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From: Catherine Glidden/STB
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Hello, 

Please use the attached revised comments.  I have made a few minor additions/changes to the 
comments I sent out yesterday.  Please consider these comments final.  I have also attached the edited 
pages again for your convenience. 

Thank you.

-Cathy

Catherine Glidden
Environmental Protection Specialist
Office of Environmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board
Washington, DC 20423
(202) 245-0293
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Comments on Port MacKenzie Rail Extension Project 

 

I have marked up a few pages of the report with edits.  However, the entire report needs to be carefully 
edited and spellchecked.  Terms that are used should be consistent throughout the report.  For instance, 
both Right of Way and right-of-way are used on the very first page of the report.  There are many other 
such examples.      

Be certain to list all the areas that were surveyed and use consistent terms for these areas.  In some 
places in the report it is noted that the Haul Road, 4.5 miles of Segment 1, and borrow material area 
were surveyed (Page ii).  Elsewhere, you state that Segment 1, the Alsop Haul Road, and the Section 6 
Borrow Area were surveyed (Page 1).   

Legal Mandates and Guidelines 

This section should be carefully edited.  In the bulleted section, the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) of 1966 is listed as Public Law (PL) 89-670.   PL 89-670 is actually the DOT Act, not NHPA.  

General Organization of the Report 

The report needs to be reorganized as it is difficult to follow and is confusing in places.  I would 
recommend using the general heading of “Results of Archaeological Investigations” rather than 
“Survey Methodology” on Page 2.   Then, rather than jumping right into a discussion about the 
background research that was conducted, I would insert several paragraphs that describe in general 
what was done (background research, development and use of the predictive model, results of the field 
investigations/surveys).   This general discussion should also introduce the staff and the educational 
backgrounds of the individuals that worked on various items described in the report.  There should also 
be a statement regarding which individuals meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards as required under the PA.   

This new section would be followed by the discussion of the background research conducted under the 
current “Background Research” heading.  However, I would delete the “Project Overview and APE” 
heading as there is no discussion about either topic under this heading.  Rather, the discussion is a 
continuation of the background research that was completed.  The background research section should 
also include the summary of the previous sites that have been identified in the project area (currently 
located on Page 5).  

I would then integrate the discussion of the model that was used to aid the field staff in their 
investigations under the heading “Development of Predictive Model.”  The way it is currently described 
is not at all clear.  I am assuming that the model used for this investigation was based largely on a model 
that was developed by SRB&A in 2010 and one perhaps used in the KABATA plan.   I would thus make a 
clearer statement about how you arrived at the model that was used.  I would also combine the 
discussion of the model on Page 3 with the discussion about the model on bottom of Page 4.    



 

After you have reorganized the above, you should then present your survey results. 

The summary section (including Table 1) provides results that are not entirely consistent with the 
information discussed in the report.  This is particularly the case with regards to the Haul Road and Site 
TYO-00276. 

The Haul Road 

Statements indicating that the Haul Road is no longer part of the APE need to be eliminated from the 
report.   

The Haul Road is part of the direct impact APE as agreed to by the Working Group.  This Final APE 
document including corresponding maps (showing both direct and indirect APE) was sent to the STB and 
the AK SHPO for a 15-day review period on December 30, 2011.   I provided my concurrence with the 
Final APE for the project in a 1/17/2012 email to you.  I also requested at the time that you send me any 
comments that had been received in reference to the Final APE.   No comments were sent and none 
evidently received, thus the document remained unchanged.  Therefore, the Haul Road should have 
continued to be considered part of the direct impact APE and any sites that were identified in that area 
should have been thoroughly evaluated.  Since Site TYO-00276 was not evaluated by your survey team, 
the STB is now forced to assume the National Register eligibility of the site.    

Maps 

The maps should be labeled more clearly so that the information contained on each map fits its 
corresponding label(s) and key symbols.  For instance, Figure 4 is labeled at the bottom as a map of high 
probability areas.  However, at the top of the map there is a label that describes the map as the “2011 
MSB Survey with Cultural Resources Probability.”  Strangely, the map key does not list any 2011 survey 
tracts, only 2008 tracts.  The key also lists low, medium and high probability areas (not just high 
probability areas).  There is also a dark blue line that is not labeled.    

Photos 

Most of the photos are too small and are difficult to make out.  Please enlarge the photos and make the 
captions clearly correspond to each photo.   The photo regarding the Section 6 soil profile is particularly 
difficult to see.    

General Comments 

• Use active, not passive voice. 
• Assign each photo with a photo number so that they can be referenced in the report. 
• Include a Photo Section within the Table of Contents.    
• Site TYO-00276 must be fully described and assumed eligible. The site must also be described 

uniformly through the report.  
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