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v. STB Docket No. 42069
NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY,
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REPLY OF DEFENDANT NORFOLK SOUTHERN
RAILWAY COMPANY TO COMPLAINANT DUKE ENERGY
CORPORATION’S PETITION TO CORRECT TECHNICAL ERROR

Defendant Norfolk Southern Railway Company (“NS”) respectfully submits this Reply to
Complainant Duke Energy Corporation’s (“Duke”) November 18, 2003 “Petition to Correct
Technical Error” (the “Error Petition”) in the Board’s Decision served on November 6, 2003
(the “November 6 Decision” or the “Decision”). Also on November 18, Duke filed a “Petition to
Stay” the November 6 Decision (the “Stay Petition”) pending the Board’s determination of
issues presented in Duke’s Error Petition. On November 21, 2003 NS filed a Reply to Duke’s
Stay Petition (the “Stay Reply”), contending, inter alia, that no stay was necessary or
appropriate. On November 25, 2003, the Board issued an Order staying its November 6
Decision pending the Board’s review of the issues raised by Duke in its Error Petition. See
Decision in STB Docket No. 42069 (served Nov. 25, 2003) (the “Stay Order”). Because the Stay
Order indicated the Board intends to address the contentions raised in Duke’s Error Petition
during the pendency of the Stay, NS hereby submits this Reply to aid the Board in its
consideration of that Petition, and offers for the Board’s consideration a technical error that NS

has identified in the Decision’s calculation of the costs of grading the ACC roadbed.




I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

NS was surprised and dismayed to learn, on November 19, 2003, that evidence it had
submitted fourteen months ago in this proceeding now appeared to contain two significant errors.
NS, its lawyers and its consultants were entirely unaware of the two errors (involving double-
counting of bridge abutments and of tunnel investment costs) in NS’ evidence until Duke
discovered those errors and raised them in its Error Petition. NS has investigated and analyzed
the errors identified by Duke. Based on that analysis, NS has determined that its Reply evidence
did contain inadvertent errors that had the effect of double-counting bridge abutment costs and
certain tunnel costs, and that those errors resulted in an overstatement of costs by approximately
the amounts Duke calculated.

NS deeply regrets those etrors, and that it did not discover them and bring them to the
Board’s attention earlier. As the Board knows, Stand Alone Cost (“SAC”) proceedings are very
complex, and involve vast amounts of data and information and innumerable calculations and
analyses based on that data. The parties’ voluminous and complex evidence must be developed
and filed in a relatively short time. Because of the sheer volume and complexity of these cases,
it is nearly inevitable that, despite the best efforts of the parties, their evidence will contain some
arithmetic errors. Throughout this case, in the few instances when NS discovered material
computational or mechanical errors, it promptly alerted Duke and the Board to their existence
and how they should be corrected. An important function of the multiple rounds of evidence in
SAC cases is to promote the discovery and correction of errors that are revealed when each party
scrutinizes the opposing party’s evidence and identifies such errors in its responsive evidentiary
filing. Thus, for example, after NS pointed out that Duke’s opening evidence had included only
one rail per track (rather than two), Duke corrected that $79.8 million error in its Rebuttal
evidence. See Duke Reb. at III-F-90; Duke Reb. Elec. WP “IIIF3f.xls.” Unfortunately, in the

case of two large computational errors Duke raised in its Error Petition, these checks against
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errors did not work — neither NS nor Duke found the errors until after the Board issued its
November 6 Decision.

The fact that these errors involved significant construction costs makes them even more
regrettable. NS emphasizes, however, that all seven of the computational errors Duke has

alleged, in toto, are insufficient to change the outcome in this case. As NS demonstrated in its

opposition to the Stay Petition, even assuming the Board were to adopt the full dollar amount of
all the errors identified and quantified in Duke’s Error Petition, the Board’s SAC analysis would
still show the cumulative present value of the SARR’s costs would exceed its revenues by more
than $120 million. See NS Stay Reply at 2, 5-6 & Exhibit. Further, correction of the technical
error in calculation of grading costs that NS identifies below would result in an additional
increase in investment costs of approximately $12.8 million. Moreover, NS’ Petition for
Reconsideration, which it will file pursuant to the schedule set by the Board after it lifts the stay,
will present matters that are likely to increase the net cumulative excess of SARR costs over
revenues significantly.

NS believes Duke has incorrectly calculated the dollar amounts attributable to some of
the errors, and therefore the Board should reject some of the cost reductions Duke seeks in its
Error Petition. Below, NS addresses all of the errors described in Duke’s Error Petition, and
what NS’ review and analysis to date have determined about the source and amount of those
errors.

II. DISCUSSION OF ERRORS QUANTIFIED IN DUKE’S PETITION
A. Bridge Abutments

NS’ review has determined that its Reply evidence inadvertently doubled the quantity of
bridge abutments that its analysis showed were necessary to construct the ACC. Neither Duke
nor NS found that error prior to the Board’s Decision, and the Decision (relying on NS’ evidence

that the Board had no reason to believe contained such an error) adopted the costs set forth in
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NS’ Reply evidence. NS first learned of this inadvertent error when its counsel reviewed Duke’s
Error Petition on November 19, 2003. See Affidavit of Michael R. Baranowski at §f 4-6
(“Baranowski Aff.§ ")

NS’ analysis and calculations indicate that Duke’s Error Petition overstated the
construction costs attributable to the double-counting of bridge abutments by approximately
$6.2 million. Because Duke did not provide workpapers to support its calculation, NS cannot
determine how Duke developed its cost estimate, but NS’ calculations indicate that eliminating
the double-counting of bridge abutments would reduce ACC investment costs in the Decision by
approximately $278.2 million, rather than the $284.4 million calculate by Duke. Compare
Baranowski Aff. § 5 with Duke Error Petition at 3; see Workpaper in Support of NS Reply to
Duke’s Petition to Correct Technical Error “STB Revised Construction Total 50-50 Reroute.xls”
(NS Error Reply WP 00017).

B. Retaining Wall Quantity

This is an instance in which the adversarial process, and multiple rounds of evidence,
worked as intended to correct an inadvertent error in NS’ evidence. In its Reply Evidence, NS
used the quantities reported in the ICC Engineering Report for “piling sheet driven for
protection,” 14, 200 thousand board-feet. See NS Reply WP III-F-0974. On Rebuttal, Duke
stated that the correct quantity should be 14.2 thousand board-feet. See Duke Reb. at III-F-71,
n.53. NS investigated the issue raised in Duke’s Rebuttal, and determined that the discrepancy
resulted from an error in the ICC Engineering Report itself for the relevant valuation section.
Specifically, the Engineering Report contained an error that resulted in a mis-statement of the
piling quantity for that valuation section by a factor of 1000 (i.e. the Engineering Report listed
quantity as 14,200 when quantity should have been listed as 14.2). See Baranowski Aff. 49 12-

13. On Brief, NS conceded that the number it had used in its retaining wall quantity spreadsheet




— taken directly from the ICC Engineering Report — was incorrect, and that Duke’s Rebuttal had
correctly identified that error. See id, 9 12-14; NS Brief at 38. n.68.

Duke is correct that the Decision appears to have used the incorrect retaining wall
quantity set forth in NS’ Reply evidence (which carried forward the incorrect entry from the
Engineering Report), rather than the corrected quantity that Duke provided in its Rebuttal and
NS acknowledged in its Brief (albeit in a footnote). To correct for this overstatement, the Board
should reduce retaining wall quantities for the ACC from 14,200 thousand board feet to 14.2
thousand board feet. NS has calculated that using the erroneous quantity set forth in the
Engineering Reports resulted in a retaining wall investment cost overstatement of approximately
$88.9 million, rather than the $90.8 million claimed by Duke. See Baranowski Aff. 15;
Compare NS Error Reply Elec. WP 0001 “STB Revised Construction Total 50-50_ Reroute.x1s”
with Duke Error Petition at 4-5."

C. Tunnel Investment Costs

In response to the claim Duke raised in its Error Petition that the tunnel investment cost
the Board adopted from NS’ evidence overstated the costs for daylighted tunnels (Error Petition
at 5), NS has re-examined the evidence it submitted in its Reply 14 months ago. Based on that
review, it now appears that Duke’s recent error petition correctly identified an error in NS’ Reply
evidence. NS’ calculations inadvertently included the costs of boring a tunnel in the first
instance, and the cost of open cutting or “daylighting.” Because Duke hypothesized that the
ACC would construct open cuts (rather than building tunnels as on the existing NS) at those sites
from its inception, costs for constructing those open cuts should not have included the costs of

boring a tunnel.

' The $80 million figure NS cited in its Brief did not include certain engineering and contingency
additives, which effectively increase the overstatement of investment costs attributable to the use
of the erroneous Engineering Reports entry to $88.9 million.
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NS’ error appears to have resulted from an erroneous formula in its tunnel investment
cost spreadsheet that caused the calculation to include tunnel boring costs for all tunnels that
exist along the lines of the NS traversed by the ACC, when such costs should have been
excluded for those sites where Duke assumed the ACC would make an open cut rather than build
atunnel. See NS Reply Elec. WP “IIIF — Construction Total. xls, tab tunnel.inv”’; Baranowski
Affid. ] 7-10. NS calculates that the amount of the resulting overstatement of tunnel costs is
approximately $58.6 million, slightly less than the $58.9 million Duke calculated. Compare id.
with Error Petition at 5.

D. Error in Board’s Calculation of Tunnel Daylighting Quantity

Duke’s Error Petition claims that, in its Decision, the Board stated it was adopting the
quantities Duke proffered for tunnel daylighting, but in its workpapers the Board used NS’
tunnel daylighting quantities. Error Petition at 5-6. The reality is more complex. The text of the
Decision states that the Board accepted Duke’s assumption concerning side slopes assumption,
which is one of three specific factors that determine open cut excavation quantities the Decision
expressly addresses. See Decision at 93. The same paragraph of the Decision goes on to state
that the Board accepted NS’ evidence with respect to the second specific factor affecting tunnel
daylight quantities, double-tracking of certain open cuts. Id. NS cannot determine from the
text of the Decision how the Board resolved the parties’ dispute regarding the third factor,
whether the roadbed width in daylighted tunnels should be the 28 feet Duke specified in its
Opening and NS accepted on Reply, or the 24-foot width to which Duke switched on Rebuttal.
See NS Brief at 37, n. 63. Thus, it is not correct for Duke to claim that the Board fully
“accept[ed] Duke’s quantities for tunnel daylighting.” See Error Petition at 5.

It appears that the Board’s workpaper calculations did use NS’ side slope assumption in
its calculation of open cut excavation quantities. Assuming that the Board intended to adopt

Duke’s side slope assumption as it stated in the text of the Decision, the calculation set forth in
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the staff workpapers apparently does contain an error, which pertains solely to the sideslope
assumption, and not to all open cut excavation quantities. NS has determined that the result of
this apparent error in the Board’s workpapers is an overstatement of ACC investment costs by
$20.1 million if the Board intended to adopt the 28-foot roadbed width specified in Duke’s case-
in-chief, or $21.3 million if the Board intended to adopt the 24-foot width Duke substituted on
Rebuttal. See NS Error Reply Elec. WP 0001 “STB Revised Construction Total 50-
50_Reroute.xls”

E. Error in Board’s Mobilization Cost Calculation

Duke identified a difference between the text of the Decision and the Board’s workpaper
calculations pertaining to mobilization costs. Error Petition at 6-7. NS has confirmed that the
text of the Decision and staff workpapers are not consistent with respect to certain mobilization
costs. Assuming that the Board intended to implement in its workpapers the approach described
in the text of the Decision, Duke is correct that the Board’s mobilization calculations overstated
investment costs by approximately $1 million. See NS Error Reply Elec. WP 0001 “STB
Revised Construction Total 50-50 Reroute.xls”

F. Board’s Maintenance of Way Cost Understatement

Duke notes another discrepancy between the text of the Decision and the Board’s
workpapers in the maintenance-of-way (“MOW?) cost category. See Error Petition at 7. Again
assuming that the Board intended to implement the approach described in the text of the
Decision, it appears the staff workpapers do contain three clerical errors. NS agrees with Duke
that the net result of these errors is an understatement of annual MOW expenses by
approximately $1.8 million. Correcting this error would increase the ACC’s annual MOW

expenses by $1.8 million in the first year.




G. Board’s Error in Applying Mileage Prorate to Movements Where Duke
Intended Residual NS To Be Overhead Carrier

The Board applied a “Modified Straight-Mileage Prorate” (“MSP”) to allocate revenues
from crossover traffic between the ACC and the residual NS. Duke notes that for some
movements, the Board’s MSP calculations credited a 100-mile “termination block” to the
residual NS on movements where NS would neither originate nor terminate the movement.
Error Petition at 7-8. Duke is correct that the Board applied a termination block credit to the
residual NS on several movements on which it would serve as an overhead carrier and would not
terminate the movement. NS agrees with Duke that, if the Board were to apply its MSP
methodology and eliminate the termination block credit, the result would be to increase annual
ACC revenue by approximately $1.2 million in the first year.

IIl.  EARTHWORK COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE ALL ACC TRACK MILES (Error
Resulting in $12.8 million Understatement of SARR Earthwork Investment Costs)

NS has identified a technical error in the Board’s calculation of ACC earthwork costs,
and brings it to the Board’s attention to allow it to address this error at the same time the Board
addresses the errors identified in Duke’s Error Petition. In the November 6 Decision, the Board
held that “because . . . . Duke’s operating plan for the ACC is rejected, its ACC configuration
must also be rejected.” Decision at 48. Accordingly, the Decision adopted the main line,
secondary line and yard track mile values proposed in NS’ Reply (as modified in the
Supplemental Evidence submitted by NS on October 24, 2003). See Decision at 47- 48 and
Table A-2.

However, the Board apparently did not incorporate its findings with respect to main line,
secondary line and yard track miles into its calculation of the ACC’s earthwork costs.
Specifically, the Board apparently utilized the grading spreadsheet submitted by Duke as the
basis for calculating the ACC’s earthwork costs. Compare STB Decision WP “STB Revised

Grading 50-50-Reroute.xIs” with Duke Reb. WP “III-F_ GRADING ACC REBUTTAL.123".
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Duke’s grading spreadsheet, however, was based upon the number of main line, secondary line
and yard track miles proposed by Duke in its Rebuttal, and did not include the additional miles
proposed in NS” SARR configuration evidence (which the Board adopted in the Decision). See
Duke Reb. WP “TII-F_GRADING ACC REBUTTAL.123”. The Board further reduced the cost
in its earthwork calculations by slightly more than one percent, apparently to account for the
reduction in track facilities resulting from the disallowance of certain traffic reroutes proposed in
Duke’s case-in-chief. See STB Decision WP “STB Revised Construction Total 50-
50_Reroute.xls”

The foregoing computational error (i.e. STB workpapers use of incorrect figures for main
line, secondary line and yard track miles instead of those adopted in the text of the Decision)
caused a substantial understatement of the ACC’s earthwork costs in the Board’s calculation of
those costs. The workpapers NS submits with this Reply show the correct ACC main line,
secondary line and yard track mile values, based upon NS’ case-in-chief (as modified in NS’
supplemental evidence), reduced to reflect the secondary track miles disallowed by the Board in
the Decision. See NS Error Reply Electronic WP 0001 “STB Revised Grading 50-50-Reroute
Corrected Miles.xls” and “STB Revised Construction Total 50-50_Reroute.xls”. Correcting the
Board’s earthwork calculations to reflect the track mile values adopted elsewhere in the text of
the Decision would increase the ACC’s investment costs by approximately $12.8 million.

IV.  DUKE’S CLAIM THAT THE BOARD MADE A “TECHNICAL ERROR” BY
APPLYING THE RCAF-U TO INDEX OPERATING COSTS

As NS explained in its Reply to Duke’s Stay Petition, Duke’s argument regarding the
Board’s application of the RCAF-U to index operating expenses (the same method it used in its
most recent prior decision, TMPA) cannot reasonably be characterized as a “technical error.”
Duke is not arguing that the Board made an arithmetic error in applying the RCAF-U, but that

Duke would prefer the Board would depart from TMPA and apply some other (unspecified)




index. Consistent with its most recent precedent, the Board applied the RCAF-U to index
operating expenses. If Duke wishes to request that the Board reconsider that legal and policy
determination, it should so advise the Board, not claim the Board’s conscious, considered
decision was “a technical error consisting of [the Board’s] inadvertent misapplication of a stated
procedure.” Error Petition at 8.
CONCLUSION

As NS stated at the outset, it deeply regrets the two inadvertent errors contained in its
Reply evidence. Neither NS nor its consultants or counsel had any inkling that the evidence it
filed contained such significant errors until Duke raised the issue in its Error Petition filed on
November 18, 2003. NS investigated the seven specific errors Duke identified as quickly as
possible after Duke raised them, provided a preliminary assessment of the two errors flowing
from NS’ evidence within two days, and this fuller assessment and response seven business days
after it learned of the alleged error, and three business days after the Board issued a stay to allow
it to consider Duke’s claims. See Decision, STB Doc. No. 42069 (late release Nov. 25, 2003).

As detailed above, NS’ calculations indicate that the dollar amount Duke attributes to the
errors quantified in its Error Petition is overstated by a total of approximately $8.5 million. In
addition, NS has identified an apparent computation error that, when corrected, should increase
ACC investment costs by approximately $12.8 million. Moreover, as NS has emphasized, even
if the Board were to accept in their entirety the full dollar amount of the errors Duke claimed in
its Error Petition, the resulting revised Decision would still show that the cumulative net present
value of the SARR costs exceed its revenues by more than $120 million. See NS Reply to Stay

Petition, Exhibit (Nov. 21, 2003). Thus, even assuming the most favorable outcome for Duke,
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the bottom line SAC conclusion would remain the same: the NS rates that Duke has challenged
are reasonable. Therefore, the Board should lift the stay while it determines the appropriate

corrections to its Decision.

1y, submitted,

Henry D. Light

James A. Squires Terence M. Hynes

George A. Aspatore Ronald S. Flagg

Norfolk Southern Corporation Paul A. Hemmersbaugh

Three Commercial Place Sidley Austin Brown & Wood LLP
Norfolk, Virginia 23510-2191 1501 K Street, N.W.

(757) 629-2657 Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 736-8000

Counsel for Defendant Norfolk Southern Railway Company

DATED: December 2, 2003
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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION,

Complainant,
V. STB Docket No. 42069
NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY,

Defendant.

N T N A N N

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL R. BARANOWSKI

Michael R. Baranowski, having been duly sworn, hereby avers and testifies as follows:

1. My name is Michael R. Baranowski. I am a Senior Managing Director of the
Financial Consulting Division of FTI Consulting, Inc. My business address is 1201 Eye Street,
NW, Suite 400, Washington DC, 20005. I am the same Michael R. Baranowski who sponsored
portions of the NS Reply evidence in this proceeding. Specifically, I was responsible for
portions of narrative sections III-F, III-G and III-H.

2. I have been asked by Norfolk Southern to explain the inadvertent creation of three
errors in the development of the stand-alone ACC construction costs that appeared in NS’s reply
submission. The errors are (1) the double counting of the cost of the ACC bridge abutments;

(2) an overstatement of tunnel investment costs for “open cut” sites; (3) the overstatement of
retaining wall quantities. These errors were identified by Complainant Duke Energy in its
November 18, 2003 Petition for Stay Order Pending Correction of Decision For Technical Error.

3. During the time the NS Duke Reply evidence was being prepared, FTI was also

preparing reply evidence in two other eastern stand-alone proceedings: Duke versus CSXT and

CP&L versus NS. Reply evidence was scheduled for September 20, 2002 in the Duke/CSXT




case, September 30, 2002 in the Duke/NS case and October 11, 2003 in the CP&L/NS
proceeding. Because of the schedules, FTI worked on all three cases simultaneously.

4, Based on my investigation, I have now concluded that NS’ bridge investment
costs for the ACC (the SARR in Duke v. NS) were overstated because of an inadvertent double
count of the costs for bridge abutments, which resulted from the use of an incorrect formula in
the spreadsheet FTI used to calculate bridge abutment quantities.

5. This error carried over to the Board’s decision in this proceeding, served on
November 6, 2003 (the “Decision”). Based upon its review and best understanding and
construction of the calculations embodied in the Board’s workpapers supporting the Decision,
FTI has calculated that bridge abutment costs in that Decision were overstated by approximately
$278.2 million as a result of FTI’s use of the incorrect formula.

6. Neither I, nor to the best of my knowledge and belief, anyone at FTI, NS counsel
Sidley Austin Brown & Wood, or NS was aware of this bridge abutment quantity error before
Duke served its Petition to Correct Technical Error on NS on the evening of November 18, 2003.

7. NS’ tunnel investment cost evidence filed in its September 2002 Reply Evidence
was overstated because FTI inadvertently neglected to remove tunnel construction costs (i.e.
“tunnel boring” costs) from its tunnel inventory for those tunnels that Duke indicated the ACC
would not build, but instead would address using “open cut” construction.

8. To develop tunnel investment costs, FTT used the NS tunnel inventory to identify
the tunnels on the lines of the actual NS that Duke’s SARR (the “ACC”) would traverse. The
spreadsheet FTI designed for determining tunnel costs contained a formula that assigned tunnel

investment costs to each of those tunnels.




9. Based on my recent investigation, I have now determined that the spreadsheet FTI

prepared for this case inadvertently failed to include a formula to exclude tunnel boring costs for
those (fifteen) locations at which Duke indicated its SARR would make an open cut rather than
bore a tunnel. The result was that the FTI tunnel cost spreadsheet overstated tunnel costs by the
amount of the tunnel investment the SARR would have incurred had it built tunnels rather than
open cuts at those fifteen locations.

10.  This error carried over to the Board’s Decision .. FTI has calculated that the
amount of the resulting overstatement of tunnel investment costs reflected in the Decision is
approximately $58.6 million.

11. Neither I, nor to the best of my knowledge and belief, anyone at FTI, NS counsel
Sidley Austin Brown & Wood, or NS was aware of this tunnel cost investment error before Duke
served its Petition to Correct Technical Error on NS on the evening of November 18, 2003.

12. NS’ retaining wall investment was overstated because NS, in developing the
retaining wall inventories from the ICC Engineering Reports unknowingly replicated an error in
the ICC Engineering Report quantities. The ICC Engineering Report for Southern Railway
Company Valuation Section 33 reported the quantity of Piling sheet driven for protection under
Protection of Roadways as 14,200 M.B.M." A copy of NS reply work paper I1I-F-0974 showing
the reported quantity and a blow-up of the sheet piling quantities are included as Attachment A.
NS included this quantity in its electronic grading cost spreadsheet at NS Reply electronic WP
ITI-F 2 Grading.xls..

13. In its Rebuttal, Duke claimed that NS incorrectly reported the quantity of sheet

driven piling, stating that the correct quantity should be 14.200 M.B.M. In response to Duke’s

! Thousand board feet.




rebuttal, NS checked the ICC Engineering Reports and determined that although it had correctly
reported the figure in the Engineering Report in its electronic spreadsheet, the figure reported in
the Engineering Reports was incorrect. NS confirmed the Engineering Report figure to be
incorrect by dividing the Engineering Report investment by the reported unit cost, yielding an
implied quantity of 14.2,

14. FTT advised NS that Duke had correctly identified an error in NS evidence, which
was based on NS’ accurate reporting of an erroneous number in the relevant Engineering
Reports. NS acknowledged this error in the Brief it filed in connection with this proceeding.

15. The Engineering Report error repeated in NS’ Reply evidence apparently carried
over into the Board’s Decision workpaper calculations. FTI has calculated that the amount of the
resulting overstatement of retaining wall investment reflected in the Board’s Decision by
approximately $88.9 million.

16.  Further your affiant sayeth not.

On this second day of December 2003, I hereby swear, under penalty of perjury that, to the best

of my knowledge, information, and belief, the foregoing statements are true and correct.

December 2, 2003

Migl;lael R. Baranowski
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rubble ir [lortar 80 " 112e9Q 6.50 ° 73,379 56,703
o2 vetion = " ' 73 W25 18 14
er retaining walls pinc S0 HaBelia 66.200° 45.00 2,879 1,4%0
/4" x 227 J. iron 2 © Lb. : 210 .04 & 4
shiet friven for rro*tection 50 Ve3aile 14,200 : 45.00 €39 320
round " as " 50 Lin.¥t. 11216 «45 3,047, Z,524
0, 430" liu.ft. 75 Lb. €600 . .02 172 12¢
in 3/4n links 50 " 116 N 5, 3
a2r flune 50 YeBelle 2.1060: 45.00; 140; 70
. e} Juch BOEL +50 4,041, 2,021
Bey-sucikle wlacad by Cerrier 10C LI S0465 .02 1,514, 1,514
nine in cribs 50 Medeile 4,700 45,00 212 106
100 Cu.¥d. 5722 1.75 11,784 11,784
Cley Pipe 8" to 1€" alam. 75 oel 373 280
. fjaed box €0 .200 42.00 & 4
Logs 12" <iam. ! 5¢7 .12 72" 26
. Totzl for valumtion Section e 5,130,661, 5,080,007
ACCOUNT 5 - TUNIILE AWND SULJIAYS
Point Tunnel, File 11%:
Station 5618+94 to 5921407:
213 ft, lonz, all unlined 100 .
Txcavetion 1co Cu.Yd. 2633 5.25° 8,557, 8,557
Total 100 . 8,557 &,557
Tunnel, Liile 120:
. 100 Cu.Yd. 1433 3.25 4,657 4,637
1100 ; 4,657 4,657
i . .
: {100 . Cu.Yd. - 6949, 3.25 22,584 22,584
Timber in lining including metel {50 | M.B.M. . 4B3.500° 45.00; 1,956 279
Packing I 50 | Cu.vd. 40 1,80 60 30
Rubbls masonry in portals §on5 " 20; 8.00° 160 120
Total | e : ‘ : 24,762 25,7108
i !
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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION,

Complainant,

V. STB Docket No. 42069
NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY,

Defendant.

N N N N N N N N N N N

VERIFICATION OF

MICHAEL R. BARANOWSKI

My name is Michael R Baranowski. I previously sponsored Sections III-F, I1I-G,

III-H of the Reply Evidence of the Norfolk Southern Railway Company in this matter.

In the Reply of Defendant Norfolk Southern Railway Company to Complainant
Duke Energy Corporation’s Petition to Correct Technical Error, I am sponsoring Sections II and

II1.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Further, I certify that [ am qualified and authorized to file this testimony.

Executed on this 2nd day of December, 2003.

-

Michael R Baranowski




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that, on this 2nd day of December, 2003, I served the foregoing
“Reply of Defendant Norfolk Southern Railway Company to Complainant Duke Energy
Corporation’s Petition to Correct Technical Error” by causing two (2) copies thereof to be

delivered, via hand delivery, to:

C. Michael Loftus
Christopher A. Mills

Peter A. Pfohl

Slover & Loftus

1224 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

P hts 7 Prlge

Gabriel S. Meyer
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