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ALASKA RAILROAD corroration

P.O. Box 107500* Anchorage, Alaska 99510-7500

April 15, 1991

Rep. Gene Kubina, Member
House Transportation Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P. O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 9981)

Dear Representative Kubina:

The enclosed briefing book will provide you with background information

in advance of our discussion on Tuesc .y, April J.6, 1991. If you have any questions
regarding the contents of the book, Chairman Lounsbury and | will be able to
address them at that time.

| look forward to meeting with you.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Hatfield, Jr.
President and Chief Executive Officer

wpadm/1073/26
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Executive Summary

The Alaska Railroad Corporation is folease_d to once again have an opﬁgortumty to appear
before you and rePort the status o }/ou_r investment made in 1935._ he success of an
major corporation Isa combination of skilled management teamed with a highly motivate
labor force. The following information depicts”a _compang which has successtully
?t?e%%egng’sl'gggmcy' increasing assets from'$32.4 million'n 1985 to nearly $100.0 million

The Corporation has invested nearly $77 million into its glant,_ equipment fleet and
administrative programs inthe past five years and plans for 9.1 million in 1991, With this
Investment the Corporation has been able to return over 10% to its "shareholders”, the
citizens of Alaska. Through effective management of its work force, replacement of critical
components of Its equipment fleet, and aggressive marketing of its services, the Alaska
Railroad CorPoratlon has built a solid foundation to continlie towards an even more
successful future. The CorPoratmn has now become the seventh Jargest employer inthe
State (up from elghth las eare), and Is rankea num%er 1l %nlnt last year) in t_(ital
revenues, The Corporation has been and continues to be a force for econgmic stability
Inthe railbelt region providing an average of 550 stable employment positions with the

railroad alone.

The Corporatjon has successfully survived mal||or derailments, floods and the worst
economic decline since statehood. We continually strive to improve not only our freight
service byt also aggressively pursue our growmg? passenger market. We haveé introduced
new services to local communities along'the raiftelt with'the advent of our self-propelled
rail diesel cars (RDC), annual discolinted ral passes for Whittier residents, and
encouraged local community comments and suggestions through quarterly meetings of
the Community Briefing Council. These and other improvements have made the Alaska
gzalrllr?%goa ;ggge responsive, quality transportation system and still able to operate on its
WN resources.

The Corporation plans an aﬂgresswe future with the aavent of an additional 1.0 million
tons of expart coa) when (s & Mental Health Trust Land issues are resolved and the
expansion of Its efforts to develop Its most important asset, commermall%/ developahle
land. Our presentation includes some very exciting real estate development opportunities
and programs which the Corporation is actively pursuing.

As the Corporation confinues to mature it becomes._ increasingly important for us to
manag#_ its entire portfolio wisely and aggressively. ARRC contirities to Pursue a goal of
self-srficiency as stated in our enablm%] legislation as we feel this is the only path to
ensuring a viable and quality transporfation system Prov_ldlng another force for the

economic development of ihe State of Alaska, also stated in our charter.






Overview of Freight M arkets

1990 Revenues

Gen®"l Carload

21%
Intermodal
Other Local 11%
2%
Gravel
9%

Petroleunm
33%



Alaska Railroad Corporation

Passenger Ridership, 1987 to 1991*

Thousands
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Pull
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Total

1991 Estimated

1987

38.8
91.0
145.3
4.7

36.7
316.5

1988

36.7
120.5
150.3

6.5

46.6
360.7

1989

33.3
128.8
150.5

12.4

31.6
356.6

1990

48.0
148.4
177.3

13.7

49.7
437.1

1991

50.0
155.0
180.0

14.3

50.0
449.3






INTEGRATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN

ARRC has not applied herbicides for weed/brush control since 1983.
Prevented from using herbicides by Federal Court injunction, the judge
ruled the federally owned railroad had not complied with National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) as it had not filed an Environmental
Im;oact ?tatement (EIS). ARRC had been filing environmental assessments
in lieu of EIS.

After transfer to State of Alaska, the Railroad was not subject to NEPA
because NEPA applies only to federal actions.

Alaska Railroad Corporation now subject to Alaska Railroad Corporation
Act which mandates compliance with State of Alaska requirements (Sec.
42.40.440).

ARRC complied with requirements of ARR Corporation Act, and ADEC was
about to approve a permit when Governor Cowper interceded on 05/28/88.

ARRC contracted with the University of Alaska Fairbanks to conduct
research project for vegetation management during 1989-1990; includes
alternatives to herbicides.

Herbicides applied at six test sites June through August 1989 (one
application at each site).

Sampling in 1989 and 1990 for migration and persistence.
Data collection completed November 1990.
Draft report received from UAF February 20, 1991.

Met with ADEC Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner and Governor's
office to discuss findings on February 21.

Permit application filed with ADEC February?27.
Final report received from UAF March 4.
Citizens Advisory Committee meeting held in Anchorage March 7.

Decisun to reduce proposed scope of work based on input from Advisory
Committee on March 8.

Public workshops to be held at Seward, Anchorage, Birchwood, and
Talkeetna.

Outcome of public workshops will determine course of action.



3 MAIN AREAS OF CONCERN ABOUT UAF STUDY

Sampling below 3 foot level - RFP now for ‘mmpling, results back prior to
any application of herbicides

Vegetation survey - Although not formally written down, District
Roauieasters know where the most critical areas are

Needed more time to allow for public review and community involvement

Original plan approximately 500 acres reduced to approximately 125

150 miles of trackage to less than 50, includes about 17 yard miles or about
33 miles on main line and sidings

Won't go north of Curry (MP 248)
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Why are weeds a problem?

What is Integrated Vegetation
Management?

What is the goal of the IVM plan?

What methods has the ARRC been using to
control vegetation on our tracks?

Why are herbicides being considered to
control weeds?

How do other railroads control weeds on
their tracks?

ALASKA RAILROAD corPORATION

P.O. Box 107500* Anchorage, Alaska 99510-7500

e Ve

Weeds growing in the ballast restrict
drainage, cause shifting in the roadbed and
wear on track components.

An Integrated Vegetation Management Plan
combines several methods of vegetation
control, such as herbicide application,
reballasting, ballast regulating,
undercutting, brushcutting and hand
clearing.

The program is designed to:

emaintain visibility

*meet federal safety standards by
providing safe walkways for employees and
to permit inspection of track and rail cars

eprevent interference with signals,
communications and power lines

eprevent fires

sreduce wheel slippage

emaintain drainage of the track roadbed

emaintain load carrying capacity of the
track

ereduce frost action in the roadbed

Since 1983 the ARRC has been unable to use
herbicides but has used reballasting,
brushcutting and hand clearing in an
attempt to control weeds.

Herbicides are effective because they
destroy the root structure of the plant
instead of trimming off the top of the plant
or covering it with ballast which allow it to
return during the next growing season.

In a recent study by the University of Alaska
Fairbanks, 94 percent of 106 railroads
surveyed used herbicides in their vegetation
control programs.

(over)



Why was the University of Alaska Fairbanks
study conducted?

Who is on the Integrated Vegetation
Management Citizens Advisory Committee?

What were the results of the UAF research?

Will the ARRC continue to monitor the test
sites?

What is the status of our permit to use
herbicides?

Where were public meetings held?

ARRC commissioned the UAF project to
study the persistence and migration of the
herbicides Velpar and Garlon 3A and to
examine other vegetation control methods.

ARRC appointed an Integrated Vegetation

Management Citizens Advisory Committee
to provide public input on the issue and to

participate in the study.

According to the research, both herbicides
were found to persisit at the test sites in
small quantities up to one year later and
both had migrated to depths of three feet.

ARRC plans to continue monitoring the
sites this summer to determine if the
products have persisted and if they have
migrated below the three-foot level.

ARRC applied to the Department of
Environmental Conservation for a permit to
use herbicides this summer but has put that
request on hold until a series of public
information workshops is conducted in
Railbelt communities.

Meetings were scheduled:

*March 19-noon, Alaska Vocational
Technical Center, Seward

*March 19-6:30 p.m. Moose Pass
Community Hall, Moose Pass

*March 20—noon, Z.J. Loussac Public
Library, Anchorage

*March 20-6:30 p.m. Chugiak Senior
Citizens Center, Chugiak

*March 21-6:30 p.m. Talkeetna
Elementary School, Talkeetna

*March 22-6:30 p.m. Noel Wien
Memorial Library, Feiirbanks

*March 28—3:10 p.m. Alaska Railroad
employees, Anchorage Passenger Depot

*March 28—7p.m. Birchwood
Community Council, Birchwood
Elementary, Chugiak

(more)



Where can | get more information?

*April 1—7:30 p.m. Girdwcod Board
of Supervisors, Girdwood Community Hall

*April 4-7 p.m. United
Transportation Union Local #1610, Vahala
Center, Anchorage
*April 5—5p.m. Chase Community
Council, Talkeetna Elementary

*April 8—5:30 p.m. Chugach State
Park Advisory Committee, Federal
Building, Anchorage

*April 9—noon, Wasilla Chamber of
Commerce, Mat Su Resort

*April 10-7 p.m. Denali State parks
Advisory Board, Willow Elementary School

*April 14— p.m. Denali Borough,
Anderson School, Anderson

sApril 18—noon, Seward Chamber
of Commerce, Frontier Restaurant

*April 18—7:30 p.m., Government
Hill Community Council, Government Hill
Elementary, Anchorage

Contact Obie Weeks, Chief Engineer, or Rick
Leggett, Assistant General Roadmaster, at
the Alaska Railroad Engineering
Department at 265-2456.
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INTECRATED VECETATION VAENACEVENT

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, FAIRBANKS RESEARCH PROJECT
(CONTINUED)

COST ANALYSES
Vegetation control methods
» Railroads outside Alaska
» Alaska Railroad Corporation

Economic analyses
» Reballasting
» Ballast regulating
® Undercutting
» Herbicide application
» Brushcutting
* Hand clearing

coO B 0 29 O

Field tests on ARRC
» Fort Wainwright
e Clear
* Birchwood
» Seward

00)

RESULTS
» Herbicide treatment among most effective
* 10w toxicity of herbicides tested when properly applied
| Normal application dosage affect on fish and mammals would be
minimal, it any
» Persistence
Still in ground after 365 days but at low amounts
* Migration
No horizontal movement irom application zone
Found at 3 foot depth after 365 days in relatively low
concentrations
A combination of weed-control measures - including in some
cases the use of herbicides — is the most effective and
ecor:(omical means of eliminating vegetation along the ARRC
trac

co B+~ 00

INERT INGREDIENTS
DuF;o_nt (Velpar) and Dow (Garlon 3A) confirmed that the inert ingredients do not
contain:
» DDT, benzene, sodium fluoride, xylene, asbestos
e any inerts on the EPA list for "Inerts of toxicological conce: ns".
* any inerts on the EPA list for "Potentially toxic inerts with Yigh
priority for testing".



P.O. Box 107500* Anchorage, Alaska 99510-7500

ALASKA RAILROAD corporation

March 26,1991

Recommendations from UAF Research and Actions Planned bv AR

Recommendations

1. Adopt and implement an integrated vegetation
management (IVM) philosophy.

2. Conduct a vegetation survey of the ARRC track
bed to determine species, density and frequency.
The IVM plan would draw upon this survey to

assist in selection of vegetation control alternatives.

3. Continue monitoring at test sites, at a reduced
level, herbicide persistence and migration, impact
on off-site vegetation, and vegetation recover on
treatments for a period of a at least two years to
include the summer seasons of 1991 and 1992.

4. Continue the use of a Vegetation Advisory
Committee.

5. Initiate and develop IVM that incorporates
public participation.

6. Continue to evaluate new alternative control
strategies for vegetation management, such as
steam, new generation herbicides, and other
methods.

7. Improve railroad record-keeping to more
accurately determine vegetation control costs and
to define vegetation recovery rates.

Actiims

1. After meetings with the Vegetation Advisory
Committee, the ARRC in 1989 adopted IVM
philosophy and included it in UAF research. An
IVM program will be developed following
completion of a vegetation survey.

2. District Roadmasters working with a plant
specialist will complete the survey this summer.

3. ARRC will continue to monitor the test sites
established by UAF in 1989, including drilling and
sampling below the three-foot level.

4. The scope of the committee has been increased
to include all phases of the IVM plan. The
committee was expanded by adding an ARRC
labor representative.

5. There has been 14 workshops and presentations
scheduled for March and April.  Additional public
participation is being coordinated through the
advisory committee.

6. ARRC will seek additional input through the
advisory committee and will continue to monitor
Canadian Pacific’s research with steam. ARRC
will continue to review industry publications that
present alternative control methods.

7. More accurate methods of  ,./d keeping and
cost tracking were implemented January 1991.
Work this summer will be monitored for cost
effectiveness data.



April 4, 1991

Robert S. Hatfield, C.E.O.

The Alaska Railroad Corporation
Box 107500

Anchorage, AK 99510

Paul Bratton
Box 343
Talkeetna, AK 99676

Dear Mr. Hatfield;

Attached 1is a report that | prepared summarizing the results
of workshops held in March on ARRC vegetation control
policies. Hopefully this information will be useful as you
decide on a course of action for this coming summer and
beyond. 1 do believe that these workshops were very
productive and could serve as a good beginning towards
establishing a new direction for ARRC 1in this arena.

Much work remains to be done, but the decade-long
controversy over herbicide use has achieved some positive
results. Railroad managers have begun to consider how track
maintenance affects the wider environment and those of us
who have b”h critics of railroad policy have had to
recognize the real problems, both log?tical and financial,
that managers of a public utility face 1in doing their jobs.

I believe that the end result 1is going to be a better and
healthier Alaska Railroad and railbelt environment.

Regards;

Paul Bratton
ARRC Integrated Vegetation Management Citizen®"s Advisory
Committee member

cc
ARRC Board members

Obie Weeks, Chief Engineer-ARRC
Advisory Committee members
UAF/ARRC research team

Railbelt legislators

Office of the Governor



"To Herbicide or Not To Herbicide"
A Report on ARRC/Advisory Committee Workshops

by Paul Bratton, Citizen"s Advisory Committee Member

Nearly 100 Alaskans participated in six workshops held in
railbelt communities from Seward to Fairbanks during the
week of March 19th. Obie Weeks, Chief Engineer of the Alaska
Railroad Corporation, along with Becky Long and myself from
the citizen®s advisory committee acted as co-chairs
throughout the week. Other members of the advisory committee
who participated included Dorothea Rupprecht who chaired the
Eirchwood meeting and Randy McGovern who acted as co-chair
in Fairbanks. Doug Donegan along with various members of his
staff represented DEC at al. workshops.

HERBICIDES WERE THE CHIEF CONCERN OF NEARLY", ALL
PARTICIPANTS. Major issues 1included:

I. Groundwater-The UAF study found that both herbicides had
leached to the 3-ft level on all but one test site. Given
these results it is apparent that groundwater contamination
is an inevitable consequence of applying herbicides on the
ARRC roadbed. Participants noted that once the herbicides
were carried below the first 6-12 inches- away from heat,
light, and the zone of microbiological action- that any
significant degradation of the chemicals is unlikely.
Herbicides are designed to be stable under these conditions,
otherwise they could not be kept in storage until wuse.

Soil surveys indicate that many areas along the 500-mile
track have water tables ranging from a few 1inches to a few
feet below the surface. Also permafrost, which apparently
was never considered when EPA established regulations for
herbicide use, occurs discontinuously along the entire
route. According to the Nenana-Gold Stream Soil Survey,
permafrost lies at a depth of 30 inches on the northern end
of the line.

Monitoring for groundwater contamination is costly. Clean-up
of contaminated pockets of groundwater may be impossible.
Most workshop participants viewed the persistence and
leaching results of the UAF study as convincing evidence of
the folly of herbicide use in the Alaska environment.

I1. Unknowns- Despite spending $685,000 and two years in the
UAF study, many significant questions remain unanswered.
These include:

a) The 1identity of "inerts"” which comprise 10% of Velpar and
56% of Garlon. These substances, which very Ilikely include



industrial solvents of toxicological significance, are
classed as "trade secrets”™. Neither EPA nor the
manufactorers would reveal their identity to the UAF

researchers despite numerous requests for this information.

Nearly 1/2 ton of these hidden substances would have been
applied to 500 acres of ARRC track this summer if the
original spray plan had been implemented.

b) No low dose, chronic effects studies on salmon and trout

has been done for either herbicide formulation. There 1is
reason for concern since evidence does exist that salmon

and

trout fry are injured at rates of exposure consistent with

that found after normal application of these herbicides
which have been tested.

c) Of course, the effects of chronic, low dose exposure
humans 1is the primary public concern. Neither Garlon nor
Velpar have been 1in widespread use long enough for

on

epidemiological studies of exposed human populations to be
conducted. What 1is known 1is that both herbicides belong to

chemical families of herbicides which have been proven to

produce cancer, birth defects, and other significant health
effects in humans. It was widely asserted that ARRC and DEC

would not be justified 1in exposing trackside residents to

even the potential for this sort of risk. In various
communities, including Seward, Moose Pass, and Talkeetna,
residents believe that there may be a link between past

use

of herbicides by the railroad and several specific instances

of illness and death among current and former residents.

I11. Inadequate or Inappropriate Safeaaurds- EPA"s
regulatory attempts to ensure public safety were widely
viewed as 1inadequate or inappropriate for Alaska. A prime
example cited was EPA"s prohibition on grazing livestock

on

Garlon treated areas within one year of application. (Note-
The UAF study found that herbicides had "translocated™ from

the test sites to trees up to 70 feet off the tracks.)

Since neither ARRC nor DEC will be able to stop moose from
grazing treated areas, one participant pointed out that it
will be encumbent uoon the state of Alaska to close huntina

seasons in a wide circle (at least eaual to the expected
range of the animal 1in auestion) in the vicinitv of anv
herbicide application. Such an action will further
complicate the scheduling of sport and subsistence hunts
many game management units along the railbelt.

IV. Spill Contingency- Particularly in the Moose Pass
workshop (which included participants from Crown Point),
there were a great many questions about spill contigency
plans. Wording 1in the permit application as well as DEC
standards were viewed as inadequate.
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The CP Rail Vegetation Management Policy includes some
guidelines to be followed in the event of a spill. Of
particular interest is CP Rail"s complete prohibition on
any CP Rail employee using any herbicide or storing any
herbicide on CP Rail property. The rationale given 1is that
"hazards associated with these activities are such that
prudent management dictates they be conducted by
contract.... Highway accidents or storage mishaps can involve
significant risks. An uncontrolled fire 1in a herbicide
storage area could result in contamination of a wide

area....This will relieve CP Rail of the responsibility
associated with these activities." Of course the trackside
resident would be just as much at risk from a contractor
spill as an ARRC spill. 1t would be small comfort that

liability might lie on some outside contactor.

V. Worker Safety- ARRC workers expressed concern and
opposition to renewed herbicide spraying both in the
workshops and privately to advisory committee members. This
area of concern has never been adequately addressed. EPA has
established no reentry times for workers following herbicide
application, however the state of Vermont prohibits all
track maintenance work for a period of 30 days after
spraying. While the general public might not face
significant exposure to spraying conducted 1in restricted
access areas like railroad yards, the yard areas are where
workers face frequent and repeated exposure to residual
herbicides.

SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES

In sharp contrast with the overwhelming public resistance to
any herbicide use, the use of a variety of mechanical and
thermal alternatives were viewed positively. Trackside
residents tended to be relatively well informed about the
need for sr-me type gqf vegetation control and were eager to
work with ARRC to achieve a healthy and toxic-free track
environment.

CP Rail"s self-imposed ban on all herbicide use 1in British
Columbia and it"s strides towards controlling weeds with
steam were seen as pointing the best path for ARRC to
follow.

Among the alternatives suggested by participants were: a)
scheduling and/or increasing reballasting and other track
maintenance to also control weeds; b) continuing to improve
ballast standards; c¢) install concrete ties when upgrading
sections of track; d) use ballast regulator and jordan
spreader for weed control; and e) 1in yards, begin installing
hot mix underlayment and experiment with black plasMc mulch
under gravel.
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Catching up on 8 years of little, 1if any, active vegetation
control during the ban on herbicide use and controlling new
growth during the next year or two until a CP Rail-type
steam machine may be commercially available were viewed as
the major challenges facing ARRC®"s vegetation control
program.

Luana Stovel, who®"s cabin is located adjacent to the tracks
near Chase, offered a proposal in the Talkeetna meeting that
local communities be allowed to adopt specific problem areas
where herbicide spraying might otherwise be contemplated.
Volunteers, working under the direct supervision of ARRC
personnel, could hand cut or pull weeds to help ARRC achieve
vegetation control in such areas. A review of the UAF study
shows that handcutting can be an effectice control, but, as
indicated in Table 5.63, the per mile cost is several times
that of herbicides or the ballast regulator. Use of
volunteer labor removes 3/4 of the cost making this
alternative economically attractive.

SUMMARY

Efficient and economical vegetation control requires careful
planning and a balancing of many factors, some of which are
outside the normal realm of railroading expertise.Neither
herbicides nor any other alternative can provide a simple
fix. However virtually all of the public controversy
surrounding railroad vegetation control is related to
herbicide use. So long as herbicides are included as an
option, public distrust and rancor will continue to plague
ARRC weed control efforts.

I urge ARRC to adopt a no herbicide policy similiar to what
CP Rail has done in British Columbia. With herbicides out of
the picture, this summer can begin a new day for railroading
in our state.

W
The first step to solving weed problems 1is determining
exactly where and what they are. A mile by mile survey, as
called for in the UAF study, of plant species, density, and
frequency 1is necessary. At the same time a comprehensive
evaluation of track conditions will be necessary to match
vegetation problem areas with other roadbed problems. In
many cases reballasting may kill two problems with one load
of gravel. Other measures- including ballast regulating,hand
cutting., and use of the jordan spreader- will be appropriate
in other circumstances.

Ultimately what 1is needed is a checklist tvpe guide (like
the trouble-shooting section of auto repair manuals), which
will allow roadmasters and other ARRC personnel to adopt the
most rational approach to weed control based on the specific
veaeratior., track conditions, and vecetation control methods
available.
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Herbicides.
The wrong answer to a real problem m

Seven years ago, a court order forced the Alaska
Railroad to c;uit spraying herbicides to control pesty
vegetation along its tracks. Now the railroad has on
hole a state permit application to again spray
herbicides. It's on hold because one of the railroad's
own advisory committees unanimously voted against
spraying, and the railroad has decided to get public
comment. >

While the railroad is now on the right track. It
nevertheless remains in a precarious position. When
the snow melts and the ground warms, the weeds and
brash will grow around the tracks, hampering visual
inspections of the rail ties and the ballast they rest

upon. Vegetation fur.her draws and holds water,
which can cause hailas: instability and permafrost
heaving.

The railroad's chief engineer Francis "Obie” Weeks
thinks the he-’ alution :s herbicide spraying in key
problem area ¢ mainly, railroad yards in Anchorage
and Sewari * along side tracks. His concern, and
rightly so. * "greening of the railroad" and the
safety prob. it poses to workers and the riding

approach
merely concealed the
are

approach to vegetation
a healthy
use of toxic chemicals.

to railroad vegetation
real, underlying

often a symptom, not a

Developing a comprehensive,
control will allow the

and weed-free roadbed

public.

Eut the railroad board also should be sensitive to
other issues, like public health, potential lawsuits,
and negative public response. So says railroad board
chairman Loren Lounsbury, He notes that the board
has "an open mind" on whether to spray or cot to
spray. .

Much of the latest debate centers around a
railroad-requested University of Alaska Fairbanks
study that created six field-tcs'.ir.g sites'under the
most ideal conditions. The two-year study, costing
5685,000. demonstrated that the two test chemicals
proposed by the railroad persisted longer and
migrated faster than expected. Basically, this means
that a very real threat is posed lo ground and table
water, particularly where permafrost underlies the
rails. As the railroad has learned from its 1530
Interior fuel spill, cleanup and water monitoring can
be costly indeed.

This same study has prompted the railroad's
advisory committee a-d members of the public from
Moose Pass to Taikeet.-.a to speak out against renewed
spraying. They prefer the railroad use proven
alternatives — like reballasting the railbed — and
study a Canadian rail's prototype steam-generated
vegetation Killer.

The railroad must balance a very real need to
manage unruly vegetation alongs its tracks with the
right of railroad workers and the public ‘o a safe
environment ar.d g:oa health. A good-neighbor policy
is in order. In this case, the railroad should side with
public health and e.ifrtv and rmninv altrrnr.sivrt in

herb:(LIOE3 .
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Anchorage Dally News Thursday, April 4,1991
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JCT\ WALTER 1. HICKEI, COVERNOR

DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION /

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER /Phone: (907) 465-2600
P.0. BOX O, JUNEAU, AK 99811-1800 Fax: (907) 465-2617

April 4, 1991

Mr. Robert S. Hatfield, Jr.

President and Chief Executive Officer
Alaska Railroad Corporation

P.0. Box 107500

Anchorage, AK 99510-7500

Dear Mr. Hatfield:

Thank you for your March 8 letter providing an outline for proposed modification to
your hazardous materials spill contingency plan. Your interest inbeing prepared for
this type of incident clearly demonstrates the Alaska Railroad Corporation’s (ARRC)

concern for the environment. The Department appreciates this opportunity to work
with the ARRC.

The outline submitted by ENSR should result ina plan with an easy to use format. It
appears that you have selected an Incident Command System that will be compatible
with the system currently inuse by the State. These features will enhance spill
response activities taken by the ARRC.

Once your plan iscompleted the Department would be glad to review and comment
on the result. Twill provide our regional offices in Fairbanks and Anchorage with
copies of the proposed outline and inform them that they may be contacted shortly for
assistance incompleting your plan.

| greatly appreciate your cooperation with the Department indeveloping a new
updated contingency plan. Thank you again for your concern and efforts toward
protecting the environment.

Sincerely,

Commissioner



Mr. Rohert S. Hatfield, Jr.

ce: Svend Brandt-Erichsen, SCRO
Pete McGee, NRO






Moose/Train Statistics
1990-91 vs. 1989-90

(October 1 through March 31)

1990-91 1989-90
Total Number Killed 205 693
Total Houston to Talkeetna 24 393
Number Salvaged 100 460

Cost of Moose Protection $175,000 (est.) $397,131

Moose Protection Programs:
*Pilot car (Dec. 28-Mar. 7 scared off 537 moose)
*Wing plowing track to provide paths
*Plowing moose trails parallel to track using rented snow cat
*Salvage crews to pick up and distribute meat
*Clearing brush from right-of-way
*Decking bridges to prevent moose from falling through ties

4/11/91



COOFRATIMVE AGEREVENT
etvien
A AARALROAD CORRCRATION
ad
STAIEQ- ALAKA CERARIMENT FHHANDGAME
CMIONO-WLDUFE CONERATION

RURCE

Tns agrearent provicss a pan of adion to ke taken by Alada Railroed
Coporation, hereaffter referred to a8 "ARRC', ad Sate of Alada, Departrent
of Ash ad G, Dmaan of Widlife Gorsenation, hereefter referred to as
'DAC' to mininize the nurioer of nooee killed by trairs in Aada Tre god of
this lan is to limit the nunroer of nocee killed amudlly by trains to a nadmum
oA

BAOGROUND

Tre ARC is resoarsible for the nanegenent and gperation of railrced traffic
ad maintenance of the tracks, aossings, structures and track right-of-way,
herefter referred to s "ROW.  Tre safety of the arews, pessengers and pudic
IS the paramout coem of the ARRC in the procss of provdig
trangpartation of goock and pessangers.



Cogperative Agearent
Page 2

Tre DAC is resoarsible for the nmanegenent of certain wildlife species, Wi
idudss noe Tre DAC is darged with assuring sustaingdle populatias
statewice. Inorder to attain sustaineble nooee populatians the DAC nonitars,
avorg ather things, populaion size, aual population gronth, nortality caused
by hunars ad hebitat conditiars. Tre DAL icertifies to the Alasa Board of
Gae the nuber o segrert of the population thet nay e henvested by
hunars through contrallied hunting Seesars.

Tre g 1 to reduce the nocee kills by rall operatians to S ar fener per yer.
This figure represents a 506 reduction in the noet recant 9+year reported
mooe Kl average o digtly teow the 36year am ARRC ad DACfiles
rovck recarcs of nocee killed by the ARRC sine 193 Honewer, diligence in
adllecting accurate train killed noose data veried inthe pest, adahiger led
of aonfidece is gven to chia odledted sine 1980 Dwirg 198B90, a
particularly severe winter, a record high 731 nmoose were reported killed by the
ARRC Piarto 198990 the 26-year average was D oo Tre ot recent
Ovear averace (eduding 1983-90) ves 162 mooee killed

Mo are oocasiardlly hit by the train &s it travels the 40 miles of tradk
Dunrg the pest cecade, S24oF the ARRC nooee il hes oooued daga 2
mile stretch of track between Hetn ad Talkestre.  TrainToose contadts
cuing sumer nontts are gererdlly fewy as moose are Wickly dipersed. Fatal
mooee strikes becore significant wWhen ad where nocse concentrate an winter
rae rear the ARRC ROV Lethdl contadts reach higest levels when sow

Cltrs adjacent to the trads reach levels thet inpeck nocse noenes,
casing tremto prefer travel between ar rear the doned tradks.



Cogperative Ageaent
Pae 3

Tre ARC noce Kl is nodisoimiretary. Mioe of dl s9es ad ages are
llled, LsLAIly in propartion to their cocumence an the wintening rage. Train
lills are nostly additive to bath netural nortality and hunter harvest allocated
by the Boad of Gne. This additive nmortality hes been high in recent years,
casing the Board to restrict or limit hunter allacation inSuoossding years.

VWS

Tre ARRC is resoarsible for the mainterance of trads, structures, ad
track RONand gperation and saedUling of train traffic; ad

Tre DACis resoarsible for nareging wildlife, induding nocee, in Alada;
ad

Tre ARRC ad DAC mulelly agee that adios are neosssary to
minimze the runber of nocee killed by the ARRC. This isjustification to
take positive steps 0 prevert high fatal nmooseftrain contacts; row
therefore,

THEAARCAFHES

D) 0 clear wody vegetation, thet prodcss noce bronse, fram the
mainained ROMahere practical to co 0 ad to prevert regronith of the
Vegetation In ocdkr to naot attract nooe with a oty



Cooperative Agreement

Pege 4

leing directed to (N arol) MP 187 - 26 ad MP 15 - 187 The ROV
between MP 26 and 200 will ke examined by a ARRC ad DAC team
early in the sumer of 1901 ad a jant deasion will e mecke an which
sections can ad Sauld ke deared

2 Topadk ad nainiain winter trails pardld to the tradss, with a priarity
directed to (in ackr) MP 187-226 ad MP 175187 with pedking to begin
wen 24 indes of sovhave accumulaied

3 Towrgpowv sow betvween Heim and Talkeetrg, with prianties &s in
N 2d0e

4 Tosavege nooee fatally hit and recoveraole.

5 To oerde pla cas (oo perds) dnng parios ad In aress
cetermined by either the ARRC ar DAL to e suscetible to high kil
rates, prinanily MP 15- 24

© o particpete in a Research ad Davelgoment Committee aorsisting of
DNC ARRC ad ather invited parties which will eveluete ad enoourace
research and cevelgonent of devices, procedires, or suostances that might
reclce mooseftrain contacts.

7 o inpleret recommrencdios fram the Research ad Davelgoent
Committee Wen fessible.



Cooperative Agreement

Page 5

8 Topovick conplete and tinely reparts of mooseftrain kill ceta and pilct
car/moose contacts directly to DAC This data will e fumnished by
ARRCs Coporate Gommunicatiars Directar (Mvian Hailtan) to DACs
Palmer Aea Mireceent Bdogst (Heman Qiese).

9 TodlovDACStaff to rice trains axd pilat cars wen feesible to monitor
mooseftrain o moosefilat car contadts.

THEDNCAFES

D) Toprorote hebitat inprovenent prgjects in locatios thet would attract
Winter oose concertirations to aress anay franthe ARRCRONV

2 TToparticipete inthe Research and Davelgorent Gommittee.

3 o paticipate in fuding for vegetation removd ad pcdng ad
maintaining winter trails Wen eamarked goorgniatiars are avallaole for
thet puose

THEARRCADDNMIWALY AGEE

D) o praroe ad nantain free ad gen conmunicatios ad edate
Informration regarding mocseftrain contacts.



Cooperative Agreement

Pecg |

To not jantly at lesst ance amudly prior to tho anset of winter to
disass efforts to reduoe mooseftrain corflicts for the inmreciato winter
ad to disoss caitions, cetes, and locatiars for establishing winter trails
ad for uming pilat cars.

Thet aendirernts to this agreeent nay ke prapossd by erther party ad
sl becarre effective Yo grovel of octh perties.

If and when disputes arise between ARRC ad DACan the inplenrentation
of this plan the ARRC presicent and the DAL director will nmeet ad

resolve the disagreament.

Division of Wildlife Conservation Alaska Railroad Corporation

Acting Regional Supervisor General Roadniaster

Date

Date
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Moose/Train Statistics
1990-91 vs. 1989-90

(October 1 through March 31)

1990-91 1989-90
Total Number Killed 205 693
Total Houston to Talkeetna 24 393
Number Salvaged 100 460

Cost of Moose Protection $175,000 (est.) $397,131

Moose Protection Programs:
*Pilot car (Dec. 28-Mar. 7 scared off 537 moose)
*Wing plowing track to provide paths
* Plowing moose trails parallelto track using rented snow cat
*Salvage crews to pick up and distribute meat
*Clearing brush from right-of-way
*Decking bridges to prevent moose from falling through ties

4/11/91



COOFERATNVE AGERIVENT
etveen
A AKARAILROAD CRRCRATION
ad
STAIE - ALAS<A CEPARTMENT FAHAND GAME
OCMIONG-WLOUFE CNERATION

RLRRCHE

Ths agrearet povids a pan of adion o ke tden by Aaa Ralrced
Coporation, heveafter referred to & "ARRCGad Sate of Alada, Dartent
of Ash ad Gare, Division of Wildlife Corsenvation, hereafter referred to a5
"DAC’ to minimize the runer of moose killed by trairs in Alada. Tre godl of
this dan is to limit the runber of nooee killed awdly by trains to a nadmum
of A

BAOGROND

Tre ARC is resoarsible for the nanegenent ad goeration of railroed traffic
ad naineranee o the trads, aossingg, structures and tradk right-of-way,
hereafter refermed to & "RON. Tre safety of the crens, pessenors ard pudic
IS the paramout cooan of the ARRC in the proosss of provding
transportation of goook and pessengers.
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Tre DAC is resoarsible for the maregerent of certain wildlife spedies, which
induckes nooe Tre DAC is dharged with assiiing sustairedle: populatians
statewice. Inorder to attain sustaineble nmoose populatiars the DAC nonitars,
amorg ather things, population size, amuA population groath, mortality caussd
by huvars ad hebitat conditions. Tre DAC identifies to the Alaska Board of
Gae tre nunber o ssgrert of the population thet nay e henvested by
hunars through contralled hunting seesars.

Tre g is to reduice the moose Kills by rall operations to A ar fener per year.
This figure represents a 506 redlction in the ot recent 9-year reported
mocee Kill average ar dlightly below the 36-year rom ARRCad DACfiles
rovick recorcs of mocee killed by the ARRCainee 1983 Howeve, diligence in
collecting accurate train killed noose ceta varied inthe pest, adahiger led
of conficenee is gven to cata cdlleted since 1980 Duirg 19990, a
particularty severe winter, a record high 731 moose were reparted killed by the
ARRC Piorto 19990 the 26-year average Was D oo Tre st recent
O-year average (eduding 198390 was 162 nooee kalled

Mo are cocasiardlly hit by the train &s it travels the 470 miles of track
Dunrg the pest decade, 524 af the ARRC noose Kill hes cooured dae/ a 2
mile stretch of track between Hoston ad Talkestre, TrainHToose contacts
duing sume nits are gererally few as noose are Wickly dipersed. Fatal
mocee strikes beoane significant wWen and where nocse concentrate an winter
rae near the ARRC ROV Lethdl contacts reach higest levels when sow

adjacent 1o the trads reach lewels thet inpece noce noenEs,
casing themto prefer travel between or near the ploned tradks.
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Tre ARC nocee kil is nodisorimiretary, Mo of dl sexes ad agss ao
killed, LBLAIlY In propartion o thelr cooumonoo an the winkening rage. Train
lills are nostly additive to bath retural nortality and hurter hervest allocated
by the Boad of Gare. This additive mortality hes been hih in recent years,
casing the Board to restrict or limt hurter allocation in suoossding years.

VWHRES

Tre ARRC is resporsibde for the nainterance of tradks, structures, ad
track RONad oparation and saredUling of train traffic; ad

Tre DACis resparsible for mareging wildlife, induding nocse, in Aladka;
ad

Tre ARRC ad DAC mually agree that adions are necsssaty to
mnimze the runber of mocee killed by the ARRC. Thisis justification to
take positive stgs to prevent high fatal noosefrain contadts; o/
therefore,

THEARCAGHS

D) To dear woody vegettion that proddss nooe bronge, from the
maintained ROAMhere practical to cb 0 ad to prevent regronth of the
Veg|ltion in ader to nat aftract nooe with a  priornty
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eing directed to (in arcky) MP 187 - 26 ad MP 15 - 187 Tre ROV
between MP 256 and 20 will ke exarired by a ARRC ad DAC team
ealy inthe unmer of 1901 and a jaint ceasion will ke mack an whic
sedtions can and Soud e deared

2 o pack ad naintain winter trails perallel to the tradks, with a priarity
directed to (in aoe) MP 187-26 and MP 175-187 with pedang) to begin
wWen 24 indhes of Sowhave acoumulated

3 To wingplow sow between Houston and Talkeetrg, with priarities &s in
Na 2a0e

4  To savege nooee fatally hit and recoverddle.

5 To operate pilat cas (mooe petrdls) dnng parios ad in aress
cetermined by either the ARRC ar DAL to e susaeptible to hich Kill
rates, prinanily MP 155- 226

© To paticipete in a Research ad Davelgorent Committee casisting of
DAC ARRC ad atrer invited parties which will evallete ad encourage
research ad cevelopent of cevicss, procedires, or sulstanoes that might
reclice mooseftrain contadts.

7) 1o inplerent recomencetios fram the Researcn ad Devdlgonent
Committee Wen feesible
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8 Topovick completeand tinely reparts of mooseftrain kill ceta ad  pilat
cafmooe contadts directly to DAC This deta will ke fumished by
ARRCs Comporate Communications Director (Mvian Hamiltian) to DACs
Palmer Area Miregarent Bdagist (Haman Giee).

9 TodlowDACstaff to rick trains ad pilat cars when feesible to nonitor
mooseftrain ar moosefilat car contacts,

THEDNCAFRES

D) Toparoe heitat inproverent projeds in locations thet would attract
Winter nmoose concentratians to aress anay fromthe ARRCROV

2 Toparticipate inthe Research ad Davelgoment Gommittee.

3 o paticpate in fuding for veoetation renovd ad pedarng ad
mainaining winter trails when eamrarked gaorgoriations are availadle for
thet pupoe

THEARRCADDNCMIUALLY ARE

D) o prorote ad naintain free ad geen communicatias ad edae
infarmration regarding moose/train contacts.
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To meat jantly at lesst ae aridly prior to the aset of winter to
disouss efforts to reduce mooseftrain corflicts for the immediate winter
and to disouss coditions, cites, ad locatiars for establishing winter trails
ad for uming pilat cas.

Thet avendhents to this agreavent nay ke raoosad by either party ad
sl beoare effective o gaarovd of bath parties.

If and when disoutes anse between ARRCad DAC anthe inplerrentation
of this plan the ARRC presicrt ad the DAC director will neet ad

resohve the disagreaert

Division of Wildlife Conservation Alaska Railroad Corporation

Acting Regional Supervisor General Roadmaster

Date

Date
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Ala%ka Railroad Corporation
Balance Sheet Management 1990 to 1986

(Thousands of Dollars) *
Selected Category 2310 1213/ 12/3/8 12/31/87 12/31/%

Cash &Tem orar Inv 814 82 133
ccounfs R cewT le net 2%91 6828 %598 %8% 1%529
Materia 4719 oAl :%16792

upplies 4825
T i 18 i ab
rrent Liabilities 59 12613 10207 % 19615
gHogit errrTni ee%t 113(% {4%% % ]]%%% ﬁ%

Tota L|ab ities i) 3148) 4 K 2

Equity 6062 212 Q14 4B3P 4032

Significant Ratios
Cugent Ratio ;%%/ 12%/ 11('03/ %30/
i 8907 & & 560/§

gun p¥ta||zat|on H%
Return on' Investment 13.0% 8% 8%  17/0% (2%

Average Returnon Inves  109%  105% 8.9% M
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Total Revenue

Expense
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General & Admin
Risk Management
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otal Expenses

Net Income (Loss)

Alaska Railroad Corporation
1990 through 1986 Comparison
Corporate Summary
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Alaska Railroad Corporation
1990 through 1986 Comparison
Corporate Revenue
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Operations Staff

Transportation

Motive Power
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Alaska Railroad Corporation
1990 through 1986 Comparison
Corporate Expenses

90 199 188 1B 1%

$ $, &% WS 6§ A
NN
128 11263 10119 117/%

$ 2473 § 3B/ § 304 $ 396 $ 4030
$ 103§ 199 § l% $ 47§ 60
3159 31 3 a8 KdA
2,4&1% 255(0)% 2%% 21% 3%24
1% l% l%; ) g l@
$ 9478 $100&2 $ 925 $ 90% $ 1236
24] 013 03]
$%%$%%,954$%526$%%$225
o)) 38% M 243/

48 $§ 76/4 $ 6412
$65340 $38WNL $53247 $068 $H9118

Average
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Alaska Railroad Corporation
peratmg VS ﬁve ead Ratios
Thousands 0f Do arsS

Expense Cateaorv 190 1989 198 1987 19
Operations  Dollars 473 37 4 96 4030
d Percent 426 0 3866% 3669% 3367% 63

Gen &Admin -Dollars 0] 10377 9216
Percent 1579 M TM% 9@% ]2%0

Risk Momt ~ Dollars 24 013 *03 A0
J Percent 610% 37% 24% 14% 25%

Interest Dollars 066 204 50 ol 613
Percent 23% l2% 13% l3% 1%

Depreciation -Dollars. 4490  44% 3818 344 2437
Percent 7% 8% 1% 1% A%

Total Expense 65340 5801 53247 5068 59118
Personnel Costs:

" of oens I I
% of Revenue 4% 53% 54% 5% 62%






Alaska Railroad Corporation
Capital Program, :s:5s tO 19595

$ 250 Millions of Dollars

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 19%5
Actual Buuyet  Five Year Plan

caphlst
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Equipment;

45 articulated, state-of-the—art flat cars,
5 new P-49 serjes EMD locomotives,
gre BthD- Zfenes EMD locomotives,
re (LM lesel cars,
&0 DEH locomative cranes,
asse ager coaches a[ld food service cars
o Miscellaneous on-track equipment,

Facilities/Track Structure:

0
0
0
0
0

0 De ar De
o Re %nﬁaé% uth end tunnels
0 M?gcé ne usass %m%arpgvements
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Ship Creek Revitalization
Original Townsite Redevelopment

AncBor eh lon lEeco n|zld tge importance oftheS Cree% sin.. Sin ek}eut 5. beg nnm%so

N
t oft e creek as a raifroad construction ca Cr as pla ey rolein A es
orevelo ment, The center oi emtysmdustryancp Ipp Seh Cre«ﬁ(%now Xm exammeg 09 tS
gotent?l contribution to Anchorage’s premier growth in es tounsm ng ecre gﬂ Recent st ﬁhes
yloca ‘\iovernment haye focused on tpe rec eﬁtmn an tounsm otenﬂ% of lower

oximity to the cruise snip dock, the Alaska Railroad Passenger De owntown nhCreee an(ﬁ the
a ?( ? fAcated f0s fO S%

P
Erurrent under hlﬁlh%aekqgslgrpggg forﬁransmﬂ UPHOH th? ot ¢ touns

eek I

e initial project planne me ar a|saP am'b?H

Pro ram aimed at muUBeusers rovl P both for a tourist attraction and a light industrial use of the
The program Is summarized as follows:

Glacier Brevvﬁg This perJect will be the |n|t|a| Fonstr ction of the r devel
sie will “serve as ap \%/c prg ucm micro- rewepP nﬁ
th the aad ad syste

tavern/restaurant co- Ioc%d N “orbl u&gerades to
P§es rian walkways, the brew—pu western anchor o
edevelopment.

Chuaach Electric Dam Bridge: A hicycle and pedestrian bridge crossing Ship Creek is
propose(? at the %resentlyt}/ usea Cthac 6]ectr|rc ssoc(|)atﬁ'ongdamIO

Fisherman’s Trall: Due to the popularity of Ship Creek for both viewing salmon and fishin
a rf?s‘werman S trae|| p|s|D|ncor|¥orateg an the project. g ;

Coastal Tral: The Ion ran e plan for the nhor e Coastal Tral system envisioned a
connection tht groposeJ Sh@ reel%gGreerﬂJ ﬁTraé\ y



ARRC Headquarters Building: ARRC fanaavemfefnt S é)resently reweww& Jarrott)OSEIS forthe

sile lease 0 e space ently house
ptee segaratet% ﬁec nsoltt?ated bu Idm Xe WoultP
ated on the shore ekand pro et eevm#)enc of

ARRC’s Intention to éeveo itS and The odhad(? arters %I,
ou rema| eARRCP n er Depot aswelas e available
ease to smal tounst relate s S Or even restaurants.

Historic Bundm% Several Alaska Railroad bundm%e of h|st?r|0a| Interest may he moveﬂ

the a| Townsite u? elopment fr ocations In the %hlgmaﬁ(e

th
E (P % rst \PFOJEC'[WO repovate a ra?t gepotto Use as a public market
ullding for activities such as a Farmer's Market.

Passenger Ttat Yard: TJte re=al CSgr}ment of Warehouse Avenue extensjon permits retention
e yards developed for use by excursion passenger trains.

Bus and Bicycle Lanes: A doubledecker hus or rubber-tired street car IS proposed to car
tur?sts Between the brewery, the Stﬁtp Creek Waterfront, ana %o ntown. Y
Alaska Petroleum Visitor Center

Anchorage is the hea(t:ﬂuarters for the petroleum mo‘ust n Alaska C rre there s ||tt|e or no
avallabletourism reda[) information on the |mHac(tjofo eittier In AastTaort gyeéti} e etr Li(
evelopme toans a

VISI or Center wou tourist att[actloH an ucat|on% exP ammg%
the premier source of%omesttc oll for the United Stfttef e const ucm eTransAas a Pl

e develo,oment of rti a?/ Can other potential ol reservows Wi Fnrp enva
m act Plans even inclu old room' wpere VISITOrs cou%ex erten(i g rief time only 1!

rctic 8OP itions. experlenced XOH workers on the North Slope.” This project is cur enty
e|n planned for possible constructio






EXPORT COAL

CURRENT MARKET: 700,000 METRIC TONS ANNUALLY TO KOREA

POTENTIAL MARKET: 1.7 TO 2 MILLION METRIC TONS TO KOREA
AND JAPAN

COMPETITION: * AUSTRALIAN PRODUCT « CANADIAN PRODUCT
« WESTERN U.S. PRODUCT

MARKET ADVANTAGES:
 LOW SULPHUR CONTENT (CLEAN BURNING)
« READY AND DEPENDABLE SUPPLY
« TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IN PLACE
« ICE-FREE PORT FACILITY IN USE
o STABILITY OF ECONOMIC AND LABOR CONDITIONS

DISADVANTAGES:
« DISTANCE FROM POTENTIAL MARKET
« LOW BTU RATING OF SUB-BITUMINOUS PRODUCT

UNRESOLVED ISSUES:
« MENTAL HEALTH LANDS



COAL TONNAGE STATISTICS

Actual and Projected

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Annual Tons

Export Coal (metric) Domestic Coal

Includes IK Export (Wishbone Hill)
April 11 1991



LOCAL COAL

CURRENT MARKET:
m600,000 TONS ANNUALLY TO INTERIOR ALASKA

MARKET ADVANTAGES:

h STABLE SUPPLY AND DEMAND
mFAVORABLE PROXIMITY OF SUPPLY TO DEMAND CENTERS

m\VELL DEVELOPED SUPPLY, TRANSPORTATION AND
CONSUMER INFRASTRUCTURES

CONSTRAINTS:

m\VEATHER RELATED SERVICE PROBLEMS
mEQUIPMENT AVAILABILITY

UNRESOLVED ISSUES:
mUTILIZATION OF EQUIPMENT



Local Coal Tonnage Shipped
by Destination

1988 & 1989 Average
Short Tons
April 11, 1991






MUNICIPAL RAILROAD/HIGHWAY CROSSING NEGOTIATIONS

We believe that the relationship between the Alaska
Railroad Corporation ("ARRC™) and the Railbelt municipalities
has improved considerably since the state acquired the railroad

in 1985. However, the most difficult aspect of the
relationship continues to concern railroad/highway crossing
agreements. ARRC and the municipalities have yet to agree on

all of the terms of a proposed form permit to ultimately govern
these crossings.

The catalyst for these ongoing negotiations was the City
of North Pole. In late 1988, North Pole attempted to repudiate
a crossing permit executed 1in 1985. North Pole®"s <crossing was
being signalized at the time, and 1in such cases the Federal
Highway Administration (which funds 90% of the costs) vrequires
some entity to undertake ongoing crossing responsibilities,
including maintenance. In light of North Pole"s refusal to
acknowledge responsibility, the signals were not installed.
Several other municipalities also complained about crossing
permit terms, and the ARRC Board of Directors invited the state
ombudsman to review their allegations.

In November, 1989, the ombudsman 1issued a report which
found some of the complaints justified and some wunsupported.
Since that time, ARRC and the municipalities have attempted to
reach a compromise. ARRC expanded membership on 1its Community
Briefing Council ("CBC") to 1include all Railbelt municipalities
(an ombudsman recommendation), and used this forum to propose
crossing permit changes. The City of Wasilla took the 1lead in
negotiations. ARRC and Wasilla exchanged several letters in
the fall and winter of 1990-91. In addition, a presentation
was made to the CBC 1in Jlate November 1990 outlining current
proposals. A copy of the comparison chart used at that meeting
is attached.

Numerous productive comments were made by municipal
representatives, and ARRC attempted to incorporate most of
these into a draft permit. The railroad also addressed
concerns expressed separately by Wasilla®"s city attorney. For
example, the most significant change made at the City"s request
was an offer by ARRC to bear half the cost: of major repairs or
renovations of existing crossings if all other sources of
funding (for example, federal or state highway funds) failed.

Still unresolved 1is Wasilla®"s objection to 1insurance and

indemnity requirements. ARRC has <consistently maintained that
municipalities should bear those liabilities related to
crossings which exist to serve the motoring public 1in their
respective communities. But ARRC has agreed to accept
liability if faulty track or signal maintenance <causes third
party injury or property damage. The ombudsman-®s report

supported ARRC®"s position on indemnification.



Regarding liability insurance, Wasilla objects to the

amount requested (%2 million) and ARRC®"s refusal to
automatically waive or reduce coverage requirements should
premiums increase or city revenues decrease. In a March 19
proposal, ARRC offered alternative insurance provisions

including a commitment to renegotiate coverage in good faith at
the request of either party during the permit term.

The latest draft permit 1is apparently not acceptable to
the City of Wasilla. MayorJohn Stein has recently written
Senator Menard describing an "absence of consensus on
fundamental concepts.” He has requested e meeting between
ARRC, municipalities and the Department of Transportation &
Public Facilities "with a viewpoint of seeking a resolution
that would best husband public funds and 1interests .ot
ARRC will attend this and other meetings with Railbelt
communities until issues related to grade crossings are
resolved.



Item

Annual Fee

Termination

Renewals

RR Satisfaction

Signal |Installation

Routine Signal
Maintenance

Unusual Signal
Maintenance

Site Triangles

Major Repairs/
Changes

COMPARISuUN OF OLD VS. NEW CROSSING PERMIT

0ld Approach

$12-%200

90-100 days notice, at
RR"s sole discretion

None
No limits

Installed at RR or industry
discretion, at munic expense

Munic responsibility
(ranged up to $3200/yr)

Rates at full DOT/PF
and FHwA overhead rate
(194% 1in 1990)

Munic responsibility

Munic responsibility

New Proposal

None

180 days advance notice, Itd
to statutory reasons

Automatic if not in default
and no RR purpose for area

RR must be reasonable

Diagnostic team recommendation
necessary

Munic represented on 3-member
diagnostic team

Appeal procedure in place

Munic pays $1500/yr; RR pays
other routine signal costs

Munic pays for vandalism, accid—
ents & snow removal costs

Bill at direct RR wage rate plus
benefits and dept overhead

Rate set for 3 years

Accidents still at full rate

Remains with munic but RR to
provide flag protection

3 yrs advance notice

Only with diagnostic team
recommendation

RR to pay for rail leveling and
rail or tie replacements

Munic to pay for road improve —
ments



Insurance

Indemnity

Dispute
Resolution

Notice of Munic
Entry on RR ROW

Remedies for Default

RR Review of

Munic Plans

Standard Specs

3d Party Use of
Crossing Area

Standard insurance level
at time required
($500,000-%2,000,000)

Munic responsible for any
liability arising fronm
or at the crossing

None

10 days notice required 1in
all cases

RR could terminate and
pursue other remedies

RR approval required with no
limits or controls

Binding on munic as soon as
it was given notice of
the change

At RR discretion

Self-insurance now possible
RR protective required only
during construction phase

RR responsible for liability fronm
faulty track or signal mainte —
nance (if RR performs it)

Per Ombudsman, ™"appeal™ to RR
Board of Directors; indepen—
dent hearing officer available

No notice required for snow
removal

Also exempts manual brush cutting
or sign work >12*s* from track

Termination possible only after
Board "appeal™

RR must respond in 10 days

Reasonable standard

Limited to safety/operational
issues

Opportunity to comment before
change, and appeal to Board

Concurrence of munic required
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ARRC EMPLOYEE INJURY SUMMARY
1988-90 INJURY HISTORY

Cumulative Jan-Dee. Cumulative Jan-Dee.
DEPARTMENT Total Incidents Total FRA Reportable
1990 1989 198B 1990 1989 1988
Engineering 39 53 64 16 28 25
Transportation 49 32 26 24 1 12
Mechanical 26 18 28 10 8 9
Others 04 2 9 01 1 5
ARR Total 118 105 127 51 48 51

FIRST QUARTER 1991 INJURY REVIEW (JANUARY-MARCH)

TOTAL INJURIES

DEPARTMENT 1988 1989 1990 1991
Engineering 12 10 6 7
Transportation 8 9 22 U
Mechanical 7 3 13 3
Others 1 0 0 1
Total 28 22 41 22

Reportable To FRA Medical Treatment Injuries

DEPARTMENT
1988 1989 1990 1991
Engineering 6 4 0 2
Transportation 8 3 12 3
Mechanical 2 1 5 3
Others 1 0 0 0
Total 17 8 17 8

The ARRC has continued to see a significant improvement in its accident prevention
program through the first quarter of 1991. This trend is a continuation of improvement
over previous years statistics; that started in October 1990. The last six months has
been an encouraging indication that the increased number of training programs offered
to ARRC employees and renewed determination by ARRC management to eliminate
unsafe conditions and work practices is beginning to show results.

Six months or 500,000 manhours are not large enough time or exposure frames to draw
final conclusions, although they certainly indicate we're moving in the right direction.
During 1991, we have strengthened housekeeping programs in all our facilities.
Remarks from many of our shop employees indicate that these work areas have never
looked better during their time at the ARRC. Also this year, rejuvenated emphasis on
responsibility for accidents or unsafe work practices has been enforced throughout all
levels cf management. Along with this responsibility, we are insisting on measurable
activities by all supervisors to promote an accident free work place.

The ARRC has set ambitious goals in accident prevention for 1991. Through the first
guarter we appear to be on track to meet or exceed these goals. With continued
managerial dedication and emphasis on the remaining training programs scheduled

throughout the year, these goals will be met.
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1, Work draft #1 relates to the highway trust
fund and the federally aided highway
program.

2. Work draft #2 relates to remote camp

sites and the amenities that must be
available for construction workers.

\

D.0O.T. total FY 92 budget $323,026.8
Funding sources

Federal funds $3,763.4
General funds $131,402.9
Other funds $187,860.5
(Inter-agency receipts,

state equipment fleet,

C.l1.P.’s,

International Airport fund,
program receipts etc.
A.M.H.S. fund)

The total budget amount reflects a reduction of
approximately  $11 “million.

¥eeeYou may notice that for FY 9r the amount of general
funds. dollars allocated to D.O.T. appears considerablyless
than in previous years. ~Last year, the Alaska Marine
Highway Fund was established, therefore, these funds
(approx. $68 million) now appear under "other funds'*
Instead of showing up as a general fund appropriation.



House Transportation Committee staff budget
overview

D.0.T. FY 92 # of positions 2719 f/t 846 p/t

*****This 1s a reduction of 37 full time positions and, an
increase of 27 part® time positions

Several proposed reductions by the administration may be
reinstated. However, 1In each case, this option 1is tied to
legislation and/or user fee Increases.

1. Rural airports in all regions received significant cuts.
The administration 1is proposing an 1increase of 2 cents
per gallon in the aviation fuel tax. This 1increase would
generate an estimated $4.2 million in revenue which would
go back 1into the rural airport program.

2. If the increase in aviation fuel tax does not pass, the
administration may implement the proposed vrural airport
landing fee and rental rate increases to offset the
reductions made to rural airports.

3. The Department 1is uncertain 1f the administration will
be submitting legislation in the future that would double
the motor fuel or marine fuel tax.

4. The Department currently has the authoirity to
implement toll charges on the Dalton Highway. While no
definite decision has been made on this 1issue, the
Department does feel the need for industry or users to pay
the maintenance costs on thisroad.

The Department 1is currently putting together a
supplemental budget request. This request will be in
excess of $11 million for FY 91. Much of this request will
be to help offset the vetoes to AMHS, rural airports and
class 3 roads. Additionally, requests for increased fuel



costs and additional security at airports will also be
requested.

A capital budget request of $980 million was submitted
the Department to the Governor. At the present time no
capital budget list is available.

An updated 6 year plan which allocates Alaska"s federal

highway trust fund dollars will be available for review
next week.

Thank you.



STATE 0F

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT k BUDGET

DIVISION OF BUDGET REVIEW

AGENCY OPERATIONS k FORMULA-FUNDED PROGRAMS,

AGENCY: Department of Transportation/Public

BUDGET REQUEST UNIT/COMPONENT

orfice of the Commissioner

Commissioner®™s Office

Strategic Management, Planning and Policy

BRU Totals ***

DBE/External Equal Employment Opportunity

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise and Ext

Unbudgeted RSA"s (EEO Payroll Suspense)

BRU Totals ***

Statewide Internal Review
Statewide Internal Review

Unbudgeted RSA"s Audit P R Suspense
*** BRU TOtalS 4

Statewide Administrative Services
Administrative Services
Statewide Leasing/Property Management

State Equipment Fleet
M4 BRU TOtalS 444

Statewide Information Systems
Statewide Information Systems
44 BRU TOtalS 444

Statewide Plans, Programs and Budget
Plans, Programs and Budget

Unbudgeted RSA"s (HPR Payroll Suspense)

Statewide Aviation Planning

Facilities

FY90 ACT

827.0

827.0

*462.7
363.2
825.9

792.7
130.
923.0

w

2,017.
*400.
776.

3,19%4.

N Pow

2,198. %1
2,198.14

1,%499.7
930.9
26*4.0

TY91 AUTH

903.*4
0.0
903.*4

655.2
0.0
655.2

9*41.7
0.0
9*41.7

2,162.9
*41*4.0
85*4.2

3,%431.1

2.092.5
2.092.5

1,712.*4
0.0
280.0

ALL FUNDS,

ALASKA

BY AGENCY,

AGENCY OPERATIONS --
GENERAL FUND OTHER FUNDS

©

719.
183.6
903.

ol

*476.

o

*476.

o

©

508.

©

508.

1,825.%4
*417.2
0.0
2,2%42.6

1,5*48.9
1.5*48.9

915.7
0.0
229.3

66.1
150.7
216.8

252.*4

252. %

*483.9

*483.9

35%4.

891.
1,2*46.

585.9
585.9

1,028.0
0.0
55.%4

BRU k COMPONENT

e TY92 GOV

TORMULA PROGRAMS

DATE:
TIHE:
PROG:

GENERAL FUND OTHER FUNDS

oo 0 o
oo oo o

o o oo
o o oo

01/23/91
1*4:21:00
SPLITCUT

TOTAL

786.0
33*%4.3
1,120.3

728.*4
0.0
728.*4

992.8
0.0
992.8

2,179.7
*417.2
891.7

3,*488.6

2,13*%4.8
2,13*4.8

1.9*%43.7
0.0
20*%4.7
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