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BOSTON & MAINE CORPORATION
MAINE CENTRAL RAILROAD COMPANY
SPRINGFIELD TERMINAL RAILWAY COMPANY

IRON HORSE PARK
NO. BILLERICA, MASS, 01862

(978) 663-1029
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June 17, 2002 o JUN 11 }:1
‘{;}\ MANASGIEBMENT /\\
Vemon A. Williams By Fax: (202) 565-9004 (One 60@3) S \’Q"J
Secretary and Federal Express /[ iz
United States Surface Transportation Board

1925 K Street, N'W.
Washington, D.C. 20423-0001

Re:  STB Finance Docket No. 33697, National Railroad Passenger Corporation—
Petition for Declaratory Order—Weight of Rail

Dear Secretary Williams:

Enclosed for filing please find an original and ten (10) copies of the Reply of the
Boston and Maine Corporation, the Springfield Terminal Railway Company and the
Portland Terminal Company to the National Railroad Passenger Corporation’s Motion
Jor Extension of Time.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please feel free to contact me if you
should have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

P

Robert B. Culliford
Corporate Counse!

cc: Service List

ENTERED
Office of the Secretary

JUN 17 2002
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NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION-
PETITION FOR DECLARATORY ORDER—
WEIGHT OF RAIL

REPLY OF THE BOSTON AND MAINE CORPORATION, THE SPRINGFIELD
TERMINAL RAILWAY COMPANY AND THE PORTLAND TERMINAL COMPANY
TO THE NATIONAL RATILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION’S MOTION FOR
EXTENSION OF TIME
On June 14, 2002, the Boston and Maine Corporation, the Springfield Terminal Railway
Company and the Portland Terminal Company (hereinafter referred to collectively as
“Guilford™) received a Motion for Extension of time filed by the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation (hereinafter referred to as “Amtrak™). Despite being aware since May 9, 2002 that it
would be afforded ten days in which to file its Rebuttal, Amtrak now comes before the Board to
request an additional seven days in which to respond to Guilford’s filing." In support of this
request, Amtrak asserts that Guilford’s Reply in Opposition raises substantial issues, and that
Amtrak and its consultants need additional time in which to formulate a response. Of course,

Amtrak’s arguments in support of this extension have little basis in fact, and offer yet another

example of Amtrak’s willingness to spin the truth to disguise its own shortcomings.?

! Pursuant 10 49 C.F.R. §1104.3(b), Amtrak should have requested additional time to respond prior 1o the due date of
Guilford’s Reply in Opposition, particularly where Amirak was well awarc of the substance of Guilford’s
submission and the schedules of its representatives.

? Interestingly, when Amtrak first requested an extension from Guilford, a basis of that request was that ane of its
representatives would be on vacation during the original ten-day period afforded Amtrak for filing its Rebuttal. No
mention of that basis appears in Amirak’s Motion for Extension of Titne.
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More particularly, Amtrak claims that it needs additional time to respond because of the
three expert studies submitted by Guilford in support of its Reply in Opposition. Of course,
Amtrak fails to mention that the substance of Mr. Brake’s and Dr. Zarembski’s t?stimony was
previously disclosed to both Amtrak and the Northern New England Passenger Rail Authority
(hereinafier referred to as “NNEPRA”) at the March 7, 2002 meeting referred to by Amtrak.
Amtrak Motion for Extension of Time, at 3. Furthermore, Guilford also previously outlined its
objections in writing to Amtrak and NNEPRA on November 1, 2001 and March 18, 2002,
respectively. Exhibits A and B attached hereto. Accordingly, other than the discussion of the
track modulus testing performed by Guilford from May 21-22, 2002, the substance of Guilford’s
Reply in Opposition should not come as a surprise to Amtrak, its consultants or NNEPRA.
Guilford merely expanded on what it had already made clear to Amtrak and NNEPRA,; that the
methodology employed in performing the September and November track modulus testing had
little relation to the methodology approved by the Board, and that the results of this altered
testing methodology were seriously flawed. As a result, it is difficult to understand Amtrak’s
need for additional time to respond to Guilford’s argument, particularly where these arguments
were disclosed to Amtrak some three months before Amtrak’s Rebuttal would be due under the
Board’s Procedural Schedule. Rather, Amtrak has offered no supportable reason for a continued
delay in these proceedings, a delay that is in direct contradiction of the Board’s May 9"
Scheduling Order.*

3 “Consequently, in the interest of maving this already protracted proceeding forward, the Board will adjust the
proposed schedule so that Guilford’s Reply would be due 30 days from the date of service of this decision, and
Amirak’s reply would be due 10 days after Guilford files its reply.” May 9, 2002 Scheduling Order, a1 2.
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CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, Guilford requests that the Motion for Extension of time
filed by Amtrak and NNEPRA be denied.
Dated: June 17, 2002

Respectfully submitted,

Robert B. C%lforé

Law Department

Guilford Rail System

Iron Horse Park

North Billerica, MA 01862
(978) 663-1029

Counsel for:

The Boston and Maine Corporation,
The Springfield Terminal Railway
Company,

and The Portland Terminal Company




Jun-17-02 11:15A Guilford Rail System

EXHIBIT A

978-663-1213

-06




Jun-17-02 11:15A Guilford Rai
B ail System
ROSENELH!

U-82-2081 @8:12 FARRELL 1 978-663-1213

v g2 01 07:35 NNEPRA Employee 207-780-1001
e S ——-—

101701 16:41 1U:Gui tford Rail Susten FiiX:978-663-6907 PGE
SOSTON A MANE CORNPORATION
MANE CENTRAL RANLACAD COMPANY
GPRINGPIELD TERAIMAL RALWAY COMPANY

RO MONSS FARK
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EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
(978) 663-1186

November 1, 2001

Michael J. Mutray
e Dif .
Nosthern New England Paassnger Rall Authority
5$ Fore Strect
Building 30
Portlend, ME 04101

Rs: Track Modulus Testing
Dear Mike:

I am in receipt of your lenter dmied October 23, 2001, in which Amzrak and NNEPRA dispute our
assessment that the recent rrack modulus testing has not satinfied the criteria established by the
Board for passenyer operationa at speeds of up 10 79 miles per hour. In suppont of this position,
yau cluim that, ... the dats gencrated during the TLV's runs, which waa provided 1o Guilford's
enyineers, indicate that the deflection criterion (.28 inches or lexs) was satisficd on well over
99% of the lins.”

Although the test resuls provided to GRS do nos suppart this blanket satemem, we should
addreas some preliminary jssues before discussing our anslysis of this date. First, 1 was
somewhat surprised that NNEPRA bas now taken on the role of spakesman for Amtrak, since
NNEPRA supposedly had no direct invalvement in the proceedings before the STB.
Accordingly. NNEPRA's assumption of this mie under the present circumstances is particularly
woubling because our concems arisc from the fact that the recent testing had listle of no relstive
10 the program presenied for approval by Amirak at the STB. Consequently, since NNEPRA has
higorically claimed to have little direcs involvement in the STB proceedings, 1 do not belisve
that NNEPRA is the propes party to explain: (s) the significans discrapancies between the
proposed testing program and the actual testing performed; or (b) the failurs to pesform aatis
testing st a wibstantial number of those locations where both the proposed and the revised
deflection criteris were exceeded. Nevertheless, since NNEPRA has apparently elected 10 finslly
suume § leadership role, | would ask that you review the following and provide me with your
thoughts as soon es posaible. In addition, since your jelier sppearcd to bs based upan information
that GRS has yet to review, } would epprecisie s copy of the reports/dats relied upon in reaching
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thess conclusions, including the repon promised by the TTCI Scope of Work within 15 days of
completion of the testing.

As you should know, the need to perform the recent testing originally asosc as & result of the

' disagrecment over our belief that 132-pound rail was necessary to support safe passenger
operations, and NNEPRA’s belief that the use of this weight of rail would be prohibitively

l expeusive. To resolve this dissgreement, the pasties agreed to present the following issue 10 the
Boeard:

Applying the enyineering standards sgreed to by NNEPRA and Ruilroad {Guilford] io the
Rehabilitation Agreemem, with parsicular reference so the engineering standards of the
Amcrican Rothway Engineering Assnciation [aow AREMA) specified therein, what is the
appropriate weight of rail to be instalied on the Rail Line in order to ensure safe,
consistent and cominuous operalion of Amirak wains &3 speeds of up 1o 79 miles per

hour? (emphasis added)

As & reault, throughout the Board proceedings to decide the speed &t which Amtrak traios could
operste on this Jine, the AREMA nandards were tho basic premise underlying cach party’s
submissions, including the following representstions by Amtrak in the latest round at the STR:

l. Deflection data gsthesed the first iwo dsys are used ss a guide for where to tess for vack
modulus because there is & high correlation between the two. A Jocation with significant
track deflection can gencrally de cxpected i have a comparatively low trock modulus.

2. The AREMA maximum deflection criteria of 23 inches will be used 83 the limiting value
at which s follow yp track modulus messursment will be performed. Where the TLV
detects deflection greater thaa this amount, it will plece a paint murk at the location in
question.

3. Analysis of the TLV"s output deflection data, combired with subsequent trock inspection
fo spos the paint marks Igft by the TLV, will identify where the limiting deflection
criterion has been exceeded and where follow up inspections sre sequired.

4. The test plan also provides for testing any swipecfed low modulus areas by static msans.
This testing provides an additional way of aswring that the overall results are of
sfficient accuracy.

5. TTCI has developed the TLV 80 shat the refative track deBection thet it messures closely
cotvelates with absalute track deficction. The best test of this will occur when siativnary
measursmenis are made sl locations where the relative track deflection data recorded by

l the TLV indicates that an sbsolute messurement should be made (decause srvse! relarive
deflection limwtss are )

6. In fact, the limit should be .28 inches, but TTCI will use .2S inches 10 be conservative.

| Based upan these reprosentations, the Board found the following:
]. But ss FRA pointa out, using the dynemic tea a1 10 miles per hour to locate pans of the

line with lower than average track modulus will demansirate the particwiar points af
which a siatic test needs 10 be performed.

2 118
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2. As FRA points out, the 1est procedure that Amtrak has propused is both reasonable and
actical, and it should provide sufficient dats lo evalvate the average or nominal irack
modulus slong the Plaistow-Portiend line following rehabilitation.
3. Wefind: Track modulus 1esting on the Plaistow-Portland line through the usc of the
TLV /i the manner described hy Amirak is a reasonable snd praciicsl method of testing
the treck 10 dotermine whether the level of rehabilitation described in our priar decisions

has been met.

With this bsckground in mind, as well as the limited information that has been provided 10 GRS
10 date, we do not beliove that the recent testing performed by TTCL was done in accordance
with the plan proposoed 10 the STB. This position is based upon the following:

1. Based upon your Ocober 23" letter, the recent tesing used s fimiting value of .28 inches
10 identify areas where siatic testing should be perfonmed, as opposed to the limiting
value of .28 inches proposed by Amurak. Despite this commitment (o & specific imiting
value, without any consultation with the STB, GRS or FRA, the valuc was unilaarally
changed duting the testing, which is unsupporusble. Moreover, this limiting valve excreds
the AREMA svaximum deflecuon criterion, 83 defined by Amtrak in its submissions to
the Board. Finally, Amtrak also had previously informed the Boasd that .28 inches is the
appropriate limiting factor, but in any event .25 inches would be used during testing 10 be
conservative and to ensure thet all aress with potentislly low track modulus would be
identified for static testing, Apparertly. this plan was abandoned somewhere along the

way.

2. As represeneed to the Board, at each location where the TLV detecied a deflection greater
than .25 inches, Amirak planned to apply & paint mark, snd subsequent track inspectioa
would spot where those marks were Jocated so that the required follow up Ratic
inspections would be performed. Obviously, on this issue the recent testing failed
misesably. First, very fow psint marks were applied, even though approximately 464
locations over approximately 70 miles were identified as having a deflection grester than
.28 inches. Second, despite the lasge number of locations idessified, and the willingness
of GRS to allow the TLV 10 remain on our lines for additional time, atetic testing was
performed in only 12 “zones”, covering feet, 85 apposed 1o the miles thur wers identified.
Cloarly, this is a depressingly smal! portion of the area that should have been sested.

3. There is slso no jusification for filing to perform static 1ests at all sresa where the
deflsction was greater than .28 inches, much less .25 inches, because Amirek’s
submisgion stated several times that: (s) this siatic testing would be required; (b) there in
& high carrclation between high deflection and low track modulus; and (c) the best
mu_hodtomnhemyofﬁunv methodology would ba 1o perform such

teating.

4 Your lester also claims that NNEPRA is ossemially ignoring those areas where low track
modulus values were idemtified, because thase areas are “very shon (typically 10 faet or
lc33)”. We are oot awars that the Board peovided thet “very shon”™ areas of low unack
modulut were exempt from the Board’s requirements. and we disagree that thess
locaiions should be ignored. Morcover, GRS would submit thet these areas should be
identificd 83 being indicative of potentially Jarger problems, slithough the rather cursory

3 119
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Notwithstanding our concerma that 1he recent testing effectively ignored the vast majority of
those locetions where the rail line likely fails to meez the required standards, the point of this
letter is to make known our objections 1o the fact that the testing was not performed in the
mannes approved by the STB. In short, Amtrak, with the suppon of NNEPRA and Trainriders
Norstheast, roqucsted that the Board decide that: (a) the proposed testing methodology was
reasonable and practical; and (b) once an adequate track madulus is demonsirated using this
method, no further track moduhus festing would bo necessary. While the Beard did ultimataly
decido that this proposcd testing was reatonable, NNEPRA then remarkadly condoned the
performence of tha recenl testing in a manner that had linle or no relstion 1o the method
spproved by the Board. As a result, today there are still two issucs outssanding: (s) the resting
has yet 10 be performed in the manner described by Amtrak, and approved by the Board: and (b)
consequently, until the proper testing is performed. the criterin establizshed by the Board to allow
passanyer service &l speeds greater than S9 miles per hour have not been satisfied.

Based on the foregoing. GRS will not allow any passenger oporations a1 speeda grester than 59
miles per hour until scceptable results are obtainod by performing testing in the manner
presested o, and approved by, the STB. While we appreciate NNEPRA's offer 1o bring back the
TLV for more satic tesing in November, this offer simply misses the point; which is that static
teating will not correct the fact that the initial TLV 1eqting was not performed pursuat 1o the
Boasd’s decision. Accordingly, while NNEPRA is free to conduct additional siaric tesiing in the
near firture, we would suggen that NNEPRA slso plan 10 conduct the sppropriste teating
sametime in the spring or summer (the optimal time for such testing, according to Amirak) of
2002.

With regard to the movemens of the TLV cansial in regular freight service, we will sgree 1o this
request, provided that we do ot heve a ropeat of the events thal sustounded the original
movement of (his consist. As you may recall, Guilford spent a grest deal of Gme and effort to
rack and locate this consis during the last movement, with linle assistance from NNEPRA or
TTCl. In fast, a foll day and 8 hall was wasied while this coasist was tumed to accommodate the
needs of TTCY, which could have been avaided had NNEPRA provided the proper shipping and
placement information. Morsover, deapite the originel plan to conduct testing for 8 maximum of
threo days, in reality this wosting took six days, unnecessarily intorfering with our freight
operations. Finslily, the relative Isck of inlerest by NNEPRA personnel in such an important
praject continues 1o trouble Gullford. More panicularty, we belicve that NNEPRA should be
more commitied 1o monitoring the next round of testing. and shou!d spend mare than @ brief visit
on the consist. Ortherwise, we risk a repest of the insufficiens testiog that was pesformed during
September, which will ultimately sequire even more testing in the future.

Thank you for your sitention 1o this maticr, Please fes) free 10 contact me if you should have any
questions or comments,

Sinceroly, W/’
leeda 7
Executive Vice President

ann
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38 l'ore Slroot, Bullding 30
Portland, ME 04101

Ret Traek Modulus Tosting
Dear Mlke:

Thank you for yaue lotter o March 11, 2002 detailing tw pashion of Amtrak and NNEPFRA with
regund (o the Lruuk movulu tenting performed during Kuplumber and Noveinour 02001, 1 was
somewhat surprised ta hoar fram you direotly ing ou;‘grpniru sinse you had mo ,
involvurmens with tho dlscuvsion that tnok place an Matoh T, Neverthaloss, after reviewing
your lutier, ] havo tho foliswing comments [n response to the spocific Homu disoussed:

I. Aslreviewud in dutall {n my November 1® letter (o yau, wii do nat agres that tss Boyrd's
Juno 29" devlsion provided Amtrak and NNEPRA with tha disoration to signiQcantly aker
the tosting plun prosentud 1o, and upproved by, the Board, Rather, we bellove that Amtrak
was roquired at least wubstantiufly adhero to ily represwntations that the teting plun pressnied
would praduce reliablo renltts, und was not autharized te shange this methodalogy ¢fter the
Board pruceedings wore onnoluded. This unilutera) change to the testing methodology Is
oxscntlally an admisslon by Amtrak and NNEPRA thut the lesiing would aef producy relinble
rosults, and we find uy‘:ur arguments to the contrary unsonvincing. [n short ['tho manner of
{eniing proponed to the Board wure in ot relluble, thers would bu n need 1o sigutiicantly
&u*n‘::‘ It In tho thrue months that olapied between the Roard's deelsian snd the beglinning of

Rumurkably, danplte udmitting that the wemititions to the Rourd with regurd W the
raliabliity of the inhtlnl testing plun were  Amtmk and NNEPRA would now have us
bulleve that the munnor of wsting thit wax astually perfbrmed did produce rellable resulix,
Howuver, our roviow of the data provided by TTCI shown thut the teating wax performicd
arbitrurily to ronch 4 prodoturmined conulunkon, which rewulted [n sevura] significant o of

) 190
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low (rack modulus ba%mimd. Thorefore, we do not agree thit the results satlefy the
condition Board in order to operste at spesds of up to 79 miles ur, In
support of this positiun, our abjections to the tosting methsdology astuully employed inoludo,
but ure not limited to, the bilowing:

A. The information ravivwod hy Guilford shows that thare ware 26 loeatlons over 14 millos
that axcesded the deflection seiveria ultimntely utilized by TTCI, Undrtwuatsly, TTCI in
ft2 rapost only identified 14 such spom, despits huving asuess to the sasw data made
available to Quiltord, indloming that 71CI ¢id not thoroughly review the testing data,
Fven more troubling, however, is that, of the 40 follow up statio tasts that ware
perforgod, ouly (wo were conducted at locatlons idsntified by TTCI as excoeding the
Joflestion oriiorls of' 27 inches. Accordingly, it is apparent that (s) the test rosulls
produced by TTC! are a0t reliable; and (b) this haphagard approach to static testing ls o
slear Indigution that TT'Cl, NNEPRA and Amtrek wers more sonoerned with appeating
u;° wn:?u::th the Board's order than actually detsrmining refiable track modulua values
along »

D. ‘The ruliunee by 1TCl sclsly upon dynumis deflestion data ond stutistical relntlonakips 1o
Idontify areas of low trask modulus not anly contravenss the Board's ordsr, but alse
shown the signifisant vaclation between resuits obtalned Sem dynxmio testing (which ia
rolative) und mulls testing (which is abasolute), As an example, the dats produccd by
TICI for lenting Zone One showa Lhat stotlc measuremests aver this section of track
remulted in o 28 fat avernge modulus value of 1,758 1b/An./in. By comparison, the
tesulty produced by TTCI aning Its regression enalyals of the dynamis test daia Ror the
samo stretch of truck produced & 23 fhot averags modulus valus of 4,926 1b./ln/in., which
Jed TTCI to omit this loontion from s livt of Traek Medulus Exeeptions. Therators,
despiie Me, Staplin’y und Dr. Chrismer's representstions 1o the Bourd in their Verifled
Ntntemsnts that tha abunlute data would conirel tise determination of traok modulus
vilues, TTCI instend relfed upon rulative data only, aven though the resuits of this
anproach resuliod were matlstioal variations as high as 6684,

1. | find it yonwwhat fronic that NNRRRA and Amirok dispute our olaim that we were nat
informed of the munner in which the testing would astually be performed, porticularly in
lisht of tha fact that thy methndology continued ta shange during the astual tosting.
lowever, [ alre do not helieve that this point Is relsvani, fbr the simpla reasan thut we
explained our conceme i my November 1Y laiter, yet the testing wus done a sscand tims In
manner that wu inconsisient with tho Board's order, Acsordingly, we did make i clenr that
we did ant understand the busis fbr the revised testing methadology, and desplts our
oh]utl%l no explanation for these discrepanciss was forthoaming untll our meeting of

3. With regard to your claims purporting to justify the use of & 28
pludse note the fullnwing; pumponting to uuify of 1 25 (oot aversging upproach,

A. Dusplie our objections to this spproach, i s now known thut TTC! identifted 25 Set ax
Lho &voruge value t b used because &t reprosents the deflaction basin resulting from the
tront two twh axles of a lcomative using & trask madulus valuo ol'2,750 Ib./In.in.

101
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which results na basin of 16.17 foet uslag a track modulus value of 2,750
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b./n./in. (The length of tho doflection tasins are lve of and mugnltude of'
losd.) Therofors, becauso (he deflection data was producod with & aingle axle whoel loud,
T'I'CI shoulkt have used 16.17 fbot as the vglue ot which in ayveruge the recorded
defleciiun datu. The resuits of this error will he 0 dampen (he sffests of the dellootkin
daig, thercdy reducing the aumber of Incations that would be identifiod av not wutiatying
v applicabls AREA arkaris. Mmdinzl!. to aliow U 10 accurately assass the extent of
the ning caused by the uss of this 25 fot aversgs, pluase huve TTCI provide mo
with & supy uf the 16.17 ot average relative defiootion dala n electronic format for both
the 8¢ her and November testing.

B. Amirak also thlled to discloss the full extent of the unreliability ofthe 25 fhot sveraging
mothod 10 the Roard, punticulurty the Sior that this ap skows tho test resulfaby
“wveruging lnm-?". In other words, ualng a 28 ot sveraging serves 1o disgulve
locatlons of low track medulus, such us thu ones &t insus hers, This result oseurs besauss
the madulus valucs have boon obtained by field testing, both statis xnd dynamic, and the
astual doflection o the track slesady scvounts for any vuriation fn medufus In the
Influence none ol the test (i.¢. the region where the irack deflvels under the test load).

C. The 28 foct moviag aversge is Lindemontally wrong when applied to analysis of rail
stresses, sincs the rall fhilurs (fitigus, frociure, wie.) In a point process. Rall fullure
develeps and ocecurs st a singl location on the rall, not over & 28 ot (ur any uther)

th, Thersfiwre, uveraging the sruck modulus aver 28 et (whea the moasured

ujus values are »tllm:hy tosting thut ulrusdy roflsots sny sutual lovel vurlution In
travks modulua) results in a watue that signifisuntly disiorty (and seduves) the valculsted
(but not thy uctual) streswex In the rall, Since modulis velues of approximately 1,600

ibJin.fla. or loss rusult in rall strenseu thut re below the ARBA ble value of 35,000

pui, it bs erition] that these locationa of high struss not be “uveraged™ out by un ariiflelal
averaging proccsu thal hay no justifsutien in elther theory or In the publishud lterstury.
Additionally, the importanco of identifying lucations of high utresy (s dlsuusved helow
because of itn relevuncy (o truck nalety.

4. Civen the itonis discusad in thin letter, and uue provious camments rolating Lo sur concerns
with truck sufety, § am astounded that NNRPRA and Amtrak continug to question Gullfond s
commitment (o the sufe operation of lis raliroad. Rimply put, we hollave that the lesue o
track modulus is relatud 10 truck mfbly. partloularly bocauss 1t s vorifluble dueterminant of the
uhillty of the tmek structure to support rall operstions. Therefbre. ralher than vallously
dixregard the Board®s detormination thus the track structure must meet the neceusary critaria
W aupport speeds of up ta 79 miles per hour, we sontinue to hellyve that NNLRPRA and
Amirak must show conclunively thit the Board*s conditien has besn sstisfiod, ‘T'o do thix,
NNEPRA and Amirek ase required to prove that the AREA criterls huve heen mat (o show
thut tl;'!l line sopment can sufely. continuously and consistently suppurt thusy {ncesused

Unmnunntol;. the arbitrory and inconelsterit manner In which Amtrak amd NNUPRA havo
sought s watisfy thiy requirement dues little to alter our bellef'that aafbty In not s priorty o
thuss ocgunirations. In fact, Amiruk und NNHPRA sesm 1o be commiiited o evading the
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Board's mandats, s8 evidencud by the desision to igeore the vt majority of 1TCI's indings .

by roquening 1o operate at apesds of Up o 79 milos per hour over uress ldentified by TTCI a2
huying low wask modulus, Moteover, wo were surprised 1o hear Mr, Sugpiin express his
opinfun that wo do nut opersts & “modem reilroad™ despits our rehabilitazion of tho line in
sscordmnse with the ARNBA spesifications, and question whether be himselriruly betleves
thut operations a1 79 miles per 510 are warramzed on this line,

| wouid alse note egain that TTC! hus completely dlsolnimed uny reapomilblilty foe the
conlents of the report upon which NNEPRA und Amtyek rely so hasvily. We belleve that AI
track modulus were not a ssflily issss, T(CI would not be su hesitant so stand Sehind it
assesimant that the track rmodulns values along this Iine mest the requirements imposed by
the Board. Unthriunutely, this diselsimer in also sonalecent wish the efliseis by Amtrak and
NNEPRA to ovade regponsibility Sr any invidents on (he line by olalming thal sush an
incident would be the result of maintonsnye lsvues, and not trask modulus, isues, We
stroagly oklect W this strategy, and would point 0 our hi of safs operationn un yupport
for our position thut the line will be malniained properly. Additionally, If Amirak and
NNR intond to Umit our ablil,  aonliuc sality by fgnoring the trask modulu kvus, -
wy wiil ot bo held rawponaible for the consequonces of Amirak's snd NNEPRA s astions.

Marsover, the (osting also revenled that 78 of the relutive deflections meusurvd during the
testing waro fisund 1o be 30 gram that the ARRA ullownble stress in tho baso ofthe rull due 1o
flaxure will now he exseedzd ifthe acrvice operates at up ta 70 miles per hour. This
conditlon piresenia the paesthility of ¢ significant safety issue, and must be addreswed by
Amteak vl NNEPRA ia ardar [o oparate the service at the higher spesdi

In short, wy bollsve that we have s duty o o the sufat rallroad pasaible. and unti] the
truck modulus values are shown to he sufficient with any degree of relisbilky, we will au
allow Amiruk 10 operate at the incrented speeds.

Thank you fbr your alluntion to this matter, Playse (bel fhoc to contast me {f yuu should have any
questions or commonia,

ly,
R

Sared 1. Koharw, Fisq,
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