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1.0 Introduction 

Today there is no existing north-south rail linkage serving agricultural and 
industrial shippers in West Texas, or support facilities available to accommodate 
trans-loading of the bulk goods the region produces.  While the region hosts two 
Class I carriers—Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) and Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR)—their operations and networks focus on east-west axes 
and fail to connect regional population and distribution centers.  As a result, it is 
believed that trucks carry many commodities in the north-south direction that 
could otherwise flow by rail; “rail-divertible” commodities that are high-weight, 
low unit cost, and not time-sensitive like agricultural and industrial 
commodities.  The region produces and consumes these commodities in 
abundance, but the long-term reliability on highway transport may not be 
sustainable with increasing demand.  A north-south rail option could provide 
lower shipping costs, decrease highway wear, and accommodate growth of 
domestic and international trade. 

The objective of this study is to help the Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) determine the feasibility of developing a north-south rail linkage 
between Seagraves, Texas and the U.S.-Mexican border at Del Rio or Eagle Pass, 
Texas.  Through analysis of rail corridor alternatives and improvement options a 
strategy will be developed to help guide TxDOT, the Ports-to-Plains (P2P) 
Alliance, and other partners toward corridor development, including the next 
steps of an environmental study, preliminary engineering, and financial 
partnership.  To that end, the West Texas Rail Feasibility Study activities are 
oriented to answer the following questions: 

• If a new north-south rail line is constructed, who will use the rail line? 

• What would construction, maintenance and operations costs be for the rail 
line?  

• What would be the economic benefits of such a line? and 

• Would there be sufficient freight revenues to cover operating and 
construction costs?  

 

This Phase 1 Report for the West Texas Rail Feasibility Study is the first of two 
reports that will be prepared for this project.  Phase 1 sets baseline conditions 
through review of previous research, stakeholder interviews and freight data 
analysis.  This report also presents potential rail corridor alignment options and 
calculates order of magnitude costs as a jumping off point for Phase 2 analysis.  
This report is organized as follows: 
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• Section 2 – Review of Previous Studies provides a background information 
on several earlier studies conducted that are related to this project; 

• Section 3 – Stakeholder Interviews contains a synthesis of West Texas 
stakeholder, and potential user, perspectives regarding a new north-south 
rail corridor;  

• Section 4 – Freight Movement Analysis contains a high-level analysis of 
West Texas’ freight flows including tonnage and value of goods, key 
commodities, and trading partners; 

• Section 5 – Conceptual Alignments presents four alternatives that connect 
Seagraves, Texas to the border towns of Del Rio and Eagle Pass, Texas; 

• Section 6 – Cost Estimates outlines the capital, operations and maintenance 
costs for the three alternatives. 

Phase 2 will use the results presented herein to determine who could use a new 
West Texas rail corridor in the future, how much revenue could be generated 
from that traffic, and ultimately if the economic benefits from the corridor are 
sufficient to warrant construction. 
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2.0 Review of Previous Studies 

Several studies have been conducted in West Texas in recent years that provide 
context for the West Texas Rail Feasibility Study to build upon.  This section 
provides brief information on these key studies. 

 

Texas Department of Transportation Studies 

Permian Basin Rail Connection Economic & Financial Feasibility 
Study (2008) 

In response to conditions similar to those prompting this West Texas feasibility 
study, the TxDOT previously conducted a study of a portion of a north-south rail 
connection in the Permian Basin from Seagraves to Midland-Odessa, ending in 
McCamey, Texas.  That study estimated that the connection would generate 
enough traffic to support two to three trains per week, but the construction, 
operation and maintenance cost would be too high to justify the cost of the 
approximately 150 mile route, absent the presence of a “mega-shipper” or other 
major traffic generator.  Because this original analysis focused entirely on the 
direct connection between Seagraves and McCamey, it may have neglected the 
potential of an expanded corridor to better capture NAFTA-related traffic, 
possibly affecting the economic and feasibility of an expanded route.  

West Texas Freight Study (2008) 

This study conducted by TxDOT provides county-to-county freight flows for 
both truck and rail.  Using this information, and the projected growth of these 
flows in the future, this study identified a list of improvements to help facilitate 
the continued flow of goods to major economic centers in West Texas like 
Amarillo, Lubbock, and Midland-Odessa.  Improvements were also identified to 
mitigate the effects of freight on the motoring public and neighboring 
communities.  These improvements were recommended for near-, mid- or long-
term implementation, and provided to TxDOT Districts for their consideration 
during future project programming.  As part of this effort a detailed inventory of 
the freight rail system in West Texas was developed. 

Trans-Texas Corridor Rural Development Opportunities: Ports-to-
Plains Case Study (2007) 

The Trans Texas Corridor (TTC) initiative was established to create a system of 
strategic multiuse transportation corridors to bring about increased public safety, 
economic vitality, and overall quality of life throughout the State.   Rural areas of 
the State, while not overwhelmed with traffic congestion, can derive benefits 
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from TTC development, including enhanced economic development 
opportunities.  In order to identify rural development opportunities for TTC 
facilities, TxDOT commissioned this study as a first step in applying the TTC 
concept to rural Texas.  One of the primary goals of this study was to develop a 
framework for assessing TTC development potential to rural corridors 
throughout the State.  TxDOT selected the Ports-to-Plains Corridor in West Texas 
as a case study for application of this framework. Based in Lubbock, the Ports-to-
Plains Corridor Coalition formally advocates for transportation and economic 
development in the Corridor in four states. The outcome of this study was a set 
of recommendations to advance rural TTC corridor development in the Ports-to-
Plains Corridor including financing and governance issues. 

 

La Entrada al Pacifico Studies 

The La Entrada al Pacifico (LEAP) Trade Corridor is a concept initially 
developed and promoted by the Midland-Odessa Transportation Alliance in 
1995. The concept of the LEAP Trade Corridor envisions a multi-modal corridor 
that will provide for freight originating in the Pacific Rim to move from the Port 
of Topolobampo, on the western coast of Mexico, to points in the U.S. through 
West Texas.  

La Entrada al Pacifico Freight Diversion Study (2008) 

As part of a study conducted by TxDOT to examine the feasibility of developing 
a corridor to serve traffic coming through Presidio into West Texas, a freight 
diversion analysis was conducted.    This report provides a detailed analysis of 
the freight diversion forecast developed and describes the expected share of 
traffic that will come from Pacific and Gulf of Mexico ports.  Included in this 
analysis is an explanation of how the Texas Ports of Entry will be impacted by 
the diversion 

Trade Corridor Planning Study (2004) 

The purpose of this study was to provide an information platform related to 
potential travel demand and environmental factors required to undertake a 
future feasibility study.  The scope included, through various literature reviews, 
identifying relevant data related to potential travel demand and various 
environmental factors along the designated route in Texas, taking into 
consideration the economic and demographic changes in Texas and Mexico.  The 
findings of this study create a platform of information, including environmental 
issues resources, aerial photographs, traffic volumes, roadway cross-sections, 
and potential locations for relief route and intersection improvements, which can 
be used in a future feasibility study. 
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3.0 Stakeholder Interviews  

3.1 METHODOLOGY AND INTERVIEWEES 
Interviews of key West Texas stakeholders was conducted as part of this 
feasibility study. The intent of the interviews was to collect information to 
provide a blueprint for TxDOT, the P2P Alliance and other partners to move 
toward corridor development.  To that end, the study team engaged a range of 
stakeholders including representatives from various local chambers of 
commerce, economic development councils, private sector firms in various 
industries, rail operators, metropolitan planning organizations, and others. 

The interviews were designed to begin assessing the economic demand for a 
potential north-south rail line and quantifying the potential financial 
participation of shippers, rail carriers, and other private or public equity 
partners.  The initial list of interview participants was identified by TxDOT, P2P 
Alliance, economic development officials, and Cambridge Systematics.  The 
interviews were conducted by telephone and usually lasted between 25 minutes 
to an hour.  Users were asked the same questions throughout the interview, but 
often many other issues were raised which required further investigation with 
questions not on the questionnaire.  The Interview Guide can be found in 
Appendix A. 

The following section summarizes some of the key themes heard from 
interviewees.  Focus is placed on what interviewees suggested were potential 
industries that may use the line, the reasons for development of the line, and 
financing possibilities suggested by the users.  Further interviews may be 
conducted as part of this study to collect additional information regarding 
potential demand for the rail line.   

3.2 KEY THEMES FROM INTERVIEWS 

General Response Regarding Feasibility and Need for New Rail Line 

• The interview responses received have been mixed concerning the demand 
and feasibility of the proposed north-south rail line.  Several respondents in 
the private sector see no need for a new rail corridor and do not believe such 
a line would help their business.  Other private sector respondents suggested 
that a new north-south rail line in the proposed corridor would improve 
goods movement in the region and would be beneficial to key regional 
industries.     
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• Economic development corporations and chambers of commerce generally 
agreed that the development of a north-south rail line would be good for the 
region and has been something the region has needed for many years.   

• From the range of interviews conducted up to this point, there have been a 
range of muted responses, some against the idea, and some very supportive 
of the idea to build a new north-south rail line.   

Utilization of the Rail Line by Industry 

• The interviews suggested that there may be a variety of industries that could 
have an interest in utilizing the new rail line.  This includes: 

– Cotton industry (corridor-wide);  

– Manufacturing firms;  

– Steel firms;  

– Composite materials firms (such as sand, rock, construction materials 
etc); 

– New power plants; 

– The renewable energy industry;  

– Peanut industry; 

– Oil and gas industry; 

– Waste disposal facilities; 

– Developers looking to enhance attractiveness of undeveloped land, and  

– Grain shippers.   

Interest in the rail line was not confirmed with all of these industries; these 
were suggested industries that may benefit from a rail line based on 
conversations with local or regional officials.  In addition to the above 
industries, others were also mentioned as potential users, such as the hide 
industry in the Texas panhandle as well as the livestock industry throughout 
the corridor.   

• Many of the above industries currently rely on trucks to move goods to and 
from their facilities.  The oil and gas industry also relies on the pipeline 
network to move their goods.   

Reasons for Developing West Texas Rail Line 

• Several interviewees mentioned that a West Texas rail line would increase 
the competitiveness of businesses along the corridor, as it would allow for 
goods to be placed directly onto a train, rather than trucking for hours to 
reach a rail line.  This was mentioned both by officials and industry 
representatives in Lubbock and San Angelo, as goods are often shipped by 
truck to Dallas, after which they are loaded onto unit trains heading to the 
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west coast.  Many see an advantage to consolidating agriculture locally and 
placing the product on trains directly instead of making costly truck trips 
moving in the wrong direction away from the final destination.   

• One interviewee was eager to see the development of a new rail line because 
they feel captive to a single Class I railroad, and feel that increased 
competition would result in more favorable rail rates and service to shippers.  

• Economic development agencies mentioned that additional regional rail 
service would enhance the competitiveness of cities in West Texas, and 
would make this a more attractive place to do business.  Several groups 
mentioned that businesses are seeking to locate to areas that have adequate 
rail access, and without good rail access some businesses will not even 
consider moving to the region.  Instead, when companies look at moving to 
Texas, they primarily look to Houston or Dallas, as these areas have 
substantial rail and other transportation options.  With better freight 
transportation options, several interviewees felt that the region would be 
putting itself in a better position to attract more businesses and jobs.   

• In addition to attracting new industries, it was mentioned that a new rail line 
would support existing thriving businesses in the region, especially the 
cotton and grain sorghum hybrid business along the corridor.   

• Several interviewees mentioned that by constructing this rail line, they 
believe that shippers in the region would be able to eventually make use of 
Mexican ports instead of relying on Class I railroads (e.g. UP and BNSF) to 
ship to congested U.S. West Coast ports such as the San Pedro Bay Ports in 
the LA Basin.  This includes a connection to Mexican rail (which lead to 
Mexican Pacific Coast Ports) near Del Rio, as well as through the South 
Orient Rail Line to the Mexican port of Topolabampo through the border 
town of Presidio.  Several suggested that reactivation of that line (west of San 
Angelo to Fort Stockton and Presidio) and improvements to that line in 
conjunction with this north-south corridor would have significant impacts for 
many regional industries, including improved access to major Asian markets. 
Currently the rail bridge at Presidio is damaged and unusable, however there 
are plans to restore it in the future. 

• On the south end of the West Texas rail corridor, near Del Rio, one 
interviewee observes the trend of Mexican businesses opening in the U.S. to 
be able to sell their product as “Made in the U.S.A.” – this increase in 
businesses was mentioned as a potential driver for use of the rail line, 
especially if connecting the border area with the Class I trains moving west 
occurs.   

• It was mentioned that Class I railroads are not very interested in opening 
new rail spurs in areas along the proposed corridor that have significant 
development potential.  Some believe that Class I railroads may add service 
for mega-shippers, but for smaller or medium sized businesses it is more 
difficult to get service from the rail lines. 
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• A new coal gasification plant on the corridor was suggested as a potential 
major user of the new rail line.  Both incoming and outgoing shipments are 
required to support plant operations, so this may be a regular user of the 
railroad.   

• One interviewee had mentioned that construction costs have come down 
compared to three years ago, suggesting that this would make the rail line 
more feasible now when looking at construction of the line from a benefit-
cost perspective.   

• Track improvements to the rail line east of San Angelo were mentioned 
several times as an example of how improved rail infrastructure can benefit 
businesses and the region.  For one, these track improvements contributed to 
the region landing a new green energy production plant (i.e. wind turbines).  
In addition, several agricultural businesses are happy with how goods are 
moved more efficiently and effectively from the region to eastern 
destinations because of the track improvements.   

• While no one spoke openly against the idea of building the rail line, several 
interviewees suggested that their business or the businesses that they 
represent may not make use of the rail line.   

Financing of the Rail Line 

• There has been a mixed response from stakeholders on the potential of user 
fees to help finance the rail line.  Public sector stakeholders were generally 
skeptical of the idea that private sector firms would be willing to pay user 
fees to help support financing the line.  Several private sector representatives, 
however, did not reject the notion of paying user fees.  The reaction was more 
tempered and suggested that some businesses would do a benefit cost 
analysis to determine whether or not transportation costs or other costs 
would decrease enough to support paying user fees.  It generally comes 
down to economics – if the project as a whole will save a railroad or shipper 
money, then they will consider something such as user fees.  For example, if 
cotton shipments are able to be shipped to a Class I intersection on this line 
close to the corridor, and are not required to be moved to Dallas before 
intersecting with the Class I railroad to head west, this may reduce cost.  
Reduced cost, in addition to the monetary cost of moving goods from areas 
from the corridor to the final destination, can also mean cost savings in terms 
of increased reliability of goods movement and improved travel times.  If this 
reduction in transportation cost outweighs user fees, then businesses may be 
willing to consider user fees.   

• There were respondents that simply said that user fees are not an option and 
that they would not pay additional user fees to support development of a rail 
line.  These were generally the respondents that were not enthusiastic about 
the idea of an additional rail line because their business has no need for it.   
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• Another respondent highlighted that they see user fees as the only potential 
option to finance the line in these difficult economic times, unless the state 
government can come up with financing to support this project.   

• There is potential to use other local, State, and Federal funding sources to 
fund the capital expenses and operation of a West Texas rail line. For 
example, the governor’s economic development fund may be available. In 
addition, there may be the potential of new funding sources such as a local 
sales tax or increased car registration fees.  

• It was mentioned that a potential option for financing is to have rail districts 
issue revenue bonds, which they have the authority to do.  This would 
require much effort, but is an option.   

• It was mentioned that Department of Energy grants, loans, or participation 
may be possible to develop a new rail line. Several large energy projects 
(such as a gasification plant in Odessa, a power plant along the corridor, and 
a Uranium enrichment facility near Andrews) may all make heavy use of the 
corridor.  The Department of Energy may therefore be a useful partner.  
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4.0 Freight Movement Analysis 

The demand for the West Texas rail corridor will be primarily driven by 
diversion of freight flows that currently use other road and rail networks to get 
goods-to-market, and will secondarily be driven by the introduction of “mega-
shippers” that may be attracted to locate within the corridor because of the 
presence of the new rail line.  The purpose of this freight movement analysis is to 
begin to assess existing freight flows that may have the potential to divert and 
use the West Texas rail line.  These freight flows will be used as input into the 
determination of whether there is sufficient demand to justify development of 
the corridor between Seagraves and Del Rio/Eagle Pass, TX.   

This section of the report presents an overview of the existing and probable 
future freight demand in the study area absent a new West Texas rail corridor.  
Based on road and rail infrastructure in on the ground today, the demand is 
characterized in terms of the mode, commodity, and trading partner, with focus 
placed on rail and truck modes. Two types of trade flows are considered – 
domestic and international.  

The data used in this analysis includes the IHS-Global Insight (IHS-GI) 
Transearch database, Surface Transportation Board Rail Waybill Sample, and 
North American Transborder database.  Descriptions of these data sources are 
provided in Appendix B for reference.   

Existing Rail and Highway Networks 

Considering a corridor alignment between the City of Lubbock in the north and 
Del Rio/Eagle Pass Ports of Entry in the south, and expected drayage lengths, 
the study area was defined in terms of county level zones as shown in Figure 4.1. 

The rail and highway networks that currently support the freight demand are 
shown in Figure 4.2.  Today all rail flows travel in an east-west direction; there is 
no north-south rail connectivity between the study zones. To support interstate 
truck movements, I-27 begins at Lubbock and provides connectivity to the north.  
Within the study area, U.S. routes 87, 277 and 385 provide north-south access. 
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Figure 4.1 West Texas Rail Feasibility Study Counties 
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Figure 4.2 Study Area Rail and Highway Networks 
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4.1 STUDY AREA FREIGHT DEMAND 
Annual freight demand for the current year (2010) and future year (2035) was 
determined in terms of both tons and value to/from West Texas.  These  study 
area volumes were compared with that of the state of Texas, as shown in Figure 
4.3.   To calculate value of freight, Transearch and other data sources on dollar 
value per ton of commodities was used to estimate and is attached in Appendix 
C.  As shown, the study area makes up about 6.0% of Texas’ 2010  flow tons and 
5.8% of the Texas’ 2010  flow value in dollars.  The compound annual growth 
rates (CAGR) in the study area are lower than that for the State of Texas, possibly 
indicating a need for regional development and improved access. 

Figure 4.3 Freight Demand in Study Area versus Rest of Texas – Annual 
Flows (2010, 2035) 

  

 

CAGR Tons (2010-2035) CAGR Value (2010-2035) 

Study Area = 1.7% Study Area = 2.4% 

Rest of Texas = 2.1% Rest of Texas = 3.3% 

 

The geographical distribution of these flows was visualized using thematic maps 
as shown in Figure 2.4 and Figure 2.5 below. The figures show that the flows 
both by tons and value are concentrated in the counties of Lubbock, Ector, 
Maverick, Tom Green, Midland, and Yoakum.  This can be explained based on 
their population and relatively speaking better connectivity through 
transportation infrastructure.  Val Verde and Hockley are other important zones 
of growth. 

1,291 

2,168 

82 

124 

-

500 

1,000 

1,500 

2,000 

2,500 

2010 2035

T
o
ta
l T

ra
d
e 
in
 M

ill
io
n
 T
o
n
s

Rest of Texas Study Area

1,838 

4,134 

113 

202 

-

500 

1,000 

1,500 

2,000 

2,500 

3,000 

3,500 

4,000 

4,500 

5,000 

2010 2035

T
o
ta
l T

ra
d
e 
in
 B
ill
io
n
 D
o
lla

rs

Rest of Texas Study Area



West Texas Rail Feasibility Study 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 4-5 

Figure 4.4 Freight Demand - Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

  

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data
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Figure 4.5 Freight Demand - Annual Value (2010, 2035) 

  

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data
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4.2 FREIGHT DEMAND BY MODE 
The total flows to/from the study area were then broken down by mode, trade 
type and direction. The results of the rail and truck domestic freight flows in tons 
identified are shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. 

Table 4.1 Domestic Rail Freight Demand – Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

Zone 

2010 (in Thousands) 2035 (in Thousands) 

Originating 
Tons 

Terminating 
Tons 

Total Tons 
Originating 

Tons 
Terminating 

Tons 
Total Tons 

Maverick County 1,333 4,207 5,540 2,296 5,971 8,267 

Ector County 758 319 1,077 856 409 1,266 

Lubbock County 456 548 1,004 781 748 1,529 

Midland County 42 224 267 56 328 384 

Gaines County 84 54 138 88 47 134 

Tom Green County 42 45 87 64 54 118 

Terry County 34 42 76 38 38 76 

Ward County 4 56 60 7 54 61 

Upton County - 41 41 - 56 56 

Cochran County - 35 35 - 34 34 

Martin County - 31 31 - 23 23 

Reagan County 18 - 18 20 - 20 

Hockley County 3 4 7 3 4 7 

Val Verde County - 5 5 - 6 6 

TOTAL 2,774 5,611 8,386 4,209 7,772 11,981 

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 

The table above indicates that Maverick County, which houses the Eagle Pass 
Port of Entry, has substantially higher rail freight, the tons received are more 
than three times the tons produced.  There is a possibility that some of these 
flows are actually international and the county is acting as a location for rail to 
truck interchanges.  Ector and Midland Counties are served by UPRR running 
parallel to I-20, while Lubbock County is connected to Houston, Texas in the 
southeast via BNSF. The remainder of the study area counties, due to lack of 
railroad access, do not exhibit substantial rail flows. Overall, there is about 43% 
increase in rail flow total tons expected between the years of 2010 and 2035 under 
the base case conditions. 
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Table 4.2 Domestic Truck Freight Demand - Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

Zone 

2010 (in Thousands) 2035 (in Thousands) 

Originating 
Tons 

Terminating 
Tons 

Total Tons 
Originating 

Tons 
Terminating 

Tons 
Total Tons 

Lubbock County 8,339 5,379 13,718 16,036 9,643 25,679 

Ector County 3,190 6,719 9,909 4,588 9,775 14,363 

Tom Green County 3,989 3,594 7,584 6,148 4,777 10,925 

Midland County 2,874 3,250 6,124 4,206 4,732 8,938 

Yoakum County 3,418 1,634 5,053 4,310 2,394 6,704 

Hockley County 1,075 1,635 2,709 2,386 2,188 4,574 

Gaines County 1,210 1,471 2,681 1,538 1,960 3,498 

Maverick County 748 1,824 2,573 1,375 2,790 4,166 

Ward County 803 1,304 2,107 1,085 1,765 2,851 

Andrews County 570 1,532 2,102 750 2,059 2,809 

Val Verde County 457 1,515 1,971 812 2,115 2,927 

Crane County 340 1,220 1,560 412 1,623 2,036 

Dawson County 349 1,126 1,475 492 1,480 1,972 

Terry County 98 1,368 1,466 149 1,871 2,020 

Upton County 299 960 1,259 384 1,301 1,685 

Sutton County 28 1,214 1,242 46 1,559 1,605 

Reagan County 112 1,101 1,213 138 1,370 1,508 

Crockett County 131 913 1,045 167 1,172 1,340 

Edwards County 23 1,012 1,035 35 1,313 1,348 

Winkler County 54 890 944 70 1,177 1,247 

Irion County 3 848 850 4 1,095 1,099 

Schleicher County 4 801 805 6 1,049 1,055 

Kinney County 1 790 792 3 1,024 1,027 

Martin County 34 740 774 44 969 1,012 

Cochran County 2 757 759 5 966 970 

Lynn County 23 586 610 38 793 830 

TOTAL 28,174 44,183 72,360 45,227 62,960 108,188 

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 
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Table 4.2, the truck flow table, indicates a more uniform distribution among the 
counties in the study area than the rail flows, especially the truck flows 
terminating in the study counties.  Based on the tons received, Ector County is 
the lead contributor, whereas Lubbock County tops the list based on tons 
produced. Overall, there is about a 50% increase in truck flow tons expected 
between the years of 2010 and 2035 under the base case conditions. 

Combining the Tables 4.1 and 4.2, the current share of rail mode by tons of 
domestic freight flow is about 11.6% and is likely to come down very slightly to 
about 11.1% in 2035 under the base case conditions. 

 

International  

The result of the truck and rail international freight flows to Mexico in tons 
identified using Transearch database are shown in Tables 4.3 and 4.4. 

Table 4.3 International Rail Freight Demand – Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

Zone 

2010 (in Thousands) 2035 (in Thousands) 

Originating 
Tons 

Terminating 
Tons 

Total 
Tons 

Originating 
Tons 

Terminating 
Tons 

Total Tons 

Lubbock County 601.6 96.34 697.94 887.72 275.34 1,163.07 

Ector County 29.87 18.14 48.01 59.23 41.57 100.81 

Maverick County 6.35 1.56 7.91 15.84 4.12 19.97 

Tom Green County 4.75 2.74 7.49 8.33 7.29 15.62 

Midland County 0.01 1.91 1.92 0.02 5.09 5.11 

Yoakum County 0.51 0.3 0.81 1.47 0.79 2.26 

Winkler County 0 0.41 0.41 0 0.52 0.52 

Val Verde County 0 0.24 0.24 0 0.69 0.69 

Hockley County 0 0.15 0.15 0 0.41 0.41 

Andrews County 0 0.13 0.13 0 0.37 0.37 

Gaines County 0.11 0 0.11 0.25 0 0.25 

Terry County 0 0.07 0.07 0 0.19 0.19 

TOTAL 643 122 765 973 336 1,309 

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 

The table above indicates that Lubbock County is the single most important 
customer of rail for international trade with Mexico.  Distantly, it is followed by 
Ector County.  Given the existing rail network configuration, based on shortest 
path consideration, it is unlikely that these counties would use the Eagle Pass 
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Port of Entry for the transport of international goods. Overall, there is about 71% 
increase in rail flow total tons expected between the years of 2010 and 2035. 

Table 4.4 International Truck Freight Demand - Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

Zone 

2010 (in Thousands) 2035 (in Thousands) 

Originating 
Tons 

Terminating 
Tons 

Total 
Tons 

Originating 
Tons 

Terminating 
Tons 

Total 
Tons 

Lubbock County 405.73 136.23 541.96 714.72 363.94 1078.66 

Ector County 133.64 41.57 175.2 323.75 110.1 433.85 

Winkler County 0.03 37.35 37.38 0.03 69.65 69.68 

Maverick County 21.93 3.99 25.91 55.88 9.94 65.81 

Tom Green County 9.01 7.03 16.04 22.2 17.36 39.56 

Midland County 8.43 4.13 12.56 23.95 10.27 34.21 

Yoakum County 4.76 0.98 5.74 13.6 2.37 15.97 

Gaines County 2.31 0.03 2.34 5.77 0.07 5.84 

Andrews County 1.59 0.55 2.13 3.78 1.3 5.08 

Val Verde County 1.01 0.9 1.91 3.15 2.32 5.47 

Dawson County 1.32 0.05 1.37 3.78 0.12 3.89 

Hockley County 0.09 0.62 0.71 0.12 1.5 1.62 

Terry County 0.04 0.32 0.37 0.12 0.78 0.9 

Crane County 0.14 0.15 0.29 0.24 0.37 0.6 

Upton County 0.08 0.12 0.2 0.09 0.29 0.38 

Ward County 0.03 0.1 0.12 0.03 0.21 0.24 

Kinney County 0.08 0 0.08 0.16 0 0.16 

Martin County 0.05 0 0.05 0.15 0 0.15 

Sutton County 0.04 0 0.04 0.09 0 0.09 

Lynn County 0 0.04 0.04 0 0.09 0.09 

Crockett County 0.02 0 0.02 0.03 0 0.03 

Irion County 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 

TOTAL 590 234 824 1,171 590 1,762 

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 

The international freight demand by truck told a similar story as the rail mode.  
Lubbock County is again the leading international trade zone, followed by Ector 
County at less than half its flows.  The other counties play a larger role in 
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international trade by truck than by rail.  Overall, the truck tons are expected to 
increase by 114% between 2010 and 2035. 

Comparing Tables 4.3 and 4.4, it was also found that the truck and rail 
international trade flows are comparable.  The rail share of the international 
trade in tons to/from the study area is about 48% in 2010 and fall down slightly 
to about 43% by 2035, mainly due to faster growth in truck-based trade. 

4.3 KEY COMMODITIES AND DIVERTIBLE 

COMMODITIES 
The study area was studied for key commodities based on tonnage transported 
by mode.  The pie charts in Figure 4.6 through 4.9 show key originating and 
terminating commodities for rail and truck in 2010 and 2035. 

For rail, the top three commodities originating from the study area in 2010 are:  

• transportation equipment (about 22% by tonnage),  

• farm products (about 20%), and  

• chemicals or allied products (about 16%).   

The composite CAGR of these commodities is about 1.6%.  On the other hand, 
the top three commodities terminating in the study area are:  

• coal (about 19%),  

• farm products (about 16%), and  

• food and kindred products (about 15%).   

The composite CAGR of these commodities is about 1.3%. 
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Figure 4.6 Rail Total Freight Demand – Originating Commodities – Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

 

  

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 
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Figure 4.7 Rail Total Freight Demand – Terminating Commodities – Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

 

  

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 
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Figure 4.8 Truck Total Freight Demand – Originating Commodities – Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

  
 

  

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 

Nonmetallic ores and 

minerals,  8,005,579 , 28%

Secondary Traffic,  5,674,246 

, 20%
Petroleum or coal products,  

4,839,692 , 17%

Chemicals or allied products,  

3,703,619 , 13%

Clay, concrete, glass, or 
stone products,  1,889,786 , 

6%

Food and kindred products,  

1,807,791 , 6%

Rest,  2,845,934 , 10%

Nonmetallic ores and 

minerals,  11,248,966 , 24%

Secondary Traffic,  

13,775,376 , 30%
Petroleum or coal products,  

6,307,999 , 14%

Chemicals or allied products,  
4,643,131 , 10%

Clay, concrete, glass, or 

stone products,  3,304,959 , 
7%

Food and kindred products,  
2,748,729 , 6%

Rest,  4,368,212 , 9%

3.6%

2.3%

1.7%

1.4%

1.1%
0.9%

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

Secondary 
Traffic

Clay, concrete, 
glass, or stone 

products

Food and 
kindred 
products

Nonmetallic 
ores and 
minerals

Petroleum or 
coal products

Chemicals or 
allied products

C
o
m
p
o
u
n
d
ed

 A
n
n
u
al
 G
ro
w
th
 R
at
e,
 C
A
G
R



West Texas Rail Feasibility Study 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 4-15 

Figure 4.9 Truck Total Freight Demand – Terminating Commodities – Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

  

 

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 
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Comparing the top commodities by rail and truck, the following observations 
were made: 

1. Among the key commodities, currently the products that are transported 
substantially by rail include coal (about 98.0% rail share); farm products 
(about 84.9% rail share); miscellaneous mixed shipments (100% rail share); 
and waste and scrap materials (100% rail share); 

2. Among the key commodities, currently the products that are transported 
substantially by truck include lumber or wood products (only 2.1% rail 
share); petroleum or coal products (only 1.4% rail share); and secondary 
traffic (zero rail share); and  

3. The remaining key commodities have a reasonable amount of cargo sharing 
between the two modes as listed in Table 4.5. 

 

Table 4.5 Key Study Area Commodities Shared between Rail and Truck 
Modes 

STCC Description of Commodity Percentage Rail Share by Tons 

37 Transportation equipment 56.9% 

20 Food and kindred products 19.1% 

33 Primary metal products 13.1% 

28 Chemicals or allied products 10.9% 

26 Pulp, paper, or allied products 9.5% 

32 Clay, concrete, glass, or stone products 8.0% 

14 Nonmetallic ores and minerals 5.2% 

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 

 

4. Of the key commodities, a preliminary list of divertible commodities was 
identified on the basis of deficits estimated from corresponding Texas 
statewide mode shares of these commodities.  The deficit percentages and 
expected increase in rail tonnage and value that may occur by meeting the 
deficits within the study area are shown in Table 4.6.  
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Table 4.6 Divertible Commodities and Rail Tonnage Gains Expected by 
Meeting Texas Statewide Mode Shares in Study Area 

STCC Description of Commodity 
% Deficit from 
Texas Statewide 
Mode Shares 

Rail Tonnage Gain 
(in Thousand 

Tons) 

Rail Value Gain (in 
Million Dollars) 

28 Chemicals or allied products 25.6% 2,967  3,530 

29 Petroleum or coal products 9.5% 1,456  845 

14 Nonmetallic ores, minerals 7.6% 1,038  186 

33 Primary metal products 3.6% 134  255 

24 Lumber or wood products 2.8% 116  115 

26 Pulp, paper, or allied products 9.2% 111  198 

 TOTAL  5,822 5,129 

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 

4.4 TRADING PARTNERS 
The major trading partners for the study area by mode and by tonnage were 
identified for the current and future years using Transearch data as shown in 
Figures 4.10 and 4.11. 

From the figures it is shown that international trade plays a larger role in rail-
based trade than the truck-based trade. The truck-based trade to Mexico is 
expected to increase, improving its position from tenth highest trading partner to 
fourth highest, by tonnage. The distance of haul for trade is much greater for rail 
compared to trucks, indicated by the shares of trade to the rest of U.S. and 
Mexico. 
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Figure 4.10 Rail Trading Partners – Share of Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

      
 

   

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 
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Figure 4.11 Truck Trading Partners – Share of Annual Tons (2010, 2035) 

      
 

   

Source: IHS-GI Transearch Data 

Rest of Texas, 
65.2%

Rest of US, 33.6%

Mexico, 1.3%

% Share of 2010 Truck Tons

Rest of Texas, 
65.6%

Rest of US, 32.6%

Mexico, 1.8%

% Share of 2035 Truck Tons

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

P
er
ce
n
ta
g
e 
S
h
ar
e 
o
f 
20
10
 T
ru
ck
 T
o
n
s

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

P
er
ce
n
ta
g
e 
S
h
ar
e 
o
f 
20
35
 T
ru
ck
 T
o
n
s



West Texas Rail Feasibility Study 

4-20  Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

4.5 INTERNATIONAL PORT OF ENTRY FLOWS 
North American Transborder database was used to determine the trade values 
by mode and direction through the international ports of entry (POE) of Del Rio 
and Eagle Pass at the U.S.-Mexico border located in the southern part of the 
study area. The summary of flows is shown in Figure 4.12.  

Figure 4.12 International Trade Value through Study Area Ports of Entry  

 

  

Source: North American Transborder Database 
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5.0 Conceptual Alignments 

Many rail corridors exist in West Texas and are owned by the UPRR, the BNSF, 
the TxDOT, and other shortline, or Class III, railroad operators.  Most of these 
rail lines generally travel in an east-west direction, and those rail lines that travel 
in a north-south direction do not connect directly from west Texas commodity 
centers to railroads in Mexico.  This Section reviews the engineering feasibility of 
possible rail corridor alignments and improvement options for a north-south rail 
route to move commodities by rail between West Texas to the U.S.-Mexico 
border. 

The possible rail alignments begin at a connection with the West Texas & 
Lubbock Railway (WTLC) in Seagraves, Texas and terminate at one of three 
potential U.S.-Mexico border locations at Presidio, Del Rio, and Eagle Pass.  At 
Presidio and Eagle Pass there are existing border crossings on the South Orient 
Railroad and the UPRR Eagle Pass Subdivision, respectively; the Presidio bridge 
is out of service due to fire and currently has a timetable for replacement by 2014.  
Del Rio does not have an existing rail crossing at the U.S.- Mexico border. The 
development of these alignment options were based on interviews with 
stakeholders regarding potential commodities and economic opportunities 
within the region as well as other engineering criteria and assumptions as 
discussed in the following section. 

5.1 METHODOLOGY, CRITERIA, AND ASSUMPTIONS 
The possible alignments were developed using Class 3 track criteria as stated in 
49 CFR 213 – Track Safety Standards to allow for maximum freight train speeds 
up to 40 miles per hour1.  All other assumptions for the design of the possible 
routes were based on American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way 
Association (AREMA) guidelines. 

A cursory profile fatal-flaw analysis was conducted for each possible alignment 
segment within the study area.  Existing contours produced by the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) were used to determine if maximum vertical grades 
for Class 3 track would be feasible throughout each possible route or segment.  
Those segments with areas that were not feasible based on vertical challenges are 
identified later in this section. 

Where possible, the use of abandoned railroad corridors for possible alignments 
was identified.  Abandoned rail corridors generally provide existing horizontal 

                                                   

1 Code of Federal Regulations, Title 49, Transportation, Part 213 (49 CFR 213), Subpart A 
– Classes of Track: Operating Speed Limits.   
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and vertical geometry and, potentially, existing rail infrastructure, which may 
decrease construction costs for the route.  Environmental documentation and 
public involvement may also be less costly for an abandoned corridor since a 
corridor previously existed in that location. 

Switching operations generally occur at locations where freight is transferred 
from one rail carrier to another.  This would be required, at a minimum, at the 
border crossings with Mexico at Presidio and Eagle Pass.  In other instances, the 
possible alignments attempt to eliminate switching movement so that multiple 
carriers are not needed for freight movement across the U.S.-Mexico border; one 
carrier would transport all rail cars on a new track throughout the route. 

5.2 EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE/BORDER CROSSINGS 

Existing Rail Lines 

The existing rail lines in West Texas are listed below by owner and location 
within the study limits. 

• UPRR operates on three railroad subdivisions in the study area.  These are 
the Sanderson Subdivision (Alpine to Del Rio), the Del Rio Subdivision (Del 
Rio to San Antonio), and the Eagle Pass Subdivision (Spofford to Eagle Pass). 

• BNSF owns two railroad subdivisions in the limits of the study.  These are 
the Lampasas Subdivision (Sweetwater through San Angelo to Temple) and 
the Slaton Subdivision (Sweetwater to Texico).  BNSF also has trackage rights 
on the UPRR Del Rio and Eagle Pass Subdivisions. 

• The South Orient Railroad (SORR) is owned by TxDOT and operated by 
Texas Pacifico Transportation.  The track extends from Presidio through 
Alpine and San Angelo to the BNSF Lampasas Subdivision. 

• The West Texas & Lubbock Railway (WTLC) is a shortline railroad with a 
rail line that begins in Lubbock and travels southwest to Seagraves. 

• The Texas-New Mexico Railroad (TNMR) is a shortline railroad extending 
from UPRR connection at Monahans through Kermit to Lovington, New 
Mexico. 

• The Texas & Oklahoma Railroad (TXOR) is a shortline railroad with a rail 
segment from Sweetwater south to Maryneal. 

The use of existing rail lines may be warranted in some locations to minimize 
investment in new track and additional infrastructure but would likely require 
switching operations at the point of connection with the rail carrier.  Also, 
utilization of border crossings at Presidio and Eagle Pass would require the use 
of existing bridge facilities; as previously mentioned, the Presidio crossing is 
currently out of service due to fire. 
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Abandoned Rail Lines 

Abandoned rail corridors are also interspersed throughout the study area.  These 
are listed below with their previous owner and location within the study limits. 

• There are multiple Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway (ATSF) corridors 
that have been abandoned in the area.  Those of note include corridors from 
San Angelo to Sonora, from San Angelo to Sterling City, and from San 
Angelo to Maryneal (south of Sweetwater), where it connects with the TXOR. 

• An abandoned segment of the Roscoe, Snyder & Pacific (RSP) is located 
between Fluvanna (southeast of Lubbock) and Roscoe (southwest of 
Sweetwater). 

Border Crossings 

Border crossings currently exist in the study area at Presidio and Eagle Pass.  
When the bridge was operable, the Presidio crossing connected with the SORR in 
the U.S. and Ferromex in Mexico; the operator of the SORR (Texas Pacifico 
Transportation) is a subsidiary of Ferromex, which would limit switching 
movements at the border crossing.  The border crossing at Eagle Pass connects 
with the UPRR Eagle Pass Subdivision in the U.S. and Ferromex in Mexico.  
There is not an existing rail border crossing at Del Rio.  Across the border from 
Del Rio there is an abandoned corridor from Acuna south to Zaragosa, although 
the rail has been removed from this corridor and in some cases the right of way 
has been replaced with roadways and residential subdivisions.  Ferromex has 
stated that they do not intend to replace this segment of track. 

5.3 RANGE OF RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE OPTIONS 
Initial selection criteria used to identify potential corridors included: 

• Verification that fatal flaws do not exist within the corridor segment (e.g. 
profile issues, etc); 

• Minimization of segment distance; 

• Connections with areas of greatest benefit for railroad operations, such as 
potential commodity centers; and  

• Control of costs by minimizing or eliminating grade separations and utility 
conflicts. 

Potential corridor segments were analyzed from Midland-Odessa to Del Rio and 
Eagle Pass to connect with the segments identified in the previous Permian Basin 
Rail Connection Economic & Financial Feasibility Study (Permian Basin Rail Study).  
The study identified an alignment from Seagraves to McCamey, by way of 
Midland-Odessa, that would connect to Lubbock via the WTLC.  The Seagraves-
to-Midland-Odessa segment of the alignment was included in the alignments 
developed in this study. 
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Segment boundaries were placed in the Big Lake and Ozona/Sonora areas as 
well as Del Rio and Eagle Pass to allow for comparisons between alignment 
options where applicable. 

The previous Permian Basin Rail Study also included a connection to McCamey, 
which provided access to the SORR corridor and a border crossing at Presidio.  
Since this alignment has been evaluated as part of the previous study, a 
connection to Presidio was not evaluated as part of this study but remains an 
option as a crossing into Mexico as stated in the Permian Basin Rail Study. 

Abandoned railroad corridors were identified as potential locations for new rail 
infrastructure but did not coincide with the potential alignment segments and 
were not utilized as part of this study. 

As part of the profile fatal-flaw analysis, each segment corridor was evaluated 
based on the terrain’s general slope to verify that a Class 3 track would be able to 
traverse that terrain.  The analysis noted that many routes between Ozona and 
Del Rio would be difficult due to the elevation changes in this stretch; however, 
an alignment segment using an area of smaller elevation changes was identified 
through this terrain.  This alignment segment was assumed for all but one of the 
alignments south of Ozona to north and west of Del Rio.  The other alignment 
segment travels from Sonora south to Del Rio adjacent to U.S. 377. 

There is connectivity to major highways along each route for potential 
intermodal facilities.  Access points in or near Lubbock include U.S. 62/U.S. 82 
and U.S. 84; these roadways interchange with other major roadways within 
Lubbock such as I-27 and U.S. 87.  Route segments would also cross I-20 near 
Midland-Odessa, U.S. 67 at Big Lake and San Angelo, and I-10 near Ozona and 
Sonora.  Also, highway access points would also exist around Del Rio and Eagle 
Pass. 

The analysis of potential corridors based on the previously-mentioned criteria as 
well as the previous Permian Basin Rail Study resulted in the development of 
four alternative alignments as shown in Figures 5.1 through 5.5.   
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Figure 5.1 Conceptual Alignments 

 

Alternative 1: Seagraves to Del Rio (all new track) 

The route for Alternative 1 connects Lubbock to Seagraves by way of the existing 
WTLC track.  New rail infrastructure would be required from Seagraves to Del 
Rio, including new track through or near the areas of Midland-Odessa, Big Lake, 
and Ozona.  Connections off of the possible new rail alignment to and from 
Alpine and San Angelo would be provided through switching with the SORR.   

As shown in Table 5.1 and Figure 5.2, the route would then travel on new rail 
infrastructure from Ozona to Del Rio and would require a new border crossing at 
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Del Rio.  Note that a new border crossing would require reconstruction of 
abandoned Ferromex track from Zaragosa to Acuna in Mexico as well as a 
Presidential permit to cross the U.S.-Mexico border and coordination and 
approvals with, at a minimum, Mexico, the Department of Homeland Security, 
and the International Boundary and Water Commission.  It could take significant 
time to acquire the Presidential permit and other approvals for a new crossing at 
the U.S.-Mexico border, and the crossing will not be feasible without the 
cooperation of Mexico.  Ferromex has also stated that they do not intend to 
reconstruct the previous corridor to the border. 

Table 5.1 Alternative 1 – Characteristics by Segment  

Alignment Segment 
Total 
Miles 

Urban 
Miles 

Rural 
Miles 

Oil/Gas 
Field 
Miles 

Rail 
Structures 

Highway 
Structures 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 1.7 14.7 - - - 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 3.0 60.2 47.8 - 3 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 4.7 65.1 28.0 1 5 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 1.7 38.0 27.6 1 4 

Ozona to Del Rio 78.5 7.3 71.2 9.1 2 3 

Total 267.6 18.4 249.2 112.5 4 15 
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Figure 5.2 Alternative 1 Alignment 

 

 

  



West Texas Rail Feasibility Study 

5-8  Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

Alternative 2: Seagraves to Eagle Pass (existing track from 
Comstock to Eagle Pass) 

The route for Alternative 2 is the same as Alternative 1 between Lubbock and 
Ozona.  Between Ozona and Comstock the route requires new rail infrastructure. 
At Comstock the route can switch with UPRR and use the Del Rio and Eagle Pass 
Subdivisions to utilize the crossing at the U.S.-Mexico border at Eagle Pass, as 
shown in Table 5.2 and Figure 5.3. 

Table 5.2 Alternative 2 – Characteristics by Segment 

Alignment Segment 
Total 
Miles 

Urban 
Miles 

Rural 
Miles 

Oil/Gas 
Field 
Miles 

Rail 
Structures 

Highway 
Structures 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 1.7 14.7 - - - 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 3 60.2 47.8 - 3 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 4.7 65.1 28.0 1 5 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 1.7 38.0 27.6 1 4 

Ozona to Del Rio 73.0 2.6 70.4 9.1 1 2 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass - - - - - - 

Total 262.1 13.7 248.4 112.5 3 14 
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Figure 5.3 Alternative 2 Alignment 
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Alternative 3: Seagraves to Eagle Pass (all new track to border 
crossing) 

The route for Alternative 3 is the same as Alternatives 1 and 2 between Lubbock 
and Ozona.  From Ozona new rail infrastructure would be required to Del Rio, 
where a new-location track would be constructed near the existing UPRR Del Rio 
Subdivision alignment and through Del Rio and Eagle Pass.  As shown in Table 
5.3 and Figure 5.4, the alignment would use the existing UPRR border crossing at 
Eagle Pass. 

Table 5.3 Alternative 3 – Characteristics by Segment 

Alignment Segment 
Total 
Miles 

Urban 
Miles 

Rural 
Miles 

Oil/Gas 
Field 
Miles 

Rail 
Structures 

Highway 
Structures 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 1.7 14.7 - - - 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 3 60.2 47.8 - 3 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 4.7 65.1 28.0 1 5 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 1.7 38.0 27.6 1 4 

Ozona to Del Rio 113.4 5.2 108.2 9.1 2 9 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass 71.8 3.7 68.1 0.0 1 7 

Total 374.3 20.0 354.3 112.5 5 28 
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Figure 5.4 Alternative 3 Alignment 
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Alternative 4: Seagraves to Del Rio via San Angelo (SORR 
between Big Lake/San Angelo) 

The route for Alternative 4 is the same as Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 between 
Lubbock and Big Lake.  Between Big Lake and San Angelo the freight would be 
switch on and off of the existing SORR track.  As shown in Table 5.4 and Figure 
5.5, from San Angelo to Del Rio new rail infrastructure would be required and 
also would require a new border crossing at Del Rio.  Note that a new border 
crossing would require reconstruction of abandoned Ferromex track from 
Zaragosa to Acuna in Mexico as well as a Presidential permit to cross the U.S.-
Mexico border and coordination and approvals with, at a minimum, Mexico, the 
Department of Homeland Security, and the International Boundary and Water 
Commission.  It could take significant time to acquire the Presidential permit and 
other approvals for a new crossing at the U.S.-Mexico border, and the crossing 
will not be feasible without the cooperation of Mexico.  Ferromex has also stated 
that they do not intend to reconstruct the previous corridor to the border. 

Table 5.4 Alternative 4 – Characteristics by Segment 

Alignment Segment 
Total 
Miles 

Urban 
Miles 

Rural 
Miles 

Oil/Gas 
Field 
Miles 

Rail 
Structures 

Highway 
Structures 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 1.7 14.7 - - - 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 3.0 60.2 47.8 - 3 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 4.7 65.1 28.0 1 5 

Big Lake to San Angelo 61.9 - - - - - 

San Angelo to Sonora 59.2 0.5 58.7 14.5 - 2 

Sonora to Del Rio 97.8 5.7 92.1 12.2 2 3 

Total 368.3 15.6 290.8 102.5 3 13 

 



West Texas Rail Feasibility Study 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 5-13 

Figure 5.5 Alternative 4 Alignment 
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6.0 Cost Estimates 

6.1 COST DATA SOURCES 
The costs used for this report were gathered and verified from previous data 
sources provided in the Permian Basin Rail Connection Economic & Financial 
Feasibility Study and converted from 2007 to 2010 dollars (1st quarter) using the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI).  The CPI provides an adjustment for inflation rates 
through the 1st quarter of 2010.  For this study an increase in costs of 5.98% from 
the previous study was assumed based on CPI. 

6.2 CAPITAL COSTS 
Each alignment was broken down into segments and order-of-magnitude costs 
were estimated for each segment.  Some segments were similar between 
alternatives; in other cases they alignments differ between alternatives, such as 
between Del Rio and Eagle Pass. 

The key capital unit costs for the order-of-estimates include: 

• Track.  The total miles of track includes rail, ties, ballast, and other track 
materials for a Class 3 single-track railroad.  The cost also includes 
environmental permitting, engineering design, and construction.  A cost of 
$2.40 million per mile was used for most of the corridors within this study; 
the exception is the Sonora-to-Del Rio corridor, which has more challenging 
terrain and was estimated at $4.00 million per mile due to the potential of 
additional structures along the route. 

• Right of way (urban/rural).  The right-of-way cost is based on a 50-foot 
width of rail right of way and is determined by the density of land use (rural 
is not as dense, while urban is more dense).  A cost of $4,200 per mile for 
rural land and $550,000 per mile for urban land was used for this study. 

• Oil/gas field miles.  The oil and gas fields were determined using USGS 
quadrangle maps and aerial photography where available.  These include 
active and abandoned oil and gas fields.  A cost of $1.06 million per mile was 
used for estimation purposes for the utility relocations in these areas. 

• Structures (rail/highway).  Rail grade separation structures were identified 
along the alignments at crossings with other active railroads (UPRR, SORR, 
etc.) so that train operations would not need to be coordinated with other 
railroads.  Highway structures were deemed necessary at roadway crossings 
with higher volumes of traffic, which generally are interstate and U.S. 
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highways.  Costs of $37.0 million per railroad grade separation and $8.5 
million per highway grade separation were used for this study. 

 

Items that were not included in the estimation of the order-of-magnitude 
probable construction costs are rolling stock, equipment, vehicles, buildings, nor 
the costs for operations and maintenance (provided in Tables 6.1 through 6.4) as 
well as any upgrades that may be required to the WTLC. 

Table 6.1 Alternative 1 - Estimated Construction Costs (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Total Cost ($M) Per Mile Average 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $40.4 $2.5 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $229.8 $3.6 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $279.6 $4.0 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 $196.6 $5.0 

Ozona to Del Rio 78.5 $301.9 $3.8 

Total 267.6 $1,048.3 $3.9 

Table 6.2 Alternative 2 - Estimated Construction Costs (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Total Cost ($M) Per Mile Average 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $40.4 $2.5 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $229.8 $3.6 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $279.6 $4.0 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 $196.6 $5.0 

Ozona to Del Rio 73.0 $240.6 $3.3 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass - - - 

Total 262.1 $987.0 $3.8 

Table 6.3 Alternative 3 - Estimated Construction Costs (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Total Cost ($M) Per Mile Average 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $40.4 $2.5 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $229.8 $3.6 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $279.6 $4.0 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 $196.6 $5.0 

Ozona to Del Rio 113.4 $398.6 $3.5 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass 71.8 $271.1 $3.8 
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Total 374.3 $1,416.1 $3.8 

Table 6.4 Alternative 4 - Estimated Construction Costs (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Total Cost ($M) Per Mile Average 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $40.4 $2.5 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $229.8 $3.6 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $279.6 $4.0 

Big Lake to San Angelo - - - 

San Angelo to Sonora 59.2 $175.0 $3.0 

Sonora to Del Rio 97.8 $507.2 $5.2 

Total 306.4 $1,232.0 $4.0 

Table 6.5 Alternative Summary - Estimated Construction Costs (2010 
Dollars) 

Alternative  Total Miles Total Cost ($M) Per Mile Average 

Alternative 1 267.6 $1,048.3 $3.9 

Alternative 2 262.1 $987.0 $3.8 

Alternative 3 374.3 $1,416.1 $3.8 

Alternative 4 306.4 $1,232.0 $4.0 

 

6.3 OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
Another important component of railroad infrastructure is the operations and 
maintenance of the infrastructure once it is in place.  The estimates for the 
operations and maintenance costs are on a per-mile per-year basis and exclude 
costs related to rolling stock, equipment, vehicles, and buildings. 

• Annual operations costs.  The operations costs mainly include estimates for 
labor and fuel.  The cost used in this study was $16,000 per mile per year. 

• Annual maintenance costs.  The maintenance costs generally include 
estimates for maintenance of track infrastructure.  The cost used in this study 
was $10,600 per mile per year. 

The segment from Big Lake to San Angelo is planned to utilize the existing South 
Orient Railroad track.  Since the SORR would likely pass any operations and 
maintenance costs of this segment of track through other means (shipper costs), 
the report assumes that this segment would not require operations and 
maintenance costs from this shortline provider.  
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Table 6.6 Alternative 1 - Estimated Annual Operations and Maintenance 
Costs per Year (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Operations Cost Maintenance Cost 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $261,000 $174,000 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $1,005,000 $670,000 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $1,110,000 $740,000 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 $631,000 $421,000 

Ozona to Del Rio 78.5 $1,248,000 $832,000 

Total 267.6 $4,255,000 $2,837,000 

Table 6.7 Alternative 2 - Estimated Annual Operations and Maintenance 
Costs per Year (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Operations Cost Maintenance Cost 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $261,000 $174,000 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $1,005,000 $670,000 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $1,110,000 $740,000 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 $631,000 $421,000 

Ozona to Del Rio 73.0 $1,160,000 $774,000 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass - - - 

Total 262.1 $4,167,000 $2,779,000 

Table 6.8 Alternative 3 - Estimated Annual Operations and Maintenance 
Costs per Year (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Operations Cost Maintenance Cost 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $261,000 $174,000 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $1,005,000 $670,000 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $1,110,000 $740,000 

Big Lake to Ozona 39.7 $631,000 $421,000 

Ozona to Del Rio 113.4 $1,803,000 $1,202,000 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass 71.8 $0 $0 

Total 374.3 $4,810,000 $3,207,000 
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Table 6.9 Alternative 4 - Estimated Annual Operations and Maintenance 
Costs per Year (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment Total Miles Operations Cost Maintenance Cost 

Seagraves to Seminole 16.4 $261,000 $174,000 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa 63.2 $1,005,000 $670,000 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake 69.8 $1,110,000 $740,000 

Big Lake to San Angelo - - - 

San Angelo to Sonora 59.2 $941,000 $627,000 

Sonora to Del Rio 97.8 $1,555,000 $1,036,000 

Total 306.4 $4,872,000 $3,247,000 

Table 6.10 Alternative Summary - Estimated Annual Operations and 
Maintenance Costs per Year (2010 Dollars) 

Alternative  Total Miles Operations Cost Maintenance Cost 

Alternative 1 267.6 $4,255,000 $2,837,000 

Alternative 2 262.1 $4,167,000 $2,779,000 

Alternative 3 374.3 $4,810,000 $3,207,000 

Alternative 4 306.4 $4,872,000 $3,247,000 
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6.4 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
Combining the construction, operations, and maintenance costs, the total cost for 
the project was calculated over an assumed 30-year period.  Tables 6.11 through 
6.15 summarize the components of total cost over a 30-year period using a 
discount rate of 2.8% for operations and maintenance costs for each of the four 
alternatives.  Note, that Alternative 2 assumes trackage rights on UPRR track.  
The cost of trackage rights has not been included in the total project cost. 

Table 6.11 Alternative 1 - Total Project Cost 
 2015 to 2045 (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment 
Construction 
Cost ($M) 

Operations 
Cost ($M) 

Maintenance 
Cost ($M) 

Total Cost 
($M) 

Seagraves to Seminole $40.4 $5.3 $3.5 $49.2 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa $229.8 $20.2 $13.5 $263.5 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake $279.6 $22.3 $14.9 $316.8 

Big Lake to Ozona $196.6 $12.7 $8.5 $217.8 

Ozona to Del Rio $301.9 $25.1 $16.7 $343.7 

Total $1,048.3 $85.6 $57.1 $1,191.0 

Table 6.12 Alternative 2 - Total Project Cost 
 2015 to 2045 (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment 
Construction 
Cost ($M) 

Operations 
Cost ($M) 

Maintenance 
Cost ($M) 

Total Cost 
($M) 

Seagraves to Seminole $40.4 $5.3 $3.5 $49.2 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa $229.8 $20.2 $13.5 $263.5 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake $279.6 $22.3 $14.9 $316.8 

Big Lake to Ozona $196.6 $12.7 $8.5 $217.8 

Ozona to Del Rio $240.6 $23.3 $15.6 $279.5 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass - - - - 

Total $987.0 $83.8 $55.9 $1,126.7 
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Table 6.13 Alternative 3 - Total Project Cost 
 2015 to 2045 (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment 
Construction 
Cost ($M) 

Operations 
Cost ($M) 

Maintenance 
Cost ($M) 

Total Cost 
($M) 

Seagraves to Seminole $40.4 $5.3 $3.5 $49.2 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa $229.8 $20.2 $13.5 $263.5 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake $279.6 $22.3 $14.9 $316.8 

Big Lake to Ozona $196.6 $12.7 $8.5 $217.8 

Ozona to Del Rio $398.6 $36.3 $24.2 $459.1 

Del Rio to Eagle Pass $271.1 $23.0 $15.3 $309.4 

Total $1,416.1 $119.8 $79.9 $1,615.8 

Table 6.14 Alternative 4 - Total Project Cost 
 2015 to 2045 (2010 Dollars) 

Alignment Segment 
Construction 
Cost ($M) 

Operations 
Cost ($M) 

Maintenance 
Cost ($M) 

Total Cost 
($M) 

Seagraves to Seminole $40.4 $5.3 $3.5 $49.2 

Seminole to Midland/Odessa $229.8 $20.2 $13.5 $263.5 

Midland/Odessa to Big Lake $279.6 $22.3 $14.9 $316.8 

Big Lake to San Angelo - - - - 

San Angelo to Sonora $175.0 $18.9 $12.6 $206.5 

Sonora to Del Rio $507.2 $31.3 $20.8 $559.3 

Total $1,232.0 $98.0 $65.3 $1,395.3 

Table 6.15 Alternative Summary - Total Project Cost 
 2015 to 2045 (2010 Dollars) 

Alternative  
Construction 
Cost ($M) 

Operations Cost 
($M) 

Maintenance 
Cost ($M) 

Total Cost ($M) 

Alternative 1 $1,048.3 $85.6 $57.1 $1,191.0 

Alternative 2 $987.0 $83.8 $55.9 $1,126.7 

Alternative 3 $1,416.1 $119.8 $79.9 $1,615.8 

Alternative 4 $1,232.0 $98.0 $65.3 $1,395.3 

 

In summary, Alternative 2 (Seagraves to Eagle Pass using existing UPRR track 
from Comstock to the border) has the lowest cost for construction, operations, 
and maintenance.  However, this would require coordination with UPRR for 
switching operations for rail cars to use the U.S.-Mexico rail crossing at Eagle 
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Pass.  Alternative 1 (Seagraves to Del Rio with a new border crossing) is the 
second least-expensive option, but this alternative requires coordination with 
Mexico since existing track has been removed on the Mexican side of the border 
and there is not an existing crossing at Del Rio.  Alternative 4 is the second most-
expensive option, but similar to Alternative 1 it will require coordination with 
Mexico since there is not a crossing in Del Rio.  Alternative 3 (Seagraves to Eagle 
Pass on new track) is the most expensive and would require new track 
throughout the alignment limits and a new border crossing at Eagle Pass. 
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A. West Texas Rail Study 
Interview Guide 

� Interviewee Data 
Company Name:  

Contact:  

Position:  

Phone/Fax:  

E-Mail:  

Address:  

HQ Location:  

Date of Interview:  

Location of Interview:  

 
Company Type: (all that apply) 

�  Local Agency  �  Federal Agency 

�  State Agency (Agriculture, etc.) �  TxDOT – Austin  

�  TxDOT District �  Transportation Industry (trucking, rail, etc.) 

�  Economic Development Agency �  Other ____________________________________ 

�  Manufacturing  

�  Distribution  

�  Agriculture  

� Background Information Provided to 
Interviewees 
Purpose of the Interview 

Cambridge Systematics, supported by HNTB, is conducting a study for the Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) to determine the economic and financial 
feasibility of a new north-south rail connection between Del Rio and Seagraves, 
Texas.  The new line would start in Del Rio, Texas, head north through San 
Angelo, west to Midland-Odessa, and then turn north to connect with the West 
Texas and Lubbock Railroad in Seagraves, Texas.   
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The purpose of this interview is to collect information to provide a blueprint for 
TxDOT, the Ports-to-Plains (P2P) Alliance, and other partners to move toward 
corridor development.  To that end, the study team is engaging potential 
stakeholders including: 

• Railroads; 

• Shippers (manufacturers, distributors, farmers); 

• State agencies; 

• TxDOT officials; 

• Economic development agencies; 

• Banking and finance firms; and 

• And other parties with interest in rail line development. 

The interviews are designed to determine the economic demand for a potential 
north-south rail line and to quantify the potential financial participation of 
shippers, rail carriers, and other private or public equity partners.  The initial list 
of interview participants were identified by TxDOT, P2P Alliance, economic 
development officials, and Cambridge Systematics.  Additional participants will 
be identified through the initial interviews and will be added to the list.   

Use of the Information from the Interview 

Obviously, the more detailed the information discussed in the interview, the 
better the final study will be; however, we will not ask you to divulge any 
information that you are not comfortable discussing.  To help you decide what 
information you are comfortable discussing, the following is a description of 
how we intend to use the information from the interview: 

• The results of the interview process will be used to determine the feasibility 
of the rail line and to help TxDOT determine the next steps of development. 

• The interview process and results will also be documented at a summary 
level. 

• If you feel that a particular piece of information would be useful to the 
project, but is sensitive and should not be disclosed directly, please mention 
this to your interviewer and they will note this accordingly. 

• Upon request, you may review text resulting from your interview before it is 
made available to the public. 

For More Information 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Erika Witzke of 
Cambridge Systematics at (312) 665-0236 or ewitzke@camsys.com, or Mark 
Werner of TxDOT at (512) 486-5137 or mark.werner@dot.state.tx.us. 
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� Interview Guide 
The following questions are designed to guide the interviewer through 
conversation with the interview participant to illicit as much information as 
possible relevant to the core goals of the project.  Each interview will differ and 
require some adaptation of the following key questions.  Sets of industry-specific 
questions have been developed as a jumping point to ad hoc customization for 
each participant depending on the unique knowledge and circumstance of 
individual interviewees. 

Current Conditions – Economic Trends (appropriate especially for 
economic development officials) 

• Which industries currently form the base of the economy of the region in the 
area of the potential corridor (could be defined by corridor segments as 
well)?   

• Who are the industries customers or trading partners inside and outside of 
the study area?  What national/international geographies does the potential 
corridor need to connect? 

• What mode of transport do these industries use?   

• What is the likelihood of participation by these industries—either through 
vehicle tolls or use fees—in the financing the rail improvements? 

• What new/emerging industries are relocating to the area?  Why?  Does rail 
availability (or lack thereof) affect these decisions? 

Innovative Financing Ideas 

• What is the willingness of the industries currently located in the corridor to 
help finance the new rail line through tolls / use fees or other forms of 
revenue generation? Are there any examples you can draw upon from other 
parts of the USA? 

• What is the willingness of industries that might be attracted to the study 
corridor to help finance it through tolls / user fees or other forms of 
financing? 

• Besides those mentioned, what other types of revenue could be generated to 
secure bonds for the construction of the new rail line? 

• Would federal or state tax incentives on rail infrastructure improvements 
help generate more industry relocating to the study area? 

Industry – Specific Questions 

• Trucking Industry 

– How many daily trucks do you generate and which routes do they use?   



West Texas Rail Feasibility Study 
Appendix 

A-4  Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

– What are your principal origins and destinations (inside and outside the 
corridor)?   

– What commodities do you haul?   

– What is your relationship to rail carriers?  Do you use rail for part of your 
supply chain? 

– What commodities do you transport that would benefit from rail 
transportation? 

– What economic trends are affecting your operations (positively or 
negatively)? 

– Under what conditions would your company use the proposed rail 
facility?  What would you be willing to pay in tolls or other fees and what 
would the time or travel savings have to be to make this feasible? 

• Rail Industry 

– How many rail cars do you generate (daily / weekly) and which routes to 
they use?  What commodities? 

– What are your principal origins and destinations (inside and outside the 
corridor)?  Identify other relevant moves that impact the study area, 
including moves outside the study area. 

– What is the condition and performance of the rail infrastructure? 

– Are new rail connections needed to serve existing or emerging industries?   

– Under what conditions would your company use a new rail line?  What 
would you be willing to pay in tolls or other fees and what would level of 
benefit to the railroad have to be (time savings, new access etc.)? 

• Agribusiness 

– Describe your supply chain from farm-to-market, noting destinations 
outside the study area?    

– What commodity are you producing—where and how do you move it to 
market? 

– What transportation improvements would enable your business to be 
more profitable through gained efficiencies? 

– Is your company willing to pay a user fee or tax to help finance the new 
rail line in which your agricultural commodity could be shipped to 
market more efficiently? 

– What conditions would need to be met to receive your participation or 
use of the facility? 

• Manufacturing / Warehousing / Distribution 
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– Do you currently have or would you locate a facility in the study region 
or corridor?  In what other regions to you operate? 

– What factors influence (d) this site selection decision? 

– Do you require rail transportation to serve your industry? 

– Would your company be willing to pay tolls, user fees, or other marginal 
taxes to provide better transportation infrastructure to the corridor?   

– Would you be willing to pay a fee or toll per railcar to finance rail 
improvements? 

 

Follow-Up 

• Who else should the study team interview to gather additional information 
about the economy of the region? 

• Who else should the study team interview to identify innovative financing 
ideas or to assess the viability of these ideas? 

• May we contact you in the future for additional information or to clarify 
anything we have discussed today? 

 

This concludes our interview.  Thank you for your participation! 
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B. Description of Data 

B.1 IHS-Global Insight Transearch Database 
Transearch is a privately maintained comprehensive market research database 
for intercity freight traffic flows compiled by IHS-Global Insight (IHS-GI), 
formerly Reebie Associates2. The database includes information describing 
commodities (by Standard Transportation Commodity Classification (STCC) 
code), tonnage, origin and destination markets, and mode of transport. Data are 
obtained from Federal, state, provincial agencies, trade and industry groups, and 
a sample of motor carriers. Forecasts of commodity flows also are available. 

B.2 Surface Transportation Board Rail Waybill 
Sample 
The Rail Waybill Sample is a stratified sample of carload waybills for terminated 
shipments by Class I, Class II, and some of the Class III rail carriers. A waybill is 
a document issued by a carrier giving details and instructions relating to the 
shipment of a consignment of goods. Typically, it will show the names of the 
consignor and consignee, point of origin of the consignment, destination, route, 
method of shipment, and amount charged for carriage. The Waybill Sample 
currently encompasses over 99 percent of all U.S. rail traffic. 

B.3 North American Transborder Database 
The Transborder database is published by the Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics, U.S. Department of Transportation3. It contains data on North 
American merchandise trade by commodity, surface mode (rail, truck, pipeline, 
mail, and other), and by port of entry and geographic detail for the U.S. trade to 
and from Canada and Mexico. This source provides the dollar value of both 
imports and exports, and tonnage of imports. 

                                                   

2http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/publications/qrfm2/sect09.htm (last accessed on 
December 20, 2010) 

3http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf/faf2provisional_2008/rpt/chap4.
htm (last accessed on December 20, 2010) 
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C. STCC Commodity Dollar 
Value per Ton Data 

Table C.1 Dollar Value per Ton for STCC Commodities 

STCC 
Code 

Commodity Description 
Dollar Value 
per Ton 

01 Farm products 518 

08 Forest products 1,027 

09 Fresh fish 1,253 

10 Metallic ores 202 

11 Coal 14 

13 Crude petroleum, natural gas or gasoline 235 

14 Nonmetallic ores, minerals, excluding fuels 180 

19 Ordnance or accessories 5,583 

20 Food and kindred products 1,236 

21 Tobacco products, excluding insecticides 10,646 

22 Textile mill products 6,820 

23 Apparel or other finished textile products or knit apparel 7,664 

24 Lumber or wood products, excluding furniture 990 

25 Furniture or fixtures 7,451 

26 Pulp, paper, or allied products 1,781 

27 Printed matter 2,514 

28 Chemicals or allied products 1,190 

29 Petroleum or coal products 580 

30 Rubber or miscellaneous plastics products 2,596 

31 Leather or leather products 7,644 

32 Clay, concrete, glass, or stone products 744 

33 Primary metal products 1,906 

34 Fabricated metal products 3,372 

35 Machinery, excluding electrical 10,386 

36 Electrical machinery, equipment, or supplies 10,121 

37 Transportation equipment 10,621 

38 Instruments, photographic goods, optical goods, watches, or clocks 12,695 
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STCC 
Code 

Commodity Description 
Dollar Value 
per Ton 

39 Miscellaneous products of manufacturing 5,105 

40 Waste or scrap materials not identified by producing industry 1,326 

41 Miscellaneous freight shipments 6,291 

42 Containers, carriers or devices, shipping, returned empty 1,479 

43 Mail Or Contract Traffic 1,761 

44 Freight Forwarder Traffic 2,121 

45 Shipper Association Traffic 2,121 

46 Miscellaneous Mixed Shipments 2,121 

47 Small Packaged Freight Shipments 2,121 

48 Waste hazardous materials or waste hazardous substances 384 

49 Hazardous Materials Or Substances 1,335 

50 Secondary Traffic 2,121 

60 Unclassified 11,778 

Source: Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

 

 


