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To Whom It May Concern: 

 

We are submitting these comments for consideration involved with the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) process for the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) involving the 

potential high-speed, passenger-only train.  Minnesota Farm Bureau is a general farm 

organization, representing the interests of farmer members in the targeted areas being considered 

for the Zip Rail proposal. 

 

Our initial concern involves the process being used for consideration and the “Tier” system that 

doesn’t seem to provide a decision point where “No” is a possible outcome for moving the 

project forward.  The perception appears to be that the project has a pre-determined authorization 

already and the public input process is structured to get around the possibility of an alternative 

for not going forward.  We look forward to the Draft EIS covering the authority for using 

the Tier system and clarification for an alternative which offers the option for not 

implementing a high-speed, passenger-only train with a route that connects two locations 

for the exclusive benefit of the two locations with stops at the respective ends. 

 

Several of the areas for comment and the need for further clarification in the separate areas are 

duplicative with related and similar concerns.  Responses in the Draft EIS need to reflect the 

details associated with the individual areas as well as the inter-related and comprehensive nature 

for the overall aspects of this proposal. 

  

Land Use:  The instructions for public comment offer the opportunity for input on issues related 

to Land Use and we expect that the Draft EIS will address the consequences of a right of way 

corridor which likely will divide property or block the ability for travel from one side of the 

corridor to the other.  There also needs to be a clear indication for the criteria used in the 

evaluation of the land use question, along with who will be responsible for judging the outcome. 

This sub-area also needs to be considered and evaluated in related sub-areas dealing with 

“Community Impacts,” “Transportation Infrastructure,” “Right of Way and Relocation,” 

“Environmental Justice,” and “Prime and Unique Farmlands.” Will the right of way corridor be 

acquired through the use of eminent domain acquisition?  Will quality, productive agricultural 

property be endangered by the location of right of way for the exclusive use of the proposed 

high-speed, passenger-only train? 
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Community Impacts:  The apparent purpose of this high-speed, passenger-only train is delivery 

of passengers from one urban community to another.  Those communities along the route will be 

required to deal with negative consequences of divided property and limited (if any) travel routes 

from one side of the right of way corridor to the other.  How will costs-benefit analysis effects be 

determined to accurately reflect benefits going to the two end-points with the rest of the route 

having to pay the price without benefits? 

 

Various other sub-area topics, like “Visual/Aesthetics,” “Cultural Resources,” 

“Noise/Vibration,” “Floodplains,” “Wild and Scenic Rivers,” “Prime and Unique Farmlands” 

“Critical Areas” and “Contamination/Hazardous Materials” require cross-referenced 

consideration for “Community Impacts.” 

 

There needs to be a clear explanation and indication presented on the details of how the right of 

way corridor will be operated to make the high-speed travel operations safe from collisions and 

other potential issues of cross traffic.  

 

From the necessary actions to give the high-speed, passenger-only train exclusive use of the 

corridor, the considerations for community impacts needs to also include ramifications on 

“communities” needs to also factor in rural areas, dissected by the route and not fitting the 

concept of a clustered group of people in an identified town, city or development.  Individual 

farmsteads will also encounter “community impacts” even if they don’t fit the defined, classic 

classification of a “community” which is evaluated on the basis of a group of people being in 

closer proximity by living and working in towns. 

 

Community Facilities/Public Services:  Related to “Community Impacts,” but also still of its 

own merit, public safety needs to be evaluated and carefully detailed in the operational plans that 

will be evaluated in ongoing decision matrixes.  There is a need for not only responding to the 

safeguarding issues for access to the route’s corridor, but also addressing the perspective of the 

ability to get from one side of the route to the other. Limited travel routes from one side of the 

route to the other will also restrict the ability for access available “on the other side of the 

tracks”.  If you are on the “wrong side of the tracks” service limitations will be an issue and 

potentially a public safety concern for health care/hospital services which would be blocked by 

the high-speed, passenger-only train route. 

 

Additional details need to be provided which cover the outcomes of fire, emergency/medical 

transportation, market roads, schools and general transportation as developments continue to 

emerge from the present “hypothetical”, which we are supposed to believe is the case to the 

actual detailed finished proposal.  Mitigation measures need to be identified and fully vetted to 

address impacts for local and private re-planning that will be required, should the project 

continue to mature for implementation.  We expect that this will be covered in the response for 

the Draft EIS. 

 

Transportation Infrastructure:  As we have indicated in our earlier comments for highlighted 

sub-areas, the specific details of how cross-movement from one side of the train’s right of way 

corridor to the other is a strong issue of contention, but there is also reason for broader evaluation 

of how funds spent for this exclusive use project that benefits the two ends of the proposed 
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project outweigh the greater needs for other projects.  We believe that the consideration for this 

project needs to transparently account for the priority and positive cost-benefits for projects that 

won’t be funded elsewhere in Minnesota because of the resources devoted to the exclusive 

benefits of the two train stops for this project.   

 

The total public costs connected to the creation and operations of this method of transportation 

also need to be weighed and evaluated on the basis of costs associated with other methods of 

transportation to move passengers between the two locations which will be serviced by this high-

speed, passenger-only rail system.  Surface and air methods of moving people to the two points 

that will eventually be determined in the Twin Cities and Rochester areas already exists, so the 

comparison of costs for this project need to be based on a premise that the other ways to get 

between the two points provide evidence that justify the costs for the high-speed rail as being a 

better deal. 

 

Prime and Unique Farmlands:  Beyond the understanding of whether the impacted “farmland” 

is “prime or unique,” attention needs to be given to every impacted farm and the consequences 

of dissecting a farming operation with a high-speed train right of way corridor.  Fields or 

portions of working farms that are affected in this manner warrant consideration from practical 

as well as philosophic perspectives.   

 

Farming infrastructure disruptions and concerns, caused during construction and operational 

phases for the high-speed train right of way corridor, need attention in the Draft EIS.  These 

elements include, but are not limited to, tiling and drainage systems, irrigation systems, wells, 

power grids, etc.  Assurances and specifics need to be evaluated with costs/benefit analysis as 

well as assigned burdens for responsibility covered for all aspects of potential decisions for 

implementing the proposed project. 

 

Further, mitigation measures, which need to be clearly spelled out in the Draft EIS, have to 

provide the solutions necessary to respond to all aspects of these types of operational challenges 

caused by the railway corridor. 

 

In Conclusion:  As we presently envision the proposed high-speed, passenger-only train with a 

route that connects two locations for the exclusive benefit of the two locations with stops at the 

respective ends we cannot imagine a benefit to be achieved that would match the negative 

impacts encountered.  We strongly maintain the necessity for the Draft EIS to clearly and 

honestly present the case which might demonstrate the decisive value for the project as well as 

the equation for how this project exceeds the transportation options that already exist to get to 

move passengers from one point (as well as all other points along the way) to either destination.   

 

Evaluating various options that are being considered also needs to include an evaluation with a 

full-fledged analysis for the costs and benefits related to not moving forward with the project.  

Presenting the opportunity for public input under NEPA process requires “No Action” 

alternative, which presently is not being considered or at least is not being offered in a 

transparent manner. 
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Please include responses to our comments in the Draft EIS that will be prepared and also cover 

the manner in which not doing the proposed project will be weighed and considered in a 

comprehensive fashion.  An honest evaluation that involves a full costs-benefits analysis will 

likely demonstrate that the project is not a sound investment of public funds and cannot be 

sustained for a public benefit. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Kevin Paap 

President 

Minnesota Farm Bureau Federation 


