Appalachia & Carolina Western Railroad — Northern Portion
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Numerous Problems With Duke’s Modified String Diagram Model

Duke’s Modified String Diagram Model (SDM):
= Fails to consider 292 miles (25%) of ACW system

= Produces 72 head-on train collisions

= Results in 141 siding conflicts

= |gnores track speed limits 1,462 times

= Empty trains never decelerate

= Braking and acceleration values often not applied

= Does not account accurately for grade and curvature

= Does not consider mine loading time, random failures,
track maintenance or FRA track inspections




Duke Capacity Analysis Dependent on String Diagram Model

Duke’s Rebuttal at I1l-C-3

L

After the basic parameters and configuration of the

ACW were established, Duke’s experts then input them into the string program which
was used to verify the ACW’s capacity and determine the extent to which specific
adjustments were needed — and to produce various operating statistics used to develop
SARR capital and operating costs used in the DCF analysis. The string analysis did

indicate that some adjustments were needed in the number and placement of passing

sidings, etc., and those adjustments were incorporated.
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Duke O | ISt
perating Statistics Dependent on String Diagram Model
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Duke Misrepresents Use of RTC Model

Duke’s Brief at 28
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27 The other statistics were developed
outside the RTC Model; they were

based on mathematical spreadsheet
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CSX Reply Outlines Errors in String Model Diagram

Reply at IlI-B-2 through 1I-B-4

wilid

W's operaling plan Wi
hich the rain was wraveling at the end of the

gl CSXT by the AL
5 arriving at intermediate locations gliter the _
! Iy T in g
i ) TOVErY, e i
: <5 W Y &= 1h
5 [y H».']'h"l, ".,l;’“_ ’
: SV (ar g1y
at Mg, J||

'||I'|:I[ F s W L'“

L he sl
jerchangs v ol umes imposed UpoR i - 1
(gLl g E uly of Spar
i s south ¢
wpificant congeston on CSK1 g fal
create S = y Tumdamenial
qure slems Trom W
W Ffl"‘hﬂ"'-d' ﬁ"l'!':-"'-'.v..'..lll ruciure sl \ .
* {he AL 5 : < heavily relian
» pfeasibliy O . e e AATVSES B
Lo Evidence. First Duke's line capacity 5
] - 1.'1 '.\ i .- ") 1 L.\\ ;
deficiencies in [Puke’s Lpeniis . ¢ J1-C-16 and Exh. E-L-3) thas pposedly amived at ns destination
' : arr, ot 1=
" - Puke Opent. | NETOUS
= agram model 125 oy, HUMe
g “sinng diagra : anlly poEts ]
L detaibed i Section LD 2 it below I : ity couse stz disgram model are compounded by
awed AS Aokt iy ; o pail i CapaLiiy =5 i
parably flawe : s alfeching that ¢
i, g e (ailare 10 wecount for crivgal faao = o5 that are unsupported by any real o h”‘ L oS e
: d outrvgnt SRR e For example 00 Mg ¢ the §
e ermors an : - =fls. FOf & ; L 15 :
il skl oy produe B '-"I"'-u'-““”"""lII e ith the operating data and information | r ;“”’f"-r:.'h' HE gy T : Iy could p,
. T BLLL, 4 KA 2 e |_l.._1|_ [ » I b 1] ris ; ' X u
Duke's SINNE o, g i copsrcity of 292 miles III"ﬂ“ ks T iy p 7]y B s ik I''h".‘'-j'-'--'-i.".‘l. W i e [T L
el DUIPOL 1o mvodel the ct % e o acconnt of prode, CSXT in discovery. For example ; NCPion O ACW o Wiy e o X7
2 Duie docthL h:.:.‘:-.":. lines. The Duke e 88 < n gencrating the B Ascgy I d T do fop Mg - 1 Wity '
*f = ¥ e gyt S RIS &= - AT de o % Pois & [
quartet - ol g iial (rain mocts on these et 1% “EENenic miles and tmee required o place, load and Tons w, T Bt LAY ,II Lo i
O PoReTiAE oo i gssIg & ' k = Uiy ; Chieran
curvature Of PR fisdics, e model simply , axcluded lines 6 hours at every “ood load” mine, and UMt i Al pp g REfgy
ACW's operating St { for movements oV e ading operations are performed by mine ing diy 01 eyl "1923), thy
L ol L FioCOUTIL U E : ¢ - & T i, = , = ShAgram m . T
s 598 is thal it purports 1o unaly £ HI-C-15.)" As CSXT documents in this for i g, ‘| el ngy HS Oy
stk s . | . ! : ’
. main and branch lne SEEIME g Narrative, the time reguired (o B Gilupey 2 ling - g play Thieh
. Even for those T wrack curvature entircly igin mines 15, in virtually every gl fv.'ru.,alﬂnlhl'f Dk '-.1{" kl.rm"‘ W may iy |'I
L .0 -J_'|'|.|_'|.||.,"- e e 5 i) . i
the modct 1 e of Norfolk oyihem : B the unrealistic times upon which LLATH n..”,*_”h_”hhl_l. I rrul'u‘-:?uir.i. Tl ki '}rr o j
el takes 00 account of the 5"""“&““ ,“-;|_.111 of NS track over whic 1l * Moreover, CSXT cannot find am, 1 ¥/, Wogj U lhe “Peak o ';r the Ay '1I| ;""“"H‘ J
: ' 2 : SCE yie : : : - : : WTie s P
. I"I:‘:I'I: 1|*1Im movemenis o the e I::;; 1:'::1 and CSXT. 1hus, U 1"“:":‘ model incorporamted even the e "IL-.L'L'I.'-:' * MTicion o ¢ day “"II“"-'M‘:;i' J
“ 5 { X l. = = 1= 1 " = Fiast]
l]' ! ACW would operate L'.u.k"lﬂl"m‘ Iqh itical scgment. which fies at the . by Duke’s operating wilnesses ”Hn.._q,.,n_._ g on an Other g O Bang o III'
LI « ety Of WS- = al ¥ iMiiip, av, rpy
" §erroasirate i CAA it B ‘m’”hur.: let i L T
oy mr:h ; l'-ln:rlw.m:\'l ACW sysicm fid need only 125 hours to complete all ulity g Fi'roy b gl '|r: Tilipes Thisg T |
5 wl L - T - Al
heart { b0 GCCUPY i AT sengle-ratk ! trams lora return movement o the T trafire in g e k 5 Fod Iik K
e LT M Ny - - ¥ .
\ el permits a5 many as five tral Elng locomolives, performng reqguined e 1 ¢ the
& I. L SR =5k i t h‘i T : 1 |
] ad-order cars, swiiching m j
 simuliancousty annly - i R ) J
o fErmnim codis caus it et 10 -flﬁ-‘l'- train for the next loading. changing WA R "‘.f " i
» gnd accelers : Sy : x Onen - N iy -
Ihe model < fauly braking and d':;:c LI MOVEENS, arwd 10 2P i ired brake tests. (Duke Open. Narr, at | M Cyele s J
! e « acceleration at ali to & incorrect milepost amd graw S s flatly contradicted by the matersals ation, . HE thee gy = |
TrRLRATER 4 o hased upe 1he APACHY ang Wortan |
: for acceleTakion . Y and eq;
brakinig and/o : i B angd i IRCNE o g
i many Ot InSlaAnces Jecelerate from 1% Ve 1o~ Mood load™ mines cormespond ”'l"uu'lnu,,,_.d el (D
'« enodel, 2 loaded goal train w“l- - the loading operations (which are SOMbingy Wiif T ptiong Cimpd, '
' 5 LI, - G i ] ) .
. According 0 Duke L; < than (wg-tenths 0T 3 SCCCTA XT demonstrates, that designation | U the LT Moved {
¥ s 11 : 3 - T S
MPH to 10 M P the initial speed 101 =C-1(video) at 10:10-10:30 S¢¢ also ¥ of the ACH et iy the spr .
x wl i U - X Py i
s § PrOgrammming erpor that &3 wond fior that segment, = oot : _ T— P gioar Plant, p, . [
e model conis i"“.l. s imum authorze L b HH-C-2; CSXT Open Narr, at 1V- : J.-h-rm"u_ 4 Wingfer
iy Do ol 2 g i'l-'rll‘-!_' ¥
Mg .o, ¥y g - |
RN ""r|1f : 5 ||
L4 'I'”r‘\-J‘ - |
Costs o
5 ol :'hl |
Iln'
| I[|'|..- |
; ACW, 2 }
"""ﬂ Ay By
T 1T ekl '
A
& & '-?..rhhhghn, ind IIll
h;”,‘:u ) '-f.'l“"l. |"'..!l|
iy :l”.'h
""1.'1.4'|11r| g - ||
paal bl f
W

gvery on route

m-g-2




From CSX Video - Reply Ex. llI-C-1

ACW Service Territory




ACW Service Territory From CSX Video - Reply Ex. lIl-C-1
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ACW Service Territory From CSX Video - Reply Ex. I1I-C-1




ACW Service Territory From CSX Video - Reply Ex. III-C-1
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From CSX Video - Reply Ex. llI-C-1 '

ACW Service Territory




Cranes/Excavators

Opening Rebuttal




Duke’s Rebuttal Excavator




Three Tractor Trailers Are Required to Transport Duke’s Excavator
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Comparison of Loaded and Unloaded Weights
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Hauling Equipment
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Duke’s Misleading Comparison of Cost Per Track Mile

(Millions)
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Duke’s Misleading Comparison of Cost Per Track Mile

(Millions)
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Goff Mine

Reply Exhibit I1I-C-2 at 35 - 37
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Duke Incorrectly States CSXT Operating Costs

Flawed Method from Duke Rebuttal at 31 ‘ Straightforward Calculation From R-1

| Actual CSXT Operating Costs

| i

“totalraiflroad
operating expenses”
“CSXT’s own operating costs

Sch. 410,1. 620, Cdl. H
arc 13 mills per ton mile...”

- 1000
“total ton-miles” Convert to mills
- Sch.755,1.114, Col. B

i Actual 2000 Actual 2001

T 27.1 mills 27.2 mills
e 18 T it

' N | $5.757,124,000
| 212,164,745,000

- $5,623,637,000

| 206,573,262,000




Duke’s Flawed Comparison of Ton-Mile Operating Cost




Duke’s Flawed Comparison of Ton-Mile Operating Cost

CSXT System Average Expense
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Duke’s Flawed Comparison of Ton-Mile Operating Cost

peeemmm—— CSXT System Average Expense
did s CSXT System Average Expense

25 Minus Roadway Depreciation

23.9

20

15.64

15

10

7.2 6.79

CEAC&0 JCEANSW
383018

CEAB&O QCEACS
383015 383018




Duke Overstates New Revenues

Duke’s Errors in Estimating Revenue

$857M = Qverstates 2002 traffic to its own plants by
40%

3800 e -
Duke Projection

= (Claims 8% decline in export traffic which

$700
actually fell 20%
»out = (Claims ACW rate cuts support future
volumes
$500 — .
= |gnores independent traffic forecasts for
i | 2005-2021
$300

= Relies on distorted application of 'mileage

$200 prorate’ methodology

$100

= Diverts over 2,000,000 tons annually of
el fraffic to longer, less efficient routes

2012 2021
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Appalachia & Carolina Western Railroad — Northern Portion
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Blue Grass #4 Brown, KY
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Traffic Forwarded at...

Revenhue/Ton Mile
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Duke Overstates New Revenues

Duke’s Errors in Estimating Revenue

$857M = Qverstates 2002 traffic to its own plants by
40%

3800 e -
Duke Projection

= (Claims 8% decline in export traffic which

$700
actually fell 20%
»out = (Claims ACW rate cuts support future
volumes
$500 — .
= |gnores independent traffic forecasts for
i | 2005-2021
$300

= Relies on distorted application of 'mileage

$200 prorate’ methodology

$100

= Diverts over 2,000,000 tons annually of
CSX Projection | e traffic to longer, less efficient routes
= — = Erroneously escalates rates from 2011-2021

2012 2021
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Duke Incorrectly Calculates Forecasted Revenue

Claimed Method to Calculate 2011 — 2020 Rate Changes (from Duke Reb. I1I-A-70 )

Average Change In Rates

RO — X Projected RCAF-U _  Rate Forecast
— for 2011 - 2020 for 2011 - 2020
for 2002 - 2010

Claimed Method to Calculate 2011 — 2020 Rate Changes (from Duke Reb. [lI-A-70 )

S mm X 3% — Rate Forecast
2% Projected RCAF-U for 2011 - 2020

fhor 2011 - 2020

for 2002 - 2010




Duke Incorrectly Calculates Forecasted Revenue

Actual Method to Calculate 2011 — 2020 Rate Changes

Average Change In Rates

for 2002 - 2000 x Projected RCAF-U _  Rate Forecast

for 2011 - 2020 for 2011 - 2020
| RCAF-U
for 2002 - 2010

Incorrect Method Used to Calculate 2011 — 2020 Rate Changes

100% + 1% 2.97%

Average Change g 0 0 Rate Forecast
9 /o Pm'ect:zd/gCAF-u ) for 2011 - 200
100/0+2,0 lfnr'.r."ﬂ'l'l-m
RCAF-U

o 20012 - 2010






