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Apnl 13, 2007

Ms Victona Rutson, Chief
Section of Environmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board

395 E Street. SW

Washington DC 20423-0001

FAX 202-245-0454

Mr. F. Lawrence Oaks
Executive Dircctor

Texas Historical Comnussion
P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711-2276
FAX 312-475-4872

Ms. Charlene Dwin-Vaughn

Ms. Katrv Harris

Advisorv Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avg

Washington, DC 20004

FAX 202-606-8647

Re: STB Finance Docket 34284 Medina County '1'X
Proposed Rail Lin¢

Dear Ms. Rutson, Mr Oaks, Ms. Dwin-Vaughn, and Ms. Harnis:

I would like to begin thig l¢ticr with some background information for the benefit of all the connsulting partics. MCEAA
was founded in January' 2000, approximately 6 weeks after rumors of Vulcan’s proposed quarry and railroad were
disclosed to me by County Commisioner Royce Hartmann. MCEAA was formed so that the area’s citizens could become
educated and aware of the impacts these projects would have on our environment. We had meetings with Vulcan and with
the local public. We were overwhelmed when we learned of the enormity of this project, and we were fearful that the
raifroad and the truck traffic the quarry would spawn would change our lives forcver.

We were cspecially concerncd about the railroad’s location, because Vulcan declined to tell us where it was to be located.
We have lived m the Quihi Valley for over three decades, and we have seen many flooding events, MCEAA members
were justly fearful that flooding potential would be greatly increased by the trestle-type bridges, berms, and culverts that
would be needed if the railroad coursed through the Quihi Valley. We knew that our homes as well as the areas treasurcd
historical homes and other histoncal features would be in jeopardy. '
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It was some thrce and onc-half years later that we lcarncd, not from Vulcan, but through the Freedom Of Information Act
requests we submitted to the Surface Transportation Board, of the location of Vulcan’s Proposed route.

Our worst fears were realized because this Proposcd route threatened not only the peoplc in this vallcy but its” pricelcss
uteplaceable heritage. We were cncouraged by the SEA Division of the Surface Transportation Board to make comments
and ask questions. These were subsequently initiated in Junc 2003 at a public mecting sponsorcd by the Surfacce
Transportation Board. As a rcsult of the meeting, cven though Vulecan/SGR fought furiously to prevent it, Vulcan /SGR
was required by STB to conduct an EIS. After reviewing the Draft EIS, MCEAA considcred it inadequatc, and put forth
more questions and comments to the Surface Transportation Board including the question why SGR would want to ¢
through the historic Quihi Valley, through three floodplains, cross more county roads, jeopardizing Quihi’s rural
landscape when a slightly longer route, varying somewhat from the route used to build the Medina Dam, cxisted ona
safer, level location, and could be utilized. Hence the name MCEAA'’s Mcdina Dam Altemtive Route came into being.

STB agreed with our requests for more information, with our questions and comments, and thus, without litigation, our
request for a Supplemental Draft EIS was granted. The results of this much more detailed study,concluded that either
MCEAA’s MDA route, or another castern bypass route were Iess cnvironmentally disruptive. It also noted that MCEAA’s
MDA route would almost entircly avoid the Quihi Rural Landscapc, thus prescrving it from destruction by flooding and
loss of its acsthetic value.

Vulcan/SGR, for whatever reasons, havc continued to press STB to reconsider the Proposcd route with re-re-revisions that
have included mitigation measurcs, financial incentives and minimization in an attempt to resurrect the Proposed route
and make it palatablc. The undeniable fact rcmains the proposed route, which would divide the rural landscape in half,
cannot compete with a route that avoids the area.

During the Section 106 consulting parties meeting on March 26, 2007, I stated that a bridge necessary to cross the Quihi
Creek and its 1200 foot wide floodplain, and CR 365 which is located only a few yards west of the Quihi Creck, would
have to be elevated at lcast 1§ feetabove the roadway to allow large farm equipment and county road maintcnance
machines to pass underneath. I a.I{oﬂ stated that elcctric power lines would likely be placed on poles along the railroad
right-of-way. I was challenged by Vulcan/SGR’s representative, who statcd my statcments were exaggerated. However,
they had no data to support their claim. This discussion, which THC deemed to be very important because it reflected on
the aesthetic value of the Quihi Rural landscape, was scttled when Vulcan’s Tom Ransdell was requested to furnish data
on the bridgc crossings specifications within 4 10 day period. This information could be presented and discussed at a
subsequent meeting of the Section 106 parties.

On April 5, 2007, a letter from SGR’s counse! was submittcd to STB for distribution. What it contained was not what was
requested. Instcad, an artists conceptual drawing, not done to scale, of a bridge crossing only the Quihi Creek and a small
portion of the adjacent flood plain to the East. County Road 365 (Cobum’s CR 353) was relocated some distance to the
wcst and awppears to be ascending a berm in the flood plain as it is crossed the Proposed route. This sort of response is
typical of Vulcan/SGR. It is donc 10 mislead;not only STB,but also THC and ACHP. It contains no data. It admits no
hydrologic data is considcred. It satisfies nothing, yet it is'submitted with the hopc and cxpcctation that some way,
somehow, it will gain favor for thc Proposed route. What SGR has donc with this picture is to show its utter disregard for
part of the Quihi Rural Landscape as well as FEMA regulation forbidding placement of fill in a flood plain without proof
that 1t will not cause more than a 12 inch rise in that flood plain.

Also, by rclocating CR 365, Vulcan/SGR either did not care to appreciate, or chose to ignore, a fact that, in prescrving
historic landscapcs, it is important to maintain not only the original location of homcs but also roads, fences, wells,
cemetcrics, bamns, and other out-buildings in their original locations, as noted by Terri Myers of Preservation Central, Inc.

CR 365, for cveyone’s benefit, is the historical road laid out int the late 1850°s or early 1860°s. This road connected the
main portion of Quihi to Upper Quihi as it cxpanded. It is an integral part of Quihi’s devclopment, (just as is General
Wall’s Road -CR 4516~ where the SGR’s Proposed route would cross at the Cherry Creck and its’ flood plain). Perhaps
the consultants can also be colightened by Vulcan/SGR on how this crossing will be achicved when it finally discloses the
specifications nccded for the CR 365 crossing.
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SGR counsel’s letter of April 3, 2007 is a last-ditch effort to gain support for the Proposed route. SGR submits more
mitigation measures, mcasurcs that address impacts on the future development, but do not address the present impacts of
the Proposcd route. Future impacts arc not subject to mitigation, Mitigating futurc developments is not an adequate
resolution to the adverse effects of the Proposcd route.

MCEAA was actuallv flattercd when Mr. Coburn stated that in the thousands of cases he had handled, he had never been
asked to supply so much infarmation. This is information that should have been supplied from the outset, and would never
have been gathered if MCEAA had not insisted on getting it. With the inforination gathered through this process, this
project will be much safer if the rccommendations arc followed. This is the reason for gathering information, not 1o just
torment Mr. Cobum.

We also agree with Mr. Cobum'’s assertion that no matter what itigation measures and incentives arc tacked on to the
Propsed route, MCEAA will not accept this routc. It should be obvious to Mr. Cobum that it does not make sense to
support the Proposcd route when another route such as the MCEAA MDA route is less environmentally disruptive from

many standpoints.

In ¢closing, We look forward to the telcconference meeting on April 20™ to further discuss these issues.

Sincerely,
Rebert P enald

Robert Fitzgerald

EAA, Tho., for your Tlme, Healdly, and Heritage



