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Surface Transportation Board 
Ex Parte 704 (Sub-No. 1)—Review of Commodity, Boxcar, and TOFC/COFC Exemptions 

Summary of Ex Parte Meeting held on June 11, 2019 between 
the Georgia Pacific LLC, American Forest and Paper Association  

 and Chairman Begeman  

Georgia Pacific LLC (“GP”) and American Forest and Paper Association (“AF&PA”) 
Attendees: 

 Christie Loucks, Senior Director Rail Logistics, GP 

 Julie Landry, American Forest & Paper Association 

 Karyn Booth, Thompson Hine LLP 

 Kerem Bilge, Thompson Hine LLP 

STB Attendees: 
 Chairman Ann D. Begeman 
 Valerie Quinn, Attorney-Advisor 
 Frank O’Connor, Deputy Director, Office of Economics 

Meeting Summary: 

The meeting began with introductions, and GP thanked the STB Attendees for the opportunity to 
meet and discuss the Board’s proposed rule and the issues in this proceeding. 

GP presented Chairman Begeman and the STB attendees an overview of GP’s business and 
product lines, including that GP is a leading manufacturer of building products (plywood, lumber 
and wallboard), consumer products and pulp/cellulose that is used in many consumer products.  
It also provided information regarding its rail volumes and equipment needs.  GP explained 
reliance on rail transportation for inbound and outbound traffic based on its facility types.  For 
example, its consumer products mills are heavily dependent on rail for inbound materials, 
whereas its paper mills ship a high percentage of rail outbound.  Its building products mills also 
use rail for outbound production. (See Exhibit-1).  

GP clarified that mileage is not the primary factor determining its preference of rail over truck 
transportation but rather facility design for shipping and receiving and product dimensions and 
weight dictate and require its use of rail.  Many facilities were built near railroad tracks due to 
the large and heavy nature of the products manufactured and the costs to configure the mills for 
only truck transportation is not economical.   

GP explained its concerns in connection with railroad rates, de-marketing, service, car supply, 
service windows, and demurrage. GP stated that its demurrage bills have increased significantly 
during the last two years. GP also stated the railroads’ shift to 60-foot box cars adversely affects 
its business, as some of its facilities are dependent on 50-foot box cars for the transportation of 
brown paper products due to their size. GP also explained a Class-I railroad’s practice of not 
guaranteeing car supply for certain lanes that it designates as low velocity. GP also stated that a 
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Class-I railroad charges $900 to void a waybill, if the receiving facility is embargoed by the 
railroad. However, GP is not informed of the embargo before loading the car. 

GP explained that some of the lanes they utilize have increasing R/VC ratios above 180% and 
that other lanes have been demarketed where railroads refuse to compete with truck, even though 
truck prices have risen in recent years. GP stated that it experiences significant difficulties in 
negotiating contracts with Class-I railroads due to their exempt status.  

Chairman Begeman asked whether GP owns rail cars. GP explained that they lease 
approximately 2,000 cars, and also own 1,000 cars. GP relies on railroad owned cars for the rest 
of their volume.  

Chairman Begeman asked whether GP has any ability to avoid or mitigate its increasing 
demurrage bills. GP explained that the reductions in free time and configuration of their facilities 
make it very challenging for them to avoid the charges.   

Chairman Begeman asked how GP would benefit if the exemptions were revoked.  GP explained 
that it needs STB oversight and an avenue for recourse against the railroads to ensure reasonable 
rates, practices and service. GP also stated that it hopes to be able to benefit from any future 
regulatory changes that the Board may adopt on rail rates, competition and demurrage practices.  

The meeting concluded with each side thanking the other for participating in the meeting. 
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Exhibit-1 




























