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: sgonsored COnrall exhibits 3 and 4 Exhibit 3 consists o' ;




 analysis.

. Tr. 143,

T‘However, th fpresent 11mit can be Odlfled tc

Virlndxv1dua1 axle loads not to exceed 12 8 tons

ﬂconcluded by statlng'that Conrail wculd not

'jforythgirehabi, tat ,of the Glenfleld Viadu

~ structure. He stated his opinion tha




’ ' _1n essence stated that while anything is possible it;m;ght we

;j  uConra1l should be Iower and agreed withVMr‘ Drai'

‘more thau <o

"to achleve a‘leoal 1oad 1lmit However, he ;

 access to Glenfield‘Borough. Tr. 155«158. o
’ On further cross-examlnatmon, Mr. Drake

4‘est1mate for rehabllltatmon of $600 000. Eriqr,to3_Eci&i

f  is essentlal to Allegheny County should be performed fir‘M
';an 1nrdepth 1n5pection.~ Tr, 159»160.’fju‘> o
b ‘On further cross, Mr. Drake stated he ﬁas unawatek
.:'deQeloplng a rlverside park in Glenfield Boroug;’ ok
:}1nrdepth lnspectlon.could reveal that rehabllitatlon' 

::my questions on the fea31bility‘of a. temporary at grad 5cros* ng he

‘expensxve, Tr¢ 160~163,,f'“

Mr‘ John’M. Ekiert, bridge engineer in charge oifinspections
:_ for-tha Pennsylvania ﬁepartment of TransPQrtation stated th‘“
- Department does not dlsagree with the conc1u31ons~and - ommendati

1n Conrall' report.ﬁ He felt that the sufficiency‘ratlug devaloped



' hlgher than Conrail's estimates._ He stated the Departm t’

:agree to perform any WOrk required.

| in Beaver County known as t'he Barkley H:Lll Tl '
';»for about $3 5 m:.lllon.b Mr Drake intergected’.’
estmate of about $5 million. Tr. l68-17l._‘ .j i

Mr. Charles Houser, P:res:.dent of _;the Glr )

3! ‘-’-exéuiiﬂation ‘Mr. Houser

_;population T ma,ns at a,bou,’_ ISR



: :cf t:he impact on Borough residents. Rehab ‘:Ltati n

, ',are fall:mg at present. He stated he Was B




cks that can use lt.— Tr. 19,:

'V'Vlab:.llty of Glenfield Borough. : The situa_

- aduct. Loss of the structur ot




»;vflnspect and‘be authormzed to dlrect Co rayr

"fvdeemed necessary

’i\that rehabilita;

I cannct conceive o£ how rehabi {

, of‘the Borough‘r
'{facsompiished without evacuation of the Borougha' '”f
i ﬁln.theory, the preferred solution, the cost as oppdsed'to t

':':beneflt 1s a matter to be considered

‘e:the 31tuat10n, -‘ : : ‘ :
’ Ultlmately the bulk of the co‘,

1fﬁ“shoulé be borne by the Department.k?.s;‘




| Mr. Fle:.sher s recommenaation. ’l’he result Wou ;' é»‘be to




‘Qﬁﬁ:§78 feét

sty

~ Borough lying

‘ff65 énd,thébéﬁi¢jkiwerf




- of not more than six months as direci:ed

July 20, 1981, in this proceeding.




0ctober8,1982 i




