-haul service to Granite Mountain.” See
id. at 7.

BNSF’s amended petition fails to present any evidence that SP provided line-
haul service to Granite Mountain at the time of the UP-SP Merger, so the Board
should dismiss the petition.?2

BNSF claims it cannot provide the evidence the Board required because UP
did not produce SP traffic records from the pre-merger period—more than 30 years
ago. Even if UP could have produced such ancient traffic records, they would not have
shown SP served Granite Mountain, because SP never had the right to serve Granite
Mountain.

Moreover, BNSF’s discovery requests sought much more than traffic records,
and UP searched for much more than traffic records. In response to BNSF’s

exhaustive discovery requests, UP conducted a thorough, good faith search for any

2 This 1s just another case of BNSF overreach. See, e.g., Union Pac. Corp.—Control &
Merger—S. Pac. Rail Corp. (General Oversight) (Oversight Decision No. 20), 5 S.T.B.
1159, 1165 (2001) (rejecting BNSF effort to expand the definition of “2-to-1 points” as
an “overreach”); Union Pac. Corp.—Control & Merger—S. Pac. Rail Corp. (Decision
No. 106), FD. 32760 (STB served Dec. 20, 2013) (rejecting BNSF claim regarding
access to G3 Enterprises); Union Pac. Corp.—Control & Merger—S. Pac. Rail Corp.
(Decision No. 98), FD. 32760 (STB served Oct. 22, 2002) (rejecting BNSF claim
regarding trackage rights fee adjustments); Union Pac. Corp.—Control & Merger—
S. Pac. Rail Corp. (Decision No. 77), FD. 32760 (STB served Jan. 7, 1998) (rejecting
BNSF effort to access non-2-to-1 shippers in New Orleans); Union Pac. Corp.—
Control & Merger—S. Pac. Rail Corp. (Decision No. 74), FD. 32760 (STB served Aug.
29, 1997) (rejecting BNSF’s effort to expand the definition of “2-to-1 shipper”).



documents showing SP provided any service to Granite Mountain at or before the
time of the UP-SP Merger. No evidence exists that SP served Granite Mountain at
the time of the UP-SP Merger. The absence of documents is itself meaningful—it is
proof that SP did not provide service to Granite Mountains.

When BNSF asked for an explanation of UP’s search process, UP described the
complete and thorough search undertaken by UP:

Union Pacific conducted reasonable searches for all the
materials identified by BNSF. Union Pacific conducted
interview of individuals in its Marketing and Sales,
Interline Marketing, dJoint Facilities, and Finance
documents in an effort to identify potentially responsive
documents and conducted searches of employee and
departmental files. Union Pacific also searched its general
records management system for potentially responsive
documents.3

More specifically, in response to BNSF’s broad request for “[a]ll documents
relating to reciprocal switch movements by UP for Granite Mountain,” UP conducted
extensive searches, but the documents it found supported UP’s position, not BNSF’s
position:

Union Pacific conducted interviews and searches to
1dentify and collect “All documents” relating to reciprocal
switching movements by Union Pacific for Granite
Mountain. The only documents located were [copies of
tariffs], which establish that Granite Mountain was not

listed as open for reciprocal switching at the time of the
UP/SP merger.4

3 See Letter from M. Rosenthal (UP counsel) to P. Denton (BNSF counsel) at 1 (Aug.
28, 2025) (attached hereto as Exhibit A).

4 See id. at 2.



Similarly, in response to BNSF’s broad request for “[a]ll documents relating to
any service by SP to Granite Mountain prior to the UP/SP merger regardless of the
manner of service, whether line-haul service, reciprocal switch service, inter-terminal
service, or some other arrangement,” UP had conducted extensive searches, but the
documents again supported UP’s position, not BNSF’s:

Union Pacific conducted interviews and searches as
described above—it interviewed the employees most likely
to have responsive information and searched for files
within the departments most likely to have responsive
information, as well as files in Uinon Pacific’s general
records management system. As Union Pacific stated [in
its written discovery responses], Union Pacific did not
identify any documents responsive to this request, other
than the documents described above and in its pleadings,
which establish that Granite Mountain was not listed as
open for reciprocal switching at the time of the UP/SP
merger and that Granite Mountain submitted a letter in
the merger proceeding confirming it would benefit from
obtaining access to SP through the UP/SP merger.5

In sum, UP looked for all documents BNSF requested, in every location where
such documents could reasonably exist, but found no evidence that SP served Granite
Mountain at or before the time of the UP-SP Merger. BNSF claims UP never
explained why no documents show SP served Granite Mountain. The answer is clear:
No such documents exist because SP did not serve Granite Mountain at or before the
time of the UP-SP Merger.

BNSF has produced no evidence from any source suggesting SP ever served

Granite Mountain. That is no surprise. During the UP-SP Merger proceeding,

5 See id. at 2-3.



Granite Mountain filed a statement supporting the merger, declaring: “Our rail
service is handled by the Union Pacific Railroad.” If SP had served or could have
served Granite Mountain before the UP-SP Merger, Granite Mountain surely would
have mentioned that its rail service was also provided by SP. In fact, more than a
decade ago, BNSF told the Board that “all of the two to one individual shipper
facilities have been identified.”®

UP’s document searches in response to BNSF’s discovery requests were
informative not only in that they uncovered absolutely no evidence supporting
BNSF’s position, but also in what they confirmed: UP produced records showing
LRWN had not provided any service other than inter-terminal switching to Granite
Mountain. The records thus support UP’s position that the tariff item BNSF claims
gave SP reciprocal switching access to Granite Mountain—Item 2525 in Tariff MP
8170-C—provides for inter-terminal switching, not reciprocal switching or any other
alternative form of access (which is also consistent with the provision’s location in the
portion of the tariff defining the switching limits). Of course, the more conclusive
tariff provision in the record is Supplement 149 to Tariff MP 8170-C, which expressly

provides that only shippers listed in the tariff are open to reciprocal switching and

6 Union Pac. Corp.—Control & Merger—S. Pac. Rail Corp., FD 32760, Transcript of
Oral Argument at 58:1-58:7 (Jan. 15. 2013) (“There’s a protocol for how you go about
1dentifying which [shippers] were open to UP and SP and no other carriers. So that’s
what the protocol was for. It’s largely no longer relevant, because all of the individual
two to one individual shipper facilities have been identified.”). A copy of the relevant
portion of the transcript is attached hereto as Exhibit B.



which does not list Granite Mountain as a shipper open to reciprocal switching at
Little Rock (or elsewhere).”

Unable to provide evidence supporting its claims, as required by the Board’s
June 30, 2025, decision, BNSF asks the Board to impose a new merger condition that
would require UP to “shoulder the burden of proof regarding the historic status of
shipper facilities.”8 BNSF cites no authority that would allow the Board to impose
this extraordinary new burden on UP more than 30 years after approving the UP-SP
Merger, and more than a decade after BNSF represented to the Board that all 2-to-1
shipper facilities had been identified.® The Board’s rules require railroads to retain
shipping documents for one year and tariff documents for three years after expiration
or cancellation.!? The Board’s record retention rules are consistent with fundamental
principle of American law that require parties with claims to advance them on a

timely basis, before memories fade and evidence becomes lost.11

7 For the Board’s convenience, relevant excerpts from Supplement 149 to Tariff MP
8170-C are attached hereto as Exhibit C.

BNSF asserts that Granite Mountain is located at Little Rock and that Little Rock is
a 2-to-1 point. See Am. Pet. at 4. Granite Mountain is not actually located at Little
Rock. In Item 2525, UP agreed to consider Granite Mountain to be within the
switching limits of Little Rock for purposes of its interterminal switching tariff.
However, the point is moot because not all facilities at 2-to-1 points are 2-to-1
shippers. Whether a shipper is located at a 2-to-1 point matters only in determining
whether BNSF can access a “New Shipper Facility.” BNSF does not dispute that
Granite Mountain is an existing shipper, not a new shipper facility.

8 Am. Pet. at 11-12.
9 See supra note 6.
10 See 49 C.F.R. § 1220.6.

' ¢f. NAACP v. NAACP Legal Def. & Educ. Fund, Inc. 753 F.2d 131, 133 (D.C. Cir.
1985) (“Plaintiffs are encouraged to file suits when courts are in the best position to
resolve disputes. As claims become increasingly stale, pertinent evidence becomes
(continued...)



In this proceeding, UP has shown that SP never had the right to serve Granite
Mountain. UP produced Supplement 149 to Tariff MP 8170-C, which shows Granite
Mountain was not listed as open to reciprocal switching by SP at the time of the UP-
SP Merger. UP also produced Granite Mountain’s 30-year old statement from the
merger proceeding that its rail service was provided by UP. But even if UP had not
preserved those records, the Board could not appropriately penalize UP for BNSF’s
failure to pursue its claims on timely basis.

* % %

The Board gave BNSF a second chance to meet its burden of proof, and BNSF

failed for a second time to support its claims. The Board should dismiss BNSF’s

amended petition.12

lost; equitable boundaries blur as defendants invest capital and labor into their
claimed property; and plaintiffs fain the unfair advantage of hindsight, while
defendants suffer the disadvantage of an uncertain future outcome.”).

12 Because BNSF failed to show Granite Mountain is a 2-to-1 shipper, the Board need
not address whether Granite Mountain is a 3-to-2 shipper or whether SP could have
shipped unit. However, UP and SP could not have granted BNSF access to shippers
on short lines that connected only with UP and SP, because they had no right to grant
such access. They preserved competition for shippers on such short lines by granting
BNSF access to 2-to-1 short lines (see RASA § 8(j)), and they expressly granted BNSF
access to LRWN (see RASA § 6b)).



Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Michael L. Rosenthal

CHRISTINA B. CONLIN MICHAEL L. ROSENTHAL
JAMES B. BOLES Covington & Burling LLP
TONYA W. CONLEY One CityCenter

TANYA L. SPRATT 850 Tenth Street, N.W.
DAVID M. NEWMAN Washington, DC 20001
Union Pacific Railroad Company (202) 662-6000

1400 Douglas Street
Omaha, NE 68179

Attorneys for Union Pacific Railroad Company

December 22, 2025



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on this 22nd day of December, 2025, I caused a copy of the
foregoing document to be served electronically on all parties of record in STB

FD 32760 (Sub-No. 48).

/s/ Michael L. Rosenthal
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C OV IN G T O N Michael L. Rosenthal
BEIJING BOSTON BRUSSELS DUBAI FRANKFURT Covington&Burling LLP
JOHANNESBURG LONDON LOS ANGELES NEW YORK one CityCenter
PALO ALTO SAN FRANCISCO SEOUL SHANGHAI WASHINGTON 850 Tenth Street, NW

Washington, DC 20001-4956
T +1202 662 5448
mrosenthal@cov.com

By Email August 28, 2025

Peter W. Denton

Steptoe

1330 Connecticut Ave., N.-W.
Washington, DC 20036
pdenton@steptoe.com

Re: Granite Mountain, FD 32760 (Sub-No. 48)
Dear Peter:

I am writing in response to your letter dated August 22, 2025. Contrary to your claims,
BNSF’s First Set of Discovery Requests in the Granite Mountain proceeding did not track the
topics the Board identified in its decision denying BNSF’s petition for enforcement. Several of
BNSF’s requests seek information regarding service in locations far from Little Rock to shippers
other than Granite Mountain. Moreover, BNSF improperly adopted a shotgun approach to
discovery, failing to “describe with reasonable particularity” the information that is being
requested. See Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 34(b)(1). In all cases, Union Pacific properly
objected to BNSF’s improper requests, while agreeing to undertake reasonable searches for
potentially responsive information.

Regarding the search process, Union Pacific conducted reasonable searches for all the
materials identified by BNSF. Union Pacific conducted interviews of individuals in its Marketing
and Sales, Interline Marketing, Joint Facilities, and Finance departments in an effort to identify
potentially responsive documents and conducted searches of employee and departmental files.
Union Pacific also searched its general records management system for potentially responsive
documents. Union Pacific will produce the responsive documents it located in its searches.

Specifically with regard to the document requests discussed in your letter:

e BNSF’s Request No. 1 seeks “All documents relating to” an Item in a 35-year-old
Missouri Pacific Railroad Company tariff defining the switching limits for Missouri
Pacific’s Little Rock and North Little Rock stations. BNSF’s request does not describe
with any particularity what documents or what type of documents BNSF is seeking.
Nonetheless, Union Pacific conducted interviews and searches to identify and collect
“All documents” relating to the tariff Item. As stated in Union Pacific’s response,
Union Pacific will produce copies of the referenced Item that it located through its
search process. Union Pacific did not identify any other responsive documents.
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BNSF’s Request No. 2 similarly seeks “All documents relating to” a Supplement to
the Missouri Pacific tariff identifying industries open to reciprocal switching in Little
Rock and North Little Rock (among many other locations). BNSF’s request does not
describe with any particularity what documents or what type of documents BNSF
seeks, other than the Supplement itself. BNSF’s Request No. 2 is also overbroad and
seeks discovery well beyond the bounds contemplated by the Board’s order in that
the Supplement addresses many stations outside the Little Rock area. Nonetheless,
Union Pacific conducted interviews and searches to identify and collect “All
documents” relating to the Supplement. As stated in Union Pacific’s response, Union
Pacific will produce copies of the refenced Supplement that it located through its
search process. Union Pacific did not identify any other responsive documents.

BNSF’s Request No. 4 also takes a shotgun approach by seeking “All documents
relating to” inter-terminal movements by Union Pacific for Granite Mountain.
BNSF’s request does not describe with particularity what documents or types of
documents BNSF seeks and does not contain any date limitation. Further, Union
Pacific’s provision of inter-terminal moves would not establish whether SP provided
service to Granite Mountain at the time of the UP/SP merger. Nonetheless, in an
effort to be responsive, Union Pacific agreed to produce data regarding inter-
terminal moves by Union Pacific in and out of Granite Mountain from 1997 to July
2025, which reflects the extent of the data reasonably available to Union Pacific on
the subject of inter-terminal moves.

BNSF’s Request No. 5 similarly takes a shotgun approach by seeking “All documents
relating to” reciprocal switching movements by Union Pacific for Granite Mountain.
BNSF’s request does not describe with particularity what documents or types of
documents BNSF seeks and does not contain any date limitation. Nonetheless, Union
Pacific conducted interviews and searches to identify and collect “All documents”
relating to reciprocal switching movements by Union Pacific for Granite Mountain.
The only documents located were the copies of the tariffs discussed above, which
establish that Granite Mountain was not listed as open for reciprocal switching at the
time of the UP/SP merger. In an effort to leave no stone unturned, Union Pacific also
searched for data regarding reciprocal switch movements by Union Pacific for
Granite Mountain from 1997 to July 2025, which reflects the extent of the data
reasonably available to Union Pacific on the subject of reciprocal switch moves.

BNSF’s Request No. 7 also takes a shotgun approach by seeking “All documents
relating to any service by SP to Granite Mountain prior to the UP/SP merger.”
BNSF’s request does not describe with particularity what documents or types of
documents BNSF seeks and does not contain any date range. Nonetheless, Union
Pacific conducted interviews and searches as described above—it interviewed the
employees most likely to have responsive information and searched for files within
the departments most likely to have responsive information, as well as files in Union
Pacific’s general records management system. As Union Pacific stated, Union Pacific
did not identify any documents responsive to this request, other than the documents
described above and in its pleadings, which establish that Granite Mountain was not
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listed as open for reciprocal switching at the time of the UP/SP merger and that
Granite Mountain submitted a letter in the merger proceeding confirming it would
benefit from obtaining access to SP through the UP/SP merger.

e BNSF’s Request No. 8 also takes a shotgun approach by seeking “All documents
relating to SP service via reciprocal switch to and from stations on SSW not served by
MP.” BNSF’s request does not describe with particularity what documents or types of
documents BNSF seeks and does not contain any date limitation. Further, BNSF’s
request goes far beyond what the Board indicated would be appropriate discovery
because it does not focus on SP service to Granite Mountain and instead broadly
seeks information regarding “any stations on SSW not served by MP.” Nonetheless,
Union Pacific conducted interviews and searches to identify and collect “All
documents relating to SP service via reciprocal switch to and from stations on SSW
not served by MP.” Union Pacific did not identify any responsive documents.

In summary, Union Pacific has conducted reasonable searches for the types of
documents contemplated by the Board in its decision denying BNSF’s petition for enforcement.
BNSF should not be surprised there are no documents supporting its contention that Granite
Mountain was open to SP for reciprocal switching at the time of the UP/SP merger because the
facility was not identified as open to reciprocal switching in the relevant switching tariff and
Granite Mountain supported the UP/SP merger because the merger would provide Granite
Mountain access to SP.

Sincerely,

UL A0

Michael L. Rosenthal
Counsel for Union Pacific
Railroad Company
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
+ + + + +

ORAL ARGUMENT

IN THE MATTER OF:

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, :
UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY, Finance
and MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD : Docket
COMPANY No. 32760

— CONTROL AND MERGER -

SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION,
SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION :
COMPANY, ST. LOUIS, SOUTHWESTERN
RATLWAY COMPANY, SPCSL CORP.,

AND THE DENVER AND RIO GRANDE
WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY .

Tuesday,
January 15, 2013

Surface Transportation Board
Suite 120

395 E Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C.

The above-entitled matter came on
for hearing, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m.
BEFORE:

DANIEL R. ELLIOTT, 111 Chairman
ANN D. BEGEMAN Vice Chairperson
FRANCIS P. MULVEY Commissioner

Neal R. Gross & Co., Inc.
202-234-4433
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1T they could.

MR. ROSENTHAL: 1 mean, you know,
they filed, the answer is, they filed at the
Board, we filed a response at the Board. You
know, perhaps, they should®ve gone through
arbitration.

I think there may be a protocol
between the companies involving issues involving
two to one, where we say, you know, go to the
Board or arbitrate.

CHAIRMAN ELLIOTT: There is a two to
one protocol, which, 1 trust, iIs both arbitration
and the Board. So not to make BNSF*"s
jurisdiction argument, but, maybe, Mr. Steel was
about to make that. Thank you, Mr. Rosenthal.

MR. STEEL: I was not about to make
it, but 1 will address 1t. A couple of things.
The two to one protocol is about the process to
actually i1dentify what were the two to one
shippers after the merger.

So the merger happened, and there

were 70 odd, he said, two to one points. All the

Neal R. Gross & Co., Inc.
202-234-4433
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shippers weren®t identified. There®s a protocol
for how you go about identifying which ones were
open to UP and SP and no other carriers.

So that"s what the protocol was for.
It"s largely no longer relevant, because all of
the two to one individual shipper facilities have
been 1dentified.

On your point about arbitration, Vice
Chairman, Mr. Rosenthal is correct. When matters
have sort of broad implications, there®s sort of
a protocol between us, that we"ll just do them
here. In this particular case, G3 i1s also a
petitioner, and they clearly could have come here
without going to arbitration. So that"s actually
the hook, 1f there were a jurisdictional issue,
since they"re here, that probably obviates 15 --

VICE CHAIR BEGEMAN: But it does say
shall, and you signed i1t, I mean, how was it
optional?

MR. STEEL: Well, you will see that
the big episodes of these occurred from 1996 to

about the year 2000, and there were a number of

Neal R. Gross & Co., Inc.
202-234-4433
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NOT SUBJECT TO RCCR TARIFFS, SEE ITEM 117,
SUPPLEMENT
IL CC A-503 TO ICC MP 8170-C

MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY

SUPPLEMENT 149
TO

TARIFF MP 8170-C
{Cancels Supplemants 78, 89, 127, 134, 135, 138, 137, 138, 148 and 148)

Supplement 149 and Special Supplements shown on page 2 harain contain ail changes.

LOCATION OF NEW OR CHANGED ITEMS
The latest compiete list of all new or changed items In effective Supplements is publishad in this Supplaement.

ABSORPTIONS OF SWITCHING AND OTHER TERMINAL CHARGES
AND
ALLOWANCES
AT STATIONS
ON
MISSOUR! PACIFIC RAILROAD

DONIPHAN, KENSETT & SEARCY RAILWAY
{Except as Noted in ttem 325)

THIS TARIFF APPLIES ON INTRASTATE TRAFF!C IN THE STATES OF ARKANSAS, COLCRADO, ILLINOIS, KANSAS, LOUISIANA,
MISSOURI, NEBRASKA, CKLAHOMA, TENNESSEE (MEMPHIS) AND TEXAS.

SWITCHING TARIFF

ISSUED OCTOBER 17, 1994 EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 2, 1994
issued by
G. OSLER
K. H. SCHRCEDER Publishing Otficer
Manager-Pricing Services 1416 Dodge St
Omaha, Nebraska Omaha, Nebraska 88178
D.WC)

NO6 - 001154
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SUPPLEMENT 149 TC TARIFF MP B170-C

LIST OF CORPORATIONS, FIRMS, INDIVIDUALS AND TEAM TRACK LOCATIONS
FROM AND TO WHICH RECIPROCAL RATES APPLY

STATION
Lake Charles . ................ PP LA
CORPORATION, FIRM, INDIVIDUAL OR TEAM TRACK LOCATION
[T5] Lake Chanes PubHC EIBVAIOT . .. ...ttt ittt et ot it ettt et e et e ettt et et e e e e e v
(DQ-305T

CORPQRATION, FIRM, INDIVIDUAL OR TEAM TRACK LOCATION
Double CIrtle FAMM SUpplY . o i e e e e e e e

FaIMErS EXCNANGE . . . . e e e e e e
(DQ-2466)

Cormgan DiSpaICR .. e e e e e s
{0Q-2870)

LT e oL 0 T (4T OO
LI L T T T O e .
R v 11 O o TN
(0Q-2850)

whd ARG EIBCHHC GO . .. o o e e e e e e
waw ADBl CONSIUCHON 0. . ... e e e e e e
wrr Canital BrOGB GO . . .o i e e e e e e e e e
Lo T L ey g o o - PPN
wiw Daamond Lumber CO. ... ... i i i e e e e e e b b iy
Engineared Lumber SyslomMSe . ... ... . . i i e e
wk Hinkla-JOyee HARWErS G0 .. ... . e i
R OB SUDPIY GO . o e e i
ek Mid-West Lumber, Brigge & Supply Co . ... e e e
**+ Midwest Lumber Supply

whk Ak DavES SUDPIY . . . e e e e s
wrd POrt HUron MACRINEIY GO . . . i i ittt it i et e i
hd SulllvAn VAN & SOTRG0 . ... ... .. e

(DQ-3273)

Little Rock (AISC 588 NOMh Lite ROCK, AR} ..\ vv ittt v e e e i e e e et e AR
CORPORATION, FIRM, INDIVIDUAL OR TEAM TRACK LOCATION

ADM ProceSSING C0 ... ...t ittt e e e e e
AFCO Buliding Materiais
Almean, Sol ........ ...

AME eI G0 . oot e e e e e e e e e e s
ATKANSAS BRUMUIS 0 . . L i e e e e
ATKANGAS BIOOM W OrK . L o ot e e e e
ATKBNSAS FOUNANY G0 ..ottt ittt it et e e e e e
Arkansas Power & Light Co:

Pl . e e e e e e S
Asphalt Products Co . ... ... ooy C S PP
BAMA-HAMION GO . . . L e e e e e e e e
Cash Whotesale Co, Inc:

(Steriing Stores Co, Inc).... ... TS P
Contral Tormingl DistrUting Conters, 1N .. .. . et it e e e e
[ T TR T O
Coger, W.B., WBIBNODUSE . .. ... .. ..t ittt e e e e e
COoNiA] BAKING G0 . . oot it e e e e e e e e
OB, JONN P G0 e e e e e e e e e e
[y I ] T LT G 1

{Conciuded on following page)
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SUPPLEMENT 149 TO TARIFF MP 8170-C

LIST OF CORPORATIONS, FIRMS, INDIVIDUALS AND TEAM TRACK LOCATIONS
FROM AND TO WHICH RECIPROCAL RATES APPLY

STATION
Little Rock (Also see North Little Rock, AR) (Concluded) . ........ . i i i e e AR
CORPORATION, FIRM, INDIVIDUAL OR TEAM TRACK LOCATION

o T - Ve 1o T o
Dilaha FruitCo ... ... . i e

Dixie Lumber & Moulding Co
[0 o O
ESSICK MIG 0 ..ttt it it e i e e e e e e
EvaNng, GuC. SIS .. ..t e e e e e e e e
Finch, CaM, JaNOr SUPDIY . . oottt e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
BN DOINar, G, NG L e e e e e
L= =TT L T o O
FOrmpac Div, W.R. GraCB €O .. ... .ttt et e et e e e
GBOrgia PaCHE . ... e e e e e e
Grobmyer, J.R, Lumber Co ...................iiuin..

Halton, Arch Co (Terminai Warehousa)
(TN T e R T - | P
5T [o < T o
i E Ty T o<
Hoernar-Waldort Com (Cont D) .. ... i e e e s
HOMIB 108 0 . .. oottt i et i ittt i e et
Lg% 0 LT T T o T O P
Koily Brokerage Co (Terminal WaIBhOUSE) ... ... . i i i it et et e ey
Lamb, GO, W, LY . . o it e e e e i
LINGE AIF ProdUGIS £0 . .o o oottt i e e e e e e e e e e e e
Litthe ROGK DISHABRUING GO\ oo v vttt ettt e vt e ettt et e e e s e e e e e e
Littie Rock Furniture Mg Co. .. ................. ... ... e
Little Rock Municipal Water Works
Litte ROCK PaPOr G0 .. ... oottt e e e e e
I I R R 1
LYON, FrBNK, 0 L o ittt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
McOskar Gardner Co (Terminal WBIBHOUSE) . . ... .. .. it s sttt sttt ate s et e e aaas tn e e anenns
Lo R T
{118] Minnesota MININg & MIG CO (BM COMPANY) . . . ..o v et ettt ettt e e et ittt et ee caat st e n e e ma e aa et e
L Lt N T T I o gl o«
MOBS B8O 0 .. .. ittt e e e e e e e ey
NBHONBI BisCUI G0 .. .. i i ittt e e e e e
NIBMOYBr FOOA MG, 10 . . ot it et e e e i e e ettt ettt et s st a e e e e e
(2] NOrthwdal HAIWOOMS | . .. . ittt ettt e ettt i e e et it e et ettt h e e e bt e e e
Qzark INSUIALING O, 0 .. i ittt i e e e e e e e e e e
ROBEN PBPBr GO, L. . e e e e e e e
Saars, ROBDUCK & GO ... . e e e e e i
LTy T T T R
SMIth, AL, < INIANG GBI O . (. . e e e e
BOUINBM 100 0, I ... . o ittt e et et e e e ea e
Southland BullGINg PTOBUEES C0 . . ... .t ittt e ettt ittt et e e e e e e
3T L I 0 o
L1 G aa 3 T . Tt o T Y
StBliNg EVArBSE G0 ... . o e e e e e e
BT T T O - TP
TaXAS G0, T8 . L e e e e e e e
BT T N SO S
BT o =T T [ N
LT < o G
Wel-Blt Vulcan Co . ... .. oo e e e e e e
L T Tt SO
Westinghouse Electdc Corp ........ ... .. ... ... e e e e e
WIS JORMBON 0 . oo e e e e e e e e e
WIRDUM T118 MIG G0 . .o i it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
AP, WL R, StAYE €0 . . . i i it it it i e e e e e e

LYY LA
CORPORATION, FIiRM, INDIVIDUAL OR TEAM TRACK LOCATION

[oAk corporations, fIMms of INAIVIUAIS ... ... ... . e e e e e e
{DQ-3148)
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SUPPLEMENT 149 TO TARIFF MP 8170-C

LIST OF CORPORATIONS, FIRMS, INDIVIDUALS AND TEAM TRACK LOCATIONS
FROM AND'TO WHICH RECIPROCAL RATES APPLY

1 STATION
[ LT LTI« T G O AR
CORPORATION, FIRM, INDIVIDUAL OR TEAM TRACK LOCATION

ACTB AGI CURUNA] SUPPIY 0. L o i ittt ettt et e e e e
Ark. Wholesale Furniture Co .. ... ... ... o
Arkansas Fertilizer Co {DIv Olin-Mathieson Chemical Corp)
ArKANSAS HIGhway DOl .. .. . i e e e i e
ATKBNSES S1ate WAIONOUSE . .. ...ttt ittt et e e e e e e e
ATKANSAS SUPDIY C0 . ..o e e
BOGANA SBOM C0 .. ..ottt e e e e e e e
BrAADAr MIG G0 . oo it e e e e e e e e e
LT T e ¢ T PP
Cooperative MIHIS, IMC . ... e e e e e
EoT T T 1 LY R o
DA Prepack, InC ... ... it i e s
Federal Comprass & Warehouse Co (No 2}
Fedaral Comprass & Warshouse Co {No 3)
L TW ey oY e T O e
L T Tt X o g
L E e LT T TV T« Y
3T L o
Johnson Johnson AGvaNeaa MBIBMaE .. ... .. ... i i e e e e e
Katterjohn Contratd Products C0 . . ... . i it e it e e e it
o (et T 07 P
[ oo T Y o
Lt =T o o T 4T
Lien Qi Refining Co. .. ... .o
Loket Scrap Processors
MOChAMICS LuMBBE GO . . ...ttt e e e e
SOUIN PRI ONS . .o it ittt ettt et et e e e e e e ey e
Monntaire Feads & VitBMINS PramiXes .. ... . i i i e i e
[0 T
[Z8] One S0UrES HOMB BIOG. CONLBI - . .. ..o\ttt it e et e e et e st e e e e e e e e
L L T G DU
POMIONAI PTOAUOIS © .. ..ttt it ety e et e e et ety v e e F
LT LT 1T o T PP
Southern Compress & Warehouss
Southermn Cotton Oll (Dlv of ADM). . ..................
[181] Southern Farmers Services .. ..................
AU CRBMICE! 0. . . . . i it i e i e e e e e e e
TONBNDAUM, AL, GO .o ittt e e e e e e e e

L8 .1 T P LA
CORPORATION, FIRM, INDIVIDUAL OR TEAM TRACK LOCATION

All corporations, firms CANCELLED.
(DQ-3247)

STATION

m ATTOW BaG G0 . . . i e e e e e e e
LR AWRI, U P, 0. . it e e

BigE industries ...............
8ig Four Divislons

{Ceoncluded on following page|
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SUPPLEMENT 149 TO TARIFF MP 8170-C

ITEM SUBJECT RULES AND REGULATIONS
(0271 | 4tem Cancslled.
210-A | (DQ 3211}
m Ce:fo:‘glbn AT On ioaded cars or empty private cars ordered from points of loading or unloading, as the case may
296-A HEIGHTS, IL be, on connecting carriers at Chicago Heights, L., and helq awaiting final disposition orders, a switching
AND ITS ' charge of $140.00 per car will be assessed for this service and accrues to the MP.
SWITCHING
DISTRICT

Whars the term “raciprocai, intermadiate, inter-terminal, intra-terminal or intra-plant’ ia usad herain, it
is understood to mean:

Reciprocal - A switching movement between a corporation, firm or individuat located on tracks of the
MP or DKS and the poirt on the MP or DKS at which car will ba deliverad to or received from a connecting
lina on iraftic that originates at or is destined to a point beyond the switching limits of a station or
industrial switching district via said connecting line moving on revenue billing. (See Exception 1.)

Intarmadiate - A switching movement batween a point on the MP atwhich a car will be recaived from a
connecting line and a point on the MP at which a car will be delivered to a connscting Jine within the
switching limits of a station or industrial switching district.

DEFINITION OF Inter-terminal - A switching movemant batween a corporation, firm or individuat located on tracks of
TERAM the MP or DKS and the point on the MP or DKS at which car will be deliversd to or received from a
RECIPROCAL, connecting line on traffic that originates at and is destined to a point within the switching limits of a station
Lol INTERMEDIATE, or industrial switching district. {See Exception 1)
240-A INTER- Intra-terminal - A switching movement (cther than infra-plant) from one track to another, or between
TERMINAL, points on the same rack, on the MP or DKS, within the switching limits of one station or industrial
INTRA- switching district.
TERAMINAL, intra-piant - A switching movement from one point t& ancther point on the sama track or from one
INTRA-PLANT track to anothar track, within the confines of the same plant or industry without laaving tracks of the
industry.
EXCEPTION 1. Whaere intarchange is made through an intermediate carmier, the paint at which car will be
delivared or received is point ot interchange with tha intermediate carriers,
RAsferanca to and expianation of Exception 2 and 3 are haraby ELIMINATED - Tariff, as amended,
applies. ’
{DQ-3146)

Reclprocal switching will only be perfarmed to or from corporations, firms or Individuals listed harain,
subject o restrictive provisions published in connection therawith. Inter-terminal and intra-terminal
Switching as detined in Item 240, will not be performed as the beglnning or ending of a line-haul
transportation service,

(18] | GENERAL APPLF Except as spacifically provided to the contrary, charges provided in this tariff covar the movemant of
260-8 CATION OF a loadad car one way and the return of the empty car; or the placing of an empty car and the return of a
CHARGES loaged car. The switching charges will not apply from one station to another station. If cars are loaded in

beth directions, regular charge will appiy on each movemant.

It an empty car is ordered for loading and the service of switching or placing it has been performed
and the car is not loaded but returtad to the MP empty, the charga for this service will be $136.00 and will
ba collacted from tha person, firm or corporation ordering such car. Unlass otherwise provided for, any
other movermnent of empty cars the charge will be the same as applied to loaded cars.

(b) Rates pubiished herein will not apply at Kansas City, MO-KS on Interstate traffic on Crushed
Rock, Crushed Stone andfor Crushed Limestone, CL, on traffic destined stations in Kansas or Missouri
to which through rates are provided in Tarift {CC SWFB 4319-saries or Tariff ICC WTL 4337-serias.

Rates published herein wilt not apply on intrastate trafflc on Crushed Rock, Crushed Stone andfor
Crushed Limestons, CL., from Laeds, MO, on traffic dastined to stations In Missouri to which through
rates are provided in Tariff ICC SWFB 4319-serles.

{¢) Intra-Terminal and Intar-Terminal Switching Charges published herain will not apply at Kansas
City, MC-KS on commoditiss named In Tarift ICC WTL B344-saries.

NON-APPLICATION {3} The provisions of this tarltf will not apply on freight moving whoily within the switching limits of
OF SWITCHING Corpus Christl, TX, whers charges for the service to ba performed are published in Taritt ICC SWFB

CHARGES AT 8454-garias. For charges and rules to apply, see Tarlf ICC SWFB B454-series.
325-G {a) The provisions of this taritf will not apply on freight moving wholly within tha switching limits of

SPECIFIC POINTS
NAMED

Houston, TX, where charges for the service to be performad are published in Tariff ICC SWFB
8451-series. For charges and rules to apply, ses Tarlff iCC SWFB 8451-series.

{f) For absorbed switching charges and absorption provisions on import, export and interstate trafiic
at Gaiveston and Texas Clty, TX, see Tarift ICC SWFB 9447-serles.

{g) This tarift will not apply on treight moving wholly within the switching limits of Beaumont, TX,
whers charges for the service to be performed are pubilshed in Taritf ICC SWFB 8453-serles.

{h} The switching charges as published in this tarlff will apply except as provided in Paragraphs (d)
through {g) or except as providad in connection with specific charges on Taxas intrastate traffic in. Tariff
ICC SWFB 6401-serles.

Provisions formarly shown and not brought forward sliminated.
{DQ-3212)

NQs - 00:_193
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