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Karla K. Johnson
538 Zumbro Drive
Rochester, Minnesota 55901

March 4, 2001

Office of the Secretary

Case Control Unit

STB Finance Docket No. 33407
Surface Transportation Board
1925 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20423-0001

Attention: Victoria Rutson
Environmental Project Manager
Envnronmental Filing

. 'In this-letter i would like to address, one the comments of the Executive Summary regarding the No-Build Alternative
and second, the stone arch railroad bridges of Minnesota.

L - RESPONSE TO ES.8.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE A)

On page ES-23 there is the comment “... SEA determined that the No-Action Alternative would pose safety impacts,

“both rail and highway, and economic impacts to rail shippers along the existing rail line as well as potentially to the
regional agricultural economy.” On page ES-22 there is also the comment on a potential upgrade, “Socioeconomic
impacts would include increased employment opportunities, increased tax base and revenues, and more spending for
local goods and services.”

1 believe these statements show that both the benefits of the existing railroad and the harm if it closes have been
overstated. Additionally, the benefits of the upgrade have been overstated, while the harms understated. These
overstatements/understatements made the rail upgrade seem inevitable. In spring “99 I started researching these
findings.

A AGRICULTURE CLAIMS

First I was curious about the claims Lynn Anderson, DM&E, made to local farm bureaus about USDA estimates (see
Appendix A). I called Mr. Brennan, the author of the widely quoted USDA letter (Appendices B & C). Mr. Brennan told
me DM&E gave him the numbers for the study; he was unsure of how they were calculated. Two weeks later, I! ‘called
again, he retracted his earlier statement, he didn’t know who gave him the numbers or how they were calculated. T spoke
with Representative Gutnechts’ office. They told me the only numbers that they were familiar with were from Dr. Fruin,
an agriculture economist at the University of Minnesota. Dr. Fruin recalled that his estimate was that southeast MN
would lose 0.00 per bushel of grain if the railroad closed, increasing up to .20 per bushel in western SD. In sprmg “99
Mr. Anderson, DM&E, told me that the most recent numbers for grain shipped from MN was 30 million bushels which
would mean approximately a three million loss in farm value per year for southwest MN if the railroad closed.
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Three million is not a small sum, but it should be compared with two other numbers, one the RAEDI numbers from
Rochester, and two, the total federal farm subsidy of the area the railroad serves. The economic loss to Rochester
approaches one billion, and this doesn’t even include loss of productivity due to increased wait time in traffic (See
Appendix D for MNDOT approach). Having spoken to both Mr. Brennan of the USDA study and Mr. Smith of the
RBEDI study, Mr. Smith talked methodology and process whereas Mr. Brennan was defensive and continued to
generalize without benefit of supporting data. Also the five counties of southwest MN which the railroad crosses likely
have federal farm subsidies totaling forty to fifty million per year. The farm economy in rural Minnesota is in trouble,
and by DM&E’s own future agriculture shipment projections, they will not be significantly increased. Not only will
DM&E not make or break agriculture in southwest Minnesota, its’ future contributions won’t even match what a
business like PEMSTAR contributes to the Minnesota economy, a manufacturer who has discussed relocating 1f the
DM&E expansion occurs.

B. TRUCK TRAFFIC

Mr. Schieffer has repeatedly warned southeast Minnesota of the potential of the increase of truck traffic if the raxlroad
fails. One, I do not believe the failure of DM&E is imminent which I will discuss later, but two, I don’t understgmd the
concepts of the truck traffic argument, which the Executive Summary repeats. I do not see how if the rail folds, farmers
in southwest Minnesota and in South Dakota will haul their grain all the way across the state of Minnesota to the
Mississippi River when they can take their grain to Nebraska or Sioux City Iowa to be hauled by train eastward; And if
one wants to continue this argument further, highway personnel I spoke with in both MN and SD said that the number of
resulting trucks, if 100% of the rail cars for example went by truck on Interstate 90, would be an increase of traffic of
about 2%, which would be negligible on road longevity and safety. I have never heard an explanation of the truck traffic
argument and I would like to see it plotted out in more detail if the SEA continues to use it. i

C.DISCONTINUATION OF RAIL SERVICE

DM&E has used it own possible failure to make its’ argument for hauling coal. In 1983, the rail abandonment talk was
only from near Pierre to Rapid City. One can surmise by looking at the land from Rapid City to Wino hat the majority
of grain is shipped from western MN and eastern SD, with grain from eastern MN trucked to the river. en. Larry
Pressler told a Rapid City group “Much track is still in poor shape, especially between Rapid City and Pierre “, Rapid
City Journal, May 21, 1999. Other areas of the line have been improved. Recently 4.1 million was spent improving the
line from Winona to Mankato. In 1995, South Dakota sold $20 million of a $35million approved bond issue to replace
track between Pierre and Wolsey, 100 miles. The $15 million in bond for work between Rapid City and Pierre was not
provided. I would expect the goods hauled from western SD to be high volume/low value commodities, wood chips,
bentonite, and that if they were more profitable the line would be in better shape near Rapid City. The worst casF
scenario I see for DM&E is having to close its” western end of the line, which would not significantly affect grain
shipments. There is also no discussion of the FRA Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing Program The
SEA needs to substantiate, flesh out DM&E’s claims, if they are to be used.

D.SAFETY

Undoubtedly with new track, DM&E would have fewer derailments due to poor track. But there’s more to safety than
repairing poor track, like the number of trains and the number of vehicle crossings. The following are my more personal
concerns. I am sure the City of Rochester and the Olmsted County response to the DEIS will cover more general safety
issues thoroughly.

Children. DM&E crosses low-income neighborhoods in Rochester, one of which 1 hved in off
and on for ten years. A good many of the people who live in these neighborhoods are vulnerable: recent SE Asian or
Somali immigrants, the physically or mentally disabled adult, or an impoverished family looking for a new startiin
Rochester’s strong economy. One neighbor two houses away from my previous residence continually left her children,
one as young as 3-4, unsupervised. There were numerous police calls by neighbors regarding the children. When Mr.
Quirk of the Kutzky Park Neighborhood Association asked Mr. Schieffer about the train traffic and children, Mr.
Schieffer said people should teach their kids not to trespass on railroad property. This is true, but unfortunately, the
people in Rochester least likely to keep their children from the tracks, live near the tracks.

Human Error. Three local taverns known for hard drinking are located near the DM&E lme,
Mugzees at 6"&11™ Ave. NW, the North Star, two blocks north of the DM&E Broadway crossing, and CJ’s, two blocks
south of the crossing. DM&E runs the length of this triangle with the Rochester Methodist Hospital centrally located.
To use a cliché, this is a recipe for disaster. Hugh Smith, CEQO of Mayo, in his comments to the STB board was
concerned about a derailment where Rochester Methodist ICU patients would have to be evacuated. The proximity of the
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hospital, the trains, and downtown bars is concerning. The economic value of the reputation of the Mayo Clinid and the
safety of its’ patients far outweighs the railroads’ need to haul fertilizer or other hazardous materials. |

E. NONAGRICULTURE SOCIOECONOMIC HARMS-URBAN SPRAWL & ECONMIC STUDIES

The DM&E line in southeast Minnesota runs along the likely routes for both residential and commercial growth New
residential subdivisions will not want to be near the coal trains. The railroad will push growth further out, leaving a “gray
belt” surrounding the coal trains where other development would have occurred. The new growth will be further out
from the main transportation routes, consuming more rural land and increasing infrastructure costs for the entire area.
Southeast Minnesota is a high wage low unemployment area, especially the centrally located areas in which DM&E is
located. New high tech businesses like Pemstar do not want to be located near the tracks. Though these concerns are
based on southeast MN, southeast Minnesota makes up the bulk of people affected by the DM&E expansion. And
perhaps more importantly, it is the reglon because of the quality of its’ infrastructure, that would see the greateét
economic growth if the DM&E expansion doesn’t go through.

If socioecomic benefits of the railroad are to be discussed they should be in relation to its’ harms. Appendix D is a study
by MNDOT on the ramp meters in the Twin Cities. Such a study would be helpful in looking at harms in Rochester. By
my own rough calculations, if the time my husband waited for coal trains going to and from his employer, the Mayo
Clinic, was calculated as lost billing time, it would total nearly $2,000/year.

F.OPTIONS ;

Besides the No-Build Alternative I would like the STB to look at two additional alternatives. The first is the one I
believe proposed by Rep Gutnecht, that would upgrade the present DM&E facilities without the extensions to the
Powder River Basin using the FRA Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing Program. The second alternative
would be to end the railroad upgrade in Owatonna. Lately DM&E has been claiming only a limited number of trains will
continue all the way to Winona, less than ten; so why spend all the money upgrading all the way to Winona? Both of
these alternatives deserve merit for study by the SEA. |

IL RESPONSE TO SECTION 106 EVAL. REGARDING THE STONE ARCH BRIDGES

According to the Section 106 document there are 17 stone arch railroad bridges, the oldest of which are in Winona
County. [ called the Minnesota Historical Society two weeks ago to find out the status of the bridges if the coal trams
come through. Dennis Gimm at the Historical Society told me he spoke with the DM&E two years ago, but hasn’t
heard from them since, and was not aware of any deadlines in the process. He suggested I call the STB for the deadlines.
1 did so. 1 was transferred to Ms. Rutson who put me in touch with Dan Shinn, an archaeologist with Burns & "
McDonnell. I asked Mr. Shinn if stone arch bridges can be adapted for coal trains, and what he said wasn’t encouragmg
My questions and comments on trying to analyze this element of the DEIS are as follows:

A .The DEIS was not accessible on the Internet. There was limited indexing and cross referencing, and the pdf ﬁles were
unwieldy. Even though I was using a computer only a few months old, I had
to go to the library to view the Section 106 analysis.

B.Why was the Minnesota Historical Society unaware of the time frame? My reading of the programmatic agr&ment
gives the Section 106 evaluation the same time frame as the DEIS. Is this correct? Does the MN Historical Socn-ty have
enough time? ‘

C.The stone arch bridge inventory sheet should list whether or not the bridge is on the National Register, not Just ifitis
eligible. The nomination sheets for the National Register properties should be included.

D.What is the status of the bridges? In Volume II of the DEIS, it appears that the double arch bridge at the “Arciles Park”

in Winona can be retrofitted. But what about the other bridges? For example, the bridge on the cover was not in Volume
II. What does that mean?

The stone arch bridges in Winona and Olmsted County gre lovely. They may be in the background, but they contnbute to
the areas’ sense of place. Too much of today’s civil engineering contributes to 4 “geography of nowhere”.
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I CONCLUSION
No one would disagree that this needs to be a fair process. Assumptions need to be supported. I don’t believe the No

Build Alternative should be dismissed with broad generalizations. Much more information also needs to be provided on
the stone arch bridges. Thank you for considering my comments. I look forward to your response. !

Sincerely,

Gt Kt —

arla K. Johnson

Vandy
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To: Catla Johnson Fax: (605) 343-3459
From: William Brennan Data: 04:20/99

Re: USDA's DM&E Statement Pages: 10
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Ms. Johnson,
| hope this i3 heipful.
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the National Grain and Feed Associa-
tion, and agri-business customers who
must have reliable, cost-effective rail
transportation. Speaking forits 2,100
producer members, South Dakota Soy-
bean Processors states: “that every
onein South Dakota and Minnesota—
every resident, every farmer, every
business—will gain and benefit with
the development of this major project
by the DM&E.” Without the DM&E,
which handled more than 66 million
bushels of grain last year, South Da-
kota and Minnesota drivers would face
80,000 grain trucks. ,
n support of the D project,
the USDA noted agricultural produc-
ers would gain access to key markets
that would bring increases “as high as
20 cents per bushel for both corn and
wheat.” An increase of only one-half
that amount would add more than $90
million to farm income in a typical

crop year, the USDA said.
Tetters of support also came from

DM&E employees, including the

United Transportation Union.

A Wall Street perspective

Gary Yablon of Schroders, a re-
spected rail stock analyst, examined
the project and prepared a 16-page
report, published August 27. Finding
DM&E'’s coal tonnage estimates “too
optimistic,” he lowered them by 25
percent. “However, even at lower coal
tonnage amounts, if the company is
correct about the cost structure of the
property, the project’s internal rate of
return could be enticing.” Assuming
an equity investment of $300 million,
Shroeders calculates the internal rate
of return to be 27 percent. The STB
said: “DM&E should be able to pro-
ducea positive annual income...within
three years” after operations begin. -

Yablon notes if the DM&E project
moves ahead and is largely success-
ful, “we do not believe it will adversely
impact the long-term EPS CAGR
(earnings per share/compound annual
growth rate) of either Burlington
Northern Santa Fe (BNI) or Union
Pacific (UNP).”

Regulatory approval of DM&E'’s ex-
pansion project by the STB “is an

B |

PRB PRCJECT HIGHLIGHTS ¢

New construction Miles
Wasta, SD to WY coal mines 262
Mankato, MN bypass 13
Owatonna, MN connection 3
Total 278
Track rehabilitati Mil
Wasta, SD to Winona, MN 585
Oral to Smithwick, SD 10
Total 595
Project : $ Milli
Phase 1
—New construction $532
—Rehabilitate track $876
Total cost $1,408
Phase I
—upgrade 240 miles
of non-coal route track $65*
Phase ITI
—Additional passing, $208*
tracks, yards to
accommodate growth
* Included in $1.41 billion total cost
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PRB Engineering Staff

DM&E has hired supplemental en-
gineering staff to help plan and build
the Powder River Basin Project; They
have set up offices next to the railroad’s
headquarters in Brookings. |

OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVES: ‘
¢ Frederick R. Harris, Inc. !
* HWS Consulting Group, Inc.

DESIGN/BUILDERS
e Powder River Basin ]
Design/Build Consortium

Leap CONTRACTOR
* Morrison Knudsen Corp

CONSTRUCTORS

¢ Morrison Knudsen Corﬁ)

e Herzog Contracting Corp.

* Neosho Construcnon Ca
Inc.

ENGINEERS
s HDR Engineering, Inc
* HNTB Corporation

important step in the process,” notes
Schieffer. “We are now working with
all interested parties and agencies on
remaining projectissues, including the
engineering and operating plans, and
the environmental review.”

Job, tax impact

In an Economic Impact Study pre-
pared by three economic consultants,
it was determined that the Powder
River Basin project would have a posi-
tive impact in Minnesota, South Da-
kota and Wyoming Ly creating ap-
proximately 5,000 construction and
related jobs over the two-year con-
struction period and 500 new, perma-
nent railroad jobs initially. When the
line is fully operational handling 100
million tons of coal annually, the num-
ber of rail jobs will increase to 1,500,
including the 300 employees who are

~working on the DM&E today. In addi-

tion, there will be potential industrial
development that will create more
growth for communities along theline.

Construction-related taxes of more
than $50 million are projected to flow
to the states involved with ongoing
permanent taxes estimated at $38
million annually.

Individual taxpayers stand to ben-
efit from the project. For example,
South Dakota’s real estate tax rev-
enues are expected to rise by $14 to
$17 million annually, of which roughly
70 percent would be allocated to pay
school taxes. According to a recent
analysis by the law firm of Davenport,
Evans, Hurwitz & Smith, Sioux Falls,
S.D., taxes stemming from the DM&E '
expansion could help fund addltlonal‘
property tax relief for the ent1re state
of South Dakota. |

ANPPENDIX
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