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Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in AQCR 16: Central Arkansas This AQCR is' 

currently categorized as being in attainment with the NAAQS for all pollu'-'nts. Construction-related 

activities would not adversely affect the ambient air quality as a result • proposed construction 

and operation. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determi.ned by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^,) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L,,̂  is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact critena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed ra.l line construction Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet) 

The current level of tram traffic on the UP Monroe subdivision main line (13 trains per day) 

generates an estimated L,,, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 140 feet without 

horns (420 feet with horns) The current level of traffic operating on the SP Pine Bluff main line (23 

trains per day) generates an estimated L,,, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 

225 feet without horns (630 feet with horns) About 10 residences would be within 300 feet of the 

new track as a result ofthe proposed merger: currently these residences are located about 400 to 

500 feet from the existing east-west track. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

The proposed connection would require acquisition of three or four small building lots, each 

containing a small house The houses would be demolished and a 650-foot connecting track would 

be installed onto the SP line from the UP line. These houses are all of a similar late 19th century 

indigenous vernacular design The site was developed in conjunction with the railroad in the 19th 

century SEA does not believe the structures meet National Register cntena Consolation with the 

Arkansas SHPO has been initiated to confirm these findings, 

SEA'S initial consultations with the Arkansas SHPO determined that no documented 
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archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construct on site However, as part of 

the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by a SHPO to 

venfy that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing ground transportation network consists of the UP and SP rail lines that intersect 

one another in northeast Pme Bluff US, 65 is the primary highway in the vicinity ofthe project site. 

Access to the rail construction area would be on local roads 

site 

According to the UP/SP, no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction 

2.3.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction ofthe proposed connection. 

It is compatible with surrounding land uses, complies with applicable zoning ordinances and 

development regulations, and is consistent with community planning No conversion of pnme 

farmland is necessary to complete construction of this connection, nor would any construction 

activities occur in a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the sm.all size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed construction project also would not have any adverse impacts on surface water 

resources or wetlands. This finding is based on the relatively large distance from the project site 

to surface water receptors and the localized flow of stormwater runoff. Additionally, the project 

would not encroach upon the 100-year floodplain, 

UP/SP's construction specifications wouid incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area. The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 
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placement of dredged or fill material into the "waters of the United States" including designated 

wetlands Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required. Additionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to he disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail corridor 

where most of the area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation However, after construction 

UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPsi to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas 

and would stabilize disturbed soils 

Wildlife, No adverse imoacts to wildlife populations are anticipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Based on SEA's consultation with USFWS and 

AGFC, no threatened or endangered species would be affected by the project. 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuanes No adverse impact is expected smce 

there are no known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuanes in the 

vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

Construction impacts to air quality would be related to fugitive dust emissions around the 

construction site and vehicle emissions from construction equipment and employee traffic. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site. As discussed 

above. AQCR 16 is an air quality attainment area. The small amount of fugitive dust emissions due 

to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area due 

to the short duration of construction activities In addition, good construction practices would 

include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegoiatlon, and v/atenng 

the site. 

Vehicle Emissions Dunng Construction, There would be two types of estimated emissions 

associated with vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from vehicles 

moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated labor force 
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for construction at the site would be 15 employees for 10 days Assuming that each employee 

makes two trips to the construction site p^r day (one arriving, one leaving), the total number of 

employee trips required would be 300 This relatively small number of trips for th^ short duration 

of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality. In addition, due to the 

small scope of construction activities (enly 1,000 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air quality 

impacts from construction equipment would be minimal, and would not adv : .: impact the area's 

air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5), The new rail construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated line 

segments but, rather, provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connection 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result m reduced emissions Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 16, nor would it result in 

any exceedances of the NAAQS. 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate two train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anticipated increase in train traffic along the proposed connection could generate an Lĝ  of 65 dBA 

at approximately 43 feet without horns and 146 feet with horns. 

The area of the proposed rail line construction project would be entirely within the L̂ ,, 65 dBA 

noise contours of both existing rail lines Approximately 15 homes could fall within the L.̂  65 noise 

contour as a result of horn noise at the grade crossing after the proposed merger The increase 

in noise level at these homes could be in excess of 3 dBA The close proximity of the residences 

to the track at the street crossing suggests that some of these residences cculd be exposed to 

perceptible ground vibration. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

No known historic resources are located in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Consultation with the Arkansas SHPO has been initiated, seeking concurrence m this 

determination Based on SEA's initial consultations with the Arkansas SHPO, no known or 

documented archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site However, there is the 

potential for adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites, SEA's recommended 

mitigation measures include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery 

and treatment ot archaeological sites dunng the construction 
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Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line i. nstruction project would improve rail access to Pine Bluff an 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operatioi 3 It would not require new grade crossings of any roads 

and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions cf motor vehicle traffic Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased deterioration of public roads due to the 

transport of construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur dunng the construction penod 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals dunng construction is very small 

However in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils. Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination 

2.3.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 2,3 2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action altemative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed and operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less effici.^nt rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connection could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts 

2.3.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

various Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 
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merger and reiated construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals, A sample packet 

IS shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone *o alert 

them to the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt. The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application. That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA 

All comments received (through mid March 1996) m response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through L-11 As necessary. SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown m Volume 5 Appendix E, Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summanzed below; 

Natural Resources Conservation Sen/ice noted that they did not anticipate 

project would adversely impact prime farmlands or erosion rates, 

Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology provided state water 

quality standards and ecologically sensitive water bodies, and referred SEA to 

the Natural Heritage Commission for information about state species of special 

concern, 

Arkansas Soil & Water Conservation Commission recommended that proper 

measures be taken during construction to minimize potential stream and wetland 

impacts and that review of final construction plans should be completed by 

appropnate state and city agencies 

Ari<ansas Department of Transportation (DOT) recommended that the final plans 

be reviewed by DOT. 

The Office of Jefferson County Judge reports no environmental objections to the 

project. 

2.3.7 Suggested Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures suggested by the vanous parties consulted in the process of preparing 

this EA for the proposed merger are summarized below rSee Volume 5. Appendices D and E, 

for agency consultation lists ) 

The Arkansas Soil & Water Cons.'jrvation Commission recommended that proper 

measures be taken dunng construction to minimize potential stream and wetland 
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impacts and that review of final construction plans be completed by appropriate 

state and city agencies It also noted that off-site wetland mitigation should be 

considered, if wetland areas are affected 

• The Arkansas Department of Transportation (DOT) recommended that the 'mai 

plaris be reviewed by DOT, 

2.3.8 S E A Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Pme Bluff (East) construction project SEA will 

consider all comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will 

consider SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation's as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construction of the proposed rail line 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of alt matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3, UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions, 

4, Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tnbes, 

Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, 

plastic liners, slope drains and other erosion control devices. Once the track is 

constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope to 

provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for̂  
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application of right-of-way maintenance herbicides and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1 If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Arkansas SHPO, 

2, UP/SP shall retain their interest in and take no steps to alter the three or four 

small houses on the building lots to be acquired until the Section 106 process of 

the National Histonc Preservation Act (16 U S C, 470f as amended) has been 

completed for these properties. 

Safety 

1, UP/SP shall consult with Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology 

if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site. 

2, UP/SP shall transport all hazardous material in compliance with the U S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carner Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

parts 171 to 179). 

3, In the case of a spill. UP/SP shall fellow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barncades to control traffic disruptions 

dunng construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed dunng construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

3. Pnor to construction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and 
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appropriate local agencies for review 

Air Quality 

1, UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners, and chemical treatment 

Noise 

1, UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of worK hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery 

2.4 Pine Bluff (West) 

Pine Bluff is located in Jefferson County, 42 miles southeast of Little Rock, Existing rail lines 

in the area include the UP Monroe and SP Pme Bluff subdivision mainlines 

2.4.1 Proposed Action 

This connection (west) would permit the operation of trains between the UP Moi 

subdivision mainline north to Little Rock and the SP Pine Bluff subdivision south to Shreveport, 

Louisiana (see Figure 2-4), It includes the construction of approximately 900 feet of new rail line 

and the installation of power-operated turnouts on both mainlines Acquisition of about 0 5 acre 

of new nght-of-way would be required 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction cf the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

15 people over a penod of 14 days. The construction would require approximately 1,500 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow matenal. Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following estimated changes along 

existing rail lines: 
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Traffic on the UP Monroe line would increase from 13 to 17 trains per day. and 

the annual gross tons would increase from 37 to 46 million tons (a 24 percen 

increase). 

Traffic on the SP Pine Biuff Ime would increase frcm 21 to 28 trains per day, and 

the annual gross tons would increase from 29 to 46 million tons (a 57 percent 

increase). 

Traffic on the new common point connection would consist of two daily El Dorado 

locals (one each way) and seasonal movements of logs or stones dunng 

construction season, 

2.4.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail !ine connection The 

proposed rail line would be the mo^A o reet connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use ? , n tw land outside the UP and SP nghis-of-way There are no construction, 

operational, or environmental features that would render another alignment ofthe proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location. 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP :ail lines However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges or terminals, 

2.4.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction would occur in an area with existing railroad and other 

transportation uses. Other existing land uses surrounding the proposed construction site include 

residential, industnal, and commercial The area is currently zoned industrial and railroad 

development is allowed The proposed construction activities would occur in an area of pnme 

farmland The line proposed for construction is not within a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The proposed common point connection is located near the center of Pine Bluff in an area 

of existing rail lines No creeks or lakes are immediately adjacent to the construction site, Brump 

Bayou, an intermittent stream, is located 660 feet to the north of the site and flows to the northeast 
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m 
into Lake Pine Bluff, National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps were not available for the proposed 

onstruction site: no sites were identified by SEA's third party contractor in the field The proposed 

ite is not located within a 100-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Because the site is within the center of industnalized Pme Bluff, most of the 

vegetation has been disturbed by rail activity and urbanization Vegetation within and adjacent to 

the proposed site consists of ruderal weeds, shortgrass prairie and scattered trees. 

Wildlife Because the existing plant and wildlife communities in the area of the proposed rail 

line construction project have been affected by continued railroad, industnal, and residential land 

use it IS unlikely that the project area supports important native plant and animal communities. 

Almost the entire proposed connection area consists of a graveled area along the nght-of-way. 

Although the intermittent stream may support some wetland and temporary aquatic habitats, it runs 

through a developed area. Wildlife species on or near the site are tolerant of urban and industrial 

conditions. 

Threatened and Endangered Species SEA consulted USFWS regarding threatened and 

endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line construction at Pine Bluff (West) The 

USFWS staff indicated no listed threatened or endangered species that could potentially occur in 

Jefferson County, SEA also consulted AGFC. which indicated no species of special concern and 

no objections to the project. 

Parks. Forest Preserves, Refuges and Sanctuaries There are no known state or federally 

designated parks, preserves, refuges or sanctuaries in the vicinity ofthe proposed construction site 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AGCR) 16: Central 

Arkansas This AQCR is currently categorized as being in attainment with the National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all pollutants Construction-related activities would not 

adversely affect the ambient air quality as a result of the proposed construction and operation 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105,7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^.^ of 3 dBA 
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or more, or where L̂ ^ is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact criteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the pnmary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Monroe subdivision main line (13 trains per day) 

generates an estimated L „ noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 150 feet without 

horns (420 feet with horns) The current level of traffic operating on the SP Pme Bluff mam line (21 

trains per day) generates an estimated L̂ ., noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 200 

feet without horns (600 feet with horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

The proposed construction project would require acquisition of two building lots and the 

demolition of a medium-size masonry block building of indeterminate age and no architectural 

significance, SEA does not believe these structures would meet National Register critena No 

historic or cultural resources have been identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site 

Consultation with the Arkansas SHPO has been initiated to confirm these findings. 

SEA's initial consultations with the Arkansas SHPO determined that no documented 

archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site However, as part of 

the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by a SHPO to 

verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed construction project is located in the north-central portion of Pine Bluff U S 

65 is the primary highway in the vicinity of the project site. Major local streets in the project vicinity 

include 5th and 5th Avenues Access to the construction site would be via local roads. 

According to the UP/SP no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction 

site. 
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2.4.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction ofthe proposed connection. 

It IS compatible with surrounding land uses complies with applicable zoning ordinances and 

development regulations, and is consistent with community planning No conversion of pnme 

farmland is necessary to complete construction of this connection, nor would any construction 

activities occur in a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area. Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively iittle earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and mfiltration patterns in the area 

The proposed construction project would also not have any adverse impacts on surface water 

resources or wetlands. This finding is based on the relatively large distance from the project site 

to surface water receptors and the localized flow of stormwater runoff Additionally, the project 

would not encroach upon the 100-year floodplain, 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropriate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill material into the "waters of the United States," including designated 

wetlands Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required Additionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to 

Section 402 of the Clean Wate Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail corndor 

where most of the area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation However, after construction 

UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas 

and would stabilize disturbed soils. 
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Wildlife, No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Based on SEA's consultation with USFWS and 

AGFC, no threatened or endangered species would be affected by the project. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries, No adverse impact is expected since 

there are no known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuanes in the 

vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Pine Bluff could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction as well as increased train traffic when tne proposed project is completed and becomes 

operational. Potential impacts from construction and operations are described below. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site. As discussed 

above, AQCR 16 is an air quality attainment area. The small amount of fugitive dust emissions due 

to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality ofthe area due 

to the short duration of construction activities In addition good construction practices would 

include dust controi measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation, and watenng 

the site. 

Vehicle Emissions Dunng Construction There would be two types of estimated emissions 

associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction: 1) particulate emissions from vehicles 

moving over the roads, and 2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated labor force 

for construction at the site would be 15 employees for 14 days. Assuming that each employee 

makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total number of 

employee tnps required would be 420 This relatively small number of trips for the short duration 

of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality. In addition, due to the 

small scope of construction activities (only 1,500 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air quality 

impacts from construction equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the area's 

air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5), The new rail construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated line 

segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trams using the common point connection. The 
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reduced travel time'j and tnp lengths would also result n reduced emissions. Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 16, nor would it result in 

any exceedances of the NAAQS 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate two train movements per day on the proposed rail line construction The 

anticipated increase in train traffic along the proposed connection could generate an L̂ ^ of 65 dBA 

at approximately 43 feet without horns The distance would be 146 with horns, but horns would 

not likely be used along the proposed connection because no roadway grade crossings are 

planned on the connection. 

The area ofthe proposed rail line construction project would be entirely within the L̂ ^ 65 dBA 

noise contours of both existing rail lines. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

The proposed connection would not affect historic or cultural resc Tces. Consultation has 

been initiated with the Arkansas SHPO, seeking concurrence in this determination Based on 

SEA'S initial consultations with the Arkansas SHPO, no known or documented archaeological sites 

exist at the proposed construction site However, there is the potential for adverse impacts on 

undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recomniended mitigation measures include provisions 

for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of archaeological sites 

dunng the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to Pine Bluff and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossings of any roads 

and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic. Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the 

transport of construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur during the construction penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic materials dunng construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 
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promptly and properiy cleaned up. there could be the potential for contaminants to seep mto 

underiying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction proiect would not be expected tô  

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

2.4.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 2,4 2 SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and wouid 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented the proposed rail lme connection would not be 

constructed and operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the proposed merger is approved, 

the absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connection could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts 

2.4.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considenng the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5 Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet 

is shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distribution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt. The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) m response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5 Appendix E. Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below; 

Natural Resources Conservation Service noted that they did not anticipate 
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project would adversely impact prime farmlands or erosion rates. 

• Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology provided state water 

quality standards and ecologically sensitive water bodies, and referred SEA to 

the Natural Heritage Commission for information about state species of special 

concern, 

• Arkansas Soil & Water Conservation Commission recommended that proper 

measures be taken dunng construction to minimize potential stream and wetland 

impacts and that review of final construction plans be completed by appropriate 

state and city agencies, 

• Arkansas Department of Transportation recommended that final plans be 

reviewed by DOT. 

• The Office of Jefferson County Judge reports no environmental objections to the 

project. 

2.4.7 Suggested Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures suggested by the vanous parties consulted in the process of prepanng 

this EA for the proposed merger are summanzed below (See Volume 5, Appendices D and E, 

for agency consultation lists ) 

• The Arkansas Soil & Water Conservation Commission recommended that proper 

measures be taken during construction to minimize potential stream and wetland 

impacts and that review of final construction plans be completed by appropnate 

state and city agencies It also noted that off-site wetland mitigation should be 

considered, if wetlands are affected 

• The Arkansas Department of Transportation (DOT) recommended that the final 

plans be reviewed by DOT. 

2.4.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Pine Bluff (West) construction project SEA will 

consider all comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board, The Board will 

consider SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 
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Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regardin 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction of the proposed rail line, 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions 

4 Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencan Indian Tnbes, 

Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, 

plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the track is 

constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope to 

provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures, 

2, UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Arkansas SHPO 

m 
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Safety 

1 UP/SP shall consult with Arkansas Department of Pollution Controi and Ecology 

if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site, 

2 UP/SP shall transport all hazardous material in compliance with the U S, 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

parts 171 to 179), 

3 In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1, UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction 

2 UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations, 

3, Pnor to construction, UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and 

appropnate local agencies for review. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners. and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shali control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery 
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2.5 Texarkana 

Texarkana is located in Miller County, 133 miles southwest of Little Rock, on the Texas stat 

m 
line. Existing rail lines in the area include the UP Dallas and SP Pine Bluff subdivision mainlines, 

2.5.1 Proposed Action 
The proposed action at Texarkana would involve the constiuction and operation of a new 

connection between the UP and SP lines to permit operation of trains between Pine Bluff, 

Arkansas (SP) and Longview, Texas (UP) (see Figure 2-5) This connection would include two new 

power-operated turnouts, approximately 2,500 feet of new rail line, and would require acquisition 

of approximately 0 5 acre of new right-of-way. 
Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction ofthe new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a penod of 22 days. The construction would require approximately 1,500 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following estimated changes along 

existing rail lines: 

• Traffic on the UP Dallas subdivision mainline would decrease from 33 to 24 

trains per day. and the annual gross tons would decrease from 57 to 47 million 

tons (a 17 percent decrease) 

• Traffic on the SP Pine Bluff subdivision mainline would increase from 12 to 15 

trains per day, and the annual gross tons would increase from 32 to 44 million 

tons (a 29 percent increase), 

• Traffic on the new common point connection would include 11 to 14 trains per 

day, 

2.5.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection. The 

proposed construction project would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines 
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FIGURE 2-5 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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and would minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way There are no 

construction, operational, or environmental features that would render another alignment of t h ^ ^ k 

proposed rail line more reasonable than the proposed location 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines. However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges and terminals. 

2.5.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construciion would occur in an area with existing railroad and other 

transportation land uses Other land uses surrounding the proposed site include residential, 

commercial, and industnal along the west end of the rail line. An area of deciduous forest land is 

located to the east ofthe rail line The zoning designation is industnal and railroad development 

is allowed The project occurs in an area of pnme farmland, Tf.e line proposed for construction 

is not within a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

The proposed construction site is adjacent to an existing rail yard and intermodal facility. 

Days Creek, a perennial stieam, flows to the south beyond the western end of the site. Nix Creek, 

a perennial stream, crosses the rail line beyond the eastern end of the site, then turns westward 

south of the site and joins Days Creek A small cooling pond is located immediately south of the 

proposed construction. National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps indicate the same wetland types 

for both Days and Nix Creeks-nvenne, lower perennial, open water, permanently flooded 

(R20WH). The western end of the proposed site is located near the 100-year floodplain 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Because the site is located within the City of Texarkana. within the vicinity cf 

existing rail yards, most of the vegetation has been disturbed by rail activity and urbanization. 

Vegetation within the proposed site is ruderal, as is the adjacent vegetation cover. Some remnant 

deciduous forest exists adjacent to the south and east of the lail corndor. 

Wildlife, Because the existing plant and wildlife communities in the area of the proposed rail 

line construction project have been affected by continued railroad, industnal and residential land 
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use. It is unlikely that the project area supports important native plant and animal communities. 

Almost the entire proposed connection area consists of a graveled area along the right-of-way. 

Although the perennial stream may support some wetland and temporary aquatic habitats, it runs 

through a developed area Wildlife species on or near the site are tolerar-t of urban and industrial 

conditions. 

Threatened and Endangered Species SEA consulted USFWS threatened and endangered 

species in the area ofthe proposed rail line construction at Texarkana The USFWS staff mdicated 

nc listed threatened or endangered species that could potentially occur in Miller County, Sea also 

consulted AGFC. which indicated no species of special concern and no objections to the project. 

Parks, Forest Preserves Refuges, and Sanctuaries There are no known state or federally 

designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuaries m the vicinity ofthe proposed construction 

site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in AQCR 22: Shreveport-Texarkana-Tyler, This 

AQCR is currently categorized as being in attainment with the NAAQS fcr all pollutants. 

Construction-related activities would not adversely affect the ambient air quality as a result of the 

proposed construction and operation. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105,7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and mtermodal facilities where acfivities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L̂ p) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L.̂  is 65 dBA or greater, A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact criteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction. Given the existing activities m the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current ievel of tram tr-ffic on the UP Dallas subdivision mainline (33 trains per day) 

generates an estimated L̂ n noise Irvel of 55 dBA at a distance of approximately 285 feet without 

horns (775 feet with horns). The current level of traffic operating on the SP Pine Bluff rail line (12 
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trains per day) generates an estimated L.̂  noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 

140 feet without horns (420 feet with horns). 

The proposed construction area is surrounded by existing rail yard tracks, commercial, and 

mixed urban land use. No noise sensitive receivers have been identified. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

The railroad passenger station for Texarkana is listed on the National Register of Historic 

Places The Texarkana station would not be affected by any of the proposed construction. Aerial 

photographs from the eariy 1970s indicate the presence of several potentially histonc railroad 

structures within the combined UP and SP yards south of the station Recent aenal photos indicate 

that these structures have been demolished The proposed connection would be constructed 

within previously disturbed areas of the yard. Consultation has been initiated with the Arkansas 

SHPO to confirm these findings. 

SEA'S initial consultations with the Arkansas SHPO determined that no documented 

archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site However, as part of 

the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by the SHPO to 

verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing rail transportation network consists ofthe UP and SP rail lines that intersect one 

a.iother in Texarkana The proposed construction project is located in south-central Texarkana, 

along the Texas-Arkansas border. Roadways near the proposed construction site are 

predominantly local roads Major highways serving the project area include U S, Highway 59 and, 

a few miles north. Interstate 30 The proposed connection would not require any at-grade 

crossings of loea. roads. 

site. 

According to the UP/SP. no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction 

2.5.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection. 

It is compatible with surrounding land uses, complies with applicable zoning ordinances and/or 

development regulations, and is consistent with community planning. No conversion of prime 
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farmland is necessar/ to complete construction of this connection, nor would any construction 

activities occur in a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rai! line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed construction project would also not have any adverse impacts on the two small 

surface wetlands This finding is based on the relatively large distance from the project site to 

surface water receptors and the localized flow of stormwater runoff Additionally, the project would 

not encroach upon the 100-year floodpiain 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water qualiiy standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill matenal into the "waters of the United States." including designated 

wetlands Therefore, authonzation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required Additionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail corridor 

where most of the area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation However, after construction 

UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas 

and would stabilize disturbed soils. 

Wildlife No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality 

Threatened and Endangered Species Based on SEA's consultation with USFWS and 

AGFC no threatened or endangered species would be affected by the project. 

2-53 Volume 4 



Parks, Forest Preserves Refuges, and Sanctuanes No adverse impact is expected since 

there are no known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuaries in the 

vicinity ofthe proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Texarkana could result from increased emissions during project 

construction as well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes 

operational. Potential impacts from construction and operations are described below. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only during active construction at the site. As discussed 

above, AQCR 22 is an air quality attamment area The small amount of fugitive dust emissions due 

to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality ofthe area due 

to the short duration of construction activities In addition, good construction practices would 

include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation, and watering 

the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 22 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two trips to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 880, This relatively small number of tnps for the short 

duration of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality. In addition, due 

to the small scope of constmction activities (only 1,500 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air 

quality impacts from construction equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the 

area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105.7(e) (5), The new rail construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated line 

segments but. rather, provide shorter trip lengths for trains using the common point connection. 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions. Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 22, nor would it result in 

any exceedances of the NAAQS. Changes to air quality at the Texarkana mtermodal facility are 

discussed in Volume 2. 
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Noise 

UP/SP estimate 11 to 14 train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anticipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connection could generate an L.-̂  of 65 dBA 

at approximately 150 feet without horns. The distance would be 430 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because there are no grade crossings 

The area of the proposed rail line construction project would be entirely within the Lâ  65 dBA 

noise contours of both existing rail lines. There are no sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity 

of the proposed project No noise impacts are expected from the proposed construction project. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

There are no known histonc or cultural resources in the immediate vicinity of the project that 

would be affected by the proposed construction proiect Consultation has been initiated with the 

Arkansas SHPO, seeking concurrence in this determination. 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the Arkansas SHPO, no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites dunng the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to Texarkana and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossings of any roads 

and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic. Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased deterioration of public roads due to the 

transport of construction equipment. This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or life span of the roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur dunng the construction period. 

No hazardous waste sites .vere identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic materials during construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 
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2.5.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 2,5 2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project The proposed construction is the most direct rail i ne connection and would 

involve the use of minimal iand outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way, 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed and operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection would result m less efficient rail service The capacity 

constraints, delays, ano slower operating speeds that would result without the new connection 

would cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

2.5.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment ofthe proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects. Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals. A sample packets 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contracted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application. That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA. 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5. Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11, As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction project are summarized below: 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service noted they did not anticipate the project 

would adversely impact farmlands or erosion rates. 

• Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology provided state water 
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quality standards and ecologically sensitive water bodies, and referred SEA to 

the Natural Heritage Commission for information about state species of special 

concern, 

• Arkansas Soil & Water Conservation Commission recommended that proper 

measures be taken dunng construction to minimize potential stream and wetland 

impacts and that review of final construction plans be completed by appropriate 

state and city agencies 

• Arkansas Department of Transportation recommended that final plans should be 

reviewed by DOT 

2.5.7 Suggested Mitigation 

Mitigation measures suggested by the vanous parties consulted in the process of preparing 

the EA for the proposed merger are summarized below (see Volume 5, Appendices D and E for 

agency consultation lists). 

• Arkansas Soil & Water Conservation Commission recommended that proper 

measures be taken during construction to minimize potential stream and wetland 

impacts and that review of final construction plans be completed by appropnate 

state and city agencies It also noted that off-site wetland mitigation should be 

considered, if wetlands are affected. 

• The Arkansas Department of Transportation (DOT) recommended that the final 

plans be reviewed by DOT, 

2.5.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Texarkana construction project, SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making ts final recommendation to the Board, The Board will consider 

SEA'S recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe a'l applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposa, of any waste materials, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construction of the proposed rail line. 
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2, UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations, 

3 UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions, 

4, Before undertaking any construction activities. UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tribes. 

Water Resources 

1 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff and 

surface instability dunng construction mcluding seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, 

plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the traek is 

constructed. UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope to 

proviot permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion develops. 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures 

2, UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations 

3, UP/SP shall restrict mechanized equipment to upland areas to complete 

construction activities UP/SP shall obtain and comply with all applicable permits 

for any construction activity within streams or wetlands Also, UP/SP shall 

submit their final construction plans to appropriate state and local agencies for 

review. 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrov^rth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Arkansas SHPO. 
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Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with Ari<ansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology 
if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site 

2. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous material in compliance with the U S 
Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carner Safety Regulations (49 CFR 
parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spill UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 
procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shali use appropnate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

3. Prior to construction. UP/SP shall provide final plans to the Arkansas DOT and 

appropnate local agencies for review. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state and local regulations 
regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 
construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 
spraying, installation of wind barriers, and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 
use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 
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C H A P T E R 3.0 
CALIFORNIA 

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental impactb associated with the proposed rail 

line construction projects in new rights-of-way in California that UP/SP have identified in connection 

with the proposed merger These proposed rail line construction projects and their lengths are: 

• West Colton. California (two connections) - 1,150 feet and 6,000 feet. 

Lathrop, California - 3,000 feet, 

• Stockton, California - 1,500 feet. 

A detailed description of each of these proposed construction projects including alternative 

actions considered, the existing environment, the potential environmental impacts, and 

recommended mitigation measuies, io provided below. 

3.1 West Colton (East to SP) 

West Colton is located m San Bernardino County, 45 miles east of Los Angeles. Existmg 

rail lines in the area include the Santa Fe mainline and the SP Yuma subdivision east line. 

3.1.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action at West Colton involves the construction and operation of two new 

connections at the rail crossing between the Ur/Santa Fe mainline and SP Yuma subdivision east 

I'ne at Colton (see Figure 3-1) The first connection would allow trains from Los Angeles off the 

UP/Santa Fe tracks to operate east towards Yuma on the SP line The project requires the 

construction of approximately 1,150 feet of new rail line, the installation of two power-operated 

tumouts, additional connecting track and grading. An acre of new right-of-way would be acquired 

to construct this connection. 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction cf tne new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

15 people over a penod of 22 days. The construction would require approximately 6,800 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow m j.enal Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 
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Changes in Traffic 

Traffic on the UP/Santa Fe mainline would decrease from 22 to 18 trains per day, an 

the annual gross tons would remain the same (35 million gross tons). 

Traffic on the SP line would increase from 28 to 39 trains per day, and the annual 

gross tons would increase from 59 to 73 million tons (a 24 percent increase). 

This connection is intended to allow traffic to move from mainline to mainline, 

bypassing the yard, if disused, at the discretion of the dispatcher Consequently, the 

number of movements using the new Ime would vary. 

3.1.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection. The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way There are no construction, 

operational, or environmental features that would render another alignment ofthe proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location. 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 

3.1.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

Land uses adjacent to the proposed construction site include residential, rail, highway, 

mineral mining, and mdustnal The area surrounding the site is currently zoned for residential use, 

though it includes existing operational rail lines and is adjacent to the San Bernardino Freeway, 

The proposed construction would not occur on prime farmland nor is it subject to a coastal zone 

management plan. 

Water Resources 

There are no surface waters or wetlands at the site of the proposed rail line construction in 

West Colton, Within the project area the prevailing stormwater flow is frcm north to south towards^ 
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the Santa Ana River The proposed site :s not located within the 100-year floodplam. 

Biological Resources 

The ptcf.nt and wildlife communities that presently exist in the area of the proposed action 

have been affected by continued land disturbances: therefore, it is unlikely that the project area for 

the new construction supports important native plant and animal communities. 

Vegetation The site is within an industnalized section of San Bernardino County, where 

much of the area has been disturbed by rail activity and urbanization Vegetation at the West 

Colton site is composed primarily of ruderal weed species the adjacent area has been developed 

into various urban uses. 

Wildlife The proposed project area provides very limited habitat for wildlife Almost the 

entire proposed connection area consists of a graveled area along the nght-of-way. Only those 

species adapted to such urban or industnal sites are expected to be present. 

Threatened and Endangered Species SEA consulted the U S, Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) regarding threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at the West Colton (East to SP) site. The USFWS staff indicated that only one 

Federally-listed threatened or endangered species could potentially occur in the vicinity of the 

proposed construction. This species is the endangered Delhi sands flov,/er-loving fly {Raphiomidas 

terminatus abdominalis). No occurrences of these species are known or recorded on or near the 

project site. Field observations on site also indicated no occurrences of these species There is 

no critical habitat known or recorded in the vicinity ofthe proposed construction 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries, No public lands (federal, state or 

municipal parks, refuges, or management areas) or non-profit managed areas (nature preserves, 

registered natural areas) occur in the vicinity ofthe proposed rail line construction site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 24 

Metropolitan Los Angeles This AQCR is currently non-attainment for the following pollutants NO,, 

particulate matter. CO and ozone For all other National Ambient Air Quality Standards (N/\AQS) 

pollutants, this AQCR is considered an attainment area 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 
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conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and mtermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L .̂,) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L,jp is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact cntena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located m the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the pnmary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction. Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of tram traffic on the UP/Santa Fe mainline (22 trains per day) generates 

an estimated Lg, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 200 feet without horns (600 

feet with horns). The current level of traffic operating on the SP Yuma east line ( 28 trains per day) 

generates an estimated Lan noise leve! of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 250 feet without 

horns (700 feet With horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEAs review of National Register of Histonc Places (NRHP) listings and 

consultations with the California State Historic Presen/ation Officer (SHPO), no known histonc 

properties were identified at this construction location Consultation has been initiated with the 

California State Histonc Preservation Officer (SHPO) to confirm this finding. 

SEA'S initial consultations with the California SHPO determined that no documented 

archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site This was confirmed 

by an archaeological record search conducted by SEA at the San Bernardino County Regional 

Information Center However, as part ofthe Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field 

surveys could be required by a SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources would t>e disturbed 

or destroyed by construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing ground transportation network consists of the Santa Fe and SP rail lines that 

intersect one another near West Colton The proposed construction project is located just south 

of 1-10 between South 5th and 6th Streets, Access to the rail construction area would be on local 

roads. The proposed rail line construction would not require at-grade crossings of any local roads. 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate there are no known 

3-5 Volume 4 



hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site. 

3.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the constnjction of the proposed connection. 

Although the connection is not consistent with the site's currently zoning classification, it would 

occur in an area which contains existing rail lines and a major interstate highway No conversion 

of prime farmland is necessary to complete construction of this connection, nor would any 

construction activities be subject to a coastal zone management plan. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthworic, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed construction project also would not have any adverse impacts on the Santa 

Ana River This finding is based on the relatively large distance from the project site to the nver 

and the localized flow of stormwater runoff. Additionally, the project would not encroach upon the 

100-year floodplain. 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authonties, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill material into the "waters of the United States," including designated 

wetlands. Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required Additionally, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater 

discharge oermit would not be required pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because 

the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant communities 

The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail comdor where most of the 

area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation. However, after construction UP/SP would use 
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Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth m disturbed areas and would stabilize 

disturbed soils. 

Wildlife No adverse impacts tc wildlife populations are anticipated since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality Some incidental deaths of small animals may 

occur during construction and operation of the proposed track. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, Although USFWS has indicated that a federally listed 

endangered species (Delhi sands flower-loving fly) could potentially occur in the area of the 

proposed construction, no effects on this insect or its critical habitat are anticipated This 

determination is based on the lack of any recorded occurrences at or near the project site, the lack 

of any cntical or suitable habitat at the project site, and the lack of any observations of occurrences 

of such species dunng site visits 

Parks, Forest Preserves. Refuges and Sanctuanes No public lands (Federal, state, or 

municipal parks, refuges, or management areas) or non-profit managed areas (nature preserves, 

registry natural areas) occur in the vicinity of the proposed rail line construction site, therefore, none 

would be affected. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality could result from increased emissions dunng project construction as 

well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes operational 

Potential impacts from construction and operations are descnbed below 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only during active construction at the site As discussed 

above, AQCR 24 is an air quality nonattainment area The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area 

due to the short duration of construction activities In addition, good construction practices would 

include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation and watenng 

the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction: 1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and 2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 15 employees for 22 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two trips to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 660, This relatively small number of trips for the short 

duration of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality. In addition, due 
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to the small scope of construction activities (only 6 800 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air 

quality impacts from construction equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the 

area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity m rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105.7(e) (5). The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connection. 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions Therefore SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

itself would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 24, nor would it 

result in any exceedances of the NAAQS Changes to air quality in AQCR 24 resulting from the 

increase in activity on the West Colton to Yuma Arizona rail segment are discussed in Volume 2. 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate three train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anticipated train traffic could generate an Lĝ  of 65 dBA at approximately 500 feet without horns. 

The distance would be 1,100 with horns but horns would not likely be used along the proposed 

connection because there are no grade crossings. The area ofthe oroposed rail line construction 

project would be entirely within the Lg, 65 dBA noise contours of both existing rail lines Therefore, 

no noise impacts are expected. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Because no known historic properties were identified at this location, no discernible effects 

are associated with this construction project. Consultation has been initiated with the California 

SHPO, seeking concurrence in this determination 

Based on initial consultations with the SHPO in California, no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites during the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line constmction pioject would improve rail access to West Colton and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossings of any roads 
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and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other 

.transportation impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the 

ransport of construction equipment. This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur dunng the construction penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals dunng construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at i;-,e construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

3.1.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 3 1,2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way, 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed and operated. Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged however, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection would result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that would result without the new connection 

would cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts 

3.1.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considenng the potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed rail line construction and 

operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger SEA sent consultation letters to vanous 

Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which are 

included in Volume 5, Appendix D. Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this EA 

and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed merger 

and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state information 

packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet is shown in 

Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert them to the 

distribution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt. The Applicant also contacted these 
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agencies m preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the merger application 

That correspondence and all responses were reviewed verified and considered by SEA in t h ^ ^ ^ 

preparation of this EA 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1 However, no 

comments were received by the various parties consulted regarding this proposed construction 

project. 

3.1.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the various 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA (See Volume 5. Appendices D and E, for 

agency consultation lists, 

3.1.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed West Colton (East to SP) construction project. SEA 

will consider all comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board 

will consider SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision 

SEA's recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposa! of any waste materials including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construction of the proposed rail line, 

UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations, 

UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions 

Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tnbes. 
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Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction including seeding, fiber mats straw 

mulch, plastic liners slope drams, and other erosion control devices Once the 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures. 

2 UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

California SHPO. 

Safety 

1 UP/SP shall consult with the California Conservation Department. Environmental 

Protection Division, if hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the 

site, 

2, UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179) 

3, In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plan. 

Transportation 

1, UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 
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dunng construction, 

UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as require 

by state or local regulations 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with ail applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust missions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind bamers. and chemical treatment 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

3.2 West Colton (West to UPI 

West Colton is located in San Bernardino County 45 miles east of Los Angeles Existing rail 

lines in the area include the Santa Fe mainline and the SP Yuma subdivision East line 

3.2.1 Proposed Action 

The second connection proposed at West Colton would allow eastbound trains off the SP 

tracks to operate west on the UP line (see Figure 3-2). Approximately 6.000 feet of new rail line 

would be constructed and an upgraded power-operated turnout installed Approximately 2 acres 

of new nght-of-way would be required to complete the connection 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a penod of 63 days The construction would require approximately 14.700 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow matenal. Borrow materia! would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines: 

Volume 4 3-12 



FIGURE 3-2 

SCALE 1.24000 
1000 jooc jcoo tocc Mce MOO ?OOO 'a-

UP/SP RAILROAD MERGER 
NEW RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTION 

WEST COLTON, CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

3-13 Volume 4 



Traffic on the UP.'Santa Fe mainline would decrease from 22 to 18 trains per day, and 

the annual gross tons would remain the same (35 million gross tons). 

• Traffic on the SP Yuma east line would increase from 28 to 39 trains per day, and the 

annual gross tons would increase from 59 to 73 million tons (a 24 percent increase). 

Traffic on the new common point connection includes 2-3 trains per day. 

3.2.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection The 

proposed rail line construction project would be the most direct connection between the existing 

rail lines and would minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP rigfits-of-way There are 

no construction, operational or environmental features that would render another alignment of the 

proposed rail line more reasonable than the proposed location, 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" altemative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges and terminals, 

3.2.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction would occur in an area with existing railroad and transportation 

land uses Other land uses adjacent to the proposed construction site include residential, mineral 

mining and industrial. The area surrounding the site is currently zoned for residential use. though 

it includes existing operational rail lines and is adjacent to the San Bernardino Freeway The 

proposed construction would not occur on pnme farmland or within a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

There are no surface waters or wetlands at the site of the proposed rail line construction in 

West Colton Within the project area the prevailing stormwater flow is from north to south towards 

the Santa Ana River, which the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping of the project area 

classifies as Rivenne. Intermittent, Streambed, Intermittently Flooded (R4SBJ), The proposed site 

is not located within the 100-year floodplain. 
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Biological Resources 

The proposed site is currently used for transportation purposes The surrounding area is 

composed of shrub and brush rangeiand and unvegetated sandy areas Because the plant and 

wildlife communities that presently exist in the area of the proposed action have been affected by 

continued land disturbances, it is unlikely that the project area for the new construction supports 

important native plant and animal communities 

Vegetation Because the site is within an industnalized section of San Bernardino County, 

much of the area has been disturbed by rail activity and urbanization The vegetation at the 

proposed construction site is composed pnmarily of ruderal species; the adjacent area has been 

developed with vanous urban uses. 

Wildlife Because the existing plant and wildlife communities in the area of the proposed rail 

line construction project have been affected by continued railroad, industrial and residential land 

use. It is unlikely that the project area supports important native plant and animal communities 

Although the intermittent stream may support some wetland and temporary aquatic habitats, it runs 

through a developed area Due to existing urbanization in the surrounding area, there do not 

appear to be any substantial wildlife populations present in the proposed project area. 

Threatened and Endangered Soecies The U S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was 

consulted regarding threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at the West Colton (West to UP) site The USFWS staff indicated that only one 

Federally-listed threatened or endangered species could potentially occur m the vicinity of the 

proposed construction This species is the endangered Delhi sands flower-loving fly {Raphiomidas 

terminatus abdominalis). No occurrences of these species aro known or recorded on or near the 

project site. Field observations on site also indicated no occurrences of these species There is 

no critical habitat known or recorded in the vicinity ofthe proposed construction. 

Parks Forest Preserves, Refuges and Sanctuanes No public lands (federal, state, or 

municipal parks, refuges, or management areas) or non-profit managed areas (nature preserves, 

registry natural areas) occur in the vicinity of the proposed rail line construction. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 24: 

Metropolitan Los Angeles This AQCR is currently non-atta,nment for the following pollutants NO,, 

particulate matter, CO, and ozone. For all other National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

pollutants, this AQCR is considered an attainment area. 
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Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must b 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^J of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L .̂ is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact critena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2, 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of tram traffic on the UP/Santa Fe mainline (22 trains per day) generates 

an estimated La, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 200 feet without horns (600 

feet with horns) The current level of traffic operating on the SP Yuma ec.st line ( 28 trains per day) 

generates an estimated L̂ ,., noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 250 feet without 

horns (700 feet with horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA'S review of NRHP listings indicated that no known historic properties were identified at 

this construction location An archaeological record search was conducted for the proposed 

construction site at the San Bernardino County Regional Information Center, A field survey has 

been conducted by SEA's third party consultant for the proposed construction site; no historic 

resources were discovered dunng that survey Consultation has been initiated with the California 

SHPO to confirm this finding. 

Initial consultations with the California SHPO determined that no documented archaeological 

sites have been identified at the proposed construction site. However, as part of the Section 106 

consult Uion process, site-specific field surveys could be required by a SHPO to verify that no 

archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing ground transportation network consists of the Santa Fe and SP rail lines that 

intersect one another near West Colton. The proposed construction proiect is located just south 

of 1-10 between South 5th and 6th Streets Access to the rail construction area would be on local 
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roads. The proposed rail line construction would not require at-grade crossings of any local roads. 

According to UP/SP. no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site 

3.2.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection. 

Although the connection is not consistent with the site's current zoning classification, it would occur 

in an area which contains existing transportation corndors including rail lines and a major interstate 

highway No conversion of pnme farmland is necessary to complete construction of this 

connection, nor would any construction activities disrupt a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size ofthe project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration pattems in the area 

The proposed construction project would also not have any adverse impacts on surface water 

resources or wettands This finding is based on the relatively large distance from the project site 

to surface water receptors and the localized flow of stormwater runoff. Additionally, the project 

would not encroach upon the 100-year floodplain 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by jurisdictional agencies and Federal, state and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project wouid not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or trie 

placement of dredged or fill material into the "waters of the United States," including designated 

wetlands Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required. Additionally a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater 

discharge permit would not be required pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because 

the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant communities. 
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The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail corndor where most of the 

area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation However, after construction UP/SP would use 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and would stabilize 

disturbed soils 

Wildlife No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality. Some incidental deaths of small animals may 

occur during construction and operation of the proposed track. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, Although the U,S Fish and Wildlife has indicated that 

a Federaliy-listed endangered species could potentially occur in the area of the proposed 

construction, no effects on this species or its critical habitat are anticipated This determination is 

based on the lack of any recorded occurrences at or near the project site, the lack of any cri* cai 

or suitable habitat at the project site, and the lack cf any observations of occurrences of such 

species during site visits. 

Parks Forest Preseives Refuges, and Sanctuanes No public lands (federal, state, or 

municipal parks, refuges or management areas) or non-profit managed areas (nature preserves, 

registry natural areas) occur in the vicinity ofthe proposed rail line construction site; therefore, none 

would be affected 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality could result from increased emissions dunng project construction as 

well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes operational. 

Potential impacts from construction and operations are descnbed below. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction, Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only during active construction at the site As diiicussed 

above, AQCR 24 is an air quality nonattainment area The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area 

due to the short duration of construction activities, in addition, good construction practices would 

include dust control measures, sucn as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation and watenng 

the site, 

VehmiG Emission^'- During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated witn vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the rofds, and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at th -i site would be 20 employees for 63 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site ner day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 
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number of employee tnps required would be 2520 This relatively small number of trips for the 

hort duration of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition, 

ue to the limited scope of construction activities (only 14,700 cubic yards of earthwork are 

required), air quality impacts from construction equipment would t)e minimal, and would not 

adversely impact the area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail lme segments 'jnd increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold lin îts for increased activity of these rai! operations in 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5), The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter trip lengths for trams using the common point connection. 

The reduced travel times and trip lengths would also resuit in reduced emissions Therefore SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

itself would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 24 nor wouid it 

result in any exceedances of the NAAQS Changes to air quality in AQCR 24 resulting from the 

increase In activity on the West Colton to Yuma, Arizona rail segment are discussed in Volume 2, 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate two to three local train movements per day on the proposed rail line 

iconnection The anticipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connection could generate 

an Lc„ of 65 dBA at approximately 55 ,eet without horns The distance would be 190 with horns, 

but horns would not likely be used along the proposed connection because there are no roadway 

grade crossings The area of the proposed rail line construction project would be entirely withm 

the L̂ r 65 dBA : jise contours of both existing rail lines Therefore no noise impacts are expected. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of NRHP listings and consultations with the California SHPO, no 

known historic properties were identified at this construction location and no impacts would occur. 

Consultation has been initiated with the California SHPO, seeking concurrence in this 

determination. 

SEA'S initial consultations with the California SHPO determined that no documented 

archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site This was confirmed 

by an archaeological record search conducted by SEA at the San Bernardino County Regional 

Information Center However, as part of the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field 

surveys could be required by a SHPO to venfy that no archaeological resources would be disturbed 

or destroyed by construction activities. 
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Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would im^'ove rail access to West Colton an 

m 
enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossings of any roads 

and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic. Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the 

transport of construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan ofthe roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur during the construction penod 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic materials during construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils. Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 
3.2.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 3,2 2, SEA identified no feasible altematives to the proposed rail line 

construction project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed and operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged. However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection would result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays and slower operating speeds that would result without the new connection 

would cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

3.2.6 Summary of Agenr , Comments 

In considenng the potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP'SP merger. SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 
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merger and related construction and abandc.iment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals. A sample packet 

IS shown m Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, venfied, and 

considered by S E H in the preparation of this EA 

All comments received (through mid March 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11, As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown m Volume 5 Appendix E, Table E-1 However, no 

comments were received by tne vanous parties consulted regarding this proposed construction 

project, 

3.2.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the various 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA (See Volume 5, Appendices D and E for 

agency consultation lists). 

3.2.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation m.aasures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed West Colton (West to UP) construction project. SEA 

will consider all comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board 

will consider SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision, 

SEA's recommended mitigation is as follows 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste materials, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction ofthe proposed rail line 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions. 
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4 Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencan Indian Tnbes, 

Water Resources 

1 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the 

track is constructed, UP.'SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UF/SP shail take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures 

2 UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations 

Biological F.esources 

1 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, 

Safety 

If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

California SHPO, 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the California Conservation Department, Environmental 

Protection Division, if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the 

site 

2 UP/SP shall transport all hazardous materials in compliance wiln the U.S, 

rtment of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

p.v'3 171 to 179) 

3 ,1 • 3 case of a spill. UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 

piv̂ v edures outtined in their Emergency Response Plan. 
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Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

dunng construction 

2 UP/SP shall restore roads disturiDed dunng constmction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners. and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1, UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

3.3 Lathrop 

Lathrop is located in San Joaquin County, 60 miles east of San Francisco. Existing rail lines 

ir the area include the UP Canyon and SP San Joaquin subdivision mainlines, the UP Altamont 

route to Oakland, and the SP San Joaquin route to Bakersfield, 

3.3.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action at Lathrop would involve the construction and operation of a new 

connection between the UP Canyon subdivision mainline and the SP San Joaquin subdivision 

mainline (see Figure 3-3). Approximately 2,990 feet of new rail line would be added. 

Approximately 1 acre of new right-of-way would be required 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a period of 48 days. The construction would require approximately 23,200 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material. Borrow material would be obtained from local 
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sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

ra.'l lines: 

• Traffic on the UP Canyon subdivision would increase from 12 to 14 trains per day, and 

the annual gross tons would remain the same (14 million gross tons). 

• Traffic on fhe SP San Joaquin line would increase from 13 to 15 trains per day. and the 

annual gross tons would increase from 38 to 52 million tons (a 38 percent increase), 

. Traffic on the new common point connection would be four trains per day. 

3.3.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line construction project 

The proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way There are no construction, 

operational or environmental teatures that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location. 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 

3.3.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

Land uses surrounding the proposed site include industrial, cropland, and pasture. The 

proposed construction would not occur on pnme farmland or within a des.gnated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The surface waters at the site of the proposed rail line construction consist of an irngation 

canal operated by the South San Joaquin Irrigation Distnct and a ditch The canal lies along the 
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east side of the UP jnd the ditch lies along the north side of the SP The prevailing stormwater 
flow is from east to west toward the San Joaquin River, located approximately 3 miles west of t h e ^ ^ ^ 
project site. National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping of the project area classifies the canal a ^ ^ ^ 
Riverine Lower Perennial Unconsolidated Bottom Non-tidal Permanently Flooded, Excavated 
(R2UBHx) Beginning at the canal, approximately 2,100 linear feet ofthe ditch along the north side 
of the existing SP rail line is classified as Rivenne, Intermittent Streambed, Non-tidal, 
Semipermanently Flooded, Excavated (R'̂ SBFx) It then changes to Palustrine Emergent. Non-
tidal. Seasonally Flooded Excavated (PEMCx), The proposed construction site is not located 
withm a "!00-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The vegetation at the site is composed primarily of ruderal weed species, the 
adjacent area is mostly non-native grassland Because the area of the proposed construction has 
been affected by continued agricultural, railroad and industrial land uses, it is unlikely that it 
supports important native plant communities. 

Wildlife Because the existing plant and wildlife communities in the area of the proposed rail 
line construction project have been affected by continued railroad, industrial, and agricultural land 
use. It IS unlikely that the project area supports important native at,i communities. Almost the 
entire proposed connection area consists of a graveled area ale ,e rigrn-of-way Although the 
canal stream may support some wetland and temporary aquatic *• ....itats, it runs through a 
developed area. The wildlife species in the area consist of those small mammals and birds one 
would expect in agncultural and urbanizing areas (e g., starling, cowbird, moles, mice, etc). 

Threatened and Endangered Species USFWS was consulted regarding threatened and 
endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line construction at Lathrop The USFWS staff 
indicated that two listed threatened or endangered species could potentially occur in the vicinity of 
the proposed ccnstruction These species include the state-thisatened Swamson's hawk {Buteo 
swainsoni) and the federally endangered California Tiger Salamander {Ambystoma californiens'^). 
No occur'ences of these species are known or recorded on or near the project site. Field 
observations on site also indicated no occurrences of these species. There is no criticel habitat 
known or recorded in the vicinity of the proposed construction. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanct"aries No public lands (Fecieral state, or 
municipal parks refuges, or management areas) or non-profit .Tianaged areas (nature preserves, 
registry natural areas) occur in the vicinity of the proposed rail line construction site. 
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Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 31: San 

Joaquin Valley This AQCR is currently nonattainment for the following pollutants: NO,, particulate 

matter CO, and ozone For all other National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants, 

this AQCR is considered an attainment area. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determmed by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^J of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L., is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact critena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction G:yen the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Canyon subdivision mainline (12 trains per day) 

generates an estimated L̂ .. nr- ,e level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 14 feet without 

horns (420 feet with horns), Tre current level of traffic operating on the SP San Joaquin mainline 

(13 trains per day) generates an estimated L̂ ^ noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 

150 feet Without horns (440 feet with horns). 

An industnal area is located southeast of the site, and cropland to the northwest No noise 

sensitive receivers have been identified. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA's review of NRHP listings indicate that no known historic properties occur at this 

construction location However, the former Sharpe Army Depot, more than 50 years old and 

potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP is immediately adjacent to tfie siding. Consultation has 

been initiated with the California SHPO regarding this property. 

Initial consultations with the California SHPO deter mined that no documented archaeological 

sites have been identified at the proposed construction site. However, as part of the Section 106 

3-27 Volume 4 



consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by a SHPO to verify that no 

archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing rail transportation network consists of several UP a ^ rail lines that intersect 

one another near Lathrop 

The proposed construction project is located between the UP Canyon subdivision and the 

SP San Joaquin subdivision mainlines, with East Lathrop Road 1/2 mile to the north. South Airport 

Way 1/4 mile to the east East Louise Avenue 1/2 mile to the south and South McKinley 1/2 mile 

to the west Access to the rail construction area would be on local roads No new grade crossings 

would be required, 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate that no known 

hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site A magnesium plant and associated 

tailings pond are adjacent to the site and served by an adjacent spur line; this area has not been 

identified on the database as a hazardous waste site, 

3.3.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction ofthe proposed connection 

It is compatible with surrounding land uses and complies with all known zoning ordinances and/or 

developmeni regulations. No conversion of pnme farmland is necessary to complete construction 

of this connection, nor would any construction activities disrupt a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction of the rail hne would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed construction project also wou'd not have any adverse impacts on the adjacent 

irngation canal or fringe wetlands, UP/SP construction specifications would incorporate provisions 

for environmental protection as required by jurisdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local 

permitting authorities, including appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. 

Because all applicable Federal, state, and local water quality standards would be met, the 

Volume 4 3-28 



# 

proposed project would not affect water quality in the construction area The proposed 

onstruction would not involve excavation from or the placement of dredged or fil! material into the 

waters of the United States." includmg designated wetlands Therefore, authonzation under 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be required. Additionally, a National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater discharge permit would not be required 

pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is 

estimated to be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant communities. 

The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail corridor where most of the 

area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation However, after construction UP/SP would use 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and would stabilize 

disturbed soils. 

Wildlife Minor habitat displacements could occur but would not be expected to adversely 

diminish wildlife resources in the project area No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are 

anticipated, since the existing habitat on the proposed construction site is of low quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Although the U S Fish and Wldlife has indicated that 

'two listed threatened or endangered species could potentially occur in the area of the proposed 

c'^'^struction, no effects on these species or their critical habitat are anticipated This determination 

IS based on the lack of any recorded occurrences at or near the project site, the lack of any critical 

or suitable habitat at the project site, and the lack of any observations of occurrences of such 

species during site visits. 

Parks. Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuanes No parks forests, refuges, or 

sanctuaries occur within the project area: therefore, none would be affected. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Lathrop could result from increased emissions during project 

construction as well as increased train traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes 

operational. Potential impacts from construction and operations are described below 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active constmction at the site As discussed 

above. AQCR 31 is an air quality nonattainment area. However, the small amount of fugitive dust 

missions due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality 
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of the area due to the short duration of construction activities. In addition, good construction 

practices would include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting 

vegetation and watering the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction: 1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and 2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 48 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arnving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee trips required would be 1,920, This number of tnps for the short duration of 

the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition, 23,200 cubic 

yards of earthv/ork are required Air quality impacts from construction eguipment couid cause 

temporary increases in emissions levels, but should not cause any violations to the NAAQS 

Estimated Emissions From Operations, Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5), The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the asoociated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connection 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions. Therefore SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

Itself would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 31, nor would it 

result in any exceedances of the NAAQS Changes to air quality in AQCR 31 resulting from the 

Lathrop intermodal faci'ity are discussed in Volume 2 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate four train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection The 

anticipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connection could generate an L̂ p of 65 dBA 

at approximately 70 feet without horns The distance would be 225 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because there are no roadway grade 

crossings The area of the proposed rail line construction project would be entirely within the L̂ ^ 

65 dBA noise cor*ours of both existing rail lines. There are no sensitive receptors in the immediate 

vicinity of the proposed project; therefore, no noise impacts are expected. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Consultation nas been initiated with the California SHPO to determine the potential eligibility 

of and impacts to the former Sharpe Army Depot. 
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SEA's initial Section 106 consultations also indicated no known or documented 

rchaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

dverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigaticn measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites dunng the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail a':cess to Lathrop and enhance 

the efficiency of UP/SP operations. It would not require new grade crossings of any roads and 

therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other transportation 

impacts would be lim-ced to increased deterioration of public roads due to the transport of 

construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect 

the viability or lifespan of the roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur 

dunng the construction period. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic materials during construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

romptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils. Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination 

3.3.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 3 3 2, SEA identified no feasible altematives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action altemative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed and operated. Therefore land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged. However if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection would result in less efficient rail service The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that would result without the new connection 

would cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 
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3.3.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmenta! impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger SEA sent consultation letters to vanous Federal, 

state, and local agen-ies on January 29 19b V These letters, samples of which are included in 

Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9 provided eariy notification of this EA and 

requested information and comments on the effects to the environment ofthe proposed merger and 

related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state information packet 

and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet is shown in Volume 

5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert them to the distnbution 

of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also contacted these agencies 

in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the merger application That 

correspondence and all responses were reviewed verified, and considered by SEA in the 

preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown m Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1 However, no 

comments were received by the vanous parties consulted regarding this proposed construction 

project 

3.3.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the various 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA for the proposed merger (See Volume 5, 

Appendices D and E for agency consultation lists), 

3.3.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Lathrop construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in makmg its final recommendation to the Boa-d. The Board will consider 

SEA'S recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision, SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall obsen/e all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction of the proposed rail line 
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2 UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3 UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions. 

4, Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencan Indian Tribes. 

Water Resources 

1 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction including seeding, fiber mats straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

track IS constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion develops 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures 

2 UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, UP/SP shall take no steps to alter the Sharpe Army Depot, until the Section 106 

process of the National Histonc Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended) 

has been completed for this property. 

2, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during constmction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

California SHPO. 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the California Conservation Department, Environmental 
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Protection Division, if hazardous waste and/or matenals are discov-ered at the 

2 UP/SP shall transport all hazardous materials in compliance with the U S, 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carner Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179), 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plan, 

Transportation 

1, UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

dunng construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal state, and iocal r e g u l a t i o n s ^ ^ 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners. and chemical treatment 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment thiough the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems cn machinery. 

3.4 Stockton 

Stockton IS located in San Joaquin County, 60 miles east of San Francisco, Existing rail lines 

in the area include the UP Canyon subdivision mainline, the SP San Joaquin subdivision Fresno 

line, and the SP mainline to El Pmal. 
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3.4.1 Proposed Action 

A new connection is proposed from the SP mainline to the UP Stockton yard (see Figure 3-4) 

The connection, which would extend from the north side ofthe yard to the SP mainline to El Pmal. 

allows yard operations for both railroads to be consolidated at the existing UP yard Approximately 

0,5 acres of new nght-of-way are required to construct 1,500 feet of new rail line This connection 

would be planned to allow sufficient capacity for future commuter rail service on a third mainline 

track between El Pinal and the north end of the Stockton yard. Figure 3-4 also indicates a 

connection at the south end of the UP Stockton yard This connection was not studied because 

it falls within the UP/SP nght-of-way. 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail Ime connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a period of 15 days. The construction would require approximately 3,300 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines: 

Traffic on the UP line in Stockton would decrease from 18 to 13 trains per day, and t*-

annual gross tons would decrease from 24 to 14 million tons (a 42 percent decree 

• Traffle on the SP El Pmal line would increase from 13 to 15 trains per day, and the 

annual gross tons would increase from 38 to 52 million tons (a 38 percent increase) 

• Traffic on the new common point connection would be 14 manifest trains per day. 

3.4.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line construction project. The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize *he use of new land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way There are no construction, 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location. 
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No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines 

would be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 

3.4.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

Existing land uses surrour-ding the proposed construction site include educational, 

commercial and manufacturing ac.ivities. The proposed construction would not occur on pnme 

farmlanc nor is the site subject to any coastal zone management plans 

Water Resources 

Surface waters at the site of the proposed construction include a ditch that drains into an 

unnamed tributary of French Camp Slough, a channelized intermittent section of Walker Slough, 

and a channelized intermittent section of Mormon Slough These all dram westward toward the 

San Joaquin River Storm water drainage is generally from east to west National Wetland 

Inventory (NWI) mapping ofthe proposed construction area indicates that several wetlands are 

located nearby Associated with the ditch a'e Palustnne Emergent, Non-tidal, Seasonally Flooded, 

Excavated (PEMCx) wetlands Associated with Walker .Slough are Palustnne Emergent, Non-tidal, 

Temporanly Flooded (PEMT) and Palustnne Emergent, Non-tidal, Semipermanently Flooded 

(PEMF) wetlands Associated with Mormon Slough are Palustnne Emergent. Non-tidal, 

Temporanly Flooded (PEMA) wetlands FEMA maps for the area show the southem portion of the 

project area is partially within a 100-year floodplain 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Plant communities that presently exist in the area of the proposed construction 

have been a'fected by previous railroad development and operations: it is unlikely that the site 

supports important native plant communities. Vegetation at the site between the existing rail line 

IS sparse and composed primarily of ruderal species the adjacent area has been developed 

Wildlife Wildlife in the area between the existmg rail lines is expected to be very limited, with 

only transient appearances of some birds and small mamma's. Much of the proposed connection 

area consists of a graveled area along the nght-of-way Although the nearby wetlands may 

support some wetland and temporary aquat. habitats, it is located in an urbanized area 
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Threatened and Endangered Species, The U S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 

California Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) were consulted regarding threatened and e n d a n g e r e d ^ ^ 

species in the area ofthe proposed rail line construction at Stockton The USFWS and CNHP s t a f f ^ ^ 

indicated that two listed threatened species could potentially occur in the vicinity of the proposed 

construction These species include the state-threa'eneri Swainson's hawk {Buteo swainsoni) and 

the federally threatened giant garter snake {Thamnop.ns gigas) No occurrences of these species 

are known or recorded on or near the project site Field observations on site also indicated no 

occurrences of these species There is no cntical habitat known or recorded in the vicinity of the 

proposed construction 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges and Sanctuaries, No public lands (federal, state, or 

municipal parks refuges, or management areas) or non-profit managed areas (nature preserves, 

registry natural areas) occur in the vicinity ofthe proposed rail line construction site. 

Air Quality 

The proposeri ;onstruction site i.v boated in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 31: San 

Joaquin Valley, This AQCR is currently nonattainment for the following pollutants NO,, particulate 

matter, CO, and ozone. For all other National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants, 

this AQCR is considered an attainment area. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105.7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^J of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L-.̂  is 65 dBA or greater, A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact cntena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area ofthe project, are also 

presented in Volume 2. 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction. Given tti? existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of tram traffic on the UP rail line (18 trains per day) generates an estimated 

L,, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 200 feet without horns (500 feet with 

horns). The current level of traffic operating on the SP mainline (13 trains per day) generates an 

estimated L̂ p noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 150 feet without horns (440 feet 
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with horns). 

A school (Luther Burbank) is located about 300 feet east of the construction site north of 

Charter Way A residential area is located west of the constmction zone, but is separated from the 

construction zone by existing rail facilities. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA'S review of NRHP listings indicate that no known histonc properties were identified at 

this construction location Consultation has been initiated with the California SHPO to confirm this 

finding. 

Initial consultations with the California SHPO determined that no documented archaeological 

sites have been identified at the proposed construction site. An archaeological record search 

conducted by SEA's third party consultant at the Central California Regional Infonnation Center did 

not identify any recorded sites However as part of the Section 106 consultation process, site-

specific field surveys could be required by a SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources would 

be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed construction project is located between the UP Canyon subdivision mainline 

and the SP San Joaquin subdivision Fresno line at the north end of the UP Stockton yard, one 

block north of East Charter Way and two blocks west of South Airport Way, Access to the 

construction site would be via local roads and the UP Stockton yard. No new grade crossings are 

planned 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate that no known 

hazardous waste cites exist at the proposed construction site, 

3.4.4 Potential Environmental '^ipacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection. 

The new rail line connection would cross an abandoned field between two active rail lines It is 

compatible with surrounding land uses, complies with applicable zoning ordinances and/or 

development regulafions. and is consistent with the community's comprehensive (or land use) plan 

No conversion of prime farmland is necessary to complete construction of this connection, nor 

ould any construction activities disrupt a designated coastal zone. 
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Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rai! line would not have adverse impacts on groundwate 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

m 
The proposed construction project would also not have any adverse impacts on Mormon 

Slough or wetlands. The new connecto- would fie into the existing rail line before crossing the 

slough UP/SP's construction opecificafions would incorporate provisions for environmental 

protecfion as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, 

including appropriate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable 

Federal, state, and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not 

affect water quality in the construction area. The proposed construction would not involve 

excavation from or the placement of dredged or fill matenal into the "waters of the United States," 

including designated wetlands Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

would not be required Additionally a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act 

because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be less than 5 acres 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construcfion site is located along an existing rail corridor 

where most ofthe area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation However, after construction 

UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas 

and wouid stabilize disturbed soils 

Wildlife No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated, since the exisfing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality Incidental deaths of small animals may occur 

during construcfion and operation of the proposed connecfion. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Although the USFWS and the CNHP have indicated 

that two listed threatened or endangered species could potentially occur m the area of the proposed 

construction, no effects on these species or their critical habitat are anticipated This determination 

is based on the lack of any recorded occurrences at or near the project site, the lack of any cntical 

or suitable habitat at the project site, and the lack of any observations of occurrences of such 

species dunng site visits. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuanes, No parks, forest preserves, refuges 
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or sanctuaries occur within the project area therefore, none would be affected by the proposed 

roject. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Stockton could result from increased emissions during project 

construction as wel! as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes 

operational. Potential impacts from construction and operations are descnbed below 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site. As discussed 

above, AQCR 31 is an air quality nonattainment area However the small amount of fugitive dust 

emissions due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality 

of the area due to the short duration of construction activities In addition, good construction 

practices would include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting 

vegetation and watenng the site 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic during the construcfion:(1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated 

abor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 15 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one amving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 600 This small number of tnps for the short duration 

of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition, 3,300 cubic 

yards of earthwork are required Air quality impacts from construction equipment could cause 

temporary increases in emis^^'ons levels. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5) The new rail line construcfion would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp le.igths for trains using the common point connection 

The reduced travel fimes and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions. Therefore SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

itself would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality m AQCR 31, nor would it 

result in any exceedances of the NAAQS Changes to a r quality in AQCR 31 resulting from other 

operational changes are discussed in Volume 2, 
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Noise 

UP/SP estimate 14 train movements per day would occur on the proposed rail lme' 

connection. The anticipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connection could generate 

an La, of 65 dBA at approximately 160 feet without horns The distance wouid be 440 feet with 

horns, but horns would not likely be used along the proposed connection because roadway grade 

crossings would not be crossed. 

The area ofthe proposed rail line construction project would be entirely within the La, 65 dBA 

noise contours ofthe two parallel rail lines There is potential for wheel squeal noise produced by 

trains using the connection, due to track curvature Luther Burbank school and the residential area 

located to the west may be exposed to this squeal noise Wheel squeal maximum noisc; levels at 

the school may be as high as 70 to 80 dBA This potential noise source would be mitigated by 

installing rail lubncants 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA'S review of NRHP listings indicate there are no known historic properties at this location; 

therefore no adverse effects are associated with this construction project. Consultation has been 

initiated with the California SHPO, seeking concurrence in this determmation 

Based on inifial consultations with the SHPO in California no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for confinued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites during the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to Stockton and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations. It would not require new grade crossings of any roads 

and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the 

transport of construcfion equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur during the construction penod 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at tho constmction site, drainage ditches are^ 
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expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

romptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

nderlying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination 

3.4.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Act ions 

As discussed in Secfion 3,4,2. SEiA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construcfion is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way, 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternafive were implemented the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail Ime connection would result in less efficient rail sen/ice The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operafing speeds that would result without the new connection 

would cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts, 

3.4.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line const.rucfion 

planned as part ofthe proposed UP/SP merger. SEA sent consultation letters to various Federal, 

state, and iocal agencies on January 29. 1996, These letters, samples of which are mcluded in 

Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9. provided eariy notification of this EA and 

requested information and comments on the effects to the environment ofthe proposed merger and 

related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state information packet 

and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet is shown in Volume 

5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert them to the distribufion 

of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt. The Applicant also contacted these agencies 

in preparafion of the Environmental Report which accompanied the merger application. That 

correspondence and all responses were reviewed verified, and considered by SEA in the 

preparation of this EA. 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E. Table E-1 However, no 

comments were received by the various parties consulted regarding this proposed constmction 

project, 
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3.4.7 Suggested Mit igation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the various' 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA (See Volume 5 Appendices D and E, for 

agency consultation lists) 

3.4.8 S E A Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Stockton construction project, SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board, The Board will consider 

SEA'S recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision, SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows 

Land Use 

1, UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste materials, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construction of the proposed rail line. 

2, UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations, 

3, UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construction activifies to their pre-construction conditions, 

4 Before undertaking any construction acfivities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencan Indian Tnbes, 

Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drains and other erosion control devices Once the 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures. 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 
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applicatton to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrov\rth m disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1 If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work m the area and immediately contact the 

California SHPO. 

Safety 

1, UP/SP shall consult with the California Conservation Department, Environmental 

Protection Division, if hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the 

site, 

2 UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S, 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179), 

3, In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plan 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barncades to control traffic disrupfions 

dunng construction. 

2, UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to condifions as required 

by state or local regulafions. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners, and chemical treatment, 
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Noise 

1, UP/SP shall control temporary noise fiom construction equipment through the 
use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery, 

2, UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from tram operations over the connection 

and implement mifigafion measures to control excessive wheel squeal. 
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C H A P T E R 4.0 

C O L O R A D O 

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed rail 

line construction projects in new rights-of-way in Colorado that UP/SP have identified in connection 

with the proposed merger These proposed ra : line construction projects and their lengths are: 

Denver, Colorado (two connections) - 3.650 feet and 5,000 feet. 

A detailed description of each of these proposed construcfion projects, including alternative 

actions considered, the existing environment the potential environmental impacts, and 

recommended mitigation measures, is provided oelow. 

4.1 Denver (North Yard) 

Denver is located in Denver County, Existing rail lines m the area include the SP subdivision 

1-A, the SP Belt line, the UP Greeley subdivision mainline the SP Moffat line, and the UP lines to 

Cheyenne Wyoming and Salina, Kansas. 

4.1.1 Proposed Action 

UP/SP propose construction of a new connection from the SP Moffat mamlme to SP Belt Line 

at North Yard (see figure 4-1), The connection includes the installation of power-operated turnouts 

on both the SP Belt line and construction of aoproximately 3.650 feet of new rail line. This 

connection is necessary to manage the movement of trains between the SP Moffat line and UP 

lines to Cheyenne, Wyoming and Salina, Kansas Acquisition of approximately one acre of new 

right-of-way and site grading would be required 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction ofthe new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a penod of 48 days. The construction would require approximately 18,700 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow matenal. Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger wouid result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines 
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• Traffic on the SP Moffatt line would increase from 11 to 14 trains per day, and 

the annual gross tons would increase/decrease from 22 to 33 million tons (a 

percent increase) 

• Traffic on the new common point connection would consist of four trains per day 

4.1.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection The proposed rail line 

would be the most direct connection between the exisfing rail lines and would minimize the use of 

new land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way There are no construction operational or 

environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line more 

reasonable than the proposed location 

No-Action Alternative 

A "no-action" alternative was considered by the SEA With this alternative, current operations 

would continue to move over exisfing UP and SP rail Imes However, access between the two lines 

would be limited to existing interchanges or terminals. 

4.1.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

Industrial and rail-related land uses are adjacent to the proposed construcfion site. The 

proposed construcfion would not occur on prime farmland or within a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The proposed new rail line would cross a small depression (100 feet wide) located about 25 

feet from the exisfing rail corndor The depression includes wetland and npanan vegetation, with 

a 900-square foot pond Wetland plant species withm the depression include cottonwood. peach-

leaf willow, and sandbar willow The willow and cottonwood surround a cattail marsh within the 

pond The proposed rail construction would also cross two dry drainage ditches. The ditches are 

approximately 40 feet wide and include wetland and npanan vegetation Plant species observed 

in the ditches include cottonwood, peach-leaf willow, and sandbar willow. 

Three ponds are shov^n within the project area on the National Wefiand Inventory (NWI) map 

for the Arvada, Colorado quadrangle They are located about 200 feet north of the proposed rail 

alignment. The NWI map describes these wetlands as: Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom, Semi-
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FIGURE 4-1 

UP/SP RAILROAD MERGER 
NEW RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTION 

SP DENVER, COLORADO 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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permanently Flooded and Excavated (PUBFx) and Palustnne, Open Water, Artificially Flooded and 

Semi-permanently Flooded (POWKF) The NWI map also locates a pond 1 000 feet south of the^ 

proposed rail construction project It is descnbed as Palustrine, Open Water, Artificially Floode 

and Semi-permanently Flooded (POWKF), Fisher Ditch lies approximately 500 feet north of the 

western end of the proposed connection and runs parallel to the new rail alignment. The site is not 

located within a 100-year fioodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Except for the wefiand and riparian plant communifies descnbed in the previous 

section, the proposed rail construction site is barren and has been disturbed by rail and industnal 

uses Ruderal grasslands consisting of cheatgrass, crested wheat grass, intermediate wheatgrass, 

thistle, tumbleweed, mustard and Chinese elm trees were observed on the site 

Wildlifp, Wildlife species likely to be on the proposed construction site are tolerant of urban 

conditionr., and industnal, and railroad activities Observed species include magpies and blackbirds 

in the cattail marsh. Other possible species to inhabit this site include raccoon, skunk, ground 

squirrels, and other small mammals and birds. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, The U S, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was 

consulted regarding threatened snd endangered species in the area cf the proposed rail line 

construction at Denver, The USFWS staff provided a list of state- and federally-listed threatened 

or endangered species that potentially occur within Adams County, No occurrences of these 

species are known or recorded on or near the project site. Field observations on site also indicated 

no occurrences of these species Since there is no suitable habitat for these species, they would 

not be expected to occur on the proposed construction site In addition, there is no critical habitat 

known or recorded in the vicinity of the proposed construction. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries No parks or other public lands are 

located near the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 36: 

Metropolitan Denver This AQCR is currently non-attainment for particulate matter and CO For 

all other National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants, this AQCR is considered an 

attainment area. 

m 

Volume 4 4-4 



Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105,7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^p) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where La„ is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact cnteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail industrial and vehicular traffic are the pnmary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction Given the exisfing acfivities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomofive at 50 feet) 

The current level of traffic operating on the SP rail line (11 trains per day) generates an 

estimated La, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 130 feet without horns (400 feet 

with horns). 

No sensitive noise receptors were identified in the industrial areas surrounding the rai! line 

by SEA's third party consultant . 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA's survey of the project site identified a potentialiy historic water tower in the North Yard. 

Records indicate the tower was constructed about 1930 UP/SP report the proposed construction 

project was designed to avoid alteration of this structure Consultation has been initiated with the 

Colorado State Histonc Preservation Officer (SHPO) regarding Nafional Register eligibility of the 

structure 

SEA's initial consultafions with the Colorado State Histonc Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

determined that no documented archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed 

construction site. However, as part of the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field 

surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that no archajological resources would be 

disturbed or destroyed oy construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing rail transportation network consists of the various UP and SP rail lines that 

intersect in Denver. The proposed construction project is located in northwest Denver, Roadways 
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near the proposed construcfion site are predomnantly local streets Major highways serving the 

project area include 1-25 and 1-70 Access to the construcfion site would be via local roads and 

North yard. No new grade crossings are planned as part of the proposed construcfion 

According to UP/SP no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site, 

4.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the constmction ofthe proposed connection. 

It is compafible with surrounding railroad 3nd industrial land uses, complies with applicable zoning 

ordinances and/or development regulations, and is consistent with the community's comprehensive 

(or land use) plan No conversion of pnme farr^iand is necessary to complete construction of this 

connection, nor would any construction activities be subject to a coastal zone management plan. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not significantly alter storrr.water drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed construction project woulo also not have any adverse impacts on the ponds, 

ditches or wetlands on the project site, UP/SP's construcfion specificafions would incorporate 

provisions for environmentai protection as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, 

and local permitting authorities, including app'opriate measures for sedimentation and erosion 

control Because all applicable Federal, state and local water quaky standards would be met, ine 

proposed project would not affect water quality n the construction area. The proposed construcfion 

would not involve excavation from or the placement of dredged or f l l matenal into the "waters of 

the United States," including designated wetlands. Therefore, authorizafion under Section 404 of 

the Clean Water Act would not be required Adoitionally. a Nafional Pollutant Discharge Eliminafion 

System (NPDES) stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to Secfion 402 of 

the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be less than five 

acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construction site in an existing rail yard, where most of the 
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area is covered by gravel and sparse vegetation However, after construction UP/SP would use 

est Management Pracfices (BMPs) to encourage regrovirth in disturbed areas and would stabilize 

isturbed soils. 

Wildlife No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anficipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is cf low quality 

Threatened and Endangered Species Based on consultafion with the U S, Fish and Wildlife 

Service and field observations at the Denver site there is no suitable habitat for any of the listed 

threatened or endangered species in the proposed construcfion area Since, none of these species 

would be expected to occur on the site, there would be no effects on these species by the 

proposed construction activities 

Pa'"ks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries No adverse affect is expected since 

there a e no known national or state parks or forests, nor wildlife refuges or sanctuanes in the 

vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Denver could potentially result from increased emissions during 

roject construction as well as increased train traffic when the proposed project is completed and 

becomes operational. Potential impacts from construction and operations are descnbed below. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction. Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at thr site. As discussed 

above, AQCR 36 is an air quality nonattainment area The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to construction would have no significant impact on the attainment status or air quality ofthe 

area due to the short duration of construction activities In addition, good construction practices 

would include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation and 

watering the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construcfion: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 48 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one amving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 1,920 This small number of trips for the short 

durafion ofthe construcfion would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality. In addition 18,700 

cubic yards of earthwork are required The temporary increases in emissions from this earthwork 

would not adversely impact the area's air quality 
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Estimated En,...sions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased acfivity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased acfivity of these rail operations in 49 C F f ^ B ^ 

1105 7(e) (5) The new rail line construcfion would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connection. 

The reduced travel times and trip lengths would also result in reduced emissions Therefore SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

itself would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 36, nor would it 

result in any exceedances of the NAAQS Changes to air quality from increased activity on rail 

segments in Denver, at Denver intermodal facilities and Denver rail yards are discussed in 

Volume 2 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate four tram movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anficipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connecfion could generate an La, of 65 dBA 

at approximately 70 feet without horns. The distance would be 225 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because no roadway grade crossings 

would be crossed The area of the proposed rail line construcfion project would be entirely within 

the L,̂  65 dBA noise contours of existing rail lines. Therefore, no noise impacts are expected from 

this construction project 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Since the only known historic resource identified at this location would be avoided, SEA 

concludes there are no discernible adverse affects associated with this construction project 

Consultation has been initiated with the Colorado SHPO, seeking concurrence with this 

determination. 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the Colorado SHPO. no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites, SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites during the construction 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to Denver and enhance 

the efficiency of UP/SP operations. It would not require new grade crossings of any roads and 

therefore, not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other transportation impacts 
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would be limited to increased deterioration of public roads due to the transport of construction 

quipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect the viability 

r lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of locai vehicular traffic could occur during the 

construction penod 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a significant spill of hazardous or toxic matenals dunng construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikeiy event that such a spill occurs at the construcfion site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils. Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

4.1.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 4 12, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construcfion project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated. Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connection could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

4.1.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation, SEA sent consultation letters to vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on 

January 29, 1996, These letters, samples of which are included in Volume 5 Appendix D, Exhibits 

D-1 through D-9, provided eariy nofificafion of this EA and requested information and comments 

on the effects to the environment of the proposed merger and related construction and 

abandonment projects Each letter included a state information packet and maps that listed the 

specific merger-related proposals A sample packet is shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit 

D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert them to the distnbution of the consultation 

letter and to confirm its receipt. The Applicant also contacted these agencies in preparation of the 

Environmental Report which accompanied the merger application That correspondence and all 
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responses were reviewed, verified, and considered by SEA in the preparafion of this EA 

.Ml comments received (through mid March 1996) in response to the January 29th letter an 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary. SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5 Appendix E Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below: 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service stated that proposed construction 

project had no apparent impact on pnme farmland or farmland of statewide 

importance. 

• U S Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District states that if construction involves 

any work in the water of the U S a 404 permit may be necessary The design 

ofthe proposed project should ensure that the project is in compliance with flood 

plain management criteria for the City of Denver and the State of Colorado At 

a minimum, the project design should ensure that the 100-year flood water 

surface elevation of any stream affected is not increased more than one foot 

relatr e to pre-project conditions 

• U S Fish and Wildlife Sen/ice. Colorado Field Office provided a list of threatened 

and endangered species by county 

• City and County of Denver voiced no concerns regarding the proposed 

construction project Reference was provided to an EA on Airtrain planned for 

UP right-of-way between downtown and Denver Internafional Airport 

4.1.7 Suggested Mitigation 

This secfion highlights the mitigation measures that vanous parties, consulted in the pmcess 

of prepanng the EA for the proposed merger, have requested: 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Oiraha Distnct noted that project design should 

comply with flood plain managcmon: criteria for the City of Denver and the State 

of Colorado. At a minimum, the project design should ensure that the 100-year 

flood water surface elevation of any stream affected is not increased more than 

1 foot relative to pre-project conditions. 

4.1.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mifigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 
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in any final decision approving the proposed Denver (North Yard) construction project. SEA will 
consider all comments on the EA m making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will 
consider SEA's recommendafions and the environmental record in making its final decision SEA's 
recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shali observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 
handling and disposal of any waste matenals including hazardous waste, 
encountered or generated dunng construcfion of the proposed rail line, 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 
state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 
construction activities to their pre-construction condifions. 

4 Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shail consult with any 
potentially affected Amencan Indian Tnbes 

Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to controi erosion, runoff, and 
surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, 
plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the track is 
constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope to 
provide permanent cover and pre\/ent potenfiai erosion If erosion develops, 
UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures 

2 UP/bP z.iiiii use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 
application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 
application tc* the extent necessary for rail operafions, 

3 In and near the wetland areas, UP/SP shall restrict mechanized equipment to the 
area required to complete construction activities. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 
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Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. UP/SP shall retain their interest in and take no steps to alter the North Y a r c ^ ^ 

water tower, unfil the Secfion 106 process of the National Historic Preservation 

Act (16 u s e, 470f,, as amended) has been completed for this property, 

2. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construcfion 

acfivities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact tne 

Arkansas SHPO 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Colorado Department of Public Health and 

Environment if hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the site. 

2. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in comipliance with the U S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Camer Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outtined in their Emergency Response Plan. 

Transportation 

1, UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disrupfions 

dunng construction, 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturiDed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or locai regulations. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulafions 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construcfion shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners, and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery 
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4.2 Denver 

Denver is located in Denver County, Exisfing rail lines in the area include the SP Belt and 

SP Moffat lines, the SP subdivision 1-A the UP Greeley subdivision mainline, and the UP lines to 

Cheyenne Wyoming and Salina Kansas, 

4.2.1 Proposed Action 

Construction of a second new connecfion in the Denver area is proposed This connection, 

between the UP Greeley Mainline and SP Belt Line, also includes a siding extension (see Figure 

4-2) Approximately 5.000 feet of new rail line would be construction: two acres of new nght-of-way 

and grading of the site would be required to complete the connection. 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail lme connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a penod of 83 days The construcfion would require approximately 41,000 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material. Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along exisfing 

rail lines: 

Traffic on the UP Greeley main line would increase from 10 to 15 trains per day, 

and the annual gross tons would increase from 21 to 38 million tons (a 79 

percent increase). 

• Traffic on the SP Belt line would increase from 11 to 14 trains per day, and the 

annual gross tons would increase from 22 to 33 million tons (a 50 percent 

increase). 

Traffic on the new common point connection would consist of 4 trains per day. 

4.2.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line construction project. The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way. There are no construcfion, 
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operational or environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location 

No-Action Alternative 

A "no-action" alternative was considered by the SE A With this alternafive, current operations 

would continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines Hov^ever, access befiween the two lines 

would be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 

4.2.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The area surrounding the proposed site includes pnmanly industrial land uses, with one small 

area of residential and mixed urban land use The proposed construction would in an area of 

cropland, but not prime farmland. The line proposed for construction is not within a designated 

coastal zone 

Water Resources 

The proposed rail siding extension and connection between the UP and SP mam lines would 

cross the South Platte River and one irrigation ditch east of the nver The boundary of the South 

Platte River 100-year floodplain follows the east bank of the South Platte River for the length of this 

project area The west-side boundary spills into industnal areas to a distance of 1/2-mile from the 

riverbank The proposed rail siding extension would cross over the 100-year floodplain by bndge 

from 200 feet west of York Street to the east bank of the South Piatte On the west side of the 

South Platte approximately 2,000 feet of the rail iine embankment is edged on both sides by 

floodplain East of the nver, the 100-year floodplain abuts the rail line embankment 

Wetlands next to the proposed rail siding extension are located along the South Platte River 

and between the river and the UP main line. Wetlands shown on the National Wetland Inventory 

(NWI) map for the Commerce City quadrangle are descnbed below: 

Along the banks of the South Platte River, wetlands are described as Riverine, 

Lower Perennial, Unconsolidated Bottom, Permanently Flooded (R2UBH), 

. Along the imgafion ditch, wetlands are descnbed as Riverine, Lower Perennial, 

Unconsolidated Bottom, Intermittently Exposed, Excavated (R2UBGx), 

Isolated wetlands between the river and Brighton Boulevard are descnbed as: 
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Palustnne, Aquatic Bed, Semi-permanently Flooded (PABF); Palustrine, 

Unconsolidated Shore, Seasonally Flooded Excavated (PUSCx); and Palustnne 

Emergent, Semi-permanently Flooded (PEMFj, 

East of Bnghton Boulevard, isolated wetlands are descnbed as: Palustnne, 

Aquafic Bed, and Semi-permanently Flooded (PABF); Palustnne, Emergent, and 

Semi-permanenfiy Flooded (PEMF), and Palustrine, Scrub Shrub, and 

Temporarily Flooded (PSSA), 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Vegetation types on the upland areas along the proposed construction site are 

ruderal. Little nafive vegetafion exists in upland areas Although much of the nver bank has been 

disturbed, native npanan plant communities can be found where there is moisture and soil, and 

flooding impacts are not severe Ripanan habitat borders the nver and ditches. Plant species 

typical to npanan habitat include plains cottonwood, sandbar willow, peach-leaf willow, box elder, 

and Siberian elm Wefiand vegetafion is located next to the river along the irngation ditch, and 

in depressions Wetland species include cottonwood, cattail peach-leaf and sandbar willow, and 

mixed species of sedges and bulrushes. 

Wildlife Wildlife inhabifing the proposed rail construcfion site is tolerant of urban conditions 

Typical species to be found along the nvers. ditches, ponds, and wetlands include duck, geese 

muskrat, beaver, mule deer, raccoon, fox, skunk, rat, and squirrel All of these species except 

beaver, muskrat, and waterfowl can be found less frequently in upland sites. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, SEA consulted USFWS regarding threatened and 

endangered species in the area ofthe proposed rail line construction at Denver The USFWS staff 

provided a list of state- and federally-listed threatened or endangered species that potentially occur 

withm Adams County, No occurrences of these species are known or recorded on or near the 

project site. Field observations on site also indicated no occurrences of these species. Since there 

is no suitable habitat for these species, they would not be expected to occur on the proposed 

construction site. In addition, there is no critical habitat known or recorded in the vicinity of the 

proposed construction 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries. No parks or other public lands are 

located near the proposed construction site 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in AQCR 36: Metropolitan Denver, This AQCR iŝ  
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currently nonattamment for particulate matter and CO For all other NAAQS pollutants, this AQCR 

IS considered an attamment area. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determiined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (Lan) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L̂ r is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact critena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are a|T-o 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industnal, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction. Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Greeley main line (10 trains per day) generates an 

estimated Ldn noise level of 65 dBA at a distance ot approximately 120 feet without horns (380 

feet with horns) The current level of traffic operating on the SP Belt line (11 trains per day) 

generates an estimated Lâ  noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 130 feet without 

horns (400 feet with horns). 

A noise-sensitive residential area is located east of the Union Pacific line at the turnout. 

Mixed urban use is located to the west of the proposed connection, south of Brighton Blvd, 

Cropland and industnal areas border the remaining sections of the connector, in which area no 

noise sensifive land uses were identified. Existing noise levels are low except in the vicinity of the 

Union Pacific tracks and Bnghton Blvd, 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA's initial consultations with the Colorado SHPO aetermined that no documented historic 

archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site However, as part of 

the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by the SHPO 

to verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyeo by construction 

activifies. 
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Transportation and Safety 

The existing rail transportation network consists of a number of UP and SP rail lines t h a ^ ^ 

intersect in Denver This project is located m east-central Denver 1-70 is located one mile south 

of the project site Access to the proposed construction would be on local roads No new grade 

crossings are proposed as part of this construction 

SEA's review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate no known hazardous 

waste sites exist at the proposed construction site, 

4.2.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construcfion of the proposed connecfion 

in an industnal area It is compatible v îth surrounding land uses and complies with all known 

zoning ordinances and/or development regulations No conversion of pnme farmland is necessary 

to complete construction of this connection, nor would any construcfion activities disrupt a 

designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area. Furthermore, because construction of the rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not significantly alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed construcfion project would also not have any adverse impacts on surface water 

resources or wetlands Widening of the bndge across the South Platte River would require some 

minor placement of fill in the waterway for new substructure. In addifion, small amounts of fill may 

be required in the wetlands adjacent to the existing rail corridor to extend the rail siding between 

UP Greeley mainline and the SP Belt line These construction activities would require a Section 

404 permit. Coordinafion with the U S Army Corps of Engineers would be undertaken to verify 

boundanes of jurisdictional waters and requirements for Secfion 404 permitting. The U S, Army 

Corps of Engineers stated that the project must comply with the floodplain management criteria for 

the City of Denver Urban Drainage and Flood Control Distnct, and the State of Colorado At a 

minimum, the project design should not increase the 100-year water surface elevation of any 

affected waterway more than 1 foot relative to pre-project conditions Impacts to the 100-year 

floodplain are not anficipated, since the project de< îgn would be in compliance with all applicable 

critena and condifions for floodplain management 
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m 
UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

âs required by jurisdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, inciuding 

ppropriate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not have an adverse 

effect on water quality in the construction area, A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) stormwater discharge pei mit would not be required pursuant to Secfion 402 of the Clean 

Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be less than five acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, Disturbance to the exisfing ruderal vegetafion in the upland areas within the 

proposed construction site would not present an adverse impact. Impacts to npanan vegetation 

along the nver and ditches are expected to be temporary 

Wildlife, The proposed connecfion would have only impacts to upland and nparian habitats 

No permanent adverse impacts to wildlife habitat and wildlife populations are expected from the 

proposed construction. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Based on consultation with USFWS and field 

observations at the Denver site, there is no suitable habitat for any of the listed threatened or 

endangered species in the proposed construction area Since, none of these species would be 

expected to occur on the site, there would be no effects on these species by the proposed 

construction activities. 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries. No adverse affect is expected since 

there are no known national or state parks or forests or wildlife refuges or sanctuaries in the 

vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Denver could potenfiaily result from increased emissions during 

project construction as well as increased tram traffic when the reposed project is completed and 

becomes operational Potential impacts from construction and operations are described below. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construction, Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site. As discussed 

above. AQCR 36 is an air quality nonattainment area. The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to constmction would have no significant impact on the attainment status or air quality of the 

area due to the short duration of con?tmction activities. In addition, good construction practices 

would mclude dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation and 
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watenng the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There v;ould also be two types of e s t i m a t e c ^ j ^ 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 83 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two trips to the construction site pe: day (one arnving. one leaving), the total 

number of employee trips required would be 3.320. This number of trips for the limited duration of 

the construcfion would not be sufficient to adversely affect long-term air quality. In addifion 41,000 

cubic yards of earthwork are required. The temporary increases in emissions from grading and 

other earthwork would not adversely impact the area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5) The new rail line construcfion would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connection. 

The reduced travel fimes and trip lengths would also result in reduced emissions Therefore. SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulfing from the operation of the proposed new construction 

itself would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 36. nor would it 

result in any exceedances of the NAAQS, Changes to air quality from increased activity on rail 

segments in Denver, at Denver intermodal facilifies, and Denver rail yards are discussed in 

Volume 2 

Noise 

UP/SP esfimate four train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anticipated increase in train traffic along the proposed connection could generate an Lan of 65 dBA 

at approximately 70 feet without horns The distance would be 225 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because there are no grade crossings. 

The area of the proposed rail line constmction project would be entirely within the LQ̂  65 dBA 

noise contours of the exisfing rail lines Therefore, no noise impacts are expected from this 

construction. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA'S review of NRHP listings indicate there are no known histonc properties at this location; 

therefore, no adverse effects are associated with this constmction project. Consultation has been 

inifiated with the Colorado SHPO, seeking concurrence in this determinafion. 
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Based on SEA's inifial consultafions with the Colorado SHPO, no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites dunng the construcfion. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to Denver and enhance 

the efficiency of UP/SP operations. It would not require new grade crossings of any roads and 

therefore, not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other transportation impacts 

would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the transport of construction 

equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect the viability 

or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of IOCP' vehicular traffic could occur dunng the 

construction penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity ofthe proposed construction site 

The probability of a significant spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construcfion project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contaminafion, 

4.2.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 4,2,2, SEA identified no feasible altematives to the proposed rail line 

constmction project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way, 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connecfion would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged. However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection would result in less efficient rail sen/ice The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that wouW result without the new connecfion 

would cause addifional fuel consumpfion and increase emissions impacts. 
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4.2.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potenfiai environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction' 

and operation SEA sent consultation letters to vanous Federal state and local agencies on 

January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits 

D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this EA and requested information and comments 

on the effects to the environment of the proposed merger and related construction and 

abandonment projects. Each letter included a state information packet and maps that listed the 

specific merger-related proposals A sample packet is shown m Volume 5 Appendix D, Exhibit 

D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert them to the distnbution of the consultation 

letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also contacted these agencies in preparation of the 

Environmental Report which accompanied the merger application That correspondence and al! 

responses were reviewed, verified, and considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5 Appendix E Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below: 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service stated that the proposed construction 

project has no apparent impact on pnme farmland or farmland of statewide 

importance, 

. U S, Army Corps of Engineers Omaha Distnct states that if construction involves 

any work in the water of the U S, a 404 permit m,ay be necessary. The design 

of the proposed project should ensure that the project is in compliance with flood 

plain management critena for the City of Denver and the State of Colorado At 

a minimum, the project design should ensure that the 100-year flood water 

surface elevation of any stream affected is not increased more than 1 foot 

relative to pre-project condifions, 

U S Fish and Wildlife Service. Colorado Field Office provided a list of threatened 

and endangered species by county. 

• City and County of Denver voiced no concems regarding this construction 

project Reference was provided to an EA on Airtrain planned for UP right-of-

way between downtown and DIA. 
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4.2.7 Suggested Mitigation 

This secfion highlights the mifigation measures that various parties, consulted in the process 

of preparing the EA for the proposed merger have requested: 

• U S, Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District noted that project design should 

comply with flood plain management cntena for the City of Denver and the State 

of Colorado At a minimum the project design should ensure that the 100-year 

flood water surface elevation of any stream affected is not increased more than 

1 foot relafive to pre-project conditions 

4.2.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any fina! decision approving the proposed Denver construcfion project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will consider 

SEA's recommendations .md the environmental record in making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1, UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste materials, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction ofthe proposed rail line. 

2 UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations, 

3 UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

constructiori activities to their pre-construction conditions. 

4 Before undertaking any construction activifies, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tribes 

Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw mulch, 

plasfic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the track is 

constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope to 
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provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures 

2, UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations 

3, Prior to conducfing construction activity UP/SP shall consult with the U S Army 

Corps of Engineers and obtain and comply with any permits required under 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U S C 1344 

4. In and near the South Platte River and associated wefiand areas UP/SP shall 

restrict mechanized equipment to the area required to complete construction 

activities. 

5. UP/SP shall perform hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for any modifications to 

the South Platte River bridge to ensure the changes would have no effect on the 

100-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work m the area and immediately contact the 

California SHPO, 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Colorado Department of Public Health and 

Environment if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site. 

2. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S 

Department of Transportafion Federal Motor Carner Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 
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procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plan 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construcfion 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulafions 

regarding the control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, instaliafion of wind barriers, and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 
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C H A P T E R 5.0 
ILLINOIS 

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed rail 

line construction projects in new rights-of-way m Illinois that UP/SP have identified in connection 

with the proposed merger These proposed rail line construction projects and their lengths are: 

Girard, Illinois - 3,100 feet, 

Salem, Illinois - 4,600 feet, 

A detailed description of each of these proposed construcfion projects mcluding alternative 

actions considered, the exisfing environment, the potenfiai environmental impacts, and 

recommended mitigation measures, is provided below. 

5 1 Girard 

Girard is located in Macoupin County, 60 miles northeast of St, Louis Missouri on Highway 

4 Existing raii lines in the area include the UP Madison subdivision mainline and the SP 

Spnngfield subdivision Wilmington line. 

5.1.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action at Girard would involve the construction and operafion of a new 

connecfion between the UP and SP tracks (see Figure 5-1). This new construction would permit 

the routing of mainline traffic from St. Louis. Missouri to Peoria. Illinois and points north. The 

design includes a new power-generated turnout, approximately 3,100 feet of new rail line 

construction, relocation of approximately 1,500 feet of existing rail, and would require acquisifion 

of approximately 12 acres of new nght-of-way. 

Construction Requirements 

Construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 20 people over a 

penod of 88 days. The construction would require approximately 60,000 cubic yards of earthwork 

and may require borrow material Borrow matenal would be obtained from local sources and 

hauled to the construcfion site by rail or truck 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 
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rail lines: 

Traffic on the UP Madison subdivision ! ne would decrease from 7 to 2 trains per' 

day, and the annual gross tons would decrease '"'om 10 to 4 million tons (a 57 

percent decrease) 

• Traffic on the SP Spnngfield line would remain the same, at 12 trains per day, 

and the annual gross tons would increase f r o r 11 to 16 million tons (a 43 

percent increase), 

• Traffic on the new common point connection would consists of two bulk unit 

trains per day, 

5.1.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the rail line connecfion The proposed rail line 

would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would minimize the use of 

new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way. There are no construction, operational, or 

environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line more 

reasonable than the proposed location, 

# 
No-Action Alternative ^m' 

SEA considered a "no-actior" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

confinue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines; however, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 

5.1.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction would occur within an area already dominated by rail use The 

area surrounding the proposed site is used entirely for agncultural purposes for cropland and 

pasture The site is currently zoned for agricultural use railroad development is allowed in the 

area. This is an area of pnme farmland The line proposed for construction is not within a 

designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

Nafional Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps indicate that the proposed construction crosses an 
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FIGURE 5-1 
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intermittent segment of an unnamed tnbutary to Shearies Branch Forested and emergent 

wetlands occur adjacent to the existing UP right-of-way. The proposed construction site is not 

located within a 100-year fioodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Becauoe the site is within an agncultural area, much of the site has been 

disturbed by rail activity and agncultural operafions The vegetation at the Girard site is composed 

pnmanly of mixed-grass praine, wetlands, and ruderal weed species. 

WihMife Because the plant and wildlife communities in the area of the proposed rail line 

construcfion project have been affected by contmued agnculture and transportation land use, SEA 

concludes that it is unlikely that the project area supports important nafive plant and animal 

communities, 

ThrpatPnPd and Endangered Species, SEA consulted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Senyice 

(USFWS) regarding threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at Girard, The USFWS staff indicated that two federally listed threatened or 

endangered species could potentially occur in the vicinity of the proposed construction These 

species include the endangered Indiana bat (Myof/s soda.Vs) and the threatened eastern praine 

fringed orchid {Platanthera leucophaea) No occurrences of these species are known or recorded 

on or near the project site Field observations on site also mdicated no occurrences of these 

species There is no critical habitat known or recorded in the ucinity of the proposed construction, 

SEA also consulted the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and the Illinois 

Resource Conservation Office (IRCO) regarding listed threatened or endangered species in the 

area ofthe proposed rail line construcfion at Girard The NRCS and IRCO staff indicated that the 

state-threatened Pondhorn mussel {Uniomerus tetralasmus) has been recorded at a site 

approximately five miles to the northwest of the project area in the east fork of Otter Creek Field 

observations on site indicated no occurrences of these species. There is no critical habitat known 

cr recorded in the vicinity of the proposed construction. 

Parks. Forest Preserves, Refuges and Sanctuanes, No public lands (Federal, state, or 

municipal parks, refuges, or management areas) or nonprofit managed areas (nature preserves, 

registry natural areas) are located in the immediate vicimty ofthe proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 75: West-

Central Illinois. Fhis AQCR is currently categonzed as being in attainment with the National 
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Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all pollutants, Construcfion-related acfivities would 

pot adversely affect the ambient air as a result ofthe proposed construction and operation 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and mtermodal facilifies where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (Lap) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where Lap is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact cnteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construcfion. Given the existing activities in the area passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomofive at 50 feet). 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Madison subdivision (7 trains per day) generates 

an estimated L,,, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 140 feet without horns (420 

feet with horns) The current level of traffic operating on the SP Spnngfield rail line (12 trains per 

day) generates an estimated Lan noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 140 feet 

without horns (420 feet with horns). 

The area is bordered by cropland. No noise-sensitive receivers have been identified. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

The former Chicago and North Western Railway through-truss bndge over the SP Springfield 

line may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Histonc Places (NRHP) However, it 

IS outside the immediate project area where the new construction project is proposed SEA 

concludes that the tmss bndge would not be affected. No other histonc or cultural resources have 

been icentified within the vicinity of the proposed construction site. Consultafion has t>een initiated 

with the Illinois State Histonc Preservafion Officer (SHPO) to confirm this finding. 

Initial consultafions with the Illinois SHPO determined that no documented archaeological 

sites have been identified at the proposed construction site However, as part of the Section 106 

consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that no 

archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. 
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Transportation and Safety 

The existing Girard transportation network consists ofthe UP and SP rail lines that in tersect^^^ 

one another at Girard and State .highway 4. immediately west of the project site. Access to the 

rail construction area would be from State Highway 4 and local roads No new grade crossings 

would be constructed 

According to UP/SP, no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site. 

5.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction ofthe proposed connection. 

It IS compatible with surrounding land uses, complies with applicable zoning ordinances and 

development regulafions, and is consistent with community planning Part of the new railroad right-

of-way would include pnme farmland as identified by the NRCS Under SEA s mitigation measures 

UP/SP would be required to consult with the NRCS for their recommendations to reduce impacts 

to these soils Construction activities would not occur in a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area The project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration pattems in the area 

The proposed constmction project could have minor adverse impacts on the small wetlands 

adjacent to the UP rail line. The project would not encroach upon the 100-year floodplain, 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmentai protection 

as required by junsdicfional agencies and Federal, state and local permitting authorities, including 

appropriate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect watei quality 

in the constructiori area The proposed construction could involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill matenal into "wateis ot the United States," including designated 

wetlands. Therefore, authorization under Secfion 404 of the Clean Water Act could be required. 

Additionally, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater discharge 

permit could be required pursuant tc Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because more than 5 

acres of the total land area would be disturbed by the proposed construction. 
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Biological Resources 

Vegetation, The proposed acfion would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail corridor 

where most of the area is covered by agncultural vegetation After constmction, UP/SP would use 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regro'wth of vegetation in disturbed areas and 

to stabilize disturbed soiis. 

Wildlife, No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality The plant and animal communities in the area 

adjacent to the proposed rail line construction project have been affected by the present agricultural 

use. Since agncultural communities are not composed of native ecosystems, wildlife resources 

are not expected to be adversely affected in the project area. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, Although USFWS has indicated that two federally 

listed threatened or endangered species could potentially occur in the area of the proposed 

construction and the NRCS and the IRCO have indicated that there is an histoncal record of a 

state-threatened species in the area, no effects on these species or their critical habitat are 

anticipated. This determination is based on the lack o*̂  any recorded occurrences at or near the 

project site, the lack of any critical or suitable habitat at the project site, and the lack of any 

obsen/ations of occurrences of such species during site visits. 

Parks. Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries, No adverse impact is expected since 

there are no known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuanes in the 

vicinity of the proposed construction 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air guality in Girard could result from increased emissions during project 

construction as well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes 

operational. Potential impacts from construction and operafions are descnbed below, 

Fugifive Dust Emissions During Construcfion Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and wouid occur only dunng active construction at the site. As discussed 

above, AQCR 75 is an air quality attainment area The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area 

due to the short durafion of construction acfivifies In addition, good construction practices would 

include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanfing vegetation, and watering 

the site. 
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Vehicle Emissions Dunng Construction, There would be two types of emissions associated 

with vehicular traffic dunng the construction;(1) particulate emission;} from vehicles moving o v e r ^ ^ 

the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated labor force f o r ^ ^ ^ 

construction at the site would be 20 employees for 88 days Assuming that each employee makes 

two tnps to the construction site per day (one arnving, one leaving), the total number of employee 

tnps required would be 3,520 This number of tnps for the duration of the construction should not 

be sufficient to adversely affect long-term air quality Increases in emissions from construction 

equipment v ould be tem.porary and should not adversely impact the area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail iine segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5), The new rail line constmction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains usmg the common point connection 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths wouid also result in reduced emissions. Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulfing from the operat'on of the proposed new construction 

would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 75, nor would it result in 

any exceedances ofthe NAAQS. 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate two train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection The 

anticipated increase in train traffic along the proposed connection could generate an Lan of 65 dBA 

at approximately 43 feet without horns The distance would be 146 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because highway grade crossings would 

not be crossed 

The area ofthe proposed rail line construction project would be entirely within the L.„ 65 dBA 

noise contours of both exisfing rail lines There are no sensitive receptors m the immediate vicinity 

of the proposed project. No significant noise impacts are expected. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

The proposed construction would not affect any known historic or cultural resources, 

Consultafion has been initiated with the Illinois SHPO, seeking concurrence in this determination 

Based on SEA's initial conauiidiions with the Illinois SHPO no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 
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archaeological sites during the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to and through Girard 

and enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations. It would not require new grade crossings and 

therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traf^c Other transportation 

impacts would be limited to increased detenorafion of public roads zue to the transport of 

CO istrucfion equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect 

the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local veh cular traffic could occur 

dunng the construction period. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic materials dunng ccnstruction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construcfion site drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences cf hazardous waste contamination, 

5.1.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Secfion 5 1,2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project The proposed construction would provide the most direct rail line connection 

and would involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-acfion alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed. Therefore, iand use and other environmental conditions that currenfiy exist at the 

proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the absence of this 

rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service The capaci*y constraints, delays, and 

slower operafing speeds that could result without the new connection could cause additional fuel 

consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

5.1.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new raii line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultafion letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which 
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are included in Volume 5, Appendix D. Exhibits D-1 through D-9 provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet 

is shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distribution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA. 

All comments received (through mid March. 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5 Appendix E. Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below: 

The Natural Resources Consen/ation Service stated that new rail line 

constructions outside right-of-way would probably require acquisition of 

agricultural land and that the Farmland Protection Act requires consideration of 

alternative actions to lessen adverse effects if farmland is converted to 

nonagricultural uses, 

U S, Environmental Protection Agency noted no objecfions. 

Macoupin County stated that the proposed project would have no adverse 

environmental effect on the citizens or property. 

5.1.7 Suggested Mitigation 

This secfion highlights the mitigation measures that vanous parties, consulted in the process 

of preparing the EA for the proposed merger have requested: 

The Natural Resourc-s Conservation Service should be consulted to minimize 

impacts to pnme fa'mland soils, 

5.1.8 SEA Reco - m * ; - - .d Mitigation 

This section cort j.r,- \ ' • litigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision â op o /im. the proposed Girard construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in makmi its final recommendation to the Board, The Board will consider 
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SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision. SEAs 

ecommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste materials, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construcfion of the proposed rail line. 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in -ccordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions 

4. UP/SP shall consult with the District Soil Scientist of the U S. Department of 

Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, for recommendations to 

reduce impacts to prime farmland soils 

5. Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencan Indian Tnbes, 

Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability durinc construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

track is constnjcted, UP/SP shall establish vegetafion on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures. 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA . oproved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations, 

3. UP/SP shall restnct mechanized equipment to upland areas to minimize 

disturbance of wefiands. 

4. Prior to constmction, UP/SP shall consult with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

and obtain and comply with any permits required under Secfion 404 cf the Clean 
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WaterAct(33U,S,C 1344). 

5. UP/SP shall obtain a National Pollutant Discharge and Eliminafion S y s t e m ^ j ^ 
(NPDES) permit before beginning construction activities. 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng construction 

activities UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Illinois SHPO. 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources if 
hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the site. 

2. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous materials in compliance with the U S 

Department of Transportafion Federal Motor Camer Safety Regulafions (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow aopropriate emergency response 
procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disrupfions 

dunng construcfion. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturtjed during constmction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulafions 
regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugifive dust emissions created during 

Volume 4 5-12 



construcfion shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1, UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

5.2 Salem 

Salem is located in Marion County, 65 miles east of St Louis Missoun Existing rail lines in 

the area include the UP Chicago subdivision mainline ana the CSX mainline. 

5.2.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed acfion at Salem would involve the construction and operation of a new 

connecfion between the UP and the CSX tracks (see Figure 5-2), This connection would provide 

additional capacity to handle the- increased traffic anticipated between tne UP/SP, Conrail, and CSX 

lines This new construction would permit the roufing of mainline traffic between the CSX east line 

and the UP south line The design includes two new power-operated mainline switches, 

approximately 4,600 feet of new rail line construction, and would require acquisifion of 

approximately one acre of new nght-of-way. 

Construction Requirements 

Construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 20 people over a 

penod of 77 days. The construction woulo require approximately 38,000 cubic yards of earthwork 

and may require borrow matenal. Borrow material would be obtained from local sources and 

hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along exisfing 

rail lines: 

Traffic on the UP to CSX line would increase from 15 to 18 trains per day, and 

the annual gross tons would increase from 15 to 22 million tons (a 49 pexent 

increase), 
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Traffic on the UP to Benton line would increase from 18 to 25 trains per day, and 

the annual gross tons per mile would increase from 32 to 53 tons (a 64 percent 

increase). 

• Traffic on the new common point connection would consist of two trains per day 

5.2.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the rail line connection The proposed rail line 

woula be the most direct connection befi/veen the existing rail lines and would minimize the use of 

new land outside the UP and CSX righii, r>f-way. There are no .construction, operafional or 

environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line more 

reasonable than the p.'-oposed location 

No Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and CSX rail lines However, access between the two lines 

would be limited to exisfing interchanges or terminals, 

5.2.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construcfion would occur withii i cm area already dominated by rail use. Other 

land uses surrounding the proposed site include agncultu.-e u?e tc the east of the connection and 

residential use to the west and north of the connecfion Tne site is currenily zoned fcr future 

industnal development: raiiroad development is allowed in the area. This is an area of pnme 

farmland The property to be acquired is primanly from a loc?l landfill The line proposed for 

construcfion is not within a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The proposed r:onstruction crosses a perennial stream that is an unnamed tnbu'ary of Town 

Creek A forested wetland complex occurs at and downstream of the existing CSX crossing of the 

stream, A portion of the proposed construction si:e is located within the 100-year floodplain 

associated with an unnamed tributary to Town Creek. 
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Biological Resources 

Vegetation Vegetation is composed primarily of mixed-grass prairie, wetland, and rudera 

weed species Because the site is within an existing agncultural and residential area, much ofthe 

site has been disturbed by previous rail activity and other local land uses. 

Wildlife, Because plant and wildlife communities in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction project have been affected by continued agncultural, transportation, and residential 

land uses, it is unlikely that the project area supports important native plant and animal 

communities 

Threatened and Endangered Spec.es SEA consulted USFWS regarding threatened and 

endangered species in the area ofthe proposed rail line construction at Salem, The USFWS staff 

indicated that the endangered Indiana bat (f\/lyotis sodalis) could potentially occur in the vicinity of 

the proposed constiuction No occun-ences ofthe bat are known or recorded on or near the project 

site. Field observafions on site also indicated no occurrences ofthe bat. There is no critical habitat 

known or recorded in the vicinity of the proposed construcfion. 

Parks, Forest preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries No public lands or non-profit managed 

areas are located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed construction site No city parks are 

within one-half mile of the proposed project. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in AQCR 74: Southeast Illinois. This AQCR is 

currently categorized as being in attainment with the NAAQS for all pollutants Construction-related 

activities would not adversely affect the ambient air quality as a result ofthe proposed construction 

and operation. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilifies where activifies exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound L- '̂.el (Lâ ) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where Lâ  is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact criteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensifive receptors located in the area ofthe project, are also 

presented in Volume 2, 
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Rail, agncultural. and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

reposed rail lme construction. Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

ange from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet) 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Benton subdivision rail line (18 trains per day) generates 

an esfimated La, noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 250 feet without horns (570 

feet with horns). The current level of traffic operating on the UP/CSX connection (15 trains per day) 

generates an estimated Lap noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 160 feet without 

horns (500 feet with horns). 

Some no'se-sensifive residential areas are located north and west ofthe construction site. 

Currently without a connection, raiiroad noise is limited to through trains 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's consultations with the Illinois SHPO and review of NRHP listings, no histonc 

or cultural resources have been identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. Most 

new trackage would be in the existing nght-of-way or land acquired from a local landfill, 

Consultafion has been inifiated with the Illinois SHPO to confirm this finding 

SEA'S initial consultations with the Illinois SHPO determined that no documented 

archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site However, as part of 

the Section 106 consultafion process, site-specific field surveys could be required by the SHPO to 

verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing Salem transportation network consists of the UP and CSX rail lines that intersect 

one another at Salem and U S Highway 50 Access to the rail line construction area would be from 

U S, Highway 50, as weli as local roads. No new grade crossings would be constructed. 

According to UP/SP. no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site. 

5.2.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the constmction of the proposed connection. 

It IS compatible with surrounding land uses, complies with applicable zoning ordinances and 

development regulations, and is consistent with community planning. No conversion of pnme 

farmland wouid be necessary to complete construction of this connection, nor would any 
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construction activities occur in designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relafively iittle earthwork, the 

project design would not adversely alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed constmcfion project could have minor adverse impacts on the small forested 

wetlands located adjacent to the CSX crossing at the perennial stream The project would not 

encroach upon the 100-year fioodplain, 

UP/SP's construction specificafions would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and iocal water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construcfion area The proposed construction may involve discharge of fill matenal into 

"waters of the United States," including designated wetlands. Therefore, authorization under 

Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act could be required, A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

Sy.stem (NPDES) stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to Section 402 of 

the Clean Water Act because less than 5 acres of total land area wouid be disturbed. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, The proposed acfion would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construction site is located along an existing rail corridor 

where most ofthe area is covered by agncultural vegetafion After construction, UP/SP would use 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and to stabilize 

disturbed soils, 

Wldlife, No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Although USFWS has indicated that the federally 

listed endangered Indiana bat could potentially occur in the area of the proposed construction, no 

effects on this species or its critical habitat are anficipated This determination is based on the lack 

of any recorded occurrences at or near the project site, the lack of any critical or suitable habitat 

at the project site, and the lack of any obser»/ations of occurrences of the bat dunng site visits. 
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• I 
Parks, Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuanes, No adverse impact is expected since 

Jhere are no known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuanes m the 

icinity of the proposed construction City parks would not be affected because they are more than 

one-half mile away from the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Salem could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction as well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes 

operational Potential impacts from construcfion and operafions are descnbed below 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construcfion at the site As discussed 

above, AQCR 74 is an air quality attainment area. The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to construcfion would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area 

due to the short durafion of construction activifies In addition, good construcfion practices would 

include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanfing vegetation and watenng 

the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would be two types of emissions associated 

with vehicular traffic during the construction:(1) particulate emissions from vehicles moving over 

the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated labor force for 

construction at the site would be 20 employees for 77 days Assuming that each employee makes 

two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total number of employee 

tnps required would be 3.080 This number of tnps for the duration of the construction should not 

be sufficient to adversely affect the region's air quality In addition, although 38,000 cubic yards 

of earthwork are required, air quality impacts from construction equipment should be minimal, and 

should not adversely impact the area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5). The new rail line construcfion would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connection. 

The reduced travel fimes and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulfing from the operation of the proposed new construcfion 

would not have the potential lo senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 74, nor would it result in 

any exceedances of the NAAQS. 
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Noise 

UP/SP estimate two train movements per day on the propose.' rail line connection The 
anticipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connection could generate an Lg. of 65 dBA 
at approximately 43 feet without horns The distance would be 146 feet with horns, but horns 
would not likely be used along the proposed connection because roadway grade crossings would 
not be crossed. 

The area of the proposed raii line construction project would be enfirely within the Lâ  65 dBA 
noise contours of both existing rail lines There are no sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity 
of the proposed project Therefore, no detailed noise impact analysis is warranted. In conclusion 
no significant noise impacts are associated with this construction project. 

Some wheei squeal is expected from trains negotiating the new curved connection. The 
wheel squeal noise would be cleariy audible in the residential communities located within 400 feet 
of the tracks, reaching a maximum level of 70 to 80 dBA, SEA's recommended use of rail 
lubncants at the connection would mitigate these potential elevated noise levels 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

There are no histonc resources within the project area The proposed connection would not 

affect historic resources. Consultation has been initiated with the Illinois SHPO, seeking 

concurrence in this determination. 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the SHPO in Illinois, no known or documented 
archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site However, there is the potential for 
adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures 
include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 
archaeological sites dunng the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rai! line construcfion project would improve rail access to and through Salem 
and enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations. It would not require new grade crossings and 
therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic. Other transportafion 
impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the transport of 
construction equipment. This impact is expected to be of short durafion and is not likely to affect 
the viability or lifespan of the roads, Shon-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur 
during the construction period 
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No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small, 

owever, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the ve.ry unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils. Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contaminafion, 

5.2.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 5,2,2, SEA identified no feasible altematives to the proposed rail line 

construction project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connecfion and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and CSX nghts-of-way, 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore, land use and other environmental condifions that currenfiy 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service The capaci'y 

constraints, delays, and slower operafing speeds that could result without the new connection could 

cause addifional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

5.2.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

various Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9 provided eariy nofification of this 

EA and requested informafion and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

informafion packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals, A sample packet 

IS shown in Volume 5 Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbi •'on of the consultafion letter and to confirm ifs receipt. The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E. Exhibits E-1 through E-11. As necessary, SEA conducted 
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additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5. Appendix E. Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below: 

• The Natural Resources Conservation Service stated that new rail line constructions 

outside the right-of-way could require acquisition of agricultural land and that the 

Farmland Protecfion Act requires consideration of alternafive actions to lessen adverse 

effects if farmland is converted to nonagncultural uses. 

U S, Environmentai Protection Agency noted no objections 

5.2.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the various 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA 

5.2.8 S E A Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Salem construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will consider 

SEA'S recommendations and the environmental record in makmg its final decision, SEA's 

recommended mifigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construcfion of the proposed rail line. 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot oe reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations 

3 UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction condifions 

4, Before undertaking any construction acfivities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tnbes. 
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Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plasfic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

track IS constructed. UP'SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops. 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures. 

2, L'P/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations 

3, UP/SP shall restrict mechanized equipment to upland areas to minimize 

disturbance to streams and wetiands. 

4 Pnor to construcfion UP/SP shall consult with the U S, Army Corps of Engineers 

and obtain and comply with any permits required under Secfions 402 and 404 

of the Clean Water Act (33 U S C, 1344) 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shali use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng ccnstruction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Illinois SHPO 

Safety 

UP/SP shall consult with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources if 

hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site 

UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carner Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 
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3. In the case of a spill UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans, 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barricades to control traffic disrupfions 

during construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construcfion to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construcfion shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners, and chemical treatment 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

2. UP/SP shall control wheel squeal on curved track sections through use of rail 

lubncants. 
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C H A P T E R 6.0 

K A N S A S 

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed rail 

line construction project m new nght-of-way in Kansas that UP/SP have identified in connection with 

the proposed merger. This proposed rail line construction project and its length is: 

Hope, Kansas - 2,200 feet, 

A detailed descnption of this proposed construction project including alternative actions 

considered, the exisfing environment, the potential envronmental impacts, and recommended 

mifigation measures, is provided below 

6.1 Hope 

Hope is located in Dickinson County. 70 miles north of Wichita Existing rail lines in the area 

mclude the UP Hoisington subdivision mainline and a BN/Santa Fe line. 

6.1.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action at Hope would involve the construction and operation of a new 

connection between the UP and BN/Santa Fe tracks (see Figure 6-1) This is necessitated by the 

abandonment of the UP Hope to Bridgeport line This connection would permit through train 

movement between the SP Henngton yard and the Salina. Kansas area. The design includes two 

power-operated turnouts, approximately 2.200 feet of new rail line, and would require acquisifion 

of approximately ten acres of new right-of-way. 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 20 

people over a period of 34 days The construction would require approximately 15,000 cubic 

yardsof earthwork and may require borrow matenal. Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construcfion site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in no changes in traffic along the existing 

rail lines. 
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Traffic on the new connection v;ould include two trams per week 

6.1.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line The prcposed rail line 

would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would minimize the use of 

new land outside the UP and BN/Santa Fe rights-of-way There are no construcfion, operafional, 

or environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line more 

reasonable than the proposed locafion 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "nc-action' alter native W'th this alternative, current operations would 

confinii-^ to move over existing UP and BN/Santa Fe rail lines. However, access between the two 

lines v -iid be limited to existing interchanges or terminals. 

6.1.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction would occur within an area already dominated by rail use. The 

surrounding land is enfirely used for agiicultural purposes such as cropland and pasture. There 

is no formal zoning designation for this rural area This is an area of prime farmland. The line 

proposed for construction is not within a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

The proposed new rail connection would cross two intermittent streams that are south-flowing 

tnbutanes to the West Branch of Lyon Creek A small area (5,000 square feet) of npanan trees and 

shrubs occurs approximately 300 feet north of the UP rail line aiong one intermittent stream 

National Wefiands Inventory (NWI) maps were not available for this site; an on-site survey did not 

reveal any wetlands The proposed site is not located within the 100-year floodplam. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The vegetation within the proposed rail connection construcfion area consists 

of mixed-grass prairie Accordmg to the USDA Natural Resources Consen/ation Service (NRCS) 

Soil Survey of Dickinson County, charactenstic praine grass species found in clay upland soilr and 

the loamy lowlands along drainages include Big bluestem Western wheatgrass, Switchgrass, Little 

bluestem, Indiangrass, Sidoats grama, and Tall dropseed. Soil types include Hobbs silt loam within 
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FIGURE 6-1 
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the two intermittent streams and Irwin silty clay loam in the uplands, Vegetafion next to the exisfing 

rail line are ruderal weeds since the nght-of-way has been disturbed by past rail construction and 

current rail activities, A small patch of stream-side trees and shrubs occurs north of the UP rail line 

along one of the intermittent streams. 

Wildlife The proposed project area provides very limited habitat for wildlife. Almost the 

enfire area ofthe proposed connection consists of agricultural and railroad nght-of-way Only those 

species adapted to such agncultural or industnal sites are expected to be present. 

Threatened and Endangered Species SEA consulted U S, Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) regarding threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at Hope The USFWS staff indicated that no listed threatened or endangered species 

are known to occur in the vicinity of the proposed construction project. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges ana Sanctuanes. No parks, preserves, refuges, or 

sanctuanes are located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 96: North 

Central Kansas This AQCR is currenfiy categorized as being in attainment with the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for aii pollutants. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and mtermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (Lan) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where Lan is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact cntena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industnal, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction. Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomofive at 50 feet). 

The current level of train traffic on the UP rail lines (10 trains per day) generates an esfimated 
Lan noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 100 feet without horns (330 feet with 
homs). 
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The area of the proposed construction is surrounded by cropland No noise-sensitive 

receivers have been identified. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of National Register of Histonc Places listings, no historic or cultural 

resources have been identified within the new construction project. Consultation has been initiated 

with the Kansas SHPO to confirm this finding. 

SEA's initial consultations with the Kansas SHPO determined that no documented historic 

or archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site However, as part 

of the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by a SHPO 

to venfy that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction 

activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing ground transportafion network consists of the UP and BN/Sante Fe rail lines that 

intersect one another in Hope, Hope can be reached by State Highway 4 and 43 Access to the 

rail construction area would be on these roads, 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate there are no known 

hazardous waste sites at the proposed construction site, 

6.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection. 

It IS compatible with surrounding land uses and would not require the conversion of pnme farmland 

to non-agricultural uses. Construction activities would not subject to a coastal zone management 

plan 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area. Furthermore, because constmction of the rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the are'j. 
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The proposed construction project would also not have any adverse impacts on the two 

intermittent streams which would be crossed by the new the rail line Additionally the project would 

not encroach upon the 100-year floodplain UP/SP's construcfion specifications would incorporate 

provisions for environmental protecfion as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, 

and local permitting authorifies. including appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion 

control Because all applicable Federal state, and local water quality standards would be met. the 

proposed project would not affect water quality in the construction area The proposed construction 

may involve discharge of fill material into "waters of the United States " Therefore, authonzation 

under Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act would be required, probably under Natic'wide Permit 

26 (Headwaters Discharges) Additionally, a National Pollutant Discharge Eliminstion System 

(NPDES) stormwater discharge permit could be required pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean 

Water Act because more than 5 acres of total land area would be disturbed. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, The proposed action would have no adverse impacts to native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construction site is located along an exisfing rail corridor 

where most ofthe area is covered by agricultural and sparse vegetation After construction, UP/SP 

would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and 

wouid stabilize disturbed soils 

Wildlife No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anficipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construction site is of low quality Some incidental deaths of small animals may 

occur dunng construction and operation of the proposed track. 

Threatened and Endangered Species USFWS has reported that the proposed construction 

would have no impact on threatened or endangered species. 

Parks. Forest Preserves Refuges and Sanctuanes No adverse impact is expected since 

there are no known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuanes in the 

vicinity of the proposed construction. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Hope could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction as well as increased train traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes 

operational. Potential impacts from construcfion and operations are described below. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunne Construction, Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only during active construction at the site. As discussed 
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above. AQCR 96 is an air quality attainment area. The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

,due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area 

ue to the short duration of construction activities In addition good construction practices would 

include dust control measures such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation and watenng 

the site 

Vehicle Emissions Dunng Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and {2) emissions from ccnstruction equipment The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 34 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arnving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 1,360, This number of tnps for the short duration of 

the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affoct air quality In addition, 15,000 cubic 

yards of earthwork would be moved as part of the construction process Increased emissions from 

construction equipment would be temporary, and would not adversely impact the area s long-term 

air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operafions can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5), 

The minor increase in rail activity does not meet the Board's analysis threshold for air quality 

limits. The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated line 

segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connecfion 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions. Therefore. SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

Itself would not have the potential to senously deg'-ade the air quality in AQCR 96. nor would it 

result in any exceedances of the NAAQS Changes to air quality in AQCR 96 resulfing from the 

increase in acfivity on the Henngton to Salina, Kansas rail segment are discussed in Volume 2. 

Noise 

UP/SP esfimate two train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anticipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connection could generate an Lap of 65 dBA 

at approximately 43 feet without horns The distance would be 146 with horns, but horns would 

not likely be used along the prcposed connecfion because there are no highway grade crossings. 

The area ofthe proposed rail line constmction project would be entirely within the Lâ  65 dBA noise 

contours of both existing rail lines. There are no sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the 

proposed project. No noise impacts are expected from the proposed construction project. 
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Historic and Cultural Resources 

No known historic or cultural resources we'e identified within the project area No discernible 

effects on historic or cultural resources are assoc ated with this construction project Consultation 

has been initiated with the Kansas SHPO. seeking concurrence in this determinafion. 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the SHPO in Kansas, no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeologica sites, SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites during the construcfion. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to and through Hope 

and enhance ihe efficiency of UP/SP operafions It would not require new grade crossings and. 

therefore, would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other transportation 

impacts would be limited tc increased deterioration of public roads due to the transport of 

constmction equipment. This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect 

the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur 

during the construction period 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construcfion site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could oe the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction proiect would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

6.1.5 Potential Environmental Impact oi Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 6,1 2. SEA identified no feasible alternafives to the proposed rail line 

construction project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternafive were implemented the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed Therefore, land use and other environmental condifions that currently exist at the 
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proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved the absence of this 

rail line connection could result in less efficient rai service The capacity constraints delays, and 

lower operating speeds that could result without the new connection could cause additional fuel 

consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

6.1.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considenng the potential environmentai mpacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger. SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local ag ^ncies on January 29 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy nofification of this 

EA and requested information and comments o" the effects to the environment ofthe proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet 

is shown in Volume 5, Appendix D Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies m preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, venfied, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA 

All comments received (through mid March 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5 Appendix E. Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary. SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E. Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below: 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service states that the proposed construction project 

has no effect on prime farmlands 

• Fisii and Wildlife Service concludes there should be no adverse impacts to fish and 

wilolife resources, including threatened and endangered species 

6.1.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the various 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA for the proposed merger (See Volume 5, 

Appendices D and E, for agency consultation lists), 

6.1.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

Tfiis secfion contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 
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in any final decision approving the proposed Hope construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board, The Board will c o n s i d e r ^ ^ 

SEA's recommendations and the environmental record m making its final decision S E A ' ^ ^ ^ 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal state, and local regulafions regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construcfion ofthe proposed rail line 

2 UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construcfion activities to their pre-construcfion condifions 

4, Before undertaking any construction acfivities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tnbes. 

Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plasfic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures. 

2 UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

3 Prior to conducfing construction activity, UP/SP shall consult with the U S, Army 

Corps of Engineers and obtain and comply with any permits required under 

Sections 402 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U S C 1344 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in aisturbed 
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areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng construction 
activities, UP.̂ SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 
Kansas SHPO, 

Safety 

1, UP/SP shall consult with the Kansas Department of Health and Environment if 
hazardous v;aste and/or matenals are discovered at the site. 

2, UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S 
Department of Transportafion Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 
Parts 171 to 179), 

3, In the case of a spill. UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 
procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barncades to control traffic disruptions 
during construction, 

2, UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during constmcfion to conditions as required 
by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 
regarding the control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created during 
construcfion shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 
spraying installation of wind barriers, and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 
use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 
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C H A P T E R 7.0 

LOUISIANA 

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed rail 

line construction projects in nev; nghts-of-way in Louisiana that UP/SP have identified in connecfion 

with the proposed merger These proposed rail line construction projects and their lengths are 

Kinder, Louisiana - 1 750 feet 

Shreveport, Louisiana - 1,560 feet, 

A detailed descripfion of each of these proposed construcfion projects, including alternative 

actions considered, the existing environment, the potential environmental impacts, and 

recommended mitigation measures is provided below 

7.1 Kinder 

Kinder is located in Allen Parish, 100 miles west of Baton Rouge Existing rail lines in the 

area inclu-e the UP Lake Charies and Beaumont subdivision mainlines. 

7.1.1 Proposed Action 

The prooosed action at Kinder involves the construction and operat,on of a new connecfion 

between the UP Lake Charies subdivision mainline and the UP Beaumont subdivision mainline (see 

Figure 7-1). This connection would facilitate train movements between Livonia, Louisiana and 

Beaumont, Texas Construction of this connection would require acquisition of approximately 0.5 

acre of new right-of-way. 1,750 feet of new rail line and installation of two power-operated (30 mph) 

mainline tumouts. 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a penod of 17 days. The construction would require approximately 3,100 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material Borrow matenal would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines. 
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Traffic on the UP Lake Charles line would increase from 7 to 8 trains per day. 

Traffic on the UP Beaumont line would remain at 3 trains per day. 

• Traffic on the new construction would include 4 trains per day. 

7.1.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rai! lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way. There are no construction, 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment ofthe proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With thic alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges or terminals, 

7.1.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction wouid occur at the junction of the existing rail lines. Although 

residential and commercial land uses surround the proposed construction site, these land uses 

developed after the railroad was introduced to the area There are no formal land use policies or 

zoning designafions for the area The proposed construction would not occur on prime fai mland. 

The line proposed for construction is not within a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

Water resources in the area of the proposed action are limited to one man-made ditch which 

flows under the current mainline. The Nafional Wetland Inventory (NWI) map identifies a small 

riverine wetland along a portion of the ditch. The new rail connection would cross this ditch. The 

proposed construction site and existing rail lines are outside the lOC-ycar floodplam. Soils are 

pooriy drained and water runs from the flat ground surface at a very slow rate. Ground water levels 

are often close to the surface or within 1.5 feet of the surface. 
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FIGURE 7-1 
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UP/SP RAILROAD MERGER 
NEW RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTION 

KINDER, LOUISIANA 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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Biological Resources 

Vegetation Vegetation on site is described as ruderal weeds and the site is surrounded b y ^ ^ ^ 

residential and commercial land uses According to the soils survey, Allen Pansh was onginally 

forested, but much ofthe mixed deciduous forest was removed when Kinder and the two railways 

were established 

Wildlife Because much of the area around Kinder is used agnculturally for rice producfion, 

there are high populations of ducks and geese, both nafive and migratory In addition, species 

such as quail and rabbit that thrive in agricultural areas are also high Areas of mixed hardwood 

and pine forests also provide habitat for white-tailed deer. Because the construction project is 

within the Town of Kinder, it is unlikely that much wildlife would be found in the immediate project 

area. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, The U S, Fish and Wildlife Service has identified one 

Federally-listed threatened or endangered species that potentially occurs within the vicinity of 

Kinder. This species is the red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis). However, since the red-

cockaded woodpecker's habitat is limited to old growth pine forests and the proposed construction 

site is within town limits on a disturbed site with ruderal vegetation, this species is not expected to 

occur at the Kinder site. There is no critical habitat known or recorded in the vicinity of the 

proposed construction 

Parks Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuanes There are no known national or state 

parks, presen/es, or wildlife refuges or sanctuaries in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Afr Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 106: 

Southern Louisiana - Southeast Texas This AQCR is currently non-attainment for ozone For all 

other National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants, this AQCR is considered an 

attainment area. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an mcrease 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (La )̂ of 3 dBA 

or more, or where is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact critena, as well as the 
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projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction. Given the existing activifies in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Lake Charies rail line (7 trains per day) generates 

an estimated L̂ ^ noise level of 65 dBA at a distance o' approximately 100 feet without horns (330 

feet with horns) The current level of train traffic on the UP Beaumont rail line (3 trains per day) 

generates an estimated Lan noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 55 feet without 

horns (195 feet with horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the Louisiana State Histonc Preservation Officer 

(SHPO). it was determined that no documented historic structures or archaeological sites have 

been identified at the proposed construction site However as part of the Section 106 consultation 

process, site-specific field surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that no archaeological 

resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. Consultation has been 

initiated with the Louisiana SHPO to confirm this finding 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing rail network consists of two UP lines that intersect in Kinder and can be reached 

by U S, 165, U S, 190, and several local roads. Access to the proposed construction site would 

be on local roads, 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate that no known 

hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site, 

7.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Propose d Act ion 

Land Use 

The proposed connecfion occurs at the junction of two existing railways No adverse land 

use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection It is compatible with 

surrounding land uses and would not requiie the conversion of prime farmland to complete 

construction of this connecfion. The proposed site is not subject to any designated coastal zone 

management plans 
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Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwatei' 

resources given the small size ofthe project and the limited infiltration of groundwater in the area 

UP/SP's construcfion specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection as 

required by jurisdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authonties, mcluding 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area, Coordinafion with the U S, Army Corps of Engineers would be required 

to verify wefiand boundanes and Section 404 permitfing requirements. All drainage stnjctures 

would be designed to maintain existing flows for the Kinder Ditch, there would be no known 

adverse impact to the 100-year floodolain adjacent to the proposed rail construction project 

Addifionally, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater discharge 

permit would not be required pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land 

area to be disturbed rs estimated to be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Construction of the new rail connection would require removal of existing ruderal 

vegetation New track and ballast would permanently replace existing vegetated areas 

Wildlife, Since wildlife habitat on the proposed construcfion site is minimal and of low quality, 

this project is not expected to have an adverse impact on the exisfing animal population. Wildlife 

on the site is tolerant of urban condifions and would move to open lands adjacent to the site. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Based on SEA's consultations with USFWS, there 

are no known federally listed, proposed, or candidate species m the project area Also, according 

to the Louisiana Department of Wildlife, there are no known state Species of Concern in this project 

area 

Parks Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries No adverse impact is expected, since 

there are no known nafional or state parks or preserves, wildlife refuges, or sanctuaries in the 

vicinity of the proposed construcfion site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Kinder could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction as well as from mcreased train traffic when the proposed project is completed and 

becomes operational. Potenfiai impacts from construction and operations are descnbed below. 
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Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction, Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short durafion and would occur only dunng active construction at the site As discussed 

bove. AQCR 106 is an air quality attainment area except for ozone. The small amount of fugitive 

dust emissions due to construction would have no adverse impact on ozone levels due to the short 

duration of construction activities. In addition good construction practices would mclude dust 

control measures, such as stabilizing the surface replanting vegetation and watenng the site 

Vehicle Emissions Dunng Construction There would also be two types of emissions 

associated with vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from vehicles 

moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated labor force 

for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 17 days Assuming that each employee 

makes two trips to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving) the total number of 

employee trips required would be 680 This relatively small number of tnps for the short duration 

of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition, due to the 

small scope of construcfion activities (only 3,100 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air quality 

impacts from construcfion equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the area's 

air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased acfivity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5) The new rail line construcfion would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather would provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point 

connecfion. The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions. 

Therefore SEA ccncludes that the air emissions resulfing from fhe operafion ofthe proposed new 

constmction itself would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality of AQCR 106, 

nor would it result in any exceedances of the NAAQS, 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate 4 train movements per day on the proposed rail line construction. The 

anticipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connection could generate an Lan of 65 dBA 

at approximately 70 feet without horns, """he distance would be 225 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connecfion because no grade crossings would be 

crossed 

The area of the proposed rail line construcfion project would be entirely within the L̂ ^ 65 dBA 

ncice contours of both exisfing rail lines, V\/heel squeal noise could occur from trains using the new 

connection, although the squeal would be lower than tna". now produced by the exisfing connection 
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in the northeast quadrant ofthe crossing, due to the smaller curvature ofthe connection and larger 

distances between the noise source and receptors. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the Louisiana SHPO, no known or documented 

historic structures or archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site; thus, there would 

be no impacts to such resources However there is the potential for adverse impacts on 

undocumented archaeological sites, SEA's recommended mitigation measures include provisions 

for continued Section 106 consultation to address discover/ and treatment of archaeological sites 

during the construcfion. Consultation has been initiated with the Louisiana SHPO, seeking 

concurrence in this determination 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construcfion project would improve rail access to Kinder and enhance 

the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossmgs and therefore would 

not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other transportation impacts would 

be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the transport of construction equipment. 

This impact is expected to be of short durafion and is not likely to affect the viability or lifespan of 

the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur dunng the construction 

penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity ofthe proposed construcfion site 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construcfion site drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils. Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contaminafion, 

7.1.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Altern'Jtive Actions 

As discussed in Section 7,1.2. SEA identified no feasible altematives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP nght-of-way. 
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No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternafive were implemented, the proposed rail line connecfion would not be 

constructed. Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently exist at the 

proposed site would remain unchanged. However, if the merger is approved, the absence of this 

rail line connection could resuii in less efficient rail service. The capacity constraints, delays, and 

slower operating speeds that could result without the new connecfion could cause addifional fuel 

consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

7.1.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D. Exhibits D-1 through D-9. provided early notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals, A sample packet 

IS shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application. That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5. Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11, As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation v;ith agencies as shown m Volume 5. Appendix E. Tabie E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed cor"-truction projects are summarized below: 

The U S, Army Corps of Engineers noted the possible need for Secfion 404 permits. 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service stated that precaufion should be taken 

for lines that would be used for transport of hazardous waste or materials. The NRCS 

also noted that any proposed construcfion should consider drainage and flooding 

impacts; that it appears that some wetlands would be affected; and that new rail line 

connections that would require construction outside of the existing right-of-way would 

have the potential to convert important farmland to nonagncultural uses. 

The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). noted that air quality 

problems during construction activities could result from unauthonzed open burning, 
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grading, trucking or other activities which generate particulate. The DEQ 

recommended that crossing of wetlands and water bodies should be minimized A l s o , ^ ^ ^ 

water quality problems could result from construction and operations activities, or t h e ^ ^ 

use of contaminated fill materials dunng conslruction. 

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development stated the proposed 

merger did not conflict with the Statewide Transportation Plan. 

7.1.7 Suggested Mitigation 

This secfion highlights the mitigation measures that various parties, consulted in the process 

of prepanng the EA for the proposed merger have requested: 

The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality recommended that any crossing 

of wefiands or water bodies be minimized. 

7.1.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the-mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Kinder construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board. The Board will consider 

SEA's recommendafions and the environmental record in making its final decision. SEA 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state and local regulafions regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construction ofthe proposed rail line 

UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations, 

UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construcfion acfivities to their pre-construction conditions. 

Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tnbes. 
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Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the 

track IS constmcted, UP/SP shail establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations, 

3. In and near the areas of Kinder Ditch and the fringe v>^etlands, UP/SP shall 

restnct mechanized equipment to the area required to complete construction 

activities. 

4. Prior to conducting construction activity, UP/SP shall consult with the U S. Army 

Corps of Engineers and obtain and comply with any permits required under 

Secfion 404 ofthe Clean Water Act, 33 U S.C, 1344. 

5. UP/SP shall design all drainage structures to maintain existing flows for the 

Kinder Ditch 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Pracfices to encourage regrowth in disturiDed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities. UP/SP shail cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Louisiana SHPO 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality if 

hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site. 
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2, LJP/SP shall transport all hazardous materials in compliance with the U S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulafions (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outlined in its Emergency Response Plan 

Transportation 

1 UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction, 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed dunng constmcfion to conditions as required 

by state or local regulafions. 

Air Quality 

Noise 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulafions 

regarding the control of fugifive dust Fugitive dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barriers, and chemical treatment. 

UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

7.2 Shreveport 

Shreveport is located in Caddo Parish, 20 miles east of the Texas state line. Existing rail 

lines in the area include the SP mainline to Houston and the UP Reisor and SP Lufl<in subdivision 

mainlines, 

7.2.1 Proposed Action 

A new connection at Shreveport is planned as part of the proposed merger (see Figure 7-2). 

This connection betwe*^n the UP Reisor Subdivision mainline and the SP Lufkin Subdivision 

mainline is needed to manage the movement of trains between the UP's Shreveport yard and the 
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FIGURE 7-2 
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SP mainline south to Houston, Approximately 1.560 feet of new rail line would be constructed and 

two new power-operated turnouts would be installed. Construction of the connection would also 

require the acquisition of three acres of right-ofway and the relocation of a US, Highway 171 

overpass pier 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a period of 16 days The construction would require approximately 3.700 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow matenal Borrow matenal would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines: 

Traffic on the UP Reisor line would remain at six trains per day 

Traffic on the SP Lufkin line would increase from 8 to 12 trains per day. 

Traffic on the new common point connection would include 2 trains per day. 

7.2.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible altematives to the proposed rai! line connection The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way There are no construction, 

operafional or environmental features that would render another alignment ofthe proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location. 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operafions would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 
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7.2.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction would occur in an area of a rail-highway transportation corndor. 

Surrounding the raiiroad and highway rights-of-way are deciduous and evergreen forests Some 

residential development is located south and west of the proposed connecfion There is no formal 

zoning designation for this area The proposed connection would not occur on prime farmland. 

The line proposed for construction is not within a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

There are two water features within the proposed construction site a small pond (less than 

2 acres) is directly south ofthe proposed rail connection, and an intermittent stream is crossed by 

one of the rail mainlines at the west end of the rail connection Theie are no known 100-year 

floodplains within the project site The USDA soil survey for Caddo Pansh states that human-made 

and natural levees protect most of the alluvial plain from flooding. The proposed construction site 

IS located on an uplana terrace east and south of a drainageway flowing southwest toward the 

Brush Bayou National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps indicate that no known wetlands occur on 

the proposed construction site. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation The vegetation on the proposed construction site is mostly native deciduous and 

evergreen forest. The mam soil types are Guyton-Messer Complex and Gore silt loam poor to 

moderately drained acidic soils with iow fertility, slow percolation, and a groundwater table ranging 

befiween 1,5 feet and the ground surface According to the soil survey these soils are best suited 

for woodland production Typical woodland species for these soils include loblolly pme, shortleaf 

pme, slash pine, sweetgum, green ash, southern red oak, and vyater oak. Areas next to the 

Highway 171 and northeast quadrant ofthe rail crossing are open fields with ruderal vegetation. 

Wildlife Because the existing plant and wildlife communities in the area of the proposed rail 

line construction project have been affected by continued railroad, industnal. and residential land 

use, it is unlikely that the project area supports important native plant and animal communifies. 

The forested areas may provide some food and cover for wildlife. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, The U S, Fish and Wildlife Service and the Louisiana 

Department of Wildlife (LDW). Shreveport office, reported that there are no state- or Federally-

listed threatened or endangered species or federally-designated crifical habitats within or adjacent 

to the project site. 
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Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuanes There are no known state or Federal 

parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuaries near the proposed construction site Hyde Park, a 

municipal park, is located immediately southeast ofthe proposed construcfion site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construcfion site is located in AQCR 22 Shreveport - Texarkana - Tyler This 

AQCR IS currenfiy categorized as being in attainment with the NAAQS for all pollutants. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilifies where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (Lâ ) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where Lan is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanafion of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact criteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area ofthe project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the pnmary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construcfion Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet) 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Reisor rail line (six trains per day) generates an 

esfimated Lan noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 90 feet without horns (285 feet 

with horns). The current level of tram traffic on the SP Lufkin rail line (eight trains per day) 

generates an estimated Lĝ  noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 70 feet without 

horns (225 feet with horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA's initial consultations with the Louisiana SHPO determined that no documented historic 

structures or archaeologica! sites have been identified at the proposed construction site. However, 

as part of the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by the 

SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction 

activities. Consultation has been initiated with the Louisiana SHPO to confirm this finding. 
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Transportation and Safety 

The existing rail network includes UP and SP tracks that intersect in the Shreveport area. 

The proposed construction project is located southwest of Shreveport, U S, Highway 171 is 

adjacent to the rail line 1-220 is one mile south of the project Access to the construction site would 

be via local roads or rail vehicles The proposed connection would be grade separated at U S, 171 

and would not require at-grade crossings of any local roads, 

SEA's review ofthe VISTA database and UP safety reports indicate that no known hazardous 

waste sites exist at the proposed construction site, 

7.2.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction ofthe proposed connection. 

The connecfion would take place within an existing transportation corndor a; id is compatible with 

existing land uses. No conversion of prime farmland is necessary to complete construction of this 

connection, nor is the site subject to any coastal zone management plans 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area. Furthermore, because construcfion ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not adversely alter stormwater drainage and infiltrafion patterns in the area. 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed pre -̂ ct would not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would no involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill matenal into the "waters of the United States," including designated 

wetlands. The construction ofthe new rail connection and relocated highway pier could adversely 

impact the small pond located close to the proposed alignment and an extension of the existing 

drainage structure for the stream crossing may be required at the west end of the connecfion. 

Coordination with the U S Army Corps of Engineers would be required to verify "waters of the 

United States" boundaries and Section 404 permitting requirements for these construcfion 

activities. Additionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant 
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to Secfion 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to 

be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetafion Construcfion of new track, highway piers and access construcfion roads would 

require cleanng the ground of existing evergreen and deciduous forest The loss of forest 

vegetation would slightly reduce the area of wildlife habitat, and temporarily increase the potential 

for soil erosion 

Wildlife, Wildlife would not be adversely effected since the proposed project corridor is within 

an urban setting which includes two rail mainlines and an interstate highway. The habitat area 

would be reduced but not fragmented: only a small percent ofthe existing forest would be removed 

by the proposed construction. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, Based on consultafion with the USFWS and the LDW, 

SEA determined that there would be no adverse impacts to federally- or state-listed species or their 

critical habitat within the project area. 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges and Sanctuaries, No adverse impact is expected to 

parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuaries Hyde Park is the only local park close to the project site 

and it would be buffered from project construction and operations by the existing evergreen forest. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Shreveport could result from increased emissions during project 

construction as well as increased train traffic when the proposed project is completed and 

becomes operational. Potential impacts from construction and operations are described below. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relafively short durafion and would occur only during active construction at the site. As discussed 

above, AQCR 22 is an air quality attainment area The small amount of fugifive dust emissions 

due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality ofthe area 

due to the short durafion of construction activifies. In addition, good construcfion practices would 

include dust control measu'es, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting vegetation and watering 

the site 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction, There would also be two types of emissions 

associated with vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from vehicles 

moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated labor force 
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for construction at the site wouid be 20 employees for 16 days. Assuming that each employee 

makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arnving, one leaving), the total number of 

'employee tnps required would be 640, This relatively small number of tnps for the short duration 

of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition due to the 

small scope of construction acfivities (only 3,700 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air quality 

impacts from construction equipment would be minimal and would not adversely impact the area's 

air quality 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity m rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations m 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5), The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather would provide shorter trip lengths for trains using the common point 

connection The reduced travel times and trip lengths would also result in reduced emissions 

Therefore SEA concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operafion of the proposed new 

construction itself would not have the potenfiai tc senously degrade the air quality of AQCR 22, nor 

would It 'esult in any exceedances of the NAAQS. 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate two train movements per day on the proposed raii line construction The 

anticipated increase in tram traffic along the prooosed connecfion could generate an Lan of 65 dBA 

at approximately 70 feet without horns The distance would be 225 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because no grade crossings would be 

involved The area of the proposed rail line construcfion project would be entirely within the -an 65 

dBA noise contours of both existing rail lines However, wheel squeal noise could occur from trains 

negotiafing the curve. The squeal could be objectionable to residents, though the majority ofthe 

curve IS at a distance m excess of 1 000 feet from the residents, where the maximum sound level 

should be about 60 to 70 dBA At the nearest residents, 500 feet from the curve, maximum noise 

levels should be about 68 to 78 dBA. This intennittent noise source would be eliminated through 

UP/SP's use of rail lubricators. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's inifial consultations with the SHPO in Louisiana, no known or documented 

histonc structures or archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site: thus, there wouid 

be no impacts to such resources. However there is the potential for adverse impacts on 

undocumented archaeological sites, SEA's recommended mifigation measures include provisions 

for confinued Secfion 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of archaeological sites 
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during the construcfion, Consultafion has been initiated with the Louisiana SHPO, seeking 

concurrence in this determination. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access to Shreveport and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossings and 

therefore would not cause any delays or disrupfions of motor vehicle traffic To minimize potenfiai 

impacts to highway traffic UP/SP would coordinate construction with the Louisiana Department of 

Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration dunng replacement ofthe 1-71 pier Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased detenorafion of public roads due to the 

transport of construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur dunng the construction period. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils. Overall the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contaminafion. 

7.2.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 7 2,2. SEA identified no feasible altematives to the proposed rail line 

constmction project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way, 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently exist at the 

proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the absence of this 

rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service The capacity constraints, delays, and 

slower operafing speeds that could result without the new connection could cause additional fuel 

consumpfion and increase emissions impacts. 
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7.2.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operafion planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996, These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy nofification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment ofthe proposed 

merger and related abandonment and construction projects, t e c h letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet 

is shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distribution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report v/hich accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA m the preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11, As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5. Appendix E, Table E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construcfion projects are summarized below: 

The U S, Army Corps of Engineers noted there was a possible need for permits. 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service stated that precaution should be taken 

for lines that v;ould be used for transport of hazardous waste or materials The Service 

also noted that any proposed construcfion should consider drainage and flooding 

impacts and that new rail line connects that would require construction outside of the 

existing right-of-way would have the potential to convert important farmland to 

nonagncultural uses. 

The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality noted that air quality problems 

during construction acfivifies could result from unauthorized open burning, grading, 

trucking or other activities which generate particulate. Also, water quality problems 

could result from construction and operations activities, or the use of contaminated fill 

materials during construcfion 

. The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development stated that the 

proposed merger did not conflict with the Statewide Transportation Plan, and 

requested that the relocation of the U,S Highway 171 overpass pier be closely 

coordinated with the Department and the Louisiana Division of the Federal Highway 

Administration. 
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7.2.7 Suggested Mitigation 

This section highlights the mitigation measures that various parties, consulted in the process 

of preparing the EA for the proposed merger, have requested: 

• The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development requested that the 

relocation of the U S Highway 171 overpass pier be closely coordinated with the 

Department and the Louisiana Division ofthe Federal Highway Administration. 

7.2.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This secfion contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Shreveport construction project SEA will consider 

all comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will consider 

SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision. SEA 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construcfion of the proposed rail line. 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions 

4. Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencan Indian Tnbes. 

Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plasfic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetafion on the embankment slope 
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to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop clher appropnate erosion control procedures. 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for raii operations. 

3. Pnor to conducting construcfion activity, UP/SP shaH consult with the U S. Army 

Corps of Engineers and obtain and comply with any permits required under 

Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act. 33 U.SC, 1344. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities. UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Louisiana SHPO. 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality if 

hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the site, 

2. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (^9 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SF* shall follow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outtined in its Emergency Response Plan. 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall coordinate the design and construcfion of the US, Highway 1-71 

overpass pier replacement with the Louisiana Department of Transportafion and 

the Louisiana Division ofthe Federal Highway Administration. 
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2 UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations 

3. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barncades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barriers and chemical treatment 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery 

2. UP/SP shall use rail lubncants to reduce wheel squeal generated by trains on the 

curved section of the connection. 
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C H A P T E R 8.0 

MISSOURI 

This chapter analyzes the potenfiai environmental impacts associated with the proposed rail 

line constmction projects in new nghts-of-way in Missoun that UP/SP have identified in connection 

with the proposed merger These proposed rail line construction projects and their lengths are: 

. Dexter. Missouri - 8.900 feet 

. Paront, Missouri - 8,600 feet 

A detailed descnption of each of these proposed construction projects, including alternative 

actions considered, the existing environment the potential environmental impacts and 

recommended mitigation measures, is provided below, 

8.1 Dexter 

Dexter is located in Stoddard County 130 miles south of St, Louis on Highway 25, Existing 

rail lines in the area include the UP Chester subdivision 

8.1.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action at Dexter involves the construction and operation of a 8,900-foot 

extension to an existing siding at MP 189 9 on UP's Chester subdivision (see Figure 8-1), This 

extension provides addifional storage capacity which would facilitate more efficient mainline 

operations in this corridor. The design would require acquisition of approximately one acre of new 

right-of-way 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construcfion of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a penod of 82 days The construction would require approximately 11.000 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow matenal Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following estimated changes along 

existing rail lines: 
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• Traffic on the UP Chester subdivision would decrease from 28 to 17 trams per 

day. 

. The new storage siding would be used by existing traffic on an as-needed 

basis, 

8.1.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection. The 

proposed siding extension would minimize the use of new land outside the UP right-ofway There 

are no construction, operational or environmental features that would make another alignment of 

the proposed rail line more reasonable than the proposed location 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative. With this alternative current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP rail lines. However, storage capacity at Dexter would be limited 

to the length of the existing siding 

8.1.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction would occur within an area already dominated by rail use Other 

land uses surrounding the site include residential, agricultural, and forested wetlands along the 

western portion of this segment Because of its rural location, the area has no zoning designafion. 

The project occurs in an area of pnme farmland The line proposed for construction is not located 

in a designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

Two pairs of intermittent streams that flow north from the hills southwest of Dexter meet at 

the UP Chester mainline. Each pair joins to form one drainage crossing and stream under the rail 

line. The two streams flow north from the rail line to the Dudley Main Ditch via excavated ditches. 

The westeriy stream for each pair parallels the south side of the rail line as it flows east to join each 

easterly stream The length ofthe west stream adjacent to the rail line is 700 feet The length of 

the east stream next to the rail line is 800 feet. A narrow band of wetland occurs at the south end 

of the proposed construcfion site Another small wetland ;s located north of the UP mainline. At 

the west end of the proposed siding e/tension, approximately 1.000 linear feet of the rail line is 
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within a 100-year floodplam. The east stream has a narrow 100-year floodplain as it passes under 

the ran ..iie. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Open crop lands and grass pasture lands are the pnmary vegetation type 

adjacent to the proposed rail siding extension project Corn, grain, sorghum, rice soybeans, and 

wheat are the principal crops grown on the soil adjacent to the proposed construcfion site The site 

Itself has disturbed ruderal vegetation Wetland and riparian vegetation can be found along the 

stream beds, ditches, and dep'essions 

Wildlife. Only 10 percent ofthe county around Dexter is currently woodland. The remainder 

of the county is in cultivation as cropland The limited amount of woodland habitat and the large 

field size are major factors affecting the wildlife populations in the area Species adapted to 

agri'jultural habitat such as quail, rabbit, blackbird, and crow are well represented In addition, 

populations of muskrat, raccoon opossum, mink, coyote, grey fox, beaver, and striped skunk have 

large populations in the county 

Threatened and Endangered Species, The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was 

consulted regarding threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at Dexter The USFWS staff indicated that no Federally-lio.^d threatened or 

endangered species are known to occur in the vicinity of the proposed construction project. 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges and Sanctuaries, Two urban parks in Dexter were 

identified by the Missoun Department of Natural Resources: Airport Park and Boon City Park. 

Neither is adjacent to the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 138: 

Southeast Missoun, This AQCR is currently categonzed as being in attainment with the Nafional 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all pollutants. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds, Vv̂ here noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as mer^ured by the Day-Night Eq',;ivalent Sound Level (Lan) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanafion of noise levels, measurements. 

Volume 4 8-4 



and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable impact cntena. as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the pnmary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed rail line construction Given the existing acfivities in the area, passby noise levels would 

range from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Chester Subdivision rail line (28 trains per day) 

generates an estimated Lan noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 250 feet without 

horns (700 feet with horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's consultations with the Missoun SHPO and review of NRHP listings, no 

historic or cultural resources have been identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Consultafion has been initiated with the Missoun State Histonc Preservation Officer (SHPO) to 

confirm this finding. 

Initial consultations with Missouri's SHPO determined that no documented archaeological 

sites have been identified at the proposed construcfion site However, as part pt^the Section 106 

consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by a SHPC to verify that no 

archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction acfivifies. 

Transportation and Safety 

Dexter can be reached by U S 60 and Business Route 60. located less than a mile north of 

the site The exisfing ground transportafion network consists of the UP rail line at Dexter and State 

Highway 25. located about 1,5 miles east of the project site Access to the rail construction area 

would be on these local roads, 

SEA's review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate no known hazardous 

waste sites exist at the proposed construcfion site, 

8.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the constmction of the proposed connection. 

The storage siding would be constructed immediately south of the existing railroad mainline Thus, 
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it would be compafible with surrounding land uses and would not require the convers on of pnme 

farmland to non-agncultural uses Construction activities would not disrupt a designated coastal 

zone 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not hav ? adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction of the rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. Therefore 

there should be no impact to the 100-year floodplain. 

The proposed construcfion project would have only minor impacts on the small intermittent 

streams which parallel the rail line UP/SP's construcfion specifications would incorporate 

provisions for environmental protection as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, 

and iocal permitfing authorities, including appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion 

control Because all applicable Federa! state, and local water quality standards would be met, the 

proposed project would not adversely affect water quality in the construcfion area. 

The proposed construcfion would involve minor encroachment on two wetland areas 

Therefore, authorizafion under Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act would be required. 

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater discharge permit 

would not be required pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area 

to be disturbed is estimated to be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, The proposed action would have no adverse impacts on native plant 

communities. The proposed rail line construcfion site is located along an existing rail corndor 

where most of the area is covered by agncultural. urban, and sparse vegetation. However, after 

construction UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth in 

disturbed areas and would stabilize disturbed soils 

Wildlife, No adverse impacts to wildlife populafions are anticipated, since the existing habitat 

on the proposed construcfion site is of low quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Based on consultations with USFWS there are no 

adverse impacts to federally or state listed threatened or endangered species present within the 

project area. 
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Parks. Forest Preserves Refugee and Sanctuaries No adverse impact is expected since 

there are no 'Known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, or sanctuanes in the 

vicinity of the proposed construcfion. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Dexter could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction as descnbed below. There would be no operational effects once the storage sidmg 

has been constructed. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construcfion Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a r-^latively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site As discussed 

above AQCR 138 is an air quality attainment area The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to construcfion would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area 

due to the short duration of construcfion acfivities. In addition, UP/SP would be required to follow 

good construction practices, including dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, 

replanting vegetation and watenng the site. 

Vehicle Emissions Dunnq Construction There would also be two types of esfimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads and (2) emissions frcm construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 82 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 3,280, This number of trips for the duration of the 

construction should not be sufficient to adversely affect regional air quality In addition, despite the 

scope "f construction activities (11,000 cubic yards of earthwork are required), emissions from 

construction equipment would be minimal would not adversely impact the area's long-term air 

quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations, The new siding would be used for storage io allow 

more efficient mainline operations Therefore, SEA concludes that the air emissions resulfing from 

tne operation ofthe proposed new construcfion would not have the potential to seriously degrade 

the air quality in AQCR 138, nor would it result in any exceedances of the NAAQS 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate 17 tram movements per day on the rail line where the proposed siding 

extension would be constructed. The number of trains using the siding each day would vary with 

operational conditions. The idling locomotive noise would raise ambient noise levels between tram 

passbys, however, there are no sensitive receptors that could be affected. 
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Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA'S review of NRHP lisfings indicate there are no known historic properties at this l o c a t i o n ^ ^ 

therefore, no adverse effects are associated with this construction project. Consultation has been 

inifiated with the Missoun SHPO, seeking concurrence in this determination 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the SHPO in Missouri, no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites dunng the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed storage siding would improve rail access to and through Dexter and enhance 

the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would modify one grade crossing but would not require new 

grade crossings and therefore, would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic 

Other transportafion impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the 

transport of ccnstruction equipment. This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur dunng the construction penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals dunng construction is very small 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches 

should retain the contaminated runoff 

8.1.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 8 1 2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

const' uction project. The proposed construcfion would involve the use of minimal land outside the 

UP righi-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line siding would not be 

constructed and operated. Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged. However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this siding could result in less efficient rail service. The capacity constraints, delays 
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and slower operatmg speeds that could result without the siding extension could cause additional 

fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

8.1.6 Summary o*.^gency Comments 

In considenng the potenfiai environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger SEA sent consultation letters to vanous Federal, 

state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which are included m 

Volume 5, Appendix D Exhibits D-1 through D-9 provided eariy notification of this EA and 

requested information and comments on the effects to the environment ofthe proposed merger and 

related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state information packet 

and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet is shown in Volume 

5. Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert them tc the distnbution 

of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also contacted these agencies 

in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the merger application All 

correspondence and responses were reviewed, venfied, and considered by SEA in the preparation 

of this EA. 

All comments received (through mid March 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown m Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1, Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below 

U S Army Corps of Engineers. Memphis Distnct, states that permit requirements for 

construction of new rail line connections outside existing nghts-of-way would be 

considered on a case-by-case basis. A portion of the proposed raii line construcfion 

near Dexter is in a 100-year floodplain. 

Department of Natural Resources provided a list of parks within a quarter mile of the 

railroad track that have utilized federal grant funds through the Land and Water 

Conservafion Fund program, 

8.1.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the vanous 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA (See Volume 5. Appendices D and E, for 

agency consultation lists). 
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8.1.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigation measures that SEA recommenos that the Board i m p o s e ^ j j ^ 

in any final decision approving the proposed Dexter construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendafion to the Board. The Board will consider 

SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision. SEA's 

recommended mitigafion is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal cf any waste matenals. including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction of the proposed siding. 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid v.'aute management regulations. 

3 UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construction conditions 

4. Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tribes. 

Water Resources 

1. Prior to conducting constmction activity. UP/SP shall consult with the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers and obtain and comply with any permits required under 

Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act 33 US.C, 1344 

2. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plasfic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

siding is constmcted, UPk..'- ^ -ill establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent v -.: 5,̂  A ' d prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take step's o vj-;; .- op other appropriate erosion control procedures. 

3. UP/SP shall use only Erw^.}. proved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of right-of-way mainteriance herbicides and shall limit such 

application to the exter ecessary for rail operafions. 
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4. In and near the two small wetland areas, UP/SP shall restrict mechanized 

equipment to the area required to complete construcfion activities. 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities. UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Missouri SHPO. 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

Environmental Quality Division, if hazardous waste and/or materials are 

discovered at the site, 

2. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous naterials in compliance with the U S 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulafions (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3. In case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outlined in its Emergency Response Plan 

Transportation 

1. l iP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barncades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed dunng construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created during 
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construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barriers, and chemical treatment 

Noise 

UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construcfion equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

8.2 Paront 

Paront is located in Stoddard County, near Dexter about 1 mile north of U S 60, Existing 

rail lines in the area include the SP Pme Bluff subdivision, 

8.2.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action at Paront would involve the construction and operation of an 8.600-foot 

extension to an existing siding at MP 47 1 on SP's Pine Bluff subdivision (see Figure 8-2) This 

extension would provide additional storage capacity, which would facilitate more efficient mainline 

operations in this corridor The design would require the acquisition of approximately two acres 

of new nght-of-way. 

Construction Requirements 

UP/SP estimate that construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force 

of 20 people over a penod of 129 days. The construction would require approximately 57.200 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material. Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construcfion site by rail or truck 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along the 

exisfing SP rail line: 

• Traffic on the SP line would decrease from 45 to 39 trains per day, and the 

annual gross tons would increase from 83 to 84 million tons (a one percent 

increase). 

• The new storage siding could be used by existing traffic in an as-needed 

basis. 
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FIGURE 8-2 

SCALE : 2*000 
!000 w o V X 4000 ' « » 600C »0OO ( ( , 

UP/SP RAILROAD MERGER 
NEW RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTION 

PARONT, MISSOURI 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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8.2.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line construction The' 

proposed siding extension would minimize the use of ne.v land outs de the SP nght-of-way There 

are no construction, operational, or environmental features that wcuid render another alignment 

of the proposed rail line more reasonable than the proposed location, 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative. With this alternative current operations would 

confinue to move over existing SP rail lines However storage capacity at Paront would be limited 

to the length of the existing siding, 

8.2.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed construction would occur within an area already dominate . j y rail use. Other 

land uses surrounding the site include agncultural. wetlands, and l i r - led residenfidi Because of 

its rural location, the area has no zoning designation The project occurs m an area of pnme 

farmland. The line proposed for construction is not located in a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

The proposed rail siding extension is located at the base of Crcwtey's Ruge. east ofthe City 

of Dexter The proposed constmction site would cross three permanent and intermittent creeks 

flowing south from the hills. The creeks flow parallel to the rail line embankment before crossing 

under the track through three drainage structures The length of each creek flowing parallel to f^e 

rail li.ie ranges between 200 and 1,000 feet. Two man-made c tches intercept waters from the 

creeks at a confluence 2.000 feet south of the rail line Three types of wetlands are found at eight 

locations north and south of the rail line Forested wefiands cover approximately 65 acres south 

of the rail line, and about 15 acres on three sites north of the ra.i line and ne.xt to the creeks. 

Wetlands with emergent vegetafion are located in two places north ofthe rail line, covenng about 

6 acres. The proposed construcfion project is outside of the 100-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Forested and non-forested wetlands, and crop and pasture land edge the north 

and south sides of the proposed construction site. Wetland vegetafion is relatively undisturbed, 

except for agricultural practices. 
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Wildjifi? The Crowley's Ridge area around Paront provides the best wildlife habitat in 

Stoddard County Much of the rjmaining land in the county lacks the diversity, interspersion, and 

edge necessary to maintain large populations of wildlife The Crowley's Ridge area has the highest 

amount of woodland remaining (29 percent) in the county Deer, wild turkey, and squirrel 

populations are rated good to excellent for this delta county but poor compared to the rest of fhe 

state of f/issouri There is also a small resident population of woodcock in the area annual 

migratory flights increase the numbers of this gamebird each fall. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, USFWS was consulted regarding threatened and 

endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line construction at Paront The USFWS staff 

indicated that no Federally-listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur in the 

vicinity ofthe proposed construction project. The USFWS also reports that there are no federally-

designated critical habitats near the proposed construction site. 

The Missoun Department of Conservation (MDC) was also consulted regarding state-listed 

threatened or endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line construction at Paront, The 

MDC staff indicated that this area has some of the greatest diversity of state-listed plants in ad of 

Missouri: specifically, 18 state-listed threatened or endangered plant species could potentially occur 

in the vicinity of the proposed construcfion. 

In addition the MDC reported that the state-endangered gold-stnped darter {Etheostoma 

pan/ipinne) occurs within the proposed construction area, specifically, the south-flowing streams 

from Crowley's Ridge (north of the proposed project site) are the only known watenways where this 

fish exists in Missoun. 

Parks, Forests Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries. No parks, preserves, refuges, or 

sanctuaries are located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed construction site 

Air Quality 

The proposed construcfion site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 138: 

Southeast Missoun, This AQCR is currently categorized as being in attainment with the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all pollutants Construcfion-related acfivities would 

not adversely affect the ambient air as a result of the proposed construction and operation 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

8-15 Volume 4 



in community noise exposure ds measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Lv'vel (L^^) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L̂ ^ is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, m e a s u r e m e n t s , ^ ^ 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA The applicable 'mpact critena, as well as t h e ^ ^ P 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented m Volume 2 

The current level of train traffic on the SP Pine Bluff Subdivisioi. raii line (45 trai. s per day) 

generates an estimated Ldn noise level cf 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 350 feet without 

horns (900 feet with horns) 

There are eight residences near the proposed siding location. These are within 300 feet of 

the extreme southwest end ofthe siding Tne Pleasant Valley Church is located approximately 

2.000 feet north of the existing mainline. Existing noise m the area is limited to through trains, 

including horn noise produced by trains approaching the grade i.rossing located at the south end 

of the siding. Auto traffic noise is assumed to be small 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's consultafions with the Missouri SHPO and review ofthe NRHP listings, no 

histonc or cultural resources have been identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction 

project, 

SEA's initial consultations with Missoun's SHPO determined that no documented 

archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construction site However as part of 

the Secfion 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be required by a SHPO to 

verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. 

Transportation and Safety 

The existing ground transportation network consists of the SP rail line. U S, Highway 60, 

located 1 mile south of the site, and State Highway 25. located about 1 5 miles west of the project 

site Paront can be reached by U.S. Highway 60, State Highway 25, and several other local roads. 

Access to the rail line construction area would be on these local roads. No new grade ci ossings 

are needed for the proposed siding extension, 

SEA s review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate no known hazardous 

waste sites exist at the proposed construction site. 
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8.2.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed siding. 

Construction activities would not disrupt a designated coastal zone The 8,600-foot extension 

would be immediately adjacent to the exisfing SP mainline. Right-of-way acquisition would not 

require conversion of any pnme farmland to non-agncultural use. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse imoacts on groundwater 

resources given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction of the rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not aiter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. 

The proposed construction project would also not have any adverse impacts on the small 

intermittent stream which parallels the rail line nor adjacent wettands UP/SP's construction 

specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection as required by junsdictional 

agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authonties including appropnate measures for 

sedimentafion and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state and local water quality 

standards vjouid be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality in the construction 

area The proposed construction may involve excavation from or the placement of dredged or fill 

material into the "waters of the United States," mcluding designated wetlands. Therefore, 

authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would be required A National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater discharge permit would not be required 

pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is 

estimated to be less than 5 acres 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, No adverse impacts to vegetative communifies are expected. The existing 

trackbed would be widened approximately 15 feet to accommodate the new siding Existing 

vegetation would be removed and the land graded to create new sub-grade. Following 

construction, slopes along the trackbed would be revegetated. 

Wildlife, No adverse impacts to wildlife populanons are anticipated, although the exisfing 

habitat along the proposed construcfion site is of relafively high quality. 

8-17 Volume 4 



Threatened and Endangered Species Alterations to the stream's crossing under the 

proposed rail construction would temporarily disturb the habitat of the state-endangered gold-, 

striped darter Since this species is most affected dunng breeding times, construction practices 

that disturb creek flows or increase creek turbidity should be avoided during breeding season 

UP/SP would coordinate with the MDC pnor to final design and construction of the project to avoid 

adverse impacts to the gold-stnped darter 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries No adverse impact is expected since 

there are no known state or federally designated parks, preserves, refuges, er sanctuaries m the 

vicinity of the proposed construction. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Paront could result from increased emissions during project 

construction as descnbed below There would be no operational effects once the storage siding 

has been constructed. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construcfion Esfimated emissions from construcfion are of 

a relatively short durafion and would occur only dunng acfive construction at the site As discussed 

above, AQCR 138 is an air quality attainment area. The small amount cf fugitive dust emissions 

due to construcfion would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality of the area 

due to the short durafion of construction activities In addition, UP/SP would be required to follow 

good construction pracfices, including dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, 

replanting vegetation and watenng the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of emissions 

associated with vehicular traffic during the construcfion:(1) particulate emissions from vehicles 

moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The esfimated labor force 

for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 129 days. Assuming that each employee 

makes two trips to the construction site per day (one arnving, one leaving), the total number of 

employee tnps required would be 5.160 This number of trips for the duration of the construction 

should not adversely affect regional air quality. In addition, despite the scope of construcfion 

activities (57,200 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air quality impacts from construction 

equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the area's air quality 

Esfimated Emissions From Operations, The new siding would be used for storage to allow 

more efficient mainline operations Therefore, SEA concludes that the air emissions resulting from 

the operafion ofthe proposed new construction would not have the potential to senously degrade 

the air quality in AQCR 138, nor would it result in any exceedances of the NAAQS. 
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Noise 

The number of trains using this siding each day would vary with operational condifions 

Extension of the siding may introduce noise into the residences from idling locomotives at the 

extreme southwestern end of the project Noise from idling locomotives would increase noise 

levels between train passbys, though the change in L.̂  would be less than 2 dBA Consfr-jction 

noise would be audible to residents located at the southwestern end of the site. No impacts .ire 

expected at the Pleasant Valley Church. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

SEA's review of NRHP listings indicate there are no known historic properties at this location: 

therefore, no adverse effects are associated with this construction project Consultation has been 

initiated with the Missoun SHPO seeking concurrence in this determination. 

Based on inifial consultations with the SHPO in Missouri, no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site However, there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA s recommended mifigation measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites dunng the construction. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construcfion project would improve rail access through Paront and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operafions. It would modify one grade crossing but would not 

require new grade crossings of any roads and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions. 

Other transportation impacts could result in potential detenoration of local roads due increase 

motor vehicle traffic. This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect the 

viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur dunng 

the construction penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construcfion site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic materials during construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up. there could be the potenfiai for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected tc 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contaminafion. 
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8.2.5 Potential Environmental Imp?- • of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 8 2,2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail Im 

construction project. The proposed s ding extension would involve the use of minimal land outside 

the UP and SP nghts-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line siding extension would 

not be constructed Therefore land use and other environmental conditions that currently exist at 

the proposed site would remain unchanged. However, if the merger is approved, the absence of 

this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail sen/ice. The capacity constraints, delays, 

and slower operatmg speeds that could result without the new connection could cause additional 

fuel consumption and increase erriissions impacts, 

8.2.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed new rail line construction 

planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to various Federal, 

state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which are included in 

Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits 0-1 through D-9 provided eariy notification of this EA and 

requested information and comments on the effects to the environment ofthe proposed merger and 

related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state information packet 

and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet is shown in Volume 

5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert them to the distnbution 

of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also contacted these agencies 

in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the merger application That 

correspondence and all responses were reviewed verified and considered by SEA in the 

preparation of this EA 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11, As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Tabie E-1 Agency 

comments regarding the proposed construction projects are summarized below: 

U S Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis District, stated that permit requirements for 

construction of new rail line connections outside existing nghts-of-way would be 

considered on a case-by-case basis. 
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u s. Fish and Wldlife Service stated that no federaily-listed threatened or endangered 

species or designated or proposed cntical habitat occur within the project area. 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources provided a list of parks within a quarter mile 

ofthe railroad track that have utilizea 'ederal grant funds through the Lang and Water 

Conservation Fund program 

8.2.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested fo ' the proposed construction project by the various 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng tne EA (See Volume 5 Appendices D and E. for 

agency consultation lists). 

8.2.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Paront construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will consider 

SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shali observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction ofthe proposed rail line 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construction activities to their pre-construcfion conditions, 

4. Before undertaking any construcfion activities. UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencar Indian Tribes, 

Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 
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mulch, plastic liners, slope drams, and other erosion control devices Once tne 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment s l o p e ^ ^ 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion deve lops ,^^^ 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures. 

2 UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

applicafion to the extent necessary for rail operafions. 

3 In and near the wetland areas, UP/SP shall restnct mechanized equipment to the 

upland areas to complete construction acfivities 

4 Pnor to conducfing construcfion activity UP/SP shall consult with the U S Army 

Corps of Engineers and obtain and comply with permits required under Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C, 1344, 

Biological Resources 

1 UP/SP shall coordinate with the Missouri Department of Conservation prior to 

final design ofthe project to avoid adverse impacts to the state-endangered gold-

stnped darter UP/SP shall not conduct in-stream construction activities dunng 

the breeding season of this species. 

2 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Missoun SHPO, 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Missouri Department of Natural Resources, 

Environmental Quality Division, If hazardous waste and/or materials are 

discovered at the site. 
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2. UP/SP shall transport all hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

parts 171 to 179). 

3. In case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outlined in its Emergency Response Plan, 

Transportation 

1, UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

dunng construction, 

2 UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulafions. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

r egarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barners, and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 
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C H A P T E R 9.0 

T E X A S 

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed rail 

line construction projects in new rights-of-way in Texas that UP/SP have identified m connection 

with the proposed merger These proposed rail line construction p-ojects and their lengtf;s are: 

West Point. Texas - 1,900 feet 

• Houston, Texas (three connections) - 1 400 feet. 1.000 feet, and 1,650 feet. 

• Fort Worth, •''exas (two cc mections) - i .180 feet and 800 feet, 

• Carrollton. Texas - 3 560 'eet 

A detailed descnption o^each of these proposed construction projects, including alternative 

actions considered, the existing environment, the potential environmental impacts and 

recommended mitigation measures, is provided below, 

9.1 West Point 

West Point is located in Lynn County, 145 miles south of Amarillo Existing rail lines in 

the area include the UP Houston subdivision mainline and the SP Ennis subdivision Flatonia 

line 

9.1.1 Proposed Action 

The f, reposed action at West Point involves the construcfion and operafion of a new 

connection between the UP Houston subdivision mainline and the SP Ennis subdivision Flatonia 

line (see Figure 9-1), This connection would be used by mainline trains operating between Hearne, 

Houston and Halsted Construction of the 1,900 feet of new rail line would reouire the acquisition 

of approximately 0 5 acres of new right-of-way Installation of two powe'-ope rated turnouts is aiso 

necessary to operate the new connection. 

Construction Requirements 

UP esfimates that construction ofthe new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a period of 19 days. The construction would require approximately 3,500 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow matenal Borrow matenal would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 
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Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing' 

rail lines: 

• Traffic on the UP Houston subdivision mainline would remain the same (9 trains per 

day), and the annual gross tons would increase from 12 to 13 million tons (a 9 percent 

increase). 

• Traffic on the SP Ennis subdivision Flatonia line would decrease from 13 to 10 trains 

per day, and the annual gross tons would increase from 22 to 33 million tons (a 51 

percent increase). 

Traffic on the new common point connection would be three bulk unit trains per day, 

9.1.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connecfion The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way There are no construction, 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed locafion 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative. With this alternative, current operafions would 

continue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines 

would be limited to existing nterchanges or terminals, 

9.13 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

There is no fonnal zoning or any long-term land use plans to guide future development. The 

proposed construcfion would occur within an area immediately adjacent to existing rail uses. Other 

land uses surrounding the proposed site include cropland and pasture and residential uses 

Cropland and pasture are found in all quadrants of the intersection of the two existing rail lines 

except the southeast quadrant. The southeast quadrant has residential uses associated with the 

community of West Point. 
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FIGURE 9-1 
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Water Resources 

The proposed project is within the 100-year floodplain ofthe Colorado River The floodplam' 

boundanes run along the west side of the SP rail line (south of the connection) and along the north 

side of the UP rail line. The existing rail line crossing is within the floodplain National Wetlands 

Inventory (NWI) maps were not available for this site On-site obsen/ations did not indicate the 

presence of wetlands 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Existing vegetation, within and adjacent to the proposed construcfion site, is 

typically ruderal weeds having been disturbed by past rail construction and current rail activifies. 

Crop and pasture lands surround the proposed construction site Pasture lands northeast of the 

cross-over are dominated by hackberry. elms and a mixture of grasses Croplands west of the 

cross-over are culfivated for com and grain sorghum. 

Wildlife. The scrub-shrub vegetation within the pasture lands provide good habitat for deer, 

small mammals and birds. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, SEA consulted the U S Fish and Wildlife Sen/ice 

(USFWS) regarding threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at West Point, The USFWS staff indicated that no Federally-iisted threatened or 

endangered species are known to occur in the vicinity of the proposed construction project 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries, No parks, forest preserx'es, refuges, 

or sanctuaries are located in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located m Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 212: Austin-

Waco This AQCR is currently categorized as being in attainment with the Nafional Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all pollutants, Construcfion-related activities would not adversely 

affect the ambient air as a result of the proposed construction and operafion 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e^ specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in comm.unity noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^^) of 3 dBA 
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or more, or where L̂ ^ is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA. The applicable impact critena, as well as the 

rejected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail and vehicular traffic are the pnmary sources of noise in the area of ihe proposed 

construction Given the existing activities in the area passby noise levels would range from 65 

dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). A residential area 

IS located in the southeast quadrant, away from the construction site The closest residence is 200 

feet from the southeast end of the connecfion. Existing noise m the area includes wheel/rail and 

loccmotive noise from through trains, and horn noise from eastbound trains on the UP Houston 

subdivision mainline approaching the grade crossing Westbound trains would stop sounding horns 

at the grade crossing, pnor to passing the residential community Betv/een trains, the existing 

noise levels should be very low, considering the rural nature ofthe area. 

The current level of tram traffic on the UP Houston subdivision mainline (9 trains per day) 

generates an estimated L̂ n noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 110 feet without 

horns (340 feet with horns). The current level of traffic on the SP Ennis subdivision Flatonia line 

(13 trains per day) generates an esfimated L̂ ^ noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 

150 feet without horns (440 feet with horns) 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listings and 

consultations with the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), it was determined that no 

documented historic or archaeological sites have been identified at the proposed construcfion site. 

One recorded archaeological site (41FY46) was identified near the construction area but would not 

be affected by this activity It was not. therefore, evaluated for eligibility for listing on the National 

Register of Histonc Places (NRHP) As part ofthe Section 106 consultation process site-specific 

field surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that, no unknown archaeological resources 

would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. Consultation has been initiated with the 

Texas SHPO to confirm this finding 

Transportation and Safety 

The exisfing ground transportation network consists ofthe UP and SP rail lines that intersect 

just north of West Point and a few roads immediately adjacent to the project site State Routes 71 

and 154 are the pnmary highways in the project vicinity. Access to the construction site would be 

via rail or local roads. 
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SEA'S review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate there are no known 

hazardous waste sites at the proposed construction site 

9.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection 

\t is compatible with surrounding land uses and complies with applicable zoning ordm.^nces and/or 

development regulations. No conversion of pnme farmland is necessary to complete ccnstruction 

of this connection nor is the proposed site subiect to any coastal zone management plans. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltrafion patterns in the area and would 

have no effect on the 100-year floodplam (associated with the Colorado River), 

UP/SP s construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill matenal into the "waters of the United States," including designated 

wefiands. Therefore, authonzation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required Additionally, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater 

discharge permit would not be required pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because 

the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Minor impacts to the area's resource of natural vegetation are expected by the 

loss of pasture land resulting from the construction of the new rail connection However, after 

construction, UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrowth of 

pasture land vegetation removed or displaced during construction and would stabilize disturbed 

soils. 

Wildlife, No adverse impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated The area of pasture land 
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vegetation lost to construction is minor relative to the area of adjacent pasture land available to 

wildlife. 

Threatened and Endangered Species Based on SEA's consultation with USFWS there are 

no known federally listed threatened or endangered species potentially occurnng in the proposed 

construction area Consequently there would be no effects on such species. 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuanes No adverse impact is anficipated since 

there are no state or federally designated parks, forest preserves, refuges or sanctuaries in the 

vicinity of proposed construction 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in "i/Vest Point could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction Construction impacts to air quality would be related to fugitive dust emissions around 

the construction site and vehicle emissions from construction equipment and employee traffic 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site As discussed 

above, AQCR 212 is an air quality attainment area The small amount of fugitive dust emissions 

due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air quality ofthe area 

due to the short duration of construction activifies. In addition, UP/SP would be required to follow 

good construction practices including dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, 

replanting vegetation and watenng the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also t̂ e two types of esfimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads and (2) emissions from construcfion equipment The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 19 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 760 This number of tnps for the short durafion of the 

construcfion would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality. In addition, due to the small 

scope of construction activifies (only 3,500 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air quality 

impacts from construcfion equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the area's 

air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operafions in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5), The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 
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line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trams using the common point connection 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 212 nor would it result 

in any exceedances of the NAAQS, 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate three train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anficipated increase in tram traffic along the proposed connecfion couid generate an L̂ ^ of 65 dBA 

at approximately 50 feet without horns. The distance would be 185 feet with horns, but hjrns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because there are no grade crossi igs 

Wheel squeal is expected from trains negotiating the 6-degree curve Maximum squeal noise 

levels are expected to be about 70 to 80 dBA at the nearest residences however, the L̂ ^ is not 

likely to change substantially in the residential area The area ofthe proposed rail line construcfion 

project would be entirely within the dBA noise contours of both existmg rail lines 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the SHPO in Texas, no known or documented 

histonc or archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site Recorded archaeological 

site 41FY46, near the site, would not be affected by construction. Thus, no adverse effects upon 

histonc properties are anticipated as a result of this construction project However, there is the 

potenfiai for adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended 

mitigation measures include previsions for continued Section 106 consultafion to address discovery 

and treatment of archaeological sites during the construction. Consultation has been initiated with 

the Texas SHPO. seeking concurrence in this determination. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construcfinn project would improve rail access to and through West 

Point and enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations. It would not require new grade crossings 

of any roads and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other 

transportafion impacts would be limited to increased deterioration of public roads due to the 

transport of construcfion equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur dunng the construcfion penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals dunng construction is very small. 
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However, in the unlikely event that oUch a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properly cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underlying soils. Overall the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

9.1.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 9,1,2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construcfion is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way The impacts from almost any 

other alternative would likely be greater than the proposed rail line construction, 

No-Action Alternative 

ff the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated. Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged. However, if the merger is appioved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connecfion could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts, 

9.1.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts ofthe proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals, A sample packet 

is shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbutioi; of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt. The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5. Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11. As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultafion with agencies as shovjr in Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1. Comments 
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received from the vanous parties consulted regarding this proposed construcfion project were: 

• U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service noted that all machinery and petroleum products^ 
should be stored outside the floodplain area dunng construction. 

• U S Environmental Protection Agency Region 6. noted general scoping items 
that should be included in the Environmental Assessment (EA), but did not 
comment on any specific impacts, 

9.1.7 Suggested Mitigation 

This secfion highlights the mifigation measures that various parties consulted m the process 

of prepanng the EA for the proposed merger, have requested: 

• U S, Fish and Wildlife Serv/ice requests that ail machinery and petroleum 

products be stored outside the 100-year fioodplain, 

9.1.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This secfion contains the mifigation measures that SEA recommencs that the Board impose 
in any final decision approving the proposed West Point construction project SEA will consider all 
comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will consider 
SEAs recommendations and the environmental record in making its fnal decision SEA's 
recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 
handling and disposal of any waste matenals. incluc ng hazardous waste, 
encountered or generated dunng construcfion of the proposed rail line. 

UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations 

UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 
construction activities to their pre-construction conditions 

Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tribes. 
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Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff and 

surface instability dunng construcfion, mcluding seeding, fiber mats straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures, 

2. UP/SP shall store all construction machinery, petroleum products, and other 

hazardous materials outside the area of the 100-year floodplain 

3. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrovirth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng construction 

activifies, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Texas SHPO 

Safety 

1, UP/SP shall consult with the Texas Natural Resource Conservafion Commission 

if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site. 

2, UP/SP shall transport hazardous materials in compliance with the U S, 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulafions (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3, In the case of a spill. UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans 
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Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to controi traffic disrupfion 

during construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during construction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barriers, and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1, UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construcfion equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery 

9.2 Houston (Tower 26) 

Houston is located in Harris County, Existing rail lines in the area include the UP and HB&T 

mainlines The proposed rail constmcfion site is located within an urbanized area of northeastern 

Houston. 

9.2.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action involves the construction and operation of a new connection to allow 

eastbound-westbound trains to bypass the Englewood yard. This new connecfion is proposed in 

the northwest quadrant of the SP/ HB&T rail crossing m Houston (see Figure 9-2). This connection 

would replace an exisfing lower-speed connection just west of Tower 26, Construction of 

approximately 1.400 feet of new rail line would require the acquisition of approximately 2 acres of 

new right-of-way Installation of two new power-operated turnouts is also necessary to operate the 

new connection. 
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FIGURE 9-2 

4^'-' /• 

r i ' r . 

A': 

UP'SP RAILROAD MERGER 

NEW RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTION 
HOUSTON, TEXAS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

9-13 Volume 4 



Construction Requirements 

Construcfion ofthe new rail line connection would require a labor force of 15 people over 

period of 21 days The construction would require approximately 2.300 cubic yards of earthwork 

and may require borrow matenal Borrow matenal would be obtained from local sources and 

hauled to the construction site oy rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines: 

• Traffic on the UP mainline would decrease from 29 to 27 trains per day. and the annual 

gross tons would decrease from 53 to 52 million tons (a 1 percent decrease). 

Traffic on the new common point connection would be two trains per day, 

9.2.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rai, iine connection The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection befiween the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and HB&T nghts-of-way There are no construction, 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location. 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing UP and HB&T rail lines However, access between the two lines 

would be limited to the exisfing lower-speed connection. 

9.2.3 Existing Environment 

L:ind Use 

The proposed connection would be constructed in an existing transportation corndor located 

in an urbanized area. Surrounding land uses include residenfial, industnal, and commercial 

complexes There are no formal land use policies or zoning designations for the area The 

connection would not be constructed in an area of prime farmland. The line proposed for 

construction is not within a designated coastal zone 
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Water Resources 

National Wefiand Inventory (NWI) maps indicate that there are no wettands within or adjacent 

to the proposed construction site The proposed site is not located within the 100-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, Exisfing vegetation within and adjacent to the proposed construction site is 

typically ruderal weeds, having been disturbed by past construction. An open field west of the 

existing rail yard has a mixed species of weedy grasses and forbs. 

Wildlife, Wildlife habitat on the proposed rail construction site is of poor quality. Wildlife 

species are likely to be rodents tolerant of urban and disturbed conditions 

Threatened and Endangered Species SZiA consulted USFWS and the Texas Department 

of Parks and Wildlife (TPW) regarding threatened and endangered species in the area of the 

proposed rail line construcfion at Houston (Tower 26) The USFWS and TPW staff indicated that 

no suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of the proposed construcfion project for any state- or 

federally-listed threatened or endangered species 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries, No known state or federally-designated 

parks, forest preserves, refuges or sanctuanes are located in the vicinity of the proposed 

constmction site. Municipal parks near to the site include Woodland Park. Finnegan Park, Hogg 

Park, and Gregg Park. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in AQCR 216: Metropolitan Houston-Galveston. 

This AQCR is currently in non-attainment for ozone. For all other NAAQS pollutants, this AQCR 

IS considered an attainment area. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level {L̂ -̂) 3 dBA 

or moie, or where La„ is 65 dBA or greater, A detailed explanation of ncise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact criteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area ofthe project, are also 
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presented in Volume 2. 

Rail, industrial and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of t h ^ ^ 

proposed rail line construction Given the existing activities in the area passby noise levels are 

approximately to be just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet), Noise-sensitive residential 

areas are located on the eastern and western sides of the construction zone On the eastern side, 

residences border the proposed connection route Existing noise m the bordenng neighborhood 

includes noise from the railroad through trains. Wheel squeal may occasionally occur on some of 

the curved tracks located near these residential neighborhoods 

The cun-ent level of train traffic on the UP mainline (29 trains per day) generates an estimated 

Lg. noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 225 feet without horns (640 feet with 

horns) 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of NRHP lisfings and consultations with the Texas SHPO, it was 

determined that no documented historic or archaeological sites have been identified at the 

proposed construction site. An abandoned railroad warehouse appearing to have been built in 

1931 would be acquired and demolished The warehouse, however, does not appear to meet 

NRHP critena As part ofthe Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could 

be reouired by the SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or 

destroyed by ccnstruction acfivifies. Consultation has been initiated with the Texas SHPO to 

confirm this finding 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposeo construction project is located in central Houston The existing ground 

transportation network includes the UP and HB&T mainlines and the Englewood railyard. 

Roadways near the proposed construction site are predominantly local streets. Major highways 

in the project vicinity include 1-10 and 1-45, Access to the construcfion site would be via rail or local 

streets, 

SEA's review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate that no known 

hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed construction site. 
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9.2.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connecfion. 

It IS consistent with surrounding land uses and complies witn applicable zoning ordinances and,/or 

development regulafions. No conversioii of prime farmland is necessary to complete construcfion 

of this connecfion, nor is the proposed site subject to any coastal zone management plans 

Water Resources 

The construction ofthe proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

given the small size ofthe project and limited productiviiy of grrundwater in the area Furthermore 

because construction of the rail line would require lim ted earthwork, the project design wouid not 

alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. The proposed construction project 

also would not have any impacts on surface water resources or wetlands. Additionally, the project 

would not encroach upon the 100-year floodplain, 

UP/SP s construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentafion and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill material into the "waters of the United States," including designated 

wetlands. Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required Addifionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge pe'mit would not be required pursuant to 

Secfion 402 ofthe Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, No adverse impact to vegetation is anticipated due to the disturbed condition of 

the site However, after construction UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 

encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and would stabilize disturbed soils 

Wildlife No adverse impact to wildlife populations are expected, since wildlife habitat is of 

poor quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species USFWS) and TPW have indicated that suitable 

habitat does not exist fcr threatened ard endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 
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construction at He uston (Tower 26), .. lerefore, since there are no recorded occurrences at or near 

the project site and no observations of occurrences of such species were made during site visits, 

no effects on these species or their critical habitat are anticipated 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuanes No adverse impact is anficipated since 

there are no state or federally designated parks forest preserves, refuges, or sanctuaries adjacent 

to the proposed construcfion. 

Air Quality 

Temporary impacts on air quality in Houston cculd result from i, creased emissions during 

project construcfion. Construction impacts to air quality would be related to fugitive dust emissions 

around the construction site and vehicle emissions from construction equipment and employee 

traffic. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunnq Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only during active construction at the site As discussed 

above, AQCR 216 is an air quality nonattainment area for ozone. The small amount of fugitive 

dust emissions due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air 

quality of the area due to the short duration of construction aciivities. In addifion, good construction 

practices Vi/ouid include dust control measures such as stabilizing the surface, replanting 

vegetafion and watering the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic during the construcfion: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The esfimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 15 employees for 21 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two trips to the construction site per day (one amving one leaving), the total 

number of employee trips required would be 630 This relatively small number of tnps for the short 

duration of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition, due 

to the small scope of construction activities (only 2,300 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air 

quality impacts from construcfion equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the 

area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operafions in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5), Houston (Tower 26) is located adjacent to the Englewood yard, however, the new 

connection would replace an existing lower-speed connection. The change in train movements 

over the connection would not meet the Board's specified thresholds for air quality analysis. 
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Therefore, SEA concludes that the air emissions resultmg from the operafion of the proposed nev; 

construction would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 216. nor 

ould It result in any additional exceedances ofthe NAAQS 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate two train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection The 

anticipated increase m tram traffic along the proposed connecfion could generate an Lc„ of 65 dBA 

at approximately 39 feet Use of horns at grade crossings would extend the 65 dBA level to U'l 

feet 

The area ofthe prpposed rail line constmction project would be entirely within the L̂ ^ 65 dBA 

noise contours of both existing rail lines Wheel squeal noise is expected from trams negotiating 

the 9,5 degree curve, and such noise would be about 85 to 95 dBA at the nearest residences on 

the eastern side The addition of the connecfion on newly acquired land is expected to bring train 

traffic closer to these residences, thus increasing railroad tram noise in the area, Construcfion 

noise would be audible in the neighbonng residential area on the eastern side. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's initial consultafions with the Texas SHPO no known or documented histonc 

or archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site Thus, no adverse effects to histonc 

properties are anticipated with this construction project However, there is the potential for adverse 

impacts on undo~umented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigation measures include 

provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites during the construcfion Consultation has been initiated with the Texas SHPO. 

seeking concurrence in this determination. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would permit bypass of Englewood Yard and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would require one new grade crossing and 

therefore could cause minor delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic. Other transportation 

impacts would be limited to increased detenorafion of public roads due to the transport of 

construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect 

the viability or lifespan of the roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur 

dunng the construcfion penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construcfion site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small. 

9-19 Volume 4 



However, jp the unlikely event that such a spiii occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is n o t ^ ^ 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep i n t o ^ B ' 

underlying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected io 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

9.2.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Secfion 9,2 2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project The proposed connection is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and HB&T nghts-of-way 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in iess efficient rail service The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connection could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts, 

9.2.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters '.o 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29. 1996 These letters, samples of vtrhich 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9. provided eariy notificat-on of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of tiie proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter :,xluded a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related propospls A sample packet 

is shown in Volume 5, Appendix D. Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencvs by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbufion of the consultation letter and to confirm its "-.iceipt. The Applicant aiso 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmentai Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all respon'ies were reviewed, vent'ied, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1C96) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-'I through E-11, As necessary. SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as sho'vn in Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1. Comments 

received from the various parties consulted regarding this proposed construction project are 
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summarized below: 

• U S, Environmental Protecfion Agency, Region 6, noted general scoping items 

that should be included m the Environmental Assessment (EA). but did not 

comment on any specific impacts 

9.2.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the proposed constmction project by the vanous 

parties consulted in the process of preparing the EA (See Volume 5 Appendices D and E, for 

agency consultation lists). 

9.2.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This secfion contains the mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Houston (Tower 26) construction project. SEA will 

consider ail comments on the EA in making its final recommendafion to the Board The Board will 

consider SEA's recommendations and the environmental record in making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction of the proposed rail line. 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and Iccal solid waste management regulafions, 

3. UP/SP shall restor<i any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construction acfivities to their pre-construction conditions. 

4 Before undertaking any construction acfivities. UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tribes. 

Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Pracfices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drams, and other erosion control devices. Once the 
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track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures 

2 UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrov^h in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng construction 

activities. UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Texas SHPO 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shali consult with the Texas Natural Resource Conservafion Commission 

if hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the site. 

2. UP/SP shall transport hazardous materials in compliance with the U S 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Camer Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 173). 

3. In the case of a spill, LJP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outtined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during constmction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 
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Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind bamers and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction eguipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery, 

2. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from train operations over the new 

connection and implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel 

squeal. 

9.3 Houston (Tower 87) 

Houston IS located in Hams County, Exisfing rail lines in the area include the SP and HB&T 

mainlines. The prooosed rail construction site is located within an industnal area of northeastern 

Houston, 

9.3.1 Proposed Act ion 

The proposed action involves the construction and operafion of a new connection between 

the SP and the HB&T mainlines at Tower 87 in Houston to allow the movement of locomotives 

between the SP Englewood yard and the UP Settegast yard to the north (see Figure 9-3), This 

connection requires the acquisition of approximately 2 acres of new right-of-way, construcfion of 

1,000 feet of new rail line, and installation of two power-operated turnouts. 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

15 people over a period of 16 days. The construction would require approximately 3,000 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow matenal. Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 
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Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed construction would result in no changes in rail traffic alon 

m 
existing rail lines. The new connection would be used to transfer locomotives between exisfing UP 

and SP rail yards The number of locomotives using this connecfion would vary 
9.3.2 Alternative Actions Considered 
SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the SP and HB&T rights-of-way There are no construction 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment ofthe proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location, 
No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-action" alternative. With this altemative, current operations would 

continue to move over existing SP and HB&T rail lines However access between SP Englewood 

yard and the UP Stettegast yard would be limited to existing interchanges or terminals, 

9.3.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed connection would be constmcted in an existing transportation corridor located 

in an urbanized area Surrounding land uses include industrial complexes and railroad facilities. 

There are no formal land use policies or zoning designations for the area. The connection would 

not be constructed in an area of pnme farmland. The line proposed for construction is not within 

a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

Hunfing Bayou is located on the proposed rail construction site. The width of Hunting Bayou 

is about 15 feet. The segment of bayou passing through the rail yard is channelized and contains 

water through most of the year. Two borrow ponds represent the only other water bodies on the 

rail site. National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps were not available: however, an on-site 

investigation identified fringes of wefiand vegetafion along Hunfing Bayou in the project area. The 

proposed site is located within the 100-year floodplain. 
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FIGURE 9-3 

SCALE 1K000 
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UP/SP RAILROAD MERGER 

NEW RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTION 
HOUSTON, TEXAS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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Biological Resources 

Vegetation Existing vegetation within and adjacent to this proposed construction site has' 

been severely modified Ripanan trees and shrubs are located aiong Hunting Bayou Ripanan 

species include cottonwood and willows Vegetation within open areas on and adjacent to the 

project site includes saltgrass. sea myrtle, mixed forbs and grasses, and some trees. 

Wildlife Wildlife habitat on the proposed rail construction site is of poor to low quality. 

Wildlife species are likely to be small mammals and birds tolerant of urban and disturbed 

conditions 

Threatened and Endangered Species SEA consulted USFWS and TPW regarding 

threatened and endangered species m the area of the proposed rail Ime construction at Houston 

(Tower 87) The USFWS and TPW staff indicated that no suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of 

the proposed construction project for any state- or federally-listed threatened or endangered 

species. 

Parks. Forest Preserves Refuges, and Sanctuaries No pari<s, forest preserves, refuges or 

sanctuaries are located m the vicinity of the proposed construction site. Municipal parks near to 

the site include Hutchinson Park Neito Park, and Liberty Park, 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in AQCR 216: Metropolitan Houston-Galveston 

This AQCR is currentiy in nonattainment for ozone For all other NAAQS pollutants, this AQCR is 

considered an attainment area. 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105,7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L̂ )̂ of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L̂ n is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EEA, The applicable impact critena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area ofthe project, are dlso 

presented in Volume 2. 

Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would range from 65 dBA 

(automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomoti v/e at 50 feet). The closest residence 
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IS 200 feet from the southeast end of the connection. The area is adjacent to industrial land uses, 

transportation corndors, and gravel or borrow pits No noise sensitive receivers have been 

dentified. Existing noise is produced by rail yard operations and through trains. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's ,-?view of NRHP listings and consultations with the Texas SHPO. it was 

determined that no documented historic or archaeological sites have been identified at the 

proposed construction site However as part ofthe Section 106 consultafion process site-specific 

field surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources would be 

disturtied or destroyed by construction activities Consultation has been initiated with the Texas 

SHPO to confirm this finding 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed construction project is located in central Houston, Existing rail lines include 

the SP and HB&T mainlines and the SP Englewood yard There are no roadways in the immediate 

vicinity ofthe project Interstate 610. immediately north and east, is the nearest major highway in 

the project area Access to the ccnstruction site would be via the SP Englewood yard, 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and SP safety records indicate there are no known 

hazardous waste sites at the proposed construcfion site 

9.3.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construcfion of the proposed connection 

It IS consistent with surrounding land uses and complies with applicable zoning ordinances and/or 

development regulafions No conversion of pnme farmland is necessary to complete construction 

of this connection, nor is the proposed site subject to any coastal zone management plans. 

Water Resources 

Minor impacts to Hunfing Bayou and the borrow ponds would result from the construction of 

the new rail connecfion between the UP and SP rail yards A new drainage structure would be 

constructed to allow Hunfing Bayou to flow under the new rail comdor. Coordination with the U S, 

Army Corps of Engineers would be required pnor to construction to venfy boundaries of Waters of 

the U.S. and Secfion 404 perm,tfing requirements associated with this acfivity. 
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The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in t h e ^ ^ 

area. Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork. t h ^ ^ V 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area The project 

would encroach upon the 100-year floodplain, 

UP/SP s construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construcfion area An NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant 

to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to 

be less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Vegetation along Hunting Bayou and in the open areas around the proposed 

construction site would be removed withm the new rail nght-of-way. However, after construction, 

UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to encourage regrovirth in disturbed areas 

and would stabilize disturbed soils 

Wildlife No adverse impact to wildlife populations are anticipated, since wildlife habitat is of 

poor to low quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, USFWS and TPW have indicated that suitable 

habitat does not exist for threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at Houston (Tower 87) Therefore, since there are no recorded occurrences at or near 

the project site and no observations of occurrences of such species were made dunng site visits, 

no effects on these species or their cntical habitat are anticipated. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries No adverse impact is anticipated since 

there are no state or federally designated parks, forest preserves, refuges or sanctuaries adjacent 

to the construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Houston could result from increased emiissions during project 

construction Construction impacts to air quality would be related to fugitive dust emissions around 

the construction site and vehicle emissions from construction equipment and employee traffic. 
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Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunng Construction, Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site As discussed 

above AQCR 216 is an air quality non-attainment area for ozone. The small amount of fugitive 

dust emissions due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air 

quality of the area due to the short duration of construcfion activities. In addition, good construcfion 

practices would include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting 

vegetation and watenng the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 15 employees for 16 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 480 This relatively small number of tnps for the short 

duration ofthe construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition, due 

to the small scope of construction activities (oniy 3,000 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air 

quality impacts from construction equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the 

area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations, Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased acti./ity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations m 49 CFR 

1105,7(e; (5), The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains usmg the common point connection. 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions. Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operafion of the pioposed new construction 

would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 216, nor would it result 

in any additional exceedances of the NAAQS 

Noise 

UP/SP has no estimate of projected train movements or 'he new rail line connection. It is 

to be used to shuttle locomotives between the Englewood yard j nd Settegast service facility No 

noise-sensitive receptors are located near the proposed construction site: therefore, no noise 

impacts are expected. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's inifial consultations with the Texas SHPO, no known or documented historic 

or archaeological sites exist at the prcposed construction site. Thus, no adverse effects to historic 
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properties are anticipated with this construction project However, there is the potential for adverse 

impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mitigafion measures i n c l u d e ^ ^ 

provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment o f ^ ^ V 

archaeological sites dunng the construction Consultation has been initiated with the Texas SHPO, 

seeking concurrence m this determination. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction p'oject would improve rail access and enhance the 

efficiency of UP/SP operations by facilitating the movement of locomotives between the SP 

Englewood yard and the UP Settegast yard. It would not require new grade crossings of any mads 

and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle t.affic Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased deterioration of public roads due to the 

transport of construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan ofthe roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur dunng the construcfion penod 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construcfion site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals during construction is very small 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination. 

9.3.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed m Section 9 3,2, SEA identified no feasible alternafives to the proposed rail line 

construcfion project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connecfion and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action altemative were implemented, the proposed rail line connecfion would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection couid result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connecfion could 

cause additional fuel consumpfion and increase emissions impacts. 
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9.3.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29. 1996. These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5. Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9. provided early notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment ofthe proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects. Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals. A sample packet 

IS shown in Volume 5 Appendix D. Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them of the distribution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, venfied, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA. 

All comments received (through mid March 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5 Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11, As necessary, SEA conducted 

addifional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Table E-1, Comments 

received from the vanous parties cor.sulted regarding this proposed construction project were: 

. U S Fish and Wildlife Service noted that construcfion activities crossing streams, 

ripanan areas or wetlands should be carefully designed and revegated to prevent 

erosion or loss of habitat. All machinery and petroleum products should be 

stored outside the fioodplain area during construction, 

• U.S, Environmental Protection Agency. Region 6, noted general scoping items 

that should be included m the Environmental Assessment (E/-v). but did not 

comment on any specific impacts 

9.3.7 Suggested Mitigation 

This secfion highlights the mifigation measures that various parties, consulted in the process 

of preparing the EA for the proposed merger, have requested: 

• U S, Fish and Wildlife Service requests that all machinery and petroleum 

products be stored outside the 100-year floodplain, 

9.3.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This secfion contains the mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 
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in any final decision approving the proposed Houston (Tower 37) construction project SEA will 

consider all comments on the EA in making its final recommendafion to the Board, The Board w i l l ^ ^ 

consider SEA's recommendations and the environmental reco. d in making its final decision S E A ' s ^ ^ ^ 

recommended mitigation is as follows 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shali observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction of the proposed rail line 

2 UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations 

3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre-construcfion conditions. 

4 Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tribes. 

Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drams, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

track is constructed. UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

3 UP/SP shall store all construcfion equipment, petroleum products, and other 

hazardous materials outside the area of the 100-year floodplain. 

4. Pnor to construction activity, particularly with respect to the construction of a 

drainage structure at Hunting Bayou. UP/SP snail consult with the U S, Army 

Corps of Engineers and obtain and comply with any permits required under 

Sections 402 and 404 of the Clean Water Act. 33 U.S C, 1344. 
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Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Texas SHPO 

Safety 

1 UP/SP shall consult with the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site, 

2, UP/SP shall transport hazardous matenals in compliance with the U S, 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Camer Safety Regulafions (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3, In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1 UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barricades tc control traffic disrupfipns 

during construction 

2, UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed dunng construction to condifions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

Noise 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal state, and local regulafions 

regarding the control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, instaliafion of wind barriers, and chemical treatment. 

UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construcfion equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 
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9.4 Houston (SPto UP) 

Houston is located in Harris County, Existing rail lines in the area include the SP and HB&T 

mainlines, and the SP Lufkin subdivision. 

9.4.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action involves the construction and operafion of a new connection in the 

northeast quadrant ofthe SP/HB&T crossing in Houston (see Figure 9-4) This connection would 

t>e used by trains running southbound on the SP Lufl<in subdivision destined for the UP Settegast 

yard Construction would require acquisition of approximately 1 acre of additional right-of-way. 

1 650 feet of new track, and two power-operated turnouts 

Construction Requirements 

UP esfimates that construction ofthe new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

20 people over a period of 27 days The construction would require approximately 13,300 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material Borrow matenal would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines: 

Traffic on the SP Luflcin line would increase from 9 to 12 trains per day, and the annual 

gross tons would decrease from 17 to 9 million tons (a 44 percent decrease) 

Traffic on the new common point connection would be 8 trains per day, 

9.4.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line connection. The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way There are no construction, 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed locafion. 
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No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a "no-acfion" alternative With this alternative, current operations wou 

confinue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines would 

be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 

9.4.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed connection would be constructed along an exiafing transportafion corridor 

located in an urbanized area. Surrounding land uses include mixed urban development areas 

made up of commercial businesses, residenfial housing units, and industrial land uses There are 

no formal land use policies or zoning designations for the area. The connection would not be 

constructed in an area of pnme farmland. The line proposed for construction is not within a 

designated coastal zone. 

Water Resources 

A small drainage ditch parallels the SP mainline and Interstate 59 north of the HB&T rail 

crossing Nationa! Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps were not available: site visits did not reveal any 

wefiand vegetation. Due to urbanization, there is little vegetafion in the area. The proposed site 

is not located within the 100-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation. Existing vegetafion within and adjacent to this proposed construcfion site has 

been severely modified due to development and urbanization Vegetation observed to be scattered 

throughout the neighborhood include hackberry and coastal bermuda grass 

Wildlife Wildlife habitat on the proposed rail construction site is of poor quality Wildlife 

species are likely to be rodents tolerant of urban and disturbed conditions. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, SEA consulted USFWS and TPW regarding 

threatened and endangered species in the area of the prcposed rail line construction at Houston 

(SP to UP) The USFWS and TPW staff indicated that no suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of 

the proposed construcfion project for any state- or federally-listed threatened or endangered 

species. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries No pari<s, forest presen/es, refuges or 
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sanctuanes are located in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. Municipal parks near to 

the site include Woodland Park. Finnegan Park. Hogg Park, and Gregg Park. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 216 

Metropolitan Houston-Gavelston This AQCR is currently nonattainment for ozone For all other 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants, this AQCR is considered an 

attainment area 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards, and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies are performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L^J of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L ,̂ is 65 dBA or greater, A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented m Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact cntena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industnal. and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed construction. Given the existing activities in the area, passby noise levels would range 

from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet). The 

closest residence is 200 feet from the southeast end cf the connection The area through which 

the connection would pass consists of mixed urban land uses Noise-sensitive residences are 

located northeast ofthe proposed connection. 

The current level of tram traffic on the SP Lufl<in subdivision (9 trains per day) generates an 

estimated L̂ ^ noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 120 feet without horns (360 feet 

with horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of NRHP listings and consultations wilh the Texas SHPO. it was 

determined that no documented histonc or archaeological sites have been identified at the 

proposed construcfion site Some houses and a church would be acquired and demolished. 

However, the buildings appear to have been built in the 1970s and do not meet the NRHP age 

criteria. As part of the Section 106 consultation process, site-specific field surveys could be 

required by the SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources would be disturbed or destroyed 
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by construction activifies Consultation has been initiated with the Texas SHPO to confirm this 

finding. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed construction project is located in central Houston Existing rail lines include 

the SP and HB&T mainlines and the SP Lufkin subdivision. Roadways near the proposed 

construction site are predominantly local streets. Interstate 45 is located immediately west ofthe 

project site. Access to the construction site would be vial local roads 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and SP safety records indicate there are no known 

hazardous waste sites at the proposed construction site. 

9.4.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

Impacts to adjacent land use patterns may occur from the construcfion of the proposed 

connection. UP/SP may need to acquire some pnvate residences and a church No conversion 

of prime farmland is necessary to complete construction of this project, nor is the proposed site 

subject to any coastal zone management plans, 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area. Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltrafion patterns in the area. 

The proposed construcfion project also would not have any adverse impacts on surface water 

resources or wefiands This finding is based on the relatively large distance from the project site 

to surface water receptors and the localized flow of stormwater runoff. Additionally, the project 

would not encroach upon tne 100-year floodplain 

UP/SP's constmction specificafions would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by jurisdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authontier., including 

appropriate measures for sedimentation and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards wouid be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construcfion area. The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fili material into the "waters of the United States," including designated 
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wetlands. Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required. Additionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to 

ection 402 ofthe Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation No adverse impact to vegetation is anticipated due to the disturbed condifion of 

the site However, after construcfion, UP/SP would use Best Management Pracfices (BMPs) to 

encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and would stabilize disturbed soils. 

Wildlife, No adverse impact to wildlife populations are anticipated, since wildlife habitat is of 

poor quality. 

Threatened and Endangered Species, USFWS and TPW have indicated that suitable 

habitat does not exist for threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line 

construction at Houston (SP to UP) Therefore, since there are no recorded occurrences at or near 

the project site and no observations of occurrences of such species were made dunng site visits, 

no effects on these species or their critical habitat are anticipated. 

Parks, Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuanes No adverse impact is anticipated since 

there are no state or federally designated parks, forest preserves, refuges or sanctuanes adjacent 

to the construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Houston could result from increased emissions during project 

construction as well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomies 

operafional. Construction impacts to air quality would be reiated to fugitive dust emissions around 

the construcfion site and vehicle emissions from construcfion equipment and employee traffic. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunnn Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and wouid occur only during active construction at the site. As discussed 

above, AQCR 216 is an air quality non-attainment area for ozone. The small amount of fugitive 

dust emissions due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status or air 

quality of the area due to the short durafion cf construcfion activities In addition, good construction 

practices would include dust contrcl measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting 

vegetation and watering the site 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction, There would also be two types of estimated 
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emissions associated with vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 27 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee trips required would be 1,080 This number of tnps for the short duration of 

the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect regional air quality. In addifion, though 

13 300 cubic yards of earthwork are required, emissions increases from construcfion equipment 

would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operafions can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5) The new rail line construcfion would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments, but rather provide shorter t;ip lengths for trains using the common point connection 

The reduced travel fimes and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions Therefore. SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new construction 

would not senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 216, nor would it result in any additional 

exceedances of the NAAQS. 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate eight tram movements per day on the proposed rail line connecfion, which 

tnggers the noise assessment threshold The anticipated increase in train traffic along the 

proposed connecfion could generate an Lj„ of 65 dBA at approximately 110 feet without horns. The 

distance would be 340 feet with horns, but horns would not likely be used along the proposed 

connection because there are no grade crossings. 

Wheel squeal noise produced by trains negotiating the 12 5 degree curve are expected to 

be about 85 to 95 dBA at 100 feet from the track in the mixed urban area located northeast of the 

connecfion. Operational noise levels m the northeast quadrant would also be higher than existing 

railroad noise levels due to the new connection 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the Texas SHPO, no known or documented historic 

or archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. Thus, the proposed connection 

would not affect histonc or cultural resources. However, there is the potential for adverse impacts 

on undocumented arch, iolcgical sites, SEA's recommended mifigation measures include 

provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment cf 

archaeological sites dunng the constmction Consultation has been initiated with the Texas SHPO, 
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seeking concurrence m this determination. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed raii line construction project would improve rail access to Houston and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operafions It would not require new grade crossmgs and 

therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other transportation 

impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the transport of 

construcfion equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect 

the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur 

during the construction penod. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic matenals dunng construcfion is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff in the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils. Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability o.- consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

9.4.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 9 4 2. SEA identified no feasible alternafives to the proposed rail line 

construction project The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connecfion and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-acfion alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connecfion would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore, land use and other environmental condifions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connection could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts, 

9.4.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considenng the potenfiai environmental impacts ofthe proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996, These letters, samples of which 
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are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the p roposed^ jv 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects. Each letter included a s t a t ^ B J ' 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet 

is shown m Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them of the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt. The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application. That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, venfied, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA. 

AH comments received (through mid March 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

sho'Vii in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

adoitional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5 Appendix E, Table E-1 Comments 

"eceived from the vanous parties consulted regarding this proposed construction project were: 

• U S, Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 noted general scoping items 

that should be included in the Environmental Assessment (EA), but did not 

comment on any specific impacts 

9.4.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigafion measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the vanous 

parties consulted in the process of prepanng the EA (See Volume 5. Appendices D and E, for 

agency consultation lists), 

9.4.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mifigation measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Houston (SP to UP) construction project, SEA will 

consider all comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board, The Board will 

consider SEA's recommendafions and the environmental record in making its final decision, SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as folloVv'i>. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construction of the proposed rai! line, 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accoidance with 
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state and local solid waste management regulations. 

3, UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activifies to their pre-construcfion conditions. 

4 Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tnbes, 

Water Resources 

1 UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction includmg seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices Once the 

track IS constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropnate erosion control procedures, 

2, UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations. 

Biological Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found dunng construction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work m the area and immediately contact the 

Texas SHPO 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

if hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the site, 

2. UP/SP shall transport hazardous materials in compliance with the U S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Camer Safety Regulafions (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 
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In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropnate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction, 

2 UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed dunng construction to condifions as required 

by state cr local regulations 

Air Quality 

UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitiv3 dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barriers, and chemical treatment 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery 

2. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from train operations over the new 

connection and implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel 

squeal. 

9.5 Fort Worth (Nev Yard! 

Fort Worth IS located in Tarrant County, 30 miles west of Dallas Exisfing rail lines in the area 

include the SP branch line and the UP mainline running south to Waco, the UP Fort Worth 

subdivision mainline, and the SP Ennis subdivision Fort Worth branch, 

9.5.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed action involves the construction and ope"afion of two new connections 

between tiie UP Fort Worth subdivision mainline and the SP Ermi,- subdivision branch line in Fort 

Worth, Texas This section presents the first proposed connection. The second prcposed 
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connection is presented in Section 9 6 The first connection (see Figure 9-5) would be located in 
the southwest quadrant of the exisfing SP/UP t^ack crossing Construction of a new connectio 
would permit operation of trains between the SP branch line north of the crossing and the U 
mainline running south to Waco This connection wou a be used primarily by southbound trams 
bypassing the UP's Ney yard via the SP branch line nortri of the crossing. Two new power tumouts 
and approximately 1,180 feet of new rail line would be required. Acquisition of approximately 0 5 
acre of additional nght-of-way may also be necessary 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that constmction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force of 
15 people over a penod of 17 days. The construction v#ould require approximately 700 cubic yards 
of earthwork and may require borrow matenal Bo.rrow matenal would be obtained from local 
sources and hauled to the construcfion site by rail or fuck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along exisfing 
rail lines; 

• Traffic on the UP Ime would decrease 'rom 20 to 15 trains per day. and the annual 
gross tons would decrease from 56 to 4S million tons (a 12 percent decrease), 

• Traffic on the new common point connec*. on would be two trains per day. 

9.5.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives :o the proposed rail line construction The 
proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 
minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way Tnere are no construction, 
operational or environmental features that would renoer another alignment of the proposed rail line 
more reasonable than the proposed location. 

No-Action Alternativr 

SEA considei d a • , . in" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 
confinue to move over e><stH j j ' , ' and SP rail lines. However, access between the two lines would 
be limited to existing intercri^ng' , or terminals. 

m 
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9.5.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed connection would be constructed adjacent to an existing rail corndor in an area 

of mixed, urbanized land uses Residential areas are located to the east and west of the proposed 

construcfion The site is not located on pnme farmland. The line proposed for construction is not 

within a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

There are no major water resources within the project area A minor drainage ditch was 

observed near the at-oradc street crossing of East Morning Drive National Wetland Inventor/ 

(NWI) maps were not available for this urban site: site visits did not reveal any wetland vegetation. 

The proposed site is not located within a 100-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetafion Existing nafive vegetafion on the proposed rail construcfion site has been 

disturbed by urbanization and previous rail activities Mixed forbs and grasses were observed on 

the project nght-of-way A large open fic-id was observed to the west of the tracks, ciose to the rail 

crossover. Vegetation in the field and right-of-way is routinely mowed. 

Wildlife, Wild'ifp habitat on the proposed rail construction site is of poor quality Wildlife 

species are hmited to small mammals or birds that are very tolerant of urban and disturbed 

condifions. 

Threatened and Endangered Species USFWS and TPW were consulted regarding 

threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail lme construcfion at Fort Worth 

(Ney Yard) The USFWS and TPW staff indicated that no suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of 

the proposed construction project for any state- or federally-listed threatened or endangered 

species. In addition, the TPW did not identify any state species of concern at the proposed 

constrii jtion site. 

Parks, Forest Presen/es, Refuges, and Sanctuaries No state or federally-designated parks, 

forest preserves, refuges, or sanctuanes are located in the vicinity of the proposed construction 

site Municipal parks close to the site include Glenwood Park, Sycamore Park, Rosemont Park, 

and Forest Park. 

9-47 Volume 4 



Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 215 

Metropolitan Dallas-Ft Worth This AQCR is currently in nonattainment for ozone and lead. For 

all other National Ambient Air Qualitv Standards (NAAQS) pollutants, this AQCR is considered an 

attainment area 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail line segments, rail yards and mtermodal facilities where activiiies exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L,„) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L̂ .,, is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanafion of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA. The applicable impact critena as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail, industrial, and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the 

proposed construction Given the exisfing acfivifies in the area, passby noise levels would range 

from 65 dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet) A noise-

sensitive residential area is located 100 feet west of the p.rcoosed connection, and mixed u.'-ban 

land uses are located on the eastern side Existing noise includes noise from through trains and 

local street traffic. No sensitive receivers have been identified in the mixed urban land use area 

east of the site 

The current level of train traffic on the UP rail line (20 trains per day) generates an estimated 

LcT noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 200 feet without horns (570 feet with 

horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of NRHP listings and consultations with the Texas SHPO, it was 

determined that no documented histonc or archaeologica! sites have been idenfified at the 

proposed construction site However, as part of the Section 106 consultation process site-specific 

field surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources would be 

disturbed or destroyed by construcfion activities Consultation has been initiated with the Texas 

SHPO to confirm this finding. 
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Transportation and Safety 

The proposed construction project is located in south-central Fort Wort' Existing rail lines 

m the area include the SP branch line and the UP mainline running south to Waco, the UP Forth 

Worth subdivision mainline and the SP Ennis subdivision Fort Worth branch Roadways near the 

proposed construction site are predominantly local streets Interstate 35-West is located 

immediately east of the project site. Interstate 20 is located less than 3 mi'es south of the site. 

Access to the construction site would be via iocal roads and highways, 

SEA's review of the VISTA data base on UP safety records indicate there are no known 

hazardous waste sites at the proposed construction site 

9.5.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection. 

It is compatible with surrounding land uses and complies with applicable zoning ordinances and/or 

development regulations and is consistent with existing development in the area No converoion 

of prime farmland is necessary to complete construction of this connection, nor is the proposed site 

subject to any coastal zone management plans. 

Water Resources 

The construction of the proposed connection would not have adverse impacts on 

groundwater resources Given the small size of the project, construcfion would require relafively 

little earthwork and would not alter stormwater drainage or infiltration patterns in the area. The 

proposed construction project also would not have any adverse impacts on water resources or 

wetlands. Additionally, the project would not encroach upon the 100-year floodplain, 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area. The proposed construcfion would not involve excavafion from or the 

placement of dredged or fill material into the "v/aters of the United States," including designated 

wettands. Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required, Addifionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres. 
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Biological Resources 

Vegetation No adverse impact to vegetafion is anficipated due to the disturbed condifion o ^ j ^ 

the site. However, after construcfion UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 

encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and would stajilize disturbed soils. 

Wildlife, No adverse impact to wildlife populafions are anficipated, since wildlife habitat on 

the proposed construction site is of poor quality 

Threatened and Endangered Species, USFWS and TPW indicated that suitable habitat does 

not exist for threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail Ime construction 

at Fort Worth (Ney Yard) Therefore, since tnere 3re no recorded occurrences at or near the 

project site and no observations of occurrences of such species were made during site visits, no 

effects on these species or their critical habitat are anticipated 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges and Sanctuaries No adverse impact is anficipated since 

there are no state or federally designated parks forest preserves, refuges or sanctuaries in the 

adjacent to the proposed construction site. Local parks in the area would not be affected by the 

construcfion activifies 

Air Quality 

Impacts on ai- quality m Fort Worth could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction. Construction impacts to air quality would be related to fugitive dust emissions around 

the construcfion site and vehicle emissions from construction equipment and employee traffic. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions During Construction Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site As discussed 

above. AQCR 215 is an nonattainment area for ozone and lead The small amount of fugitive dust 

emissions due to construction wcuid have no adverse impact on the attainment status or an quality 

of the area due to the short duration of construction acfivities In addition, good cop'-trucfion 

practices would include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface replanting 

vegetafion and watering the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construcfion There woi'id also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic during the construction (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construcfion at the site would be 15 empioyees for 17 days. Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee trips required would be 510 This relatively small number of tnps for the short 
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durafion of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality In addition due 

to the small scope of construcfion activities (only 700 cubic yards of earthwork are required), air 

uality impacts from construcfion equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the 

area's air quality 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased acfivity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities. 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5). The new rail line construction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 

line segments but rather provide shorter trip lengths for trains using the common point connection. 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result m reduced emissions Therefore. SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed new constiuction 

would not have the potential to seriously degrade the air quality in AQCR 215 nor would it result 

in any additional exceedances ofthe NAAQS 

Noise 

UP/SP estimate two train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection. The 

anticipated increase m train traffic along the proposed connection could generate an L̂ ^ of 65 dBA 

at approximately 43 feet without horns This is within the existing L,., 65 dBA contour generated 

by existing rail traffic The distance would be 146 feet with horns, but horns would not likely be 

ueed along the proposed connection because there are no grade crossings. 

Wheel squeal noise could occur from trains traversing the 3 5 degree curve; noise levels 

would be about 85 to 95 dBA at •'isidences located adjacent to the western boundary of the site. 

If squeal noise occurs often. '.' ere may be an increase of by more than 3 dBA relative to 

existing conditions. Temporary increases in noise due to construction would cause minor 

increased noise levels in the residenfial area located to the west of the site. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the Texas SHPO, no known or documented historic 

or archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. Thus, the proposed connecfion 

would not affect historic or cultural resources However, there is the potential for adverse impacts 

on undocumented archaeological sites, SEA's recommended mifigation measures include 

provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of 

archaeological sites dunng the construction. Consultation has been initiated with the Texas SHPO. 

seeking concurrence in this determination. 
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Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construcfion project would improve rail riccess to Fort Worth a n d ^ ^ 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossings and 

therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other transportation 

impacts would be limited to increased deterioration of public roads due to the transport of 

construcfion equipment This impact is expected to be of short durs md is not likely to affect 

the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disrupfions of local .nicular traffic couici occur 

during the construction period. 

No hazardous waste sites were idenfified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of an adverse spill of hazardous or toxic materials during construcfion is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff In the very unlikely event of a large spill tt.-v. is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potentiai for contaminants tc seep into 

underiying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contaminafion. 

9.5.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed m Section 9 5 2 SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

construction project. The proposed construction is the most direct rail line connection and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated. Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain uncharged, Hcvever, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result Vi/ithout the new connecfion couid 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

9.5.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considenng the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the pruposed UP/SP merger, SFA sent consultafion letters to 

vanous Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29, 1996. These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 
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merger and related construction and abandonment projects. Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listeo the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet 

IS shown in Volume 5 Appendix D Exhibit D-10, SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them of the distnbution to the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown in Volume 5 Appendix E Table E-1 Comments 

received from the vanous parties consulted regarding this proposed construction project were: 

• The U S, Environmental Protecfion Agency Region 6 noted general scoping 

items that should be included in the Environmental Assessment (EA), but did not 

comment on any specific impacts 

9.5.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigation measures were suggested for the construction project by the vanous parties 

consulted in the process of preparing the EA (See Volume 5 Appendices D and E, for agency 

consultafion lists). 

9.5.8 SEA Recommended Mitig-tion 

This section contains the mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Fort Worth (Ney Yard) construction project SEA will 

consider all comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will 

consider SEA's recommendations and the environmental record m making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1. UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulafions regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals. including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated during construction of the proposed rail line, 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all materials that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulafions. 
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3 UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construction activifies to their pre-construction conditions 

4 Before undertaking any construcfion acfivities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected Amencan Indian Tribes. 

Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Pracfices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plastic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops. 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures. 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of right-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regiowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1 If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities. UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Texas SHPO 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

if hazardous waste and/or matenals are discovered at the site. 

2. UP/SP -jhall transport hazardous materials in compliance with the U.S. 

Department of Transportation Federal Motor Carner Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spiil, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 
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procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans. 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropnate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction, 

2. UP/SP shail restore roads disturbed dunng construction :i- ^nditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply witn all applicable Federal, state and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugifive dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind bamers and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery, 

2. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from tram operations over the new 

connection and implement mitigation measures to control excessive wheel 

squeal. 

9.6 Fort Worth (UP to SP) 

Fort Worth IS located in Tarrant County, 30 miles west of Dallas. Existing rail lines m the area 

include the SP branch line and the UP main line running south to Waco the UP Fort V/orth 

subdivision mainline, and the SP Ennis subdivision Fort Worth branch. 

9.6.1 Prcposed Action 

The proposed action involves the construcfion and operation of two new connections 

between the UP Fort Worth subdivision mainline and the SP Ennis subdivision branch line in Fort 

Worth, Texas This section presents the second proposed connecfion The first proposed 

connection is presented m Section 9 5, The second connecfion (see Figure 9-6) would be located 
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in the northeast quadrant of the exisfing SP/UP track crossing Construction of a new connection 

would permit trains betwe the UP mainline and rail yard located north of the crossing and the SP 

branch line running south to Ennis This connection would be used pnmanly by trains operatm 

northbound from Hearne to Fort Worth and beyond Two new power turnouts and approximately 

800 feet of new rail line would be required Acquisition of approximately 0,5 acre of additional nght-

of-way would be required 

Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction ofthe new rail line connection would require a labor force of 

15 people over a penod of 12 days. The construction would require approximately 700 cubic yards 

of earthwork and may require borrow material. Borrow matenal would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed merger would result in the following changes along existing 

rail lines: 

Traffic on the UP Fort Worth subdivision would decrease from 15 to 9 trains per day, 

and the annual gross tons would decrease from 44 to 18 million tons (a 60 percent 

decrease). 

Traffic on the SP Ennis subdivision would increase from 7 to 8 trains per day, and the 

annual gross tons would increase from 12 to 14 million tons (a 12 percent increase) 

Traffic on the new common point connection would be 8 trains per day 

9.6.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line construction The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way. There are no construction, 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment ofthe proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location. 

No-Action Alternative 

SEA considered a 'no-action" alternative With this alternative, current operations would 

confinue to move over exisfing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines would 
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FIGURE 9-6 

UP/SP RMLROAD MERGER 

NEW RAIL UNE CONSTRUCTION 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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be limited to existing interchanges or terminals 

9.6.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed connection would be constructed adjacent to an exisfing rail corndor in an area 

of mixed, urbanized land uses Residential areas are located to the east and west of the proposed 

construction The site is not located on pnme farmland The line proposed for construction is not 

withm a designated coastal zone 

Water Resources 

There are no major water resources within the project area A minor drainage ditch was 

observed near the at-grade street crossing of East Morning Dnve Nafional Wetland Inventory 

(NWI) maps were not available for this urban site: site visits did not reveal any wefiand vegetation 

The proposed site is not located within a 100-year floodplain. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation Existing nafive vegetation on the proposed rail construction site has been 

disturbed by urbanizafion and previous rail activities Mixed forbs and grasses were observed on 

the project nght-of-way A large open field was observed to the west ofthe tracks, close to the rail 

cross-over. Vegetation in the field and nght-of-way is routinely mowed 

Wildlife Wildlife habitat on the proposed rail construction site is of poor quality Wildlife 

species are limited to small mammals or birds that are very tolerant of urban and disturbed 

conditions 

Threatened and Endangered Species USFWS and TPW were consulted regarding 

threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail line construction at Fort Worth 

(UP to SP), The USFWS and TPW staff indicated that no suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of 

the proposed construction project for any state- or federally-listed threatened or endangered 

species. In addition, the TPW did not identify any state species of concern at the proposed 

construcfion site. 

Parks. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuaries, No parks, forest preserves, refuges 

or sanctuaries are located in the vicinity of the proposed construction site Municipal parks close 

to the site include Glenwood Park, Sycamore Park, Rosemont Park, and Forest Park. 
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Air Quality 

The proposed constmction site is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 215: 

Metropolitan Dallas-Fort Worth This AQCR is cunantly in nonattainr.ient for ozcne and lead ^or 

all other National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants, this AQCR is considereo an 

attainment area 

Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105 7(e) specify that noise studies must be 

conducted at rail une segments rail yards, and intennodal facilities where activifies exceed certain 

thresholds. Where noise studies 3ie performed, adverse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure a; measured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Leve! (L ,̂,) of 3 dBA 

or more, or where L,̂  is 65 dBA or greater A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements, 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact critena, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any r oise-sensifive receptors located m the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2 

Rail and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area o' the proposed 

construction Given the existing activifies in the area passby noise levels wouid range from 65 

dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomofive at 50 feet) A noise-sensitive 

residential area is located 400 feet west of the proposed connection, and mixed urban land uses 

are located on the eastern side Existing noise includes noise from through trains and local street 

traffic. No sensitive receivers t ave been identified in the mixed urban land use area east of the 

site. 

The current level of train traffic on the UP Fort Worth line (15 trains per day) generates an 

estimated L̂ p noise level of 65 dBA at a distance of approximately 160 feet without horns (500 feet 

with horns) The current level of traffic on the SP Ennis line (seven trains per day) generates an 

estimated L̂ p noise level of 65 cBA at a distance of approximately 100 feet without horns (320 feet 

wtth horns). 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of NRHP listings and initial consultations with the Texas SHPO. it 

was determined that no documented histonc structures or archaeological sites have been identified 

at the proposed construcfion si e. However, as part of the Section 106 consultation process, site-

specific field surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources 

would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activifies, Consultafion has been initiated with 

the Texas SHPO to confirm this finding 
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Transportation and Safety 

The proposed construction project is located in south-central Fort Worth Existing rail l i ney^ j j j ^ 

in the area include the SP branch line and the UP mam line running south to Waco, the UP Forth 

Worth subdivision mam line, and the SP Ennis subdivision Fort Worth branch Roadways near the 

proposed construction site are predominantly local streets Interstate 35-West is located 

immediately east ofthe project site. Interstate 20 is located less than 3 miles south of the site. 

Access to the construction site would be via local roads. 

SEA'S review of the VISTA database and UP safety records indicate no known hazardous 

waste Sites exist at the proposed construction site 

9.6.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the constmction of the proposed connection. 

It is compatible with surrounding land uses and complies with applicable zoning ordinances and/or 

development regulations and is consistent with existing development in the area. No conversion 

of pnme farmland is necessary to complete construcfion of this connection, nor is the proposed site 

subject to any coastal zone management plans. 

Water Re. ''Ources 

The construction of the proposed connecfion would not have adverse jacts on 

groundwater resources. Given the small size of the project, construction v;ould reqi , relatively 

little earthwork and would not alter stormwater drainage or infiltration patterns in the area The 

proposed construction project also would not have any adverse impacts on water resources or 

wefiands Addifionally, the project would not encroach upon t.he 100-year floodplam. 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by jurisdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authonties, including 

appropriate measures for sedimentation and erosion control Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect water quality 

in the construction area The proposed construction would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill matenal into the "waters of the United States." including designated 

wetlands. Therefore, authorization under Secfion 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required. Additionally, an NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to 

Section 402 ofthe Clear Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres. 
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Biological Resources 

Vegetation No adverse impact to vegetafion is anticipated due to the disturbed condifion of 

the site However after construction UP/SP would use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 

encourage regrowth in disturbed areas and stabilize disturbed soils. 

Wildlife No adverse impact to wildlife populations are anficipateo, since wildlife habitat on 

the Pl oposed construction site is of poor quality 

Th.eatened and Endangered Species USFWS and TPW indicated that suitable habitat does 

not exist fo " threatene J and endangered species m the area of the proposed rail line construction 

at Fort v'̂ 'orth (UP to S ^) Therefore, since there are recorded occurrences at or near the project 

site and no observati^ms of occurrences of such species were made dunng site visits, no effects 

on these species or their critical habitat are anticipated 

Parks, Forest Preserves Refuges, and Sanctuanes No adverse impact is anticipated since 

there are no state or federally designated parks, forest preserves, refuges or sanctuanes adjacent 

to the proposed construction site Local parks in the area would not be affected by the construction 

activities. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Fort Worth could result from increased emissions dunng project 

construction as well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed. Consfi uction 

impacts to air quality would be related to fugitive dust emissions around the construction site and 

vehicle emissions from construction equipment and employee traffic. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions Dunnq Constmction, Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construcfion at the site. As discussed 

above AQCR 215 is an nonattainment area for ozone and lead The small amount of fugitive dust 

emissions due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attammiont status or air quality 

of the area due to the short duration of construction activifies. In addition, good construction 

practices would include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, replanting 

vegetation and watenng the site 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic during the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads, and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 15 employees for 17 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 
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number of employee tnps required would be 510 This relatively small number of tnps for the short 

duration of the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality, in addition, d u e ^ ^ ^ 

to the small scope of construction activifies (only 700 cubic yards of earthwork are required), a i r ^ ^ ^ 

quality impacts from constmction equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the 

area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operations Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments ana increased acfivity in rail yards and mtermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rail operations in 49 CFR 

1105 7(e) (5), The new rail line construcfion would not introduce new rail traffic on the associatec 

iine segments, but rather provide shorter trip lengths for trains using the common point connectio.i. 

The reduced travel times and tnp lengths would also result in reduced emissions. Therefore, SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulting f ron the operation of the proposed new construction 

would not have the potential to senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 215, nor would it result 

in any addifional exceedances of the NAAQS. 

No'se 

UP/SP esfimate eight train movements per day on the proposed rail line connection The 

anticipated increase in train traffic along the prcposed connection could generate an LQ„ of 65 dBA 

at approximately 110 feet without horns The distance would be 340 feet with horns, but horns 

would not likely be used along the proposed connection because grade crossings would not be 

crossed. The area of the proposed rail line construction project would be entirely within the L̂ ,, 65 

dBA noise cor.tours ofthe existing rail lines 

Short-term increases in noise levels would be expenenced at the nearest residences located 

west of the site Train operations on the 5-degree curve would likely cause wheel squeal and couid 

reach levels of 70 to 80 dBA at the nearest residences UP/SP would be required under SEA's 

recommended mitigation to monitor and control these elevated noise levels 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's inifial consultations with the Texas SHPO, no known or documented historic 

structures or archaeological sites exist at the proposed construction site. Thus, the proposed 

connection would not affect historic or cultural resources. However there is the potential for 

adverse impacts on undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mifigafion measures 

include provisions for continued Section 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment ot 

archaeological sites dunng the construction. Consultation has been inifiated /vith the Texas SHPO, 

seeking concurrence in this determinafion. 
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Transportat ion and Safety 

The proposed rail line construcfion project would improve rai! access to Fort Worth and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operations It would not require new grade crossings of any roads 

and therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of motor vehicle traffic Other 

transportation impacts would be limited to increased deterioration of public roads due to the 

transport of construction equipment This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not 

likely to affect the viability or lifespan of the roads. Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic 

could occur during the construction period. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity ofthe proposed construction site 

The probability of an adverse spill of hazardous or toxic materials dunng construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the construction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potential for contaminants to seep into 

underiying soils Overali, the proposed rail line construction project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination 

9.6.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Actions 

As discussed in Section 9 6 2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail lme 

construction project. The proposed construction is the most direc; rail line connecfion and would 

involve the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way, 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative were implemented, the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore land use and other environmental conditions that currently 

exist at the proposed site would remain unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays and slower operafing speeds that could result without the new connecfion could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts. 

9.6.6 Summary of Agency Comments 

In considenng the potenfiai environmental impacts of the proposed new rail lme construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger, SEA sent consultation letters to 

various Federal, state, and local agencies on January 29. 1996 These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy notification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 
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merger and related construction and abandonment projects. Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample p a c k e ^ | ^ 

is shown in Volume 5 Appendix D, Exhibit D-10. SEA contacted agencies by telephone to a l e r ^ ^ 

them to the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies in preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified and 

considered by SEA in the preparation of this EA 

All comments received (through mid March. 1996) in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5. Appendix E, Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary, SEA conducted 

additional consultation with agencies as shown m Volume 5 Appendix E. Table E-1 Comments 

received from the various parties consulted regarding this proposed construction project were: 

The U S Environmental Protection Agency Region 6, noted general scoping 

items that should be included in the Environmentai Assessment (EA), but did not 

comment on any specific impacts. 

9.6.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mitigafion measures were suggested for the construction project by the various parties 

consulted in the process of prepanng the EA (See Volume 5. Appendices D and E. for agency 

consultation lists), 

9.6.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Fort Worth (UP to SP) construction project SEA wiil 

consider all comments on the EA m making its final recommendation to the Board The Board will 

consider SEA's recommendafions and the environmental rec -d in making its final decision SEA's 

recommended mitigation is as fo'lows. 

Land Use 

1 UP/SP shall obsen/e all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of any waste matenals, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction of the proposed rail line 

2, UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid vjaste m.anagement regulations. 
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3. UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed dunng 

construcfion activities to their pre-construcfion condifions. 

4. Before undertaking any construction acfivities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tnbes 

Water Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability during construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plasfic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

track is constructed. UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion If erosion develops. 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures. 

2, UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 

application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operafions. 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to encourage regrowth in disturtied 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1. If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during construction 

activities. UP/SP shall cease work m the area and immediately contact the 

Texas SHPO. 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Texas Natural Resource Conser./ation Commission 

if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site, 

2. UP/SP shall transport hazardous materials in compliance with the U S 

Department of Transportafion Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179). 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 
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procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans, 

Transportation 

1, UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disrupfions 

dunng construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed dunng construction to condifions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust Fugitive dust emissions created dunng 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind bamers. and chemical treatment. 

Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 

use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 

2. UP/SP shall monitor noise resulting from train operations over the new 

connection and implement appropnate mifigation measures to control excessive 

wheel squeal. 

9.7 Carrollton 

Carrollton is located m Dallas County, 10 miles north of Dallas, Exisfing rail lines in the area 

include the SP Commerce subdivision and the UP/Dart Denton branch. 

9.7.1 Proposed Action 

Constmction of addifional yard tracks at the SP Carrollton yard is proposed to manage the 

operafions of locai traffic of the consolidated UP/SP system Approximately 3,660 feet of new rail 

line, including two yard tracks and one track extension, wouid be built (see Figure 9-7). Some 

additional (about 0.5 acre) right-of-way wou'd be required. 
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FIGURE 9-7 
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Construction Requirements 

UP estimates that construction of the new rail line connection would require a labor force o' 

20 people over a period of 32 days The construction would require approximately 3,100 cubic 

yards of earthwork and may require borrow material. Borrow material would be obtained from local 

sources and hauled to the construction site by rail or truck. 

Changes In Traffic 

UP/SP state that the proposed construction merger would not result in changes to traffic on 

existing rail lines. Two switching lines, one from the UP Mockingbird Yard and one from the SP 

Miller Yard, currently serve the area north of Dallas The new connections would allow these 

operations to be combined at the SP Miller Yard and provide additional capacity, 

9.7.2 Alternative Actions Considered 

SEA identified no other feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line construction The 

proposed rail line would be the most direct connection between the existing rail lines and would 

minimize the use of new land outside the UP and SP nghts-of-way There are no construcfion, 

operational or environmental features that would render another alignment of the proposed rail line 

more reasonable than the proposed location, 

No-Action Alternative 

A "no-acfion" alternative was considered by the SEA With this altemative, current operations 

would confinue to move over existing UP and SP rail lines However, access between the two lines 

would be limited to exisfing interchanges or terminals 

9.7.3 Existing Environment 

Land Use 

The proposed track construction would occur in an area with existing rail lines, surrounded 

by urbanized residenfial land uses associated with the Carrollton community Current zoning for 

the proposed construcfion sites allows railroad-related development. The construction would not 

occur in an area of pnme farmland. The line proposed for construcfion is not within a designated 

coastal zone 
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Water Resources 

Hutton Branch, a channelized perennial stream, borders the site to the north Perry Branch, 

an intermittent stream, flows toward the north across the eastern end of the site to join the Hutton 

Branch, A small 2-acre water impoundment is located mmediately south of the rail corndor at the 

base of a hill covered with residential development Nat onal Wefiand Inventory (NWI) maps were 

not available for this urban site: site visits did not reveal any wetland vegetafion. Portions of the 

proposed site are located within the 100-year floodplam. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation, Existing vegetation around the rail corndor and adjacent to the southern 

residential neighborhood has been disturbed by rail acti vity and urbanization Open grassy areas 

are dominated by weedy grass species such as coasta Bermuda grass. Forested areas along the 

south edge ofthe rail nght-of-way include species sucn as American elm. cottonwood, post oak, 

and mulberry The lands immediately north of the rail right-of-way and north of Hutton Branch, 

have open fields of mixed forbs and grasses Soils are clayed, typical to bottom lands along 

drainages Percolation is slow, shnnk-swell potential is high 

Wildlife Wildlife habitat on the proposed rail construction site is of fair to poor quality 

Wildlife species on or near the site are tolerant of urban and industnal conditions. 

Threatened and Endangered Soecies SEA consulted USFWS and TPW regarding 

threatened and endangered species in the area ofthe proposed rail line construction at Carrollton, 

The USFWS and TPW staff indicated that no suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of the proposec 

construcfion project for any state- or federally-listed threatened or endangered species In addition, 

the TPW records indicated there was no known occurrences of any sensitive species within the 

proposed project area, 

Pari<s. Forest Preserves. Refuges, and Sanctuanes No parks, forest preserves, refuges or 

sanctuanes are located m the vicinity of the proposed construcfion site. 

Air Quality 

The proposed construction site is located in AQCR 215: Metropolitan Dallas-Fort Worth This 

AQCR IS currently non-attainment for ozone and lead For all other NAAQS pollutants, this AQCR 

is considered an attainment area. 
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Noise 

The Board's environmental rules at 49 CFR 1105,7(e) specify that noise studies must b J ^ ^ 

conducted at rail line segments rail yards and intermodal facilities where activities exceed certain 

thresholds Where noise studies are performed, adve.rse impacts are determined by an increase 

in community noise exposure as neasured by the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (L̂ )̂ ji' 3 dBA 

or more, or where L̂ p is 65 dBA or greater, A detailed explanation of noise levels, measurements 

and thresholds is presented in Volume 2 of this EA, The applicable impact criteria, as well as the 

projected noise levels and any noise-sensitive receptors located in the area of the project, are also 

presented in Volume 2. 

Rail and vehicular traffic are the primary sources of noise in the area of the proposed 

construction Given the existing activities m the area, passby noise levels would range from 65 

dBA (automobile at 50 feet) to just under 100 dBA (diesel locomotive at 50 feet) Noise-sensitive 

residential areas are located on either side of the construction site. Approximately two blocks of 

residenfial street border the southern side of the proposed new construction. Existing noise 

includes through train noise and noise from yard operations. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's review of NRHP listings and initial consultafions with the Texas SHPO, it 

was determined that no documented histonc structures or archaeological sites have been identified 

at the proposed construcfion site However, as pan of the Section 106 consultation process, site-

specific field surveys could be required by the SHPO to verify that no archaeological resources 

would be disturbed or destroyed by construction activities. Consultation has been initiated with 

the Texas SHPO to confirm this finding. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed construction project is located in west-central Carrollton Existing rail lines in 

the area include the SP Commerce subdivision and the UP/Dart Denton branch Roadways near 

the proposed construction site are predominantly local streets Interstate 35-East is located 

immediately west of the project site Access to the construction site would be via local roads. 

According to UP/SP, no known hazardous waste sites exist at the proposed constmction site 
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9.7.4 Potential Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action 

Land Use 

No adverse land use impacts are expected from the construction of the proposed connection 

The new rail yard tracks and siding extension are located adjacent to existing rail lines It is 

compatible with surrounding land uses, complies with applicable zoning ordinances and/or 

development regulations, and is consistent with the community's comprehensive land use plan. 

No conversion of pnme farmland is necessary to complete construction of this connection, nor is 

the proposed site subject to any coastal zone management plans 

Water Resources 

The construction ofthe proposed rail line would not have adverse impacts on groundwater 

resources, given the small size of the project and the limited productivity of groundwater in the 

area. Furthermore, because construction ofthe rail line would require relatively little earthwork, the 

project design would not alter stormwater drainage and infiltration patterns in the area. The 

proposed construction project would also not have any adverse impacts on the perennial or 

intermittent streams near the construction site, 

UP/SP's construction specifications would incorporate provisions for environmental protection 

as required by junsdictional agencies and Federal, state, and local permitting authorities, including 

appropnate measures for sedimentafion and erosion control. Because all applicable Federal, state, 

and local water quality standards would be met, the proposed project would not affect v/ater quality 

in the construction area The proposed construcfion would not involve excavation from or the 

placement of dredged or fill matenal into the "waters of the United States," including designated 

wetlands. Therefore, authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not be 

required Addifionally, a NPDES stormwater discharge permit would not be required pursuant to 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act because the total land area to be disturbed is estimated to be 

less than 5 acres, 

Biologicai Resources 

Vegetation, No adverse impact to vegetation is anticipated due to the disturbed condition of 

the site However, after construction UP/SP would use BMPs to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and would stabilize disturbed soils 

Wildlife, No adverse impact to wildlife populations are anticipated, since wildlife habitat on 

the proposed construction site is of low quality. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species USFWS and TPW have indicated that suitable 

habitat does not exist for threatened and endangered species in the area of the proposed rail l i n e ^ ^ 

construction at Carrollton Therefore, since there are no recorded occurrences at or near t h e ^ ^ V 

project site and no observations of occurrences of such species were made during site visits, no 

effects on these species or their cntical habitat are anticipated. 

Parks. Forest Preserves, Refuges, and Sanctuaries No adverse impact is anficipated since 

there are no state or federally designated parks, forest preserves, refuges or sanctuaries adjacent 

to the proposed construction site. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality in Carrollton could result from increased emission dunng project 

construction as well as increased tram traffic when the proposed project is completed and becomes 

operafional. Construction impacts to air quality would be related to fugitive dust emissions around 

the construction site and vehicle emissions from construction equipment and employee traffic, 

Fugifive Dust Emissions During Construcfion Estimated emissions from construction are of 

a relatively short duration and would occur only dunng active construction at the site As discussed 

above, AQCR 215 is currently nonattainment area for ozone and lead The small amount of 

fugitive dust emissions due to construction would have no adverse impact on the attainment status 

or air quality of the area due to the short duration of construction activities In addition, good 

construction practices would include dust control measures, such as stabilizing the surface, 

replanting vegetation and watering the site. 

Vehicle Emissions During Construction There would also be two types of estimated 

emissions associated with vehicular traffic dunng the construction: (1) particulate emissions from 

vehicles moving over the roads and (2) emissions from construction equipment. The estimated 

labor force for construction at the site would be 20 employees for 32 days Assuming that each 

employee makes two tnps to the construction site per day (one arriving, one leaving), the total 

number of employee tnps required would be 1,280, This number of trips for the short duration of 

the construction would not be sufficient to adversely affect air quality. In addifion, due to the small 

scope of construction activities (only 3 100 cubic yards of earthwork are required), emissions 

increases from construction equipment would be minimal, and would not adversely impact the 

area's air quality. 

Estimated Emissions From Operafions Rail operations can affect air quality through 

increased activity on rail line segments and increased activity in rail yards and intermodal facilities 

The Board has specified threshold limits for increased activity of these rait operations in 49 CFR 

1105,7(e) (5), The new rail 'ine constmction would not introduce new rail traffic on the associated 
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line segments, but rather provide shorter tnp lengths for trains using the common point connecfion 

The reduced travel fimes and trip lengths would also resuit in reduced emissions. Therefore SEA 

concludes that the air emissions resulfing from the operation of the proposed new construction 

wouid not have the potential tc senously degrade the air quality in AQCR 215, nor would it result 

in any additional exceedances of the NAAQS. 

Noise 

Noise from locomotives and yard operations on acquired nght-of-way could produce higher 

levels of noise than now occurnng in the residential area which borders the nght-of-way The 

increase would depend on the final alignment of the new track UP/SP shall develop appropriate 

mifigafion measures following final design Increases in noise levels dunng construction would be 

temporary UP/SP shall control construction noise from equipment through use of work hour 

controls and maintenance of muffler systems on ail machinery. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

Based on SEA's initial consultations with the SHPO in Texas, no known or documented 

archaeological sites exist at the proposed construcfion site. Thus, the proposed connector would 

not affect histonc or cultural resources However, there is the potential for adverse impacts on 

undocumented archaeological sites SEA's recommended mifigation measures include provisions 

for continued Secfion 106 consultation to address discovery and treatment of archaeological sites 

during the construction Consultation has been initiated with the Texas SHPO, seeking 

concurrence in this determinafion. 

Transportation and Safety 

The proposed rail line construction project would improve rail access lo Carrollton and 

enhance the efficiency of UP/SP operafions. It would not require new grade crossings and 

therefore would not cause any delays or disruptions of m.otor vehicle traffic. Other transportafion 

impacts would be limited to increased detenoration of public roads due to the transport of 

construcfion equipment. This impact is expected to be of short duration and is not likely to affect 

the viability or lifespan of the roads Short-term disruptions of local vehicular traffic could occur 

during the construction period. 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the vicinity of the proposed construction site. 

The probability of a major spill of hazardous or toxic materials dunng construction is very small. 

However, in the unlikely event that such a spill occurs at the constmction site, drainage ditches are 

expected to retain the contaminated runoff. In the very unlikely event of a large spill that is not 

promptly and properiy cleaned up, there could be the potenfiai for contaminants to seep into 
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underiying soils Overall, the proposed rail line construcfion project would not be expected to 

increase the probability or consequences of hazardous waste contamination, 

9.7.5 Potential Environmental Impact of Alternative Act ions 

As discussed in Section 9 7 2, SEA identified no feasible alternatives to the proposed rail line 

conrtruction project The proposed rail line construction is the most direct rail line connection and 

involves the use of minimal land outside the UP and SP rights-of-way. 

No-Action Alternative 

If the no-action alternative was implemented the proposed rail line connection would not be 

constructed or operated Therefore, land use and other environmental conditions that cunently 

exisL at the pioposed site wouid 'emam unchanged However, if the merger is approved, the 

absence of this rail line connection could result in less efficient rail service. The capacity 

constraints, delays, and slower operating speeds that could result without the new connecfion could 

cause additional fuel consumption and increase emissions impacts 

9.7.6 Summary of Agency Comments -

In considering the potential environmental impacts of the proposed new rail line construction 

and operation planned as part of the proposed UP/SP merger. SEA sent consultation letters to 

various Federal, state, and loea! agencies on January 29, 1996. These letters, samples of which 

are included in Volume 5. Appendix D. Exhibits D-1 through D-9, provided eariy nofification of this 

EA and requested information and comments on the effects to the environment of the proposed 

merger and related construction and abandonment projects Each letter included a state 

information packet and maps that listed the specific merger-related proposals A sample packet 

IS shown in Volume 5, Appendix D, Exhibit D-10 SEA contacted agencies by telephone to alert 

them to the distnbution of the consultation letter and to confirm its receipt The Applicant also 

contacted these agencies m preparation of the Environmental Report which accompanied the 

merger application That correspondence and all responses were reviewed, verified, and 

considered by SEA in the preparafion of this EA, 

All comments received (through mid March, 1996; in response to the January 29th letter are 

shown in Volume 5, Appendix E. Exhibits E-1 through E-11 As necessary. SEA conducted 

additional consultation vyith agencies as shown in Volume 5. Appendix E. Table E-1 Comments 

received from the vanous parties consulted regarding this proposed construction project were: 

• The U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6, noted general scoping 

items that should be included in the Environmental Assessment (EA), but did not 
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comment on any specific impacts 

9.7.7 Suggested Mitigation 

No mifigation measures were suggested for the proposed construction project by the various 

parties consulted in the process of preparing the EA (See Volume 5. Appendices D and E, for 

agency consultafion lists). 

9.7.8 SEA Recommended Mitigation 

This section contains the mitigafion measures that SEA recommends that the Board impose 

in any final decision approving the proposed Carrollton construction project SEA will consider all 

comments on the EA in making its final recommendation to the Board. SEA's recommended 

mitigation is as follows. 

Land Use 

1 UP/SP shall observe all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations regarding 

handling and disposal of a iy waste materials, including hazardous waste, 

encountered or generated dunng construction of the proposed rail line 

2. UP/SP shall dispose of all matenals that cannot be reused in accordance with 

state and local solid waste management regulations, 

3, UP/SP shall restore any adjacent properties that are disturbed during 

construction activities to their pre- construction conditions. 

4 Before undertaking any construction activities, UP/SP shall consult with any 

potentially affected American Indian Tribes, 

Water Resources 

1, UP/SP shall use Best Management Practices to control erosion, runoff, and 

surface instability dunng construction, including seeding, fiber mats, straw 

mulch, plasfic liners, slope drains, and other erosion control devices. Once the 

track is constructed, UP/SP shall establish vegetation on the embankment slope 

to provide permanent cover and prevent potential erosion. If erosion develops, 

UP/SP shall take steps to develop other appropriate erosion control procedures. 

2. UP/SP shall use only EPA-approved herbicides and qualified contractors for 
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application of nght-of-way maintenance herbicides, and shall limit such 

application to the extent necessary for rail operations 

Biological Resources 

1. UP/SP shall use Best Management Pracfices to encourage regrowth in disturbed 

areas and to stabilize disturbed soils. 

Historic and Cultural Resources 

1, If previously undiscovered archaeology remains are found during constmction 

activities, UP/SP shall cease work in the area and immediately contact the 

Arkansas SHPO 

Safety 

1. UP/SP shall consult with the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

if hazardous waste and/or materials are discovered at the site. 

2. UP/SP shall transport hazardous materials in compliance with the U S, 

Department of Transportafion Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 

Parts 171 to 179), 

3. In the case of a spill, UP/SP shall follow appropriate emergency response 

procedures outlined in their Emergency Response Plans, 

Transportation 

1. UP/SP shall use appropriate signs and barricades to control traffic disruptions 

during construction. 

2. UP/SP shall restore roads disturbed during constmction to conditions as required 

by state or local regulations. 

Air Quality 

1. UP/SP shall comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations 

regarding the control of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions created during 

construction shall be minimized by using such control methods as water 

spraying, installation of wind barriers, and chemical treatment. 
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Noise 

1. UP/SP shall control temporary noise from construction equipment through the 
use of work hour controls and maintenance of muffler systems on machinery. 
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