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generally do not address rail track stabilization measures and their report states “Mitigation against all of

these hazards may be prohibitively expensive”.

This is why the estimated cost by S&W 1s $73 mullion (in 1999 dollars) and URS estimates $642 million
(in 1998 dollars). URS states in several sections that additional work beyond their prescribed mitigations
may be necessary. For example, URS states “it was beyond the scope of this investigation (to) collect the
data needed to design mitigation actions on a site by site basis. Subsurface exploration would be required
to collect these data, which would include the depth of the sliding surface, soil strength and index

properties, and groundwater elevations”.

In regards to the fact that the landslides are located in an active earthquake area, the report goes on to say
“mitigation actions designed for seismic loading would be more costly... and in some areas, it may not be
feasible to mitigate the sites such that they will withstand seismic loading”. In other words, we are not
capable of designing railroad structures to withstand large earthquakes. Inner gorge hillsides are going to

fail, particularly if the ground has been saturated prior to a seismic event.

In determination of the dependability rail service, the likelihood of track closure should be based on its
weakest link.. For example, if the geotechnical consultant reports that 200 of the 208 sites can be
“stabilized” but there are 8 sites where the earthflows or rotational/translational slides are just too large to
provide a design for, then these sites are the weakest link in the entire rail line and it would only take one
failure to close the entire rail line for significant periods of time. Has it been calculated how costly 1t
would be for the railroad to be closed for the weeks or months to effect repair? The URS FEMA report
section 4.2.3 it talks about large active earthflows: “a typical mitigation in large active earth flow areas
involves bridging over the earth flow material. Bridge supports ... would be embedded in the natural
soils and rock well below the slide plane”. The report also states “no borings or other subsurface
investigations were conducted to verify the depth of the slide planes”. At the end of this section of the
report it states “Where exceptionally large, deep-seated earth flows are present, avoiding the slide by
driving a tunnel through stable material beneath the slide plane may be more effective than bridging. The

Bell Springs slide (Milepost 183.16 to Milepost 184.1) was identified as a large earth flow where

tunneling may be the most effective alternative”.
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Because the railroad has been so intimately tied into the success of the Redwood Marine Terminal
Business Plan, it is important for you the Commissioners, the NCRA and the public at large to understand
the realities of reopening the railroad through the Eel River Canyon. The cost estimate of $73 million
given by Shannon and Wilson does not include rail track stabilization and therefore the annual
maintenance costs will be significantly greater than if the work were performed as per the mitigations
provided by the FEMA report with estimated costs of $642 million. Considering today’s fuel prices and
equipment charge out rates, the cost estimates would at least double or triple from the 1998 and 1999
estimates. If the construction is delayed another 10 years we can all imagine what the fuel prices and
reconstruction costs will be, Maintenance cost are predicted to be high and likely prohibitive. Utilizing
the stabilization designs provided by URS will also require ongoing maintenance as stated in their report
“because of the unstable environment, the railroad requires on-going track and slope maintenance.

Annual maintenance costs are what caused at least one previous railroad owner (SP) want to abandon the

rail line.

Thank you for the opportunity to address this important issue and your consideration of the information

presented. Please call me if you have any questions or I can be of any assistance.

Sincerely,
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Tom Brundage

Registered Geologist No. 4326



Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation & Conservation District
601 Startare Dr., Woodley Island
Bureka, CA 95501

August 25, 2008

Re: TranSystems Draft Redwood Marine Terminal Business Plan and Goldman Sachs
Negotiations — Permitted Uses of District Territory.

Dear HBHRCD Commissioners,

Article 2 of the California Harbors & Navigation Code, Appendix II, the HBHRCD enabling
legislation passed by the California State Legislature in 1970, specifies "Powers and Duties of the
Board and of the District". Furthermore, section #24 (a-g) details “Permitted uses of district
territory, Application procedure”, which includes the following:

24(a} No individual, agency, association or corporation, including the district itself, now
subject, or which hereafter may become subject, to the jurisdiction of the district shall be
granted any permit, lease, franchise, right or privilege without the board having first
found, after consideration of the impact of the proposed use upon air, water, land,
environment and ecology of the lands under jurisdiction of the district, that such proposed
uses are necessary 10 promote the safety, health, comfort and convenience of the public,
and that they are required by the public convenience and necessity, and that such

proposed uses will not have any substantial adverse environmental or ecological effect.

24(b) Every applicant shall be required to present satisfactory proof that the proposed use
will not have any substantial adverse environmental or ecological effect.

24{g) The board shall find, as required by subdivision (a), that a proposed permit, lease,
franchise, right or privilege is required by the public convenience and necessity only if it
finds that the proposed use is (1) reasonably required to promote area growth and to meet
area demands, and does not adversely effect the environment or ecology of the area to
any substantial degree, and (2) will not produce an unreasonable burden on the natural
resources and aesthetics of the area, on the public health and safety and air and water
quality in the vicinity, or on parks, recreational and scenic areas, historic sites and
buildings, or archeological sites in the area.

Clearly the above section of the HBHRCD enabling legislation precludes signing any

contract with Goldman Sachs prior to complying with all of the conditions of Article 2 of
the California Harbors & Navigation Code, Appendix 11,

In addition, it is highly uniikely the RMT Project as currently proposed in the TranSystems
Business Plan can meet the threshold established by the State legislature in 1970, whose intent

was clear. Moving forward as is will unnecessarily expose the District to lawsuits based on
Agticle 2.

I would advise the HBHRCD Commissioners to discontinue negotiations with Goldman Sachs
immediately and instead give serious consideration to alternaie projects for the RMT site that
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comply with the District’s enabling legislation, can be feasibly financed, have more predictable
chances of success, better {it the character of Humboldt County, and complement the other
existing and planned developments around Humboldt Bay.

Sincerely,

Sed 7L

L EYE 48 WM
David M. Spreen

PO Box 113

Kneeland, CA 95549











































































