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Ms Elaine K. Kai.ser 
Surtace Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
November 25. 1996 
Pace 3 of 4 

Land Use 
Noise 
Safety 
Socioeconomics 
Traffic 
Water Quality 

Buiiei 6 on page 2: 

The City of Reno's consultants are preparir^ a discussion of the methodologies and assumptions 
of concern to the City of Reno These will bc transmitted under a separate cover shonly from the 
City of Reno. 

Bullet 7 on page 2: 

Under a separate cover you should be in receipt of a copy of a letter from Charles E. McNeely 
to Harold McNulty dated November 18. 1996. responding to the STB's suggestion that the City 
of Reno consider the formation of a Railroad Merger Environmental Task Force to assist the SEA 
with preparation of the Environmental Mitiganon Studx'. 

Bullet 9 on page 2: 

See response to Bullet 7 on page 2 (above). 

Bullet 3 on page i : 

The City of Reno invites the UP'SP to attend a open m.eeting with the City of Reno and the 
STB'SEA to explain their operations and numbers at a future meeting. 

Bullet 4 on page 3: 

Included in the above mentioned bibliography was an additional copy of the Commems on 
Preliminarv Draft Environmental Assessment, submitted to the STB dated May 3. 1996. which 
detailed the City of Reno's concems about methodology and assumptions. Additionally, the City 
of Reno's consultants are preparing a discussion of the methodologies and assumptions of concem 
to the City of Reno (see response to Bullet 6 on page 2 [above]). 



Ms. Elaine ; Kaiser 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
November 25. 1996 
Page 4 of 4 

Bullet 5 on page 3: 

L'nder a separate cover you should be in receipt of a copy of a letter from Charles E. McNeely 
to William E Wimmer of the UP railroad dated November IS. 199t. requesting their cooperation 
with completion of this item. The City of Reno finds ihat they are without the necessary 
information and accordingly ask the UP and SP to provide this information in a spirit of 
cooperation. 

Bullet 6 on page 3: 

Under a separate cover you should be in receii5t ofa transmittal from Mr. Mark A. Demuth. of 
MADCON Consultation Services dated November 5. 1996. providing the City of Reno's Contact 
List as of November 5, 1996. 

Bullet 7 on page 3: 

The City of Reno supports tne complete involvement and consultation of Native Americans 
involved in the UP/SP Merger. The City has not specifically contracted with anyone in the past 
for this type of consultation The City's consultants have contacted a number of independent non
affiliated cultural resource management firms, the State Historic Preservation Office, and the 
University of Nevada. Based on their comments the City of Reno would offer the names of Mary 
Rusco (702) 747-6727 and Molly Dufort (702) 747-4902. 

Please contact me at your convenience should you have any questions or comments relating to 
these responses. 

Sincerely. 

Charles E. McNeely ^ 
City Manager 

cc: Barbara McKenzie 
Merri Bclaustegui-Traficanti 
Mark A. Demuth 
Paul Lamboley 



Certified Mail No. P478 567 727 

P.O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

Decembei 2. 1996 

Elaine Kaiser, Chief 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
12th and Constitution Ave NW Room 3219 
Washington DC 20423 

RE; loiter of November 4. 1996 

Dear Elaine: 

The purpose of this letter is lo document items the City of Reno is awaiting from the Surface 
Transportation Board's Section of Environmenlal Analysis (STB/SEA) to move the Environmental 
Mitigation Study forward. To that end. we request your response to the following items listed on 
the November 4. 1996, letter's attachment entitled UP/SP Merger Mitigation Studies 
Memorandum (pages 1-3): 

Bullet 1 on page 1: 

• List of Subcontractors and signed disclo^uIes as outlined in Mr. Paul Lamboley 
lener to the STB/SEA dated November 22, 1996. 

Bullet 2 on page 1; 

• Plan for Public Meetings in Reno including dates and times. 

Bullet 3 on page 1: 

• Updated project schedule by month based on progress to date. 



Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
December 2. 1996 
Page 2 of 3 

Bullet 4 on page 1: 

List of Assumptions and MethcxJologies from SEA and all contractors to be used 
for the Environmental Mitigation Study. 

Bullet 5 on page 1 and Bullet 4 on page 2: 

Definition of Study Process for the following topics and assurance ihat SEA will 
consider commenls and information pertaining to the following issues: 

Air Quality 
Biological Resources 
Cultural Resources 
Hazardous Materials Transport 
Land Use 
Noise 
Safety 
Socioeconomics 
Traffic 
Water Quality 

Bullet 2 on page 2: 

Complete copy of all consultation/correspondence wiih U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service related to endangered species. 

BuUel 7 on page 3: 

Plan for local third-party independent Native American consultation including 
consultalion lo date. 

Ballet 8 on page 3 and Bullet 3 on page 2: 

SEA's input on how systemwide mitigation measures will be implemented and 
effective in Reno, specifically: 



Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
December 2. 1996 
Page 3 of 3 

3. 800 number for signal maiftinctioni. 
4. 800 number for emergency response forces. 
5. Developmenl of hazardous material and emergency response plans. 
7. Emergency response training program for communities. 
10. Implementation plan for UP security forces in the Tmckee Meadows. 

Please contact me at yocr convenience should you have any questions or comments relating to 
these requesls. The City of Reno looks forward to closely working with you and your 
staff/consultants on the Environmental MldsaHQn Studs. 

Sincerelv. 

Charles E. McNeely 
City Manager 

cc: Barbara McKenzie 
Merri Belaustegui-Traficanli 
Mark A. Demuth 
Paul Lamboley 
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Mark A Oemutt i 

Pnnapa l 
MADCON 
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280 Blanfl Ava. Sta 1602 
Rano. NavaOa 89S01 
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DATE & TIME SENT: 

TO: 

JOB: 

DESCRIPTION: 

THESE MATERIALS 
ARE TRANSMITTED: 

December 3, 1996 12:09pm 

Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 

96281-200 

City of Reno's Draft Procedures and Protocol dated 
December 3, 1996 

UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 
Task Force 

o For your approval 
H For your use 
13 As you requested 
B For your review and comment 
13 For your information 
o 

COMMENTS: Per the City of Reno's November 18, 1996 letter, 
attached please find a draft copy of the City of Reno's 
Environmental Mitigation Study Task Force: 
Procedures and Protocol as of December 3, 1996. I 
have also transmitted this same material to Kay Wilson 
of Public Aftiairs Management. 

SIGNED: 

Mark K. Demutn 
Principal 

MADCON Consultation Services 

cc: Kay Wilson, PAM 

Ttte Environmental Team of Summit Envirosotutionc, WESTEC, and MADCON joining forces to serve ttte City of Reno 



Railroad Merger Environmental .Mitigation Study Task Force 
Draft Procedures and Protocol 

December 3, 1996 

Overview/Task Force Make-up 

As shown on the organizational chart which was transmitted to the Surface Transportation Board 
(STB) on November 18. 1996, the City of Reno is suggesting the make-up of a task force with 
the Cily Manager's Office serving as the primary conduit for information flow between the Task 
Force and the Section of Environmenlal Analysis (SEA). In addition, the Task Force is p'-oposed 
to be comprise 10 primary participants representing a broad cross-section of the community in 
the truckee meadows and Norther Nevada including a representative from the Union Pacific 
Railroad. Please refer to the November 18, 1996, letter from the City to the STB and the 
corresponding Task Force organizational chart. 

Task Force Goals and Objectives t>5. 

The Environmental Mitigation Study Task Force will serve jointly with the Surface Transportation 
Board as an active development forum for the community, providing opportunities for: 

• development of substantive mitigation options adequate to the community; 

• input/review of technical studies/documents; 

• oral and written commenls on the drat̂  and final Environmental Mitigation Study; 
and 

• U-ansfer of ideas and information coming from and disseminating to respective 
agencies and concemed parties from the community. 

Number/Scheduling/AnDOuncements of Meetings 

The City of Reno recommends that the number of meetings and a sch^Cule of meeting dates be 
established. A minimum of two (2) meetings a month should be held in order to accomplish the 
goals and objectives as specified above. Meetings should also be sdieduled at the same time/day 
every low weeks so participants can minimize conflicts with oAer meetings. A meeting 
announcement should be prepared and faxed to all participants one week in advance announcing 
the date, lime, and location of meeting. In addition, all meetings diould meet the requirement 
of the Nevada Open Meeting Law (NRS 241). I f one of the 10 pnmary participants can not 
attend a scheduled meeting, they should be allowed to send an altemate representative. 



Additional meetings may be held at any time upon a majority vote among the primary 
participants. These meetings should be scheduled and announced similar to regular scheduled 
meetings. 

Public Input 

All meetings are open to the public per NRS 241. The agenda will be posted s. City Hall, the 
Washoe County Libraiy, the Downtown Post Office, and the Washoe County Coun House. The 
City will make reasonable accommodations for members ofthe public who are disabled and wish 
to attend meetings. 

The City of Reno recommends directly involving the public during meetings with the Task Force 
by proposing a minimum of three (3) meetings to be held wiih the public. The first meeting 
could be initiated lo record concems and receive input from the public prior to circulating the 
draft Environmental Mitigation Study, A second meeting could be held after the draft 
Environmental Mitigation Study has been circulated to the public and a third meeting could be 
held after comments have been incorporated in to the draft Environmental Mitigation Study, both 
to except public testimony on the Environmental Mitigation Study. 

Due to the fact that Reno is a "24-hour town" the City recommends that each of the three (3) 
meetings be held twice each day (one in the early afternoon and one meeting be held in the 
evening) due to the diverse scheduled of many of the casino and related tourist employees. 

Record Keeping 

The Cit\' of Reno shall appoint a staff member to serve as a recording secretary in order to 
maintam minutes from all meetings conducted. Minutes are to be distributed to all interested 
parties involved. Video and tape recordings could also be conducted at each meeting if 
appropriate. 



OF CE OF THE CITY ATTORT 
PATRICIA A. LYNCH 

1) MICHALL CLASEN 
Chief Deputy, Civil Division 

Civtl Division Deputies 
MERRJ L BELALSTEGUI-TRAFICA.N-I 
DONALD L CHRlSTENSfcN 
MARILYN CRAIG 
CAROLYN J CRAMER 
DIANNE E FOLEY 
KAREN SWANEY FRALEY 
CHANG GRJSWOLD 
MICHAEL K HALLEY 
HLIZ.«ETH ROOT WRJCHT 
MARGARET K STEVENS 

Reno City Hall 
490 South Center Street. Room 204 

Reno, Nevada 89501 

Mailing Address 
Post Office Box 1900 

Reno, Nevada 89505-1900 

Tel. (702) 334-2050 
Fax (702) 334-2420 

WILLI.AM L. GARDNER 
Chief Deputy, Criminal Division 

Criminal Division Deputies 
KATHRJ.NE I BERNI.MG 
PATRICIA L KAPLAN 

BARBARA SCHULTZ MCCARTHY 
LARAC MCKIBBEN 
CAROLINA TANNER 

Victiiii,'*'itnc5s Advocates 
LORI L BROWN 

DIANE LOPER 

December 12, 1996 

Ms. Kay Wilson 
Public .Affairs Management 
101 The Embarcadero, Suite 210 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Dave Mansen 
De Leuw, Cather & Co. 
120 Howard St., Suite 850 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: December 4, 1996 .Mitigation Study Sile Visit 

Dear Kay and Dave: 

Thanks for the productive meetings you scheduled in Reno on December 4, 1996. The Cily 
of Reno welcomes your site visits and would like to maintain a strong working relationship with 
the SEA team. 1 believe that keeping the Cit>' of Reno Mly informed of your data collection needs 
and requirements will be instrumental in achieving a successful mitigation smdy. 

Dave, to follow up on a few matters, I was sorry to leam that you had not yet received the 
extensive documents set Torth in the Citv 's Bibliography and forwarded directly to the SEA. In 
addition to the documents we provided to you or the other consultants on December 4. 1996, the City 
wi!! be happy to fonvard directly to you any other documents set forth in the bibliography or any 
other documents you may need. As was established on December 4, 1996,1 have contacted various 
City divisions to collect jdata you have requested. Enclosed is the Sage Street preliminary soil 
trenching results and the Reno Municipal Code Section 18.06 setting forth the requested zoning 
informaiion. Also enclosed is a copy of Ms. Landsavv's memorandum setting forth that the 
(1) plan and profile documenls, (2) Public Works Design Manual iind (3) Standard Details were 

provided, or will be provided, directly to John Selin. I have a.'so requested data from the 
Redevelopment .Agency and the Planning division and will forward tliose documents to you when 
1 receive them. 

Although the City was disappointed that Mr. Mansen canceled the December 4. 1996 2:30 
p.m. meeting with the Citv 's Fire. Police and REMS.A officials, we look forward a new date and 
time from Dave lo reschedule this meeting. Advance noiice is always appreciated in order for the 



City to secure a convenient time to meet with our Fire Chief, Police Chief and a principle from 
REMSA. 

Kay, thank you for your phone call on December 6,1996. As I previously indicated, the City 
is anxious to commence a working task force relationship and will await your input from SEA on 
the various proposals we discussed during our lask force session on December 4, 1996. Per your 
request, 1 have enclosed a copy of Nevada's Open Meeting Law Manual. 1 will be happy to answer 
any questions you may have after reviewing this document. Also per ycur request, the City will not 
release any ofthe proposed meeting dates for the task force until you have received verification from 
SEA. I f l can be of assistance in contacting any of the proposed task force representative, please let 
me know. 

I look forward to hearing from both of you. I wish you both a ver>' happy holiday season. 

Sincerely, 

Merri Belaustegui-Traficanli 
Deputy City Attomey 

Enclosures (4) 

cc: Charles McNeely, City Manager 
Ralph Jacck, Assistant City Manager 
Steve Varela, City Engineer 
Barbara McKenzie 
Paul Lamboley. Esq. 
Mark Demuth, MADCON 
Harold McNully, SEA Study Director 
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Mr. Charles E. McNeely 
City Manager 
City of Reno 
P. 6. Box 1900 
Reno. NV 89505 

RE: Railroad Right-of-Wav Properties Within the Citv of Reno 

CifyiUa.TagefsOfficfl 

Dear Mr. McNccly: 

1 have received and considered your November 18 request for infomiation about right-
of-way properties acquired or transferred by Southem Pacific (SP) or Union Pacific (UP) within thc 
City of Reno You statc this infomiation is essential for thc City to reply to an SEA-STB request for 
infomiauon about the history of and rationale for development around thc railroads' right-of-ways. 

I fmd it difficult to understand how transfers of right-of-way property to or from thc SP 
or UP would shed much liehi if any at all, on the question put to you by SEA-STB. As you describe 
the SEA-STB request, it appears to focus on city and pnvate decisions regarding use of property ui thc 
vicinity of the railroad, not on ownership of the nght-of-way itself, which has been used as a 
transportation corridor since the late 1860's. 

As I am sure you also recognize, thc information you arc requesting appears to be 
related less to die SEA-STB inquiry lhan lo other potential issues between thc railroad and the City, 
such as ownership and disposition of air rights over the SP nght-of-way in downtown Reno. I do not 
think it is appropriate to use the SEA-STB inquiry as a lever to explore those other matters, which 
should be addressed on their own merits. 

If the information you seek really is essential for the SEA-STB request, as you say, it is 
Pcncrally as available to thc City as to UP/SP. Thc first f̂ vc items on your Ust (date of acquisition, date 
of sale acreage selling price, anc' name of purchaser) would all bc found in official Washoe County 
publ.c records which you mav consult on your own. We would have to go to those records in order to 



/ 

^ provide thc informaUon you want. UP and SP arc unlikely to have retained infomiation about thc 
purposes and mmaririg parties in transactions dating b ^ well over a century. And. were wc to attempt 
to obtain information about land use before and after abactions, ŵ  would probably start with Qty 
records, not our own. 

If you require any specific information that is not publicly available, particularly about 
specific transactions, that you can show us is needed for thc SEA-STO studies, wc would be glad to 
help. Smcc the Gty has by far thc best access to infoimation about thc history of and rationale for 
development around the railroad right-of way, we will look forward to seeing thc information you 
provide to SEA. 

"Very truly yours. 

WUUam E. Wimmer 

CC: Ms. Elaine Kaiser - STB, Washington. D.C 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

Wiishington. DC 20423 

Section cf Environmental Anal'ysis 

January 3, 1997 

Mr. Charles McNccly 
Cily Manager 
Cily cf Reno 
PO Box 1900 
Reno, Ncvatia 89505 

RE: I'P/SP Railroad merger: Reno Mitigation Study 

Dcjir Mr. McNccly: 

The purpo.sc of this letter is lo respond to the City of Reno's letters dated November 25 
and December 2, 1996. There is co isidcrablc overlap in the letters. The City's letters also refer 
U) SEA'S lucmoiandum attached to SEA's November 4, 1996. letter, and these are also discussed 
below in lhe page end bullet references. 

indcpv'nde_pt Third parlv Contmcior (Bullet 1, page 1) 

SHA has responded lo this i.v.sue in a separate letter dated December 2, 1996. 

Rec eipt of Documents from Reno 

The Novcnibcr 25 letter summarizes several items sent to SEA. We are in receipt of die 
following iienis: 

• Source document list transmitted November 15 
• Bibliography submitted November 12 
• Additional copy of the City's comments on the Draft EA 
• City of Rero letter, dated November 18, regarding thc Task Force 
• Copy of the letter to William Wimmer requesting informaiion from L'P 
• City of Reno's contact lisl iransmitied November 5 

puhlic Meeting and Ta.'ik Force Plaji (Ballet 2. page 1) 

In -tX .separate Iciter dated December 20, 1996, SEA has responded to thc subject of the 
Reno Task Force and planned public meetings, 

QZPZmZQL 'ON Wd AHNyony Alio 0N3a LZ-n NOW L6-2 -mc 



Pai'O 2 
Ch;irlos McNccly 
J;nuiai\ 3. 1997 

LJpciaicd Schedule (Bull'-t 3. page 11 

SHA h i i provided the City, in the initial information packet, with a tentative schedule for 
Ihc study. This schedule is still applicable and SEA will provide the Cily with updated 
schedule informaiion a.*; it is available 

Train P;ita (Bullet 4, page 1) 

As lhe study progresses. SE.\ will provide the train assumption dala to be used in thc 
suidy. SEA has recently received vjrified train assumption data from Union Pacific and is 
cuiienily reviewing it 

SliKly Process for Ccriain Topics (Bullet 5. page 1 and Bullet 4, page 2) 

SUA. tlirough the Task Fore- working group and the Draft Mitigation Study, will address 
a range of topics tliat r.eed to be addressed a.s a result of lhe mitiganon options being studied. 
The topics that need to be addressed will vary depending on thc mitigation options. As indicated 
in Duilet 5. page 1. SEA will review and refine existing dala, if appropriate. SEA also will 
con.sider all comments submitted or information received on any of the topics which pertain to 
ihc nmigalion options. 

V'. S .i'i.sh and WikUifc Service Con.munications 

The mitigation study will review endangered species issues. SEA will continue its 
comnumicaiions will; Fi.5h and Wikllife Service. Documentation of consultations and 
concspoiidonce will be summarized in the Draft Mitigation Repon which will bc available for 
public and City review. 

City's Input on Mctliodology (Bullet 6, page 2) 

SEA will certainly review and consider the input received from the City on 
n^eihodologies. To date, SEA has rot received any specific input on methodology. 

LiPP'irticipaiion in Oivn Meeung 'Bullet 3, page 3) 

We agree UP aucndance in a future lask force meeting to discuss rail operations would be 
useful, and have a«ked Union Pacifc to provide a reprcscnlativc to attend future meetings. 



Page 3 
Charles McNccly 
January 3. 1997 

Nal ive American Consultation (Bullet 7, page 3) 

Thank you for the City's input on parties to assist with thc Native American consultations. SEA 
did us own research on qualified pariies for this work and received similar input. Wc will keep 
you miornicd of which party will bc selected for the work. 

g^siyuiwide Miligattoii (Bullet 8. pJige 3 and Bullet 3, page 2) 

SEA is in the process of preparing a letter for tlie Cily which addresses CondiUon 10, 
Api^ciulix G of the merger (Bullet 3. page 2) and the systemwide mitigation measures (Bullet 8, 
page 3). This letter will discuss generally conditions 3, 4, 7, and 10. 

Thank you for your continued partie pation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Harold McNulty 
Study Director 

cc: Mcrri Bclau.siegui-Traficauti 
Dave Mansen 
Kay Wilson 
Winn Frank 

Wd mimical 'ON m KMmm Alio BZ-.W NOW .i6-9 -wr 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATIOM BOARD 
Uashlnston. OC 204Z3 

i 
ema or EH»iixnct, wntaamtM. mifsts. tm umuttrmiai j January 11, 1997 Hr. Paul H. Lamboley \ 

K«ck, Hahin & Cate 
655 Twelfth Street, M.W. 
Sulta SOO 
Vashington, DC 20004-1200 

Re: Reno Mitigation Stuciy I 
I 

Opap Mr, Lainbeley: 
^J»*P<>n<'« to your retjuest of Hovenber 82, 19W, for Information 

^S^S^l'Z* n'lr.r̂''̂'*** P*'?̂  contractor and sub-contractor* In Finance Docket No. 
K F ' ^ F W'njer). As a preliaiinary natter, you refer throughout your 

letter to the envi ronaental investigation" being conducted in this proceeding. 
However, as Decision No. 44 Jn the UP/SP Merger MXes clear, all (hat is ndw 

k̂ ITK It \ ̂ W^r ô ^̂ ât'on stiKty that the Board has ordered for Reno (and 
Jl^il J^'^ î̂ ^ ^ conducted by SEA with the assistance ot an indepen-Jent 
third party contractor. 

As Dficlsion No. 44 explains, the purpose of the mitigation study is to 
wJjM^?Si*^J:?rf? ^^y9iyon U address the unique circunstances of Reno (and 
wichua) <n aaottion to the systetMlde and regional nitigation that has already 

I T A ' ^ ^ '̂"'̂  nitleation study and recomended «1ti gat Ion (which 
iJlJeaaed r̂ f̂̂ ;«fnc";;f\l'"'".'?̂ '* the public) are intendê d to aSdJlw 
rSrn^^nJ iUil.VV «**«t̂nV In RMO. The study and 
recommended Bl tig atl on will be subaltted to the Board for Its review and 
approval. The Board will then issue a decisiorinposi^ specifi^ .̂^̂^̂^ 

wichiti? Tnlfw^^l' P*"̂^ contractor for the Reno (and 
1 3? iKf̂  <*J^*J^^ ^ ^^^^ * (De LfiW)» located at 
d\rlct\lr in^*.LHl/V'* 800. Washington, DC 20005. D\.Leuw wcrlc;d unSr the 
direction and supervision of SEA and produced tha EA and Post EA In the UP/SP 
^Tfomw'nnTrt^K'?*'/."^!*^'^! ""4^^^ the described RenS still 
Winn Frik JhJ I. .t'"rSi".'.! ""^Il"*' The f^Ject Director for De Leuw is Hr. 
cl"r!trlcuA ate attached ' 

•„ tJ'iiZ^^ <»"<s»t1on$ fn your letter relate to compensation paid 
*P««: ideally, quesilons 3, 4, and 6(e} and (f). We are not In a 

position to provide you wilh tho • infonnation because SEA 1» not Involved in 
Batters of coBfjensation for third party contractors. invgivao m 

fr,„.l°^^ questions 3'ar\d 5 request information v'elated to Oe Leuw'a prior and 
Sn^^Jrfr^'^f' ""̂V" ̂ ^̂ ^̂  "̂ l̂atod- corapaTiies. With rtspect to fit!?! 
contracts, we know of no conteaplated future contracts. As to prior contracts. 

Wd c^t'^t'S£^OA 'ON xyj ABraoiiy AIIO ONsa 6z:zi Q3n Le-zz-mc 



Dt Leuw has not served as a third party contractor for SEA in any proceeding In 
w>i1ch UP or SP were applicants. We understand that De Leuw has done so«e other 
work for UP in the past but are not in a position to provide any specific 
information on lt$ contracts since the work had nothing to do wlthUny actions 
before tho Board or the ICC. Tt.€ job descriptions Of the individuals involved 
In the otifloing ailtlgation study for Rono are to verify information, conduct site 
inspections, participate in neetings, and design final Mitigation, all under the 
direction and supervision of S£A. 

With respect to your question 6(c), the number of Individuals involved In 
tha current nitiflation study Is approxiaately 25. Obviously, this nunber will 
vary over time, given the nature of the worit. 

You also ask for tha dates of Inception and co»p"!Btion for the nitigatlon 
studies. The Menorandua of Understanding was signed on Septenber 13, 19S6 and 
Decision Ko. 44 established the parameters for the conpletion of the process as 

months from consummation of the merger. 

I hope this Information Is helpful to you. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine K. Kaiser,'Xhlef 
Section of Environmental Analysis 

Attachment 

e'd Sdl 3i.WCffiHIHdW'>63» WcfeS!2l 9T 
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STB UP/SP Mitigation Studies Team 

De Lenw. Cather St Compeny 
1133 IStfa Street N.W., Suite 800 
Washirgtoc, DC 20005 

Accntechv loc • 
125 Cambridge Park Drive 
Cambridge. MA 0:>.140 

Acorex Euvironnonf al 
555 Clyde Avenue 
Motuitatn View, CA 94043 

Applied Solottoiu, Tne 
9526ALeeHlgbvray 
Fairfiix.VA 22031 

Decision Econoniea, Inc. 
Jamnica Plaza Suite 300 
2233 Watt Avenue 
Saeramerto, CA 95*25 

JL Shoezueker A Aiiodetes, Inc. 
3829 Charlea Ste\vart Drive 
Fairfax, VA 22033 

Public Affairs Mniugettent 
JOI The Embaicadtxo, Suite 210 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

Wilson, IrhlK & Afltodatea, Inc. 
5776 Broadway 
Oakland, CA 94618 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

CoHetin Henderson 
Assoaote 

S u m m , EnWCTSoMtons 

1475 Tannrwl Vilsy Ste B 

RefW Nevada 89502 

p»i 1701) Tss^eee 
f« (TOJ) 7SS4899 

k A a . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ • 
• \ t r I 1= V -

Lno J Ruby 

Pnnapa l Planner 

5i50 Htt Road Sto 300 
R«xj. Navaoa 69502 
Pti (702) 82R*800 
!•« (7021 828.6620 
*«stec©w«stoCHnc com 

MarV A Demutf i 

Pnncipal 
MAOCON 

Consuftation S«fV>:«s 

2S0 ls*ancl Avw Ste 1602 

Keno. N«vao» 6 9 5 0 ' 

P>i (702) 829-1126 

F« (702! 329-9094 

"V l -xOMAOCON oom 

DATE & TIME SENT: 

TO. 

JOB: 

DESCRIPTION: 

RE: 

THESE MATERIALS 
ARE TRANSMUTED: 

COMMENTS: 

January 13, 1997 6:58am 

David J. Mansen 
De Leuw, Cather & Company 
120 Howard St 
SAN FRANCl.SCO CA 94105 
Ph. No. 415-495-6060 

96281-200 

AutoCad Files of Downtown Railroad Corridor 

UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 
Task Force 

• 

• 

B 

B 

• 

• 

For your approval 
For your use 
As you requested 
For your review and comment 
For your information 

Per the City of Reno's December 12, 1996 letter, 
attached please find an Iomega Zip Disk with the 
downtown railroad comdor in AutoCad vl3 usmg 
TARGA graphic fonnats (a hard copy is also enclosed). 
This material was prepared by the Reno Redevelopment 
Agency, specifically Bruce Ambo (702-334-2077). 

SIGNED: 

Mark K. Demut! 
Pnncipal 
MADCON Consultation Services 

cc: David E. Coate, Acentech Incorporated 
125 Cambridge Park Dr, CAMBRIDGE .MA 02140 

rtie Environmental Team of Summit Envirosolutions. WESTEC. and MADCON joining forces to serve ttie City of Reno 



280 Island Ave, Ste 1602 
Reno, NV 89501 -1806 

~ . Ph (702) 829-112G 
CONSULTATION SERVICES Fx (702) 329-9094 

FAX TRANSMIITAL 
(702) 329-9094 

DATE & TIME SENT: Januaiy 17, 1997 11:06am 

TO: David J. Mansen, De Leuw, Catlier & Company 
Fax No. 415-546-1602 

DESCRIPTION: Information on Aerial Photos 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING THIS SHEET): 1 

Dave, 

The City of Reno's Environmental Team used the below listed aenal photographs during its 
evaluation of the EA dunng May of 1996: Great Basin Aerial Sun'eys. April 19. 1994. Flight. 
Black and White. Exposures 4-2. 5-4. 6-6. 7-7, 8-31. 9-25. Scale approximately 1" = 375'. 

Great Basin .\erial recently photographed the flood damage. These photos should also show the 
railroad corridor: Great Basin Aerial Surveys. January 4. 1997, Flood Flight. Color Exposures 
l-l 1-2 1-3 1-4 and continuing into Sparks. Scale approximately /" = 12.000'. 

Great Basin Aenal Surveys 
5301 Longley Lane Bldg B Ste 52 
RENO NV 89511 

Phn (702) 826-8200 • Fax (702) 826-8394 

PERSON SENDfNG FAX: 

Mark K. Demutn 
Principal 
MADCON Consultation Services 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Deputy City Attomey 
City of Reno 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Washington, DC 20423 

Section of Environmental Analysis 
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January 24, 1997 

Mr. Charles E. McNeely 
City Manager 
City of Reno 
P.O. Box 1900 
Reno.NV 89505 

Re: Charles McNeely leUcr dated December 2,1996 

Dear Mr. McNeely: 

I am responding to yoiu- letter of December 2,1996 in which you specifically inquire about thc 
followmg system-wide mitigation measures imposed in the Board's decision approving thc 
UP/SP mergei: 

Condition 3 800 number for signal malfunctions. 
Condition 4. 800 number for emergency response forces. 
Cou'iition 5. Development of hazardous material and emergency response plans. 
Condition 7. Emergency response training program for communities. 
Condition 10. Implementation plan for UP security forces in the Truckee Meadows. 

Condition 3. 800 Number For Signal Malfiincrions 
The UP/SP placed a sign at each of Reno's grade crossings, providing an 800 number that 
anyone can call to report a malftmction of the waming devices. The 800 number is a direct line 
to UP/SP operating man^ement who will send maintenance personnel to fix the problem. 
Posting thc toll-free number prominently at each grade crossing simplifies the communication 
and iinproves the ove-all response time to correct device problems. Highvvay delays due to the 
malfunction of grade crossing waming devices should be reduced. 

Condition 4. 800 Number For Emergency Response Forces 
The UP/SP has made available to the Reno area emergency response forces an 800 number that 
will put tlienx into direct contact with railroad operations supervisors. This communications 
capability will facilitate coordination berween thc railroad and emergency response forces. 

OZ\?ZmZOL 'ON XVJ AHNHouy Alio onm \\i:£\ NOW LB-LZ-m? 



Mr. Charles E. McNccly 
January 24, 1997 
Page 2 

Condition 5. Development Of Hazardous Material And Emergency Response Plaas 
UP/SP has a study underway to determine how to reallocate hazardous material response 
personnel. This study is scheduled for completion by February 1, 1997. It is anticipated tiiat 
UT/SP's Western Regional Senior Manager for Chemical Transportation Safety will be based in 
the Re;to-Sparks area. This action will facilitate very close coordination between the city and 
county eniergency response agencies and a senior U'P/SP hazardous materials specialist. 

Condition 7. Emergency Response Training Prograim For Communities 
On November 10 and 11, 1996, Umon Pacific personnel conducted emergency response training. 
This was a state-wide program and emergency response personnel from Reno participated. 
Further, UP/SP is conducting a sysr<'m-wide smdy to detennine how to implement an improved 
training program; this study is scheduled Tor completion by February 1, 1997. Implpmenfiticn ot 
the new system-wide training program is scheduled to begin in April, 1997. 

Condition 10. Implementarioa Plut for LT* Security' Forces In The Truckee Meadows 
UP/SP is Linplementirig a policy o f "zero-toleraECe" of vagrancy and trespassing on railroad 
properly. Police forces on UP/SP now conduct their own ancsts and bookings. In addition, 
UP/SP plans to establish a joint task force with whcm to address vagrancy problems in Reno 
modeled ader tiie effort in Roseville, Califomia and nearby communities. 

Other Systetn tvide .Mitigation Conditions that wdl Benefit the Reno and Washoe County 
jRcgiofi 

Conditiou 12. Head-Hardened R^il on Mountain Curves 
On selected curves lu oiountainous territory, UP/SP will install head-hardened rail. Use of this 
rail will reduce tlie likelihood of breaking and will improve safety. The rail on numerous curves 
adjacent to tlie Truckee River will bo replaced with this new hard rail, and this installation should 
be completed by the end of 1997. 

Condition I . Track Inspection 
UP/SP has adopted UP's forraula-bcsed standards for track inspection. These standards, which 
exceed Fedec-al Railroad Administration Track Safety Staadaids, arc more systematic than those 
previously used. They will enhance safety thi'. ugh a more disciplined approach and will lead to 
increased rail inspections through Reno. 

zo'd QZ\izmzQL mm AHNyouy Aiio ONHH z^'.zi mu LQ-Lz-mc 



Mr. Charles E. McNeely 
Janvnry 24. 1997 
Page 3 

Condition 11. Visible Smoke Reduction 
As of now, all UP/SP locomotives are being maintained to UP standards and practices for visible 
smoke reduction. These practices are designed to comply with the rules of the South Coast Air 
Quality Basin and will reduce visible smoke from locomotives operating in the Reno and 
Washoe Couuty region. 

Thank you for your continued participation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 

cc: Merri Bclaustegui-Traficanti 
Harold McNulty 
Dave Mansen 
ICay Wilson 
Winn B. Frank 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Waahia^tori/ iX 20423 

Section of JEiaviooruoental Anaiywi« 

FAititiy 3. 1997 

Mr. Charles McNeely 
City Manager 
Cit̂ - of Reno 
PO Box 190̂  
RiJao. Nevada 89505 

RE; UP/SP Riiiltosxf nwrgar: Reao Miiigstioa Study-

Dear Mr. McNeely: 

In an effori to pxividayoQ with the mcstcnrrtaî  train d£ia 
ffaffic projections for flvsyeaw fcdlowlugtheXIPISPlaergex. HIDd«t»n»based on dieXJP/Sp 
C^^tuig Plan and varificd stsienients fikd wlfh tbt Surface Transpoitatian Board in 1995 and 

Thank you again far your continued participation in thfi Reno JVCttgarion Study. 

SinscrcJy yours, 

I Harold McNnlly ^ 
i Rono C3o-Stody Director 
< 

t 

oa Mcnrl BclauetEgm 
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Colleei) Henderson 

Senior Environmenlal 

Speaal ist 
env»oivTie*ita( Management 
Asaooafes. Inc 
ioe vt Grove Sl Sie 100 
Rano, Nevada 89509 
Pfl (702) 828-3939 
f « (702) a2»J940 
CiarKjerson^emacorp coni 

« 

Enc J Ruby 

Environmenta! Services 

Division Manager 
WESTFC. inc 
5250 Nel Rd. Stt 300 
Rano. Nevada 89502 

1702; 82««00 
F I 17021 (,28.6a20 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Mark A. Demutf i 
Pnnapa l 

MAOCON 

c:̂ onsuta1ion Sarvicas 
280 isano Ave. S(e 1602 
Reno, Nevada 89501 
Pti (702) 82»-1126 
F I (702) 329-9094 
maniOMAOCOl com 

DATE & TIME SENT: 

TO: 

JOB: 

DESCRIPTION: 

RE: 

THESE MATERIALS 
ARE TRANSMITTED: 

COMMENTS: 

February 11, 1997 3:42pm 

David J. Mansen 
De Leuw, Cather & Company 
120 Howard St 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 
Ph. No. 415-495-6060 

96281-200 

Reno Police Department Maps 

UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

For your approval 
For your use 
As you requested 
For your review and comment 
For your information 

Per our meeting of February 4, 1997. attached please 
find a copy of the City of Reno' Police Departments 
Patrol Areas and Reporting Districts. Should you have 
any additional questions about this material please feel 
free to contact Deputy Chief of Police Tom Robinson at 
(702) 3^4-3850. 

SIGNED: 

lUtlf Mark A. Demi 
Principal 
MADCON Consultation Services 

The Environmental Team of EMA. WESTEC. and MADCON joining forces to serve tne Tmckee Meadows 
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P.O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

Februar\- 12. 1997 

Mr. Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental .\nalysis 
12th and Constitution Ave.. N.W. 
Washington. DC 20423 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Mr. McNulty: 

We were pleased to hear from Dave .Mansen at our meeting with Dave and Kay Wilson on 
Februar>' 4. 1997. that the SEA had begun monitoring the increased trains during the 
emergency conditions in Reno. At Dave's suggestions. Mr .Mark Demuth of our 
Environmental Team was able to observe Mr. David R. Tait of De Leuw. Gather & Company 
actually collecting the data. 

Based upon the data collection methodologies and discussions with Mr. Tait. the City of Reno 
would request a copy of the data set (on disk). It is our understanding ihat the data set will 
consist ofthe following fields: 

Train Identification Number (to be assigned during data entr\ ) 
Street crossing (Keystone. Arlington. Sierra, Virgmia. Center) 
Date (Monday February 2. 1997, to Sunday February 9. 1997) 
Gate down tune (start, stop, elapsed in minutes and seconds) 
Number of train cars 
Number of locomotives 
Northbound pedestrian que 
Southbound pedestrian que 
Northbound vehicle que 
Southb' ond vehicle que 
Observer's Identification 

Based upon the identified methodologies of approximately 24 trains per day observed by 5 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
February 12. 1997 
Page 2 of 2 

be recorded in a spreadsheet or database. 

When the City of Reno receives the data set, it wiil allow the City perform it own arithmetic 
calculation' of the data. We look forward to receiving this infonnation and beginning to leam 
what this important data set can offer the Mitigation Task Force in understanding the impacts 
and subsequent mitigation measures on Reno. 

Please contact me at your convenience should you have any questions or comments relating to 
this request for information. 

Sincerely, 

'k:h f/nU 
Charles McNeely 
City Manager 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-Traficanli 
Mark A. Demuth 



F' O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

February 12. 1997 

Mr. Harold McNulty. Study Director 
Surface Transporiation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
12lh and Constitution Ave.. N.W. 
Washington. DC 20423 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Mr. McNulty: 

We are in receipt of your letter of February 3. 1997, which forwarded a one page "summary 
sheet" reiterating the current train data available. We also received the referenced summary 
sheet as a handout in our materials for the Februarj' 12. 1997, Task Force Meeting. 

As we had expressed at the last Task Force meeting and in our letter requesting this 
information, we would appreciate the source documenls including bul not limited to: (1) the 
specific verified sutemeni(s) Mr. Hemmer referred to al the last Task Force meeting which 
are also mentioned but not fully cited in the notes .section of the referenced summary sheet, (2) 
any studies submitted by UP/SP giving methodologies for determining the train iraffic 
projections for 5 years following the UP/SP m .̂ger. and (3) any other materials the STB used 
lo prepare the referenced summary sheet. 

Please contact me at your convenience should you have any questions or comments relating to 
this request for information. 

Sincerely, 

1 

Charles McNeelŷ  ^ 
City Manager 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-li.*iicanti 
Mark A. Demuth 



ASSUMPTIONS RELATED TO PROPOSED ACTION 
UP/SP RAILROAD MERGER 

February 12, 1997 

The City of Reno had prepared this discussion of the assumptions. All materials referenced in 
this discussion have been provided previously in a bibliography provided directly to Mr. Harold 
McNulty on November 12, 199(). a.s well as wilh the City of Reno's numerous filings. 

Assumptions for Trains 

NUMBER OF TRAINS 

Number of Trains per Surface Transportation Board (STB) 
Vol. 2, page AG-246, Response to Comment #31 states 13.8 trains per day pre-merger 
(12.7 SP trains and 1.1 passenger trains per day) and 25.1 trains per day 20 UP/SP 
trains, 4 Burlington Northern/Santa Fe (BN 'Santa Fe) trains, and 1.1 passenger trains per 
day) (STB, 1996). 

Number of Trains per Union Pacific 
in a Reno Gazzett-Joumal article dated April 1. 1996, William E. Wimmer, Senior 
Assistant Vice President of the Union Pacific stated: "We think there's going to bc 32 
trains." Wimmer's remarks came in a meeting of rail officials wilh area's hazardous-

atcrials response leam (Reno Ga/etle-Joumal, April I , 1996). 

Nuubcr I rains per Burlington Northern/Santa Fe 
... u.e Progress Report and Operating Plan dated October 1, 1996. the progress report 
submitted by BN/Santa Fe states: "Finally, although BN/Santa Fe will not provide details 
in this Report because the negotiations are ongoing, there are potentially serious obstacles 
to BN/Santa Fe's competitiveness as a result of positions lhat other carriers have taken 
in negotiations" (BN/Santa Fe, 1996:5). BN/Santa Fe continues: "As volumes grow and 
traffic develops, additional train service beyond that reflected in the Operating Plan will 
be made available to shippers on each of the comdors" (BN/Santa Fe, 1996.9). 

Number of Trains per Citv of Reno 
The correct post-merger total number of trains per day, which should have been used for 
analysis m the EA is thirty-eight (38), based on current levels of operations reported by 
Nolle et al., 1996b and apportioned as follows: 

22 historical freight trains per day assumed to be an accurate baseline condition 
6 Westem Pacific freight trains per day 
6 BN/Santa Fc settlement agreement trains per day 
2 Amtrak trains per day 
2 local movement trains per day 



SPEED OF TRAINS 

Speed of Trains 

Vol. 2, page AG-247, Response to Comment #32 states for downtown Reno, the analysis 
assumed a speed ot 20 mph (STB, 1996; PSC, 1996). 

LENGTH OF TRAINS 

Length of Trains per STB 
Vol. 2, page AG-247, Response to Comment #33 stales to address the City s concem 
about the impact of longer trains, supplemental analyses was preformed for 6,000-foot 
trains (STB. 1996). 

Length of 1 rains per City of Reno 
The con ect post-merger train length is variable. The City of Reno has used a number of 
6,500 feet based upon the following assumptions (Nolle cl al., 1996a; 1996b): 

Historically, trains operating over Donner Summit (approximately 
33 miles west of Reno, at 7,239 feel above mean sea level) ranged 
up to 8.000 feet in length. Trains of 7,000 feet in length or greater 
generally required helper locomotives to negotiate the 2.6 percent 
grade and heavy curvature. 

Southem Pacific irains historically averaged around 6,000 feet in 
length, according to a former SP Sacramento Division operating 
superintendent. 

Union Pacific operating personnel have indicated that they will 
probably operate mosl trains on tliis route without helper 
locomotives, indicating that most Irains will not exceed 7,000 feel, 

The City of Reno believes the average post-merger train lengths will be approximately 
6,500 feet long, wilh a few trains approximately 7,000 feet to 8,000 feet in length using 
helper locomotives. 

Reference: 

Burlington Northern Railroad Company and The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway 
Company (BN Santa Fe). 1996. Burlington Northem Railroad Company and The 
.Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company's Progress Report and Operating Plan. 
October 1, 1996. Surface Transportation Board. Section of Environmental Analysis, 
Washington, D.C. 



Nolle and Associates, Inc., Strategic Management, Inc. Kleinfelder, and SEA, Incorporated 
(Nolle et al.) 1996a. Railroad Merger Study. March 15, 1996. Ms. copy on file with Cily 
of Reno Manager's Office, Reno, Nevada. 

Nolle and Associates, Inc., Strategic Management, Inc. Kleinfelder, and SEA, Incorporated 
(Nolle et al.) 1996b. Revised Project Report: Railroad Merger Mitigation Alternatives. 
July 10, 1996. Ms. Copy on file wilh Cily of Reno Manager's Office, Reno, Nevada. 

Public Service Commission (PSC). 1996 Personal communication from PSC to Dori Owen, 
Reno Redevelopment Agency. E-mail message dated May 1, 1996, from Galen Denio, 
Commissioner. 

Reno Gazette-Journal, .-^pril 1, 1996. Mike Henderson. Railroad merger could mean less 
hazardous cargo. 

Surface Transportation Board. 1996. Post Environmental Assessment, Finance Document No. 
32 760, Vols. 1-2, Union Pacific Corporation, Union Pacific Railroad Company, and 
Missouri Pacific Railroad Company -Control and Merger- Southem Pacific Rail 
Corporation, Souihem Pacific Tran.sportation Company, St. Louis Southwestem Railway 
Company, SPCSL Corporation, and the Denver & Rio Grande Westem Railroad 
Company. June 24, 1996. Surface Transportation Board, Section of Environmenlal 
Analysis, Washington, D.C. 
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Mark Demuth. Principal 
MADCON Coasultation .Scrvice.s 
280 Island Avenue, Suite 1602 
Reno, Nevada 89501 

Dear Mr Demuth: 

Enclosed is a copy of the verified statemeni requested hy SliA from 
Union Pacific Railroad Ct)mpany and referred to at the last meedng ol the Mitigation 
Task F oicc. fhi.s verified statement includes an overview of how Union Pacific esti
mated future trams thrt)ueh Reno Ihat explanation, in turn, refers lo certain volumes 
of thc UP/SP Application, which Mr lamboley already has For your convenience, 
however, 1 enclo.se copies of ihc referenced volumes, as well as a supplcinciUal volume 
that contains certain corrections. 

As 1 mentioned during the Task Force mcctini;, the verified statements m 
the Application draw on many thousands of pages of workpapers, as well as voluminous 
rail traffic data tapes. 

Sincerely, 

I 
I . Michael Hcmnicr 

Enclosures 
cc; Members of thc Reno Mitigatit)n Task Force (w/o ends.) 



P.O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 February 24, 1997 

Mr. Harold .McNulty 
Surface Transporuuon Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
12th and Constitution Ave NW Room 3219 
Washmgton, DC 20423 

Mr David J. Mansen 
De Leuw. Cather & Company 
120 Howard St 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

RE: Joint Validation of Train Data 

VIA FAX 

Dear .Messrs McNulty. Frank, .Mansen. and Hemmer: 

Mr Winn Frank 
De Leuw, Cather & Company 
1133 15th St NW Ste 800 
Washmgton. DC 20005 

Mr. J. Michael Hemmer 
Covington & Burling 
1201 Pennsylvania Ave NW 
Washington, DC 20044 

I have been informed of the positive discussions between Mark Demuth of MADCON Consultation Services 
and Dave Mansen of De Leuw. Cather & Company on sharmg copies of the City's video tapes of u-ain traffic 
for the purpose of validation of the STB uain/uaffic data set. The Cir>' is pleased to hear that all parties are 
in support of a joint validation process. The City desires to move forward in as timely a manner as 
possible. 

By cooperatmg, jointly sharing data, validating, verifying, and ultimately certifying the data set, it will allow 
all panics to move forward and complete independent analysis and interpretation of the data. It would be 
hoped that by cooperatively validating the data set, a certain level of confidence could be brought to the data 
and the process. 

The City, through their consultant, Mark Demuth, will provide and subsequently make available for copying 
(at cost) 122 VHS video tapes (T-160) covermg the period of February 3-9, 1997, as follows: 

• Keystone (1 view nonh/'down towards crossing from Hardware Store + 1 view south towards 
4th Street from Rexall Drug 1 view north towards 1-80 from Rexall Drug x 3 8-hour 
tapes/day x 5 days endmg on the 7th = 45 tapes), 

• Arlington (1 view north/down towards crossing from Sands Hotel 1 view south/down 
towards crossing from Sands Hotel x 3 8-hour tapes/day x 5 days endmg on the 7th = 30 
tapes). 



Messrs McNulty. Frank. Mansen, and Hemmer 
February 24. 1997 
Page 2 of 3 

• Sierra (1 view south/down towards crossing from Eldorado Skyway + 1 view north'down 
towards 4th Street from Eldorado Skyway x 3 8-hour tapes/day x 5 days ending on the 7th 
= 30 tapes), 

• Virginia (1 view nordVdown towards crossing from Harold's Club x 3 8-hour tapes/day x 5 
days ending on the 7th = .5 tapes), and 

• Center (1 view north/down towards crossing from Harrah's Skyway showing 127 trains 
durmg a 7 day period = 2 composited tapes by Harrah's). 

It is the City's understanding that the STB through thta consultant De Leuw, Cather & Company wil] bring 
to the validation meetmg a copy ofthe handwritten data collection forms recorded in the field, as well as actual 
15-minute traffic counts collected during the period of Febniary 3-9, 1997 data collection, to be validated, 
verified, and subsequently shared with all panies. 

It is the City's further understanding that the Union Pacific Railroad will bring to the validation meeting the 
UP's acmal uam consists for the period of February 3-9, 1997, to verify actual uain lengths. 

Based upon the data collection methodologies and discussions with De Leuw. Cather & Company, tlie City 
would like to verify the attached variables of the data set (Exhibit A). 

As always, the City will work with both the STB and UP cooperatively to move this important process forward 
and continue the Reno Mitigation Study and Task Force's work. Please contact the City's consultant, Mark 
Demuth, to set a meetmg date to begm this process as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Varela. P E. 
Du-ector of Public Works/City Engineer 

cc: Charles McNeely, City Manager 
Paul Lainboley. Counsel for the City of Reno 
Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti, Deputy City Attorney 
Mark A. Demuth. MADCON Consultation Services 



Messrs McNulty, Frank. Manser., and Hemmer 
February 24, 1997 
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Exhibit A 

Validation Process 
Variables of the Data Set 

Train Identification Number (to be assigned durmg data entry likely from UP records allowing unique 
identification of one train across multipi" crossings) 

Street crossing (verified by cross checking with observer's identification) 

Date ( verified by cross checking STB's Data Sheets and City's video time/date stamp) 

Gate down time elapsed (verified by cross checking STB's Data Sheets and City's video time/date stamp)' 

Number of locomotives (verified by cross checking STB's Data Sheets and UP records or City's video as 
needed) 

Number of tram cars (verified by cross checking STB s Data Sheets and UP records or City's video as 
needed) 

Northbound pedesuian counts (verified by cross checkmg STB's Data Sheets and City's video) 

Southbound pedestrian counts (verified by cross checking STB's Data Sheets and City's video) 

Northbound vehicle counts as applicable (verified by cross checkmg STB's Dau Sheets and City 's video)' 

Southbound vehicle counts as applicable (verified by cross checking STB's Data Sheets and City's video)̂  

Observer's Identification (verified by cross checkmg with street crossing) 

Traffic Counts (provided by STB's actual traffic counts for I5-minuie period prior to actual uain crossing) 

'Gate as well as tram elapsed lime should be collected The uam's elapsed time and its length will allow an 
approximate speed of Uain to bc calcuiated 

'If possible a velucle mi.\ classificauon shouid bc determined usmg passenger cars (2 axles), ail other 2 a.xles, 
3 a.\ies, 4 axles, and 6 or greater axJcs 
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DATE & TIME SENT: 

TO: 

JOB: 

DESCRIPTION: 

RE: 

THESE MATERIALS 
ARE TRANSMITTED: 

COMMENTS: 

Febmary 27, 1997 3:58pm 

David J . Mansen 
De Leuw, Cather & Company 
120 Howard St 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 
Ph. No. 415-495-6060 

96281-200 

Fire Station Map 

UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

• For your approval 
o For your use 
H As you requested 
• For your review and comment 
H For your information 
• 

Per our meetinp of February 4, 1997, attached please 
find a copy of the f?eno Sparks Reno-Stead and 
Vicinity AAA Map showing the location of the 10 Reno 
Fire Department Stations. Should you have any 
additional questions about this material please feel free 
to contact Chief Larry Farr at (702) 334-2300. 

SIGNED: 

Mark A. Demuttr 
Principal 
MADCON Consultation Services 

The Environmental Team of F.MA, WESTEC, and MAOCON pining forcos tc sen/e the Truckee Meadows 



CONSULTATION SERVICES 

280 Island Ave, Ste 1602 
Reno, NV 89501-1806 

Ph (702) 829-1126 
Fx (702) 329-9094 

FAX TRANSMITIAL 
(702) 329-9094 

DATE & TIME SENT: 

TO: 

March 27, 1997 9:02am 

David J. Mansen 
Dc Leuw, Cather & Company 
Fax No. 415-546-1602 

DESCRIPTION: Follow-up to Request for Data 

RE: Reno Mitigation Study 

NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING THIS SHEET): 

COMMENTS: Dave, 

Just a quick follow-up to the City's written request dated February 
12, 1997, and my verbal request of March 12, 1997, for a file of 
the train data (comma delineated ASCI), speed information 
collected by your noise consultants, and traffic counts for the STB 
Study of Increase Train Trafiic in Reno during early February. 

Please call and let me know what progress you have made with the 
STB on these matters. 

PERSON SENDING F.\X: 

Mark A. Demutn 
Principal 
MADCON Consultation Services 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti, Deputy City Attomey, City of Reno 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Washington, DC 20423 

Section of Environmental Analysis 

Charles McNeely 
City Manager 
City of Reno 
P.O. Box 1900 
Reno, Nevada 89505 

March 7, 1997 

Steve Varela 

Director of Public Work;;/City Engineer 
City of Reno 
P.O. Box 1900 
Reno, Nevada 89505 

RE: Joint Verifica;ion of Train Monitoring Data 

Dear Mr. McNeely and Mr. 'Varela: 

This letter responds to Charles McNeely's February 12, 1997 letter and Steve Varela's 
February 24, 1997 lerter to SEA. Both letters are regarding De Leuw, Cather & Co.'s 
survey/data collection effort (February 2-9. 1997) and the City of Reno's video taping (January 
25 - February 7, 1997). SEA and the City of Reno monitored and taped increased train traffic 
passing through Reno as a result of emergency flood conditions. 

As you know, SEA, the City of Reno, and Union Pacific Railroad representatives recently 
reviewed these tapes to jointly validate the data. SEA's next step is to interpret this data, 
however in the interim we have attached a copy ofthe raw data for your infonnation. 

Thank you for Mark Demuth's participation and for supplying the tapes to complete this 
data validation effort. Please feel free to contact me at (202) 927-6217 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Harold McNulty i / 
Co-Study Director 
Reno Mitigation Study 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Mark Demuth 
Winn Frank 
Michael Hemmer 
Paul Lamboley 
David Mansen 
Kav Wilson 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Washington. DC 20423 

Section of Environmental Analysis 

March 28, 1997 

Merri Bclaustegui-Traficanti 
Deput\- City .Attorney 
City of Reno 
P.O. Box 1900 
Reno, NV 89505 

RE: Computer Discs Containing Reno Train Survev Data and Traffic Counts for 
Febmary 3-10, 1997 

Dear Merri: 

Per the City of Reno's request made at the March 12. 1997 Reno Mitigation Task Force 
meeting, enclosed are computer discs containing the Reno train survev data counts for the sur\ ey 
period of Febrtian' 3-10, 1997. The survey data and traffic count data are saved as Microsoft 
Access data base files and Lotus (ukl) files. Please call Dave Mansen at De Leuw, Cather & Co. 
(415-4Q5-6C60) if you have any questions regarding die infonnation on the disk. 

SEA is reviewing the noise surxey results and will forward this infonnation to Reno once 
we have completed our review. Again, thank you for Reno's assistance in validating the train 
sur\ ey data. 

Sincerely yours, 

Harold McNulty 
Co-Study Director 
Reno Mitigation Study 

enc. 

cc: w/o enc. Dave Mansen 
Charles McNeely 
Kay Wilson 
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PAUL R LAMBOLEY 
1020 t9TH SI m l NV?. sum 400 

MfASHINCTON D C 20036 

TEL 20Z496 4620 
FAX 202293.6200 

April 9, 1997 

'Via facsimUe eg" <R$qu(dr'Maif 

J. Michael Hemmer, Esq. 
Covington & Burling 
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington. D.C. 20044-7566 

Re: F D No. 3276Q UP/SP Merger Procegtjirqs 

Dear Michael: 

This will acknowledge your letter dated April 4 and enclosed discovery 
requests. 

Previously, on March 13, I acknowledged your letter dated March 4 which 
enclosed your letter dated February 4, 1997 sent to a fonner office address. In 
my letter, I stated I would make appropriate inquiry — 1 have done so. 

On January 6. 1997. you were appointed by the Section of Environment 
Analysis (SEA) of the Surfac© Transportation Board ("STB") to be a membor of 
the Raiircad Merger Reno Mitigation Task Force (Task Force") as a 
representative of the UP/SP interests. Since your appointment, there hava 
been several Task Force meetings (January 15, February 12 and March 12) 
and an SEA public meeting (February 13) which you have attended. In 
addition, data validation activity took place in March to which you were invited to 
attend as wetl. 

One critical purpose, and ultimate value, of the Task Force fonjm has 
been mutual fact-finding and information exchange. As a Task Force member, 
you apparently have failed to make any direct inquiry concerning the 'Ver/ 
modest requests" or "single inquiry,' as you characterize matters. Perhaps, the 
failure to dc so was to avoid reciprocal questions concerning UP/SP's conduct. 

In any event, you having chosen not to avail yourself of the opportunity of 
the informal fact-finding process of the Task Force, and without the courtesy of 
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J. Michael Hemmer, Esq. 
April 9, 1997 
Page 2 

telephone call, you have elected to pursue a more adversarial course in the 
litigation procedures of forma! discovery. I suppooe this approach is not 
inconsistent with your November 4, 1996 letter to the STB/ISTEA concerning 
the Reno Mitigation Study. 

The City intends to respond appropriately to your discovery requests. In 
the meantime, please be advised that any related inquiry In the Task Force 
setting conceming issues on which you have sought discovery will be 
considered constrained by your Invocation of fonnal discovery process. 

Hopefully, your advocacy role will not further compromise the continuing 
Investigation and Infonnation functions of the Task Force. 

Very truly yours, 

Paul H. Lamboley 

PHL:pvg 
cc: Elaine K. Kaiser 
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PAUL H, LAMBOLEY 
10.10 .9TH STRILT NW 5unT dOO 

VKAiKWCrON. D C. 20036 

TEL 202<)C)649?0 

FAX 202203filOC 

April 10, 1997 

Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street. N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20423-0001 

Re: F-D- 32760 UP/SP Merger Proceedingfy 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

The March 25, 1997 letter from J. Michael Hemmer. one of the attorneys 
for the Union Pacific fUP' ) in F.D. 32760, the UP/SP Merger Proceedings, 
requires response from the City of Reno to simply "set the record straight.' 

Not having received a courtesy copy, Mr. Hemmer's letter was separately 
discovered in a review of the record in F.D. 32760. Customarily, parties in 
settlement negotiations recognize the dynamic, and often delicate, nature of the 
relationship and undertaking. Under the guise of an "effort to keep SEA 
infonned," Mr. Hemmer's letter attempts to publicly negotiate UP/SP views, and 
in the course of doing so, misleads and ultimately misrepresents events that 
occurred. 

At the outset, it is important to note that as a result of a January 1997 
proposal from the UP/SP. the City and UP/SP agreed in principle (1) to mitigate 
adverse impacts and enhance railroad operations by depressing the trainway in 
the existing right-of-way through portions of the City of Reno, (2) with a funding 
contribution from the UP (the UP offer being $35 million) and (3) undertaking 
mutual efforts to secure additional funding from public and private sources. 

The City/UP partnership to secure State financing prompted a meeting 
with Nevada Governor Bob Miller, on March 5, 1997, in the Governor's office in 
Carson City, Nevada. Initially arranged by UP, rt was attended by 
representatives of both the City and the UP. UP representatives attending were: 
Joe Guild, Esq.. Retained l egislative Counsel; Wayne Horiuchi. Retained 
Representative; Larry Bennet; Retained Legislative Advocate, and Thomas T. 
Ogee, P.E. Chief Engineer. Design. The parties reported on the agreement in 
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Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser 
Apni 10, 1997 
Page 2 

pnnciple to depress the trainway. the estimated cost of the project, UP's 
ccntribution offer and mutual efforts to secure additional funding, particularly in 
the Nevada State Legislature currently in session. 

In response to a question by the Governor concerning project funding 
and the level of UP contribution, City Manager, Charles McNeely, the City's 
Chief Nrgotiator, stated he believed the railroad's contribution would more 
likely ha/e to be $100 million. Mr. McNeely's statement was made in the 
presence cf the UP representatives, who upon haaring rt said nothing.^ 

A meeting was held March 20, 1997 in Washington, D.C, with Nevada 
Senators Harry Reid and Richard Bryan, Congressional Staff, the Crty and UP. 
The session was positive and constructive. The discussion was fair, frank and 
included pointed questions to both the City and UP by the Senators on the 
details of funding arrthmetic and funding prospects. 

In the context of addressing financing details, the "$100 million 
statemenf was repeated, this time by Mayor Jeff Griffin in response to Senator 
Bryan in the presence of Jerry Davis and Bill Wimmer, the UP negotiators. 
Messrs. Davis and Wimmer later responded on that issue upon inquiry from 
Senator Reid. 

The City would characterize the UP posrtion stated in Mr. Hemmer's letter 
as 'feigned surprise." Surely it is reasonable to believe that UP representatives 
would report on the March 5 meeting with the Governor, and certainly not 
overlook a "$100 million statement." The fact that Messrs. Davis and Wimmer 
were themselves not present on March 5 only permits each to say the first they 
heard the "$100 million statement' from the City was on March 20 in the 
meeting with Senators Reid and Bryan.^ 

UP cannot deny that on March 5, 1997 the Crty made the "Si00 million 
statemenf in Governor Miller's' office in UP's presence. That UP 

' The details of funding were significant concerns of the Governor. The UP's January 
proposal was that the "State of Nevada and Union Pacific would jointly fund the depressed 
trainway at no cost to the City." 

' It Is significant to nets that Mr. McNeely's secretary did make several attempts to ar.̂ nge a 
meeting with Messrs. Davis ana Wimmer before meeting with Senators Reid and Bryan. The 
response was that neither Davis Wimmer would be available (o meet anytime beforehand. 
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representatives would not report that to UP's superiors is not credible, but 
anything is possible.' 

Despite its strong negative reaction to Mr. Hemmer's misrepresentation 
of events, the Crty believes its partnership with UP will achieve rts goals. The 
City looks fonward to the next meeting wrth UP. now scheduled for May 5 in 
Omaha. 

Regards, 

Lamboley 

PHL:pvg 
Enclosures 
cc; J. Michael Hemmer, Esq. 

' In December 1996, three of the UP representatives previously misrepresented to 
Members of the Nevada Legislature that the City's mand,amus action in Federal District Court 
(Rano) was dismissed "with prejudice barring the City from refiling.' (Exhibits A-1 and A-2 
enclosed.) Later, when confronted by the City, the UP representatives recanted in apology 
letters to Legislators (Exnibit B enclosed). 
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Exhibic A-1 

Nevada Legislature '^m^ 
January 1 8. 1997 

Charles McNee'y, City Manager 
City of Reno 
P. O. Box 1900 
Reno, Nevada 89505 

Dear Charles: 

Following our recent conversation with reference to the approved merger of 
the Union Pacific snd Southern Pacific Railroads, 1 have received the enclosed 
correspondence from representatives of the Union Pacific Railroad. 

You will note that tha UPRC position with respect to the status of the legal 
cace filed by Reno against the railroad indicates that the Federal District 
Court dismissed Reno's case yyilh pr^judic^ barring the city from refiling. 
This is contrary to the explanation I have received consistently from 
representatives of the city, I do understand that the city haa appcj'od tha 
ruling to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 1 think this issue bears directly 
on just what leverage, if any, remains with the ctty in its negotiation process. 

would like to be kept informed on any effort 

<J. Raggio 
tenate Majority Leader 

WJR/din 
enc. 
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WAYNE K HCnIUCHI 
UNION PACIFIC RAILROAO COMPANY 

E x h i b i t A-2 

S*C«AMeNTCi,CA titil 
ai*iU2 itco 

FAX ,rtH'3.*ll13 

December 20. 1996 

Thc llonoi-able Willinm Raggio 
Post omcj^ai^2^ 

Here is an cditoriaJ from a recent ReaaljazeitCTlouii*! issue M̂ ritten by UnioT\ Pacific 
Railroad's Mike Furtney. This piece explains the most recent status of the merger. 

However, wc also wanted to remind you of the status of the legal case filed by Reno 
against the railroad. The district court judge for the Federal District Court of Nevada has 
dismissed Reno's caw with prejudice bamn^e City from refiling. The City has appealed 
Uns ruling to the Ninth Cincuii Court of AppealsTand we arc awaiting a decision. 

If you have any quesUons, as aJways, please call os. Wc hope you and your family 
have a happy holiday season. 

WAYNK HORIUCHI 

Union tV-ifu: Railroad Co. 
916i''1't7.-7.R00 

L>KRY BENNETT 
Retained LegittaCivB Advocate 

Union PtciRe Bailraid Co. 
702/323-26M 

JOB GUILD 
Rabuaad L.egUIative Counsel 
Union P4cific RailroMi Co. 

7D2/34M662 
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• i 
TO 

UNiOM PACIFIC RAILROSD COMPANY 
I 

304 Uincc AilesnU 
Nonhu* 

rff».rwErr.«urnitiSi fom»tJ9<n.Qittmt 
ma mt) 441.4(73 

FdTnury 4, 1997 

8903i> 

S"* i""" Wi=»«,b« had dittaiied tĥ  City of R«*o'» lawsuit from lie 
Fedeol Di5tt1a Court for the District of Neva«J« "wiJh pngodioe" vhcn in ̂  he had 
tliwiis9Mi Ojc-a^-wiibout prejudice". Thij aflow llie Oty tn piomsi apace witli an 

I 

TI|e C}ity )B app«iing^ tho case ii lodged Jn (he FedH,! Cncuit Court of Appall fbr 
C CircuJi m WartiingtoB D.C HWTB, proewtmaJ motjoos «« peadlns fcr a d e d ^ 

Jtrive to kccji yop Jirfomusd «wut the pre«^ 

Siooerely, 

tl» P .C CircuSJ 

Wehnipe 

WAYNE HOR^CHI 
ap«ot»: I^CWUMSV* 

UB<OB PaoWc R.'-ilpiia Co. 

LARftf BENNBTT 

IMsi P âttii UOtmi Co. 
TB2/523-J*» 

'jfOB GUUUD 
> U«fttttN« C«inM 



P.O Box 1900 
Reno, Nevada 89505 

April 15, 1997 

Mr. Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street N.W., 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20423 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study for Reno 

Dear Mr. McNulty: 

I understand that the task force is moving along with its presentations of engineering 
analysis on vanous options for resolving the merger impacts in Reno. However, there are 
still a number of definitional terms and there are a number of issues and concems which 
need to be answered by the task force process. As such, the City of Reno would like to 
request the following topics and/or individuals be the subject of future task force meetings: 

Union Pacific's Operating Plan and Model used to determine the number of 
trains through Reno as Presented by (please see attached sworn testimony): 

Clyde Anderson and Ron Naro 
Union Pacific Railroad Company 
1416 Dodge Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 

Air Quality In the Truckee Meadows Past Present and Future as presented by: 

Brian L. Jennison, Ph.D., Director 
Air Quality Management Division 
Washoe County District Health Department 
P C Box 11130 
Reno, NV 89520-0027 
Telephone No. 702-784-7200, Fax No. 702-784-7225 
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Population Changes in the Truckee Meadows Past Present and Future as 
presented by: 

Julie Ann Skow, Washoe County Consensus Forecast 
Washoe County Department of Community Development 
P.O. Box 11130 
Reno, NV 89520-0027 
Telephone No. 702-328-3605, Fax No. 702-328-6185 

Vehicle Traffic Changes in the Truckee Meadows Past Present and Future as 
presented by: 

Greg Krause, Planner 
Regional Transportation Commission 
P.O. Box 30002 
Reno, NV 89520 
Telephone No: 348-0480 Fax No. 348-0450 

BNSF Operating Plan and Market Reports used to determine the number of 
trains through Reno as presented by: 

Jeffrey R. Moreland, Esq. 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
3800 Continental Plaza 
777 Main Street 
Ft. Worth, TX 76102-5384 
Telephone: (817) 333-7954 

or 
1700 East Golf Rd. 
SchaumbL'rg, IL 60173 
Telephone: (847)995-6000 
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Should you have any questions concerning this request, please contact Merri 
Belaustegui-Traficanti, Deputy City Attorney (702) 334-2050 who will be happy to provide 
you with any further infomiation. 

Sincerely, 

cHARLESMCNEELY/ j ^ y ^ V 

City Manager ^ ^ 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti, Deputy City Attorney 
Mark A. Demuth, MADCON Consultation Services 
Brian L. Jennison, Ph.D., Director, Air Quality Management Division, 
Julie Ann Skow, Washoe County Consensus Forecast 
Greg Krause, Planner Regional Transportation Commission 

b c c : P a u l H . L a m b o l e y , E s q . 



RENO MITIGATION TASK FORCE 
Apnl 23. 1997 

Comment.s of Mark A. Demuth 
City of Reno Representative (Environmenlal) 

PIea.se let the record .show the following items were introduced to the record on April 23, 1997, by Mark 
A. Demuth, representing the City of Reno. 

1980 Reno Railroad Study (submitted for the record) 

• We would like SEA Final Report dated October 14, 1980 in the record which indicates vehicle 
traffic would increase as a natural part of growth, though not to the predicted levels indicated in 
the report. 

• We would also like the record to reflect thai the railroad participated in the study and knew of 
the problem in 1980. 

1977 Proposal form Dc Leuw Cather (reforcriced pages submitted for the record) 

• De Leuw Gather's proposal indicates what the problems were in 1977. 

...U is ex'ident that thc delays caused hy radroad operations xvill become progressively 
more acute, and the community will become mo'c seriously divided by the railroad barrier 
than it is at present. 

The frequent, sloxv-moving trains impair vehicular access to the central business district, 
contribute to massive traffic congestion, create grade crossing hazards... 

The railroad right-of-xvay presents a unsightly appearance and is generally regarded as 
an unmitigated nuisance. 

The community problems associated x^ith railroad operations - the hazards and deiavs 
at grade cros.sings, the division of the community, the noise, the impaired access to 
industrial, commercial, and residential propenies - could he alleviated if the railroad 
were relocated or panially or full elevated or depressed through the doxxntoxxm area, and 
the existing tracks at-grade eliminated. 

• De I.euw Gather's proposal indicates what methodology would have been used in 1977 for the 
Gity of Reno Study. Why aren't you (De Leuw) using this methodology in your s'.udy now that 
the STB or UP is your client? 

Task Force Future Tasks (letter dated April 15, 1997, submitted for the record) 

• We would request that the STB schedule future Task Force Meeting as indicated in the City of 
Reno's Letter dated Apnl \5, 1997. 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Washington, DC 20423 

Section of Environmental Analysis 

Mav 13 1997 

Mr. Charles McNeely 
City Manager 
City of keno 
P.O. Box 1900 
Reno, Nevada 89505 

Re: UP/SP Reno Mitigation Study: Requests Made by the City of Reno at the April 23, 
1997 Task Force Meeting 

Dear Mr. McNeely: 

At the April 23, 1997 task force meeting, Mark Demuth, representing the city's 
environmental team, distributed your Apnl 15. 1997 letter to SEA regarding suggested agenda 
topics for future task force meetings. In addition, Mr. Demuth and .several other task force 
members made verbal requests regarding topics they would like to see discussed at future task 
force meetings. 

The following is a list of items suggested for discussion at future task force meetings 
based on your letter, Mr. Demuth's request, and task force input: 

a) Union Pacific's operating plan and train traffic projection methodology, including 
plans for railroad activities in the Port of Oakland 

b) Air quality data for Truckee Meadows and general air quality/future vehicle 
emissions data 

c) Population changes for Truckee Meadows 
d) BNSF operating plan and market reports 
e) Vehicle traffic changes for Truckee Meadows 
f) Traffic data/definition of traffic growth in Reno 
g) Impacls of traffic delay 
h) Safety datayaccident prevention data 
i) Noise measurement data 
j ) Further discussion on how using a range of train numbers will be addressed in the 

mitigation study 
k) Presentation of the depressed railway option 
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To address these requests, we have prepared a tentative schedule of future task force 
meeting agendas. Depending on actual completion dates for the various study tasks, 'here may 
be some variation in this schedule. 

Task Force Meeting Date Tentative Discussion I.ems 
May 14. 1997 > Noise measurements and noise study methodology 

> City and UP work on quiet zones and directional homs 
> Air quality issues in Truckee Meadows and air quality 

study methodology 
> UP's operating plan and train traffic prediction model 
> Description of depressed railway option 

June 11, 1997 > Vehicle traffic delay in Reno and Truckee Meadows 
> Traffic data/definition of trafi'.c growth 
> Discussion of the range for train numbers proposed for 

the mitigation study 
July 9, 1997 > Additional information on grade separations and the 

depressed railway option 
> Accident prevention/safety data 

August 13, 1997 > Overview of feasible mitigation options 
September 10. 1997 > Presentation and initial discussion of Draft Mitigation 

Plan 
September 24, 1997 > Task Force continued discussion of Draft Mitigation 

Plan 

The schedule above addresses all the various agenda requests with two exceptions: 
• The BNSF operating plan and market leports are not planned as a Reno 

Mitigation Task Force agenda item. The assumptions regarding B^'SF train 
numbers have already been supplied by SEA in the Train Traffic . rojections 
distnbuted in February 1997 to the Task Force and the public. The City of 
Reno is free to request this information directly from BNSF. 
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• Regarding population changes in Truckee Meadows, SEA will be reviewing 
growth in vehicular traffic and the effects of the increased train traffic on 
Tmckee Meadow's vehicular traffic growth. This inloinialion will be provided 
in the draft mitigation plan. 

Thank you for your continued interest in the study. We have tried to be 
responsive to the City of Reno's requests and we appreciate your input. If you have any 
questk r^ olease contact me at (202) 565-1539. 

Sincerely yours, 

Harold McNulty 
Co-Study Director 
Reno Mitigation Study 

cc: Mark Demuth 
.Merri Belaustegui 
Reno Mitigation Study Task Force 
Kay Wilson 
Dave Mansen 



RENO MITIGATION TASK FORCE 
May 14, 1997 

Comments of Mark A. Demuth 
City of Reno Representative (Environmental) 

Please let the record show the following issues and concerns were introduced to 
the record on May 14, 1997, by Mark A. Demuth. representing the City of Reno. 
Attached please also find a copy of my February 12, 1997, Assumptions related 
to Proposed Action previously submitted. 

Agenda Item 2. Union Pacific's Operating Plan and Train 
Traffic Model Methodology 

Nos. of Trains 

February 12, 1997 
Source #1 - Materials provided to Task Force 
Pre-Mcrger = 13.8 (1.1 Psgr. + 0 BN/Santa Fe + 12.7 Frgt.) 
Post-Merger = 25.1 (1.1 Psgr. ^ 4 BN/Santa Fe + 20 Frgt.) 
Change = +11.3 (4 BN/SanUi Fe + 7.3 Frgt.) 

December 9, 1996 
Source #2 - Joint Verified Statement uf Anderson and Naro 
Post-Merger = 21.1 to 25.1 

Page 8, ^ 6, of the Joint Verified Statement of Anderson and Naro: 
TTjf SEA estimate of 20 UP/SP through frcighi trains per day remains accurate, 
as described above. The BNSF prediction, hoxvever, may be too high by txvo to 
four irairLS per day...As a result, the correct number of post-merger trains through 
Reno IS betxveen 21.1 and 25.1 per average day. 

Page 24, ^ 2, subpoint a, of the BN/Santa Fe Operating Plan: 
Throuizh Train Service. BN/Santa Fe will begin to serve this coiridor [Central 
Corridor] with two daily trains, one in each direction, which will be mixed 
manifest/intermodal trains. As traffic volumes increase BN/Santa Fe wiU increase 
the number of through trains that operate over the Central Corridor. 

April 12, 1996 
Source #3 - Environmental Assessment 
Pre-Merger = 13.8 (1.1 Psgr. + 0 BN/Santa Fe + 12.7 Frgt.) 
Post-Merger = 25.1 (1.1 Psgr. + 4 BN/Santa Fe + 20 Frgt.) 
Change = +11.3 (4 BN/Santa Fe + 7.3 Frgt.) 



Vol I page 1-11 Footnote 3 to fable 1-3 ofthe Environmental Assessment 
' RcJJecl revised traffic densitv dala attributed to BN/Santa Fe .settlement agreemem 
as presented in BN/Santa Fe's comments (1/31/96) on the primary application 

Vol 1 page 1-9, ^4, line 5 ofthe Environmental Assessment: 
SEA examined the 1994 Baseline traffic contained in the UP/SP operating plan 
to verifv the findings in the ER [environmental repon]. 

November 30, 1995 
Source #4 - Exhibit 13-6 SP of the Railroad Merger Application 

Page 385, Exhibit 13-6. SP Train Densities, Line 1 of Uiblc: 
Sparks NV to Roseville CA 
Pre-Merger - Adj. 1994 Base Tms/Day - 1 Psgr. + 13 Frgt. = 14 Total 
Post-Merger = Post-Merger Tms/Day - 1 Psgr. + 20 Frgt. = 21 Total 

At what point were these numhers revised and why? 
Pre-Merger = Adj. 1994 Base Trns/Day • 11 Psgr. + 12.7 Frgt. = 13.8 

Total 

Based upon these four differing sources of pre- and post-merger trains numbers. 
plea.se explain xvhiit numbers xvill be used by the SEA in the draft mitigation 
study? 

Please explain the process SEA took in validate the 1994 Baseline Traffic; what 
further studv ofthe railway traffic flows (Decision 44 Condition 22c line 7); and 
how baseline 'information from 1994 is going to accurately reflect either the 
existing conditions and therefore the calculation ofthe increase in the number 
of through trains. 

Please help clarify the following statements from the Railroad Merger 
Application. 

Page 5, V l line 7, of the Verified Statement of Anderson and Naro 
Other factors aJ]ecting future train volumes are (I) remove clearance restrictions 
in the Sien-a Nex-ada, which preclude operation of two high-cube doublestacked 
containers. i2) negotiating labor implementing agreements, and (3) rebuilding 
Roseville Yara, which wiU begin on a large scale in 1997. 

Vol. 3, Page 20, V hne 7, of the Venfied Statement of R. Bradely King: 
.4s a result, wc created current operating dala by combining UP's transporiation 
plan operations with a network of selected SP trains having the capacity to handle 



SP system husine.s.s, bul xve recognized that individual trains might not have 

operated on an particular day. 

Vol 3 Page 79, Graphic: Intermodal Facility Improvements 
'pica.se cxplam whv the Pon of Oakland expanded intermodal facilities was not 
included as one ofthe above factors. Are there any other factors that should be 
included? 

Vol. 3, Page 111-12. Section 2.1 of the Operating Plan: 
2.1 Base Period 
Tlte Operating Plan was constmcted using 1994 traffic levels, modified to take 
into accounl the estimated impacts ofthe UP/CNW merger the BN/Santa Fe 
merger and the conditions granted in settlement agreements between BN/Santa Fe 
appiicanis and SP. KCS and UP To provide as accurate an indication of 
operating patterns as possible. UP and SP planners identified freight tram 
.schedules and other operating data for the mo.st recem period during 1995 for 
which this information was available when planning began Like the traffic data, 
these data were modified to lake into accounl anticipated changes resulting from 
the UP/CNW merger the BN/Santa Fe merger, and BN/Santa Fe's settlement 
agreements. 

Vol 3, Page 112, 1̂  4, of the Operating Plan: 
Using a computer model, loaded and empty traffic in the base period for each 
separate sv.slem was routed across that system and assigned to appropriate trains 
based on the blocking plan and train schedules for the base period (Footnote 1: 
Base-period SP train schedules were identified manually hy SP personnel due to 
variations in SP train operations from those scheduled during that period.). 

Vol. 3, Page 113 of the Operating Plan 
Every Effori was made to ensure that the proposed train schedules, blocking plans 
and ' terminal functions are conservative, realistic and practical and will 
accommodate the projected traffic. 

Vol. 3, Page 117 of the Operating Plan 
Wilh the parallel UP and SP routes providing significant operating flexibility, the 
merged sysiem wiU use both routes, but wiU concentrate intennodal and other 
service-sensitive Uraffic on the shorter SP route. 



en^th of Trains 

Februarv 12, 1997 
Materials provided to Task Force 
Actual weighted average from De Leuw Cather & Gompany materials provided to Task Force 
is 4,289 feet over 135 trains with a standard deviation 1,459 feet. Therefore a range of plus or 
minus one S.D. would be 2,830 feet to 5748 feet. 

Februarv 3, 1997 
Surface Transportation Board (De Leuw Gather & Company) Monitoring Data 
Average length of freight trains fumi analysis of STB Monitoring Data is 4,621 feet over 135 
trains with a standard devia .on 1,283 feet. Therefore a r,^igc of plus or minus one S.D. would 
be 3,338 feet to 5.904 feet. 

December 9, 1996 
Joint Verined Statement of Anderson and Naro 

Page 8, of the Joint Verified Statement 
Actual weighted average from Anderson and Na'o matenals provided to Task Force is 4.289 feet 
over 135 trains with a standard deviation 1,459 feet. Therefore a range of plus or minus one S.D. 
would be 2,830 feet to 5748 feet. 

Page 9, of the Joint Verified Statement 
We know of no basis for Reno 's prediction of an average train length of 6.500 

feet. Thc data above, which reprcsent[s] our hest prediction, indicate a weighted 
average length for UP/SP trains of less than 5.000feet, consistent with current SP 
train lengths through Reno. 

Please explain why there is such a negative correlation between the observed 
STB Monitoring Data and thc Joint Verified Statement data. 

Speed of Trains 

We have only had this information since Monday May 12, 1997 and would like 
to revisit this item after we have adequate time to prepare a proper evaluation 
of the data presented. 

One general observation: Table 4 indicates a train on 02-04-97 at 10:45 a.m. 
with a speed of 20 mph. That train was an westbound Amtrak starting from a 
stationary position at the Center Street Station. How did it get to 20 mph in one 
city block? 

Agenda Item 3. Noise Issues 



We have only had this information for a short time and would like to revisit this 
item after we have adequate time to prepare a proper evaluation of the data 
presented. 

Two general observations: 1) Why were certain measurements left out of 
averages, and 2) small .sample si-es appear to make the averages useless in some 
cases. 
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May 14, 1997 

Elaine K. Kaiser. Esq. 
Chief. Se.^tiof- of Environmental Analysis 
Surtace 1. ^ -.portation Board 
1925 K Street NW, 5th Floor 
Washington, D C 20423 

Dear Ms Kaiser: 

This letter is in response to your letter of November 4, 1996, (encloseci), requesting 
that the City address the history of development around the Southern Pacific right-of-way. 
The City is still unclear as to the relevance of this information, particularly in light of SEA's 
statement that SEA's jurisdiction in this mitigation study (as oidc-ied under Decision No. 
44) is to address mitigation along the existing right-of-way based upon the increased rail 
traffic resulting from the UP/SP merger. 

Nonetheless, in the spirit of cooperation, the City contacted William Wimmer ofthe 
Union Pacific on November 18, 1996, (letter enclosed) to assist in this task. Based upon 
Mr Wimmer's December 3, 1996, response (enclosed) declining the City's request for 
assistance, the City has compiled the nght-of-way information. Since no time frame was 
indicated in SEA's request, the City has researched information subsequent to 1980 
because this infomiation has been computenzed and such computenzation facilitated the 
City's retrieval of information. If SEA desires to obtain information pre-1980, the City would 
then renew its request to receive assistance from the railroad, the single property owner, 
to facilitate ease of retrieval. To require othen^/ise would impose an unduly burdensome 
and extremely expensive task upon the City. 

Based upon the information retneved by the City, the City now requests that the 
record reflect the follov^ing information which relates to the sale of nght-of-way by the 
Southern Pacific in the downtown Reno area subsequent to 1980. 



Elaine E. Kaiser, Esq 
May 14, 1997 
Page 2 

The enclosed table (Exhibit 1) summarizes to the best ofthe City of Reno's ability 
the sale of Southern Pacific Transportation Company (a Delaware corporation) property 
to non-railroad entities by date, parcel numbers, buyer, present owner and illustrative map 
key information as provided by Washoe County. The enclosed map (Exhibit 2) is an 
illustrative representation ofthe right-of-way sales as prepared by City staff. 

Sincerely, 

MERRI BELAUSTEGUI-TRAFICANTI 
Deputy City Attorney 

MLB:cjg 
Encs. 

cc; Harold McNulty, STB 
Charles McNeely, Reno City Manager 
Paul Lamboley, Esq. 



Exhibit 1 

Recorded 
Date 

Parcel 
Nos Buyer Present Owner 

Map 
Key 

09-30-88 11-370-43 Lincoln Management Company Inc , a 
Nevada Corporation. Donald L Carano 
and Raymond Poncia, Jr 

Eldorado Resorts LLC 1 

11-370-44 Lincoln Management Company Inc , a 
Nevada Corporation, Donald L Carano 
and Raymond Poncia. Jr 

Eldorado Resorts LLC 

11-370-45 Lincoln Management Company Inc , a 
Nevada Corporation, Donald L Carano 
and Raymond Poncia, Jr 

Eldorado Resorts LLC 

10-05-88 11-370-41 Reno Hilton Corporation, a Nevada 
Corporation 

Reno Hilton Corporation, a 
Nevada Corporation 

2 

05-31-89 11-360-09 Zante Inc Zante Inc 3 

11-360-17 

09-29-89 11-350-30 Frank F Knafeic Frank F Knafeic 4 

07-13-90 11-370-10 The Rockledge Corporation, a Nevada 
Corporation 

The Rockledge Corporation, 
a Nevada Corporation 

5 

08-24-90 11-370-05 George E Crooms, Jr and Sharon M G & S Investment Company 6 

11 •370-15 
Crcoms, as Trustees The Lake Trust 

G & S Investment Company 

12-11-92 11-380-07 The Redevelopment Agency of fhe City 
ot Reno, a governmental agency 

Sierra Development 
Corporation 

7 

11-380-26 Sierra Development 
Corporation 

11-380-29 1 Washoe Co 



P.O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada S9505 

May 22, 1997 

Elaine Kaiser, Esq. 
Program Director/Legal Counsel 
STB-SEA 
1925 "K" Street NW, 5th floor 
Washington, D.C. 20423 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

City of Reno staff has uiformed me that at the April 23, 1997 task force meeting, you 
clarified that Decision Nc. 71 applies not only to the City of Wchita, but also to the City of 
Reno. Staff informs me they noted on the record that Decision No. 71 was rendered 
without prior notice to the City of Reno, which eliminated any opportunity for the City of 
Reno to participate prior to service of the Decision on April 17, 1997. Based upon your 
statement that Decision No. 71 does apply to the City of Reno, I am compelled to seek 
further clarification of the parameters of "baseline" mitigation. 

Earlier, at the February 12, 1997 task force meeting, SEA distributed the enclosed 
"Rano Mitigation Study - Preliminary Mitigation Options." This handout lists both 
preliminary mitigation options as well as "other improvements to be reviewed." Staff 
informs me that based upcn input from task force members, the elevated trainv;ay is no 
longer being considered as a mitigation option. The City cf Reno now requests an 
explanation ofthe term "baseline mitigation" and whether it includes consideration of all of 
the mitigation options on the enclosed SFJ\ handout listing grade-separated crossings, the 
depressed trainway and "other improvements to be reviewed." 

A clear understanding of what will be considered under baseline m.itigation is critical 
in light of the "alternative mitigation" language of Decision No. 71 providing only for 
vciuntary participation. This is especially true considering the disturbing statement of Mr. 
Winn Frank, Project Director, at a 10:30 a.m. meeting with my staff cn May 14, 1997, 
expressing the view that the depressed trainway project would be a "second tier mitigation 
option." My staff understood this to be the alternative mitigation under Decision No. 71 
involving voluntary funding. 



Elaine Kaiser, Esq. 
STB-SB\ 
May 22, 1997 
Page 2 

I look forward to your response to this important baseline mitigation explanation for 
the City of Reno. Per your instructions to my staff, please make this letter part of the 
record in this matter. 

sincerely. 

CHARLES Mcl^EEi^Y 
City Manager 

MLB;cig 
cc: Harold McNulty, STB 

Paul Lamboley, Esq. 
Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti, Esq. 



SURFACE TR.A.\SPORT.\nON BOARD - SECTION OF E.WIRO.V.MEtVTAL A.NALYSIS 

RENO .VnTIGATION STUDY - FRELL\U.NARV >UTIG.ATION OPTIONS 

PRELI.MINARV NnTIG.A.TION OPTIO.NS: 

• Grade-Separated Crossings 

O One or more grade-separated crossings 
O Public and agency input needed regardmg possible locations 
O Preliminary key issues: 

Number of vehicular traffic lanes 
Impacts to properties (e.g., property access) near grade-separated crossings 

• Depressed Railway 

O Preliminary limits - from Stoker Avenue on the west to Sutro Street on che east 
O Preliminary' key issues: 

Construction impacts 

Groundwater depths / infiltration / quality - possible need for treatment 

O Elevated Railway 

O Preliminary key issues: 
-. • 'Visual barner 

Existing structures over railroad right-of-way 
Cunrent air rights over railroad right-of-way 

OTHER IMPROVEMENTS TO BE REVIEWED: 

• Improved grade crossing safety measures 

O Train speed modifications 

O Noise suppression modifications 

O Enhanced landscaping and beautification measures 

O Improved pedestrian safety m.easures 

NOTE: The above stated preliminary options may involve shared or joint public/private 

funding 





P.O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

May 29, 1997 

Mr. Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surface Trarisportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW. 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20423 

RE; UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mirigation Snady 

Dear Mr. McNulty: 

As a follow-up to the April 23, 1997 Reno mitigation task force meeting, the City of Reno 
would respectfully request an e.xplanation of the noticeable difference in the level of detail in the 
information the Wichita mitigation committee is receiving compared to the Reno mitigation task 
force. 

I am referring to the attached copy of the materials dated May 16, 1997, provided to the 
Wichita Mitigation Committee prior to their si.xth meeting, including such topics as: 

basis of analysis 
vehicle traffic (1995, 2000, 2020. 

train traffic projections 
pre-merger Lhrough trains per day 
revised average train densities 
average length ot trains with ranges 
detailed train speed information 

environmental impacts of increased traffic 
post-merger unmitigated vehicle delays (hrs./day)(mins./vehicle) 
post-merger unmitigated train-vehicle accidents 
post-merger unmitigated em̂ ergency response (total crossing blockage time) 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
May 29. 1997 
Page 2 of 3 

• post-merger unmitigated pedestrian safety 
• post-merger unmitigated derailment risk 
• post-merger unmitigated air quality (preliminary emissions estimates) 

These are all topics the Reno mitigation task force members have been requesting since 
initial meetmgs with the STB in October, 1996. Instead, we have been receiving agendas (noted 
below) emphasizing mitigation options with little or no information on environmental impacts: 

Jan. 15 - Initial Discussion of Mitigation Options and Evaluation Criteria 
Feb. 12 - Train Data Assumptions for Study; Continued Discussion of Mitigation 

Options and Evaluation Criteria 
Mar. 12 - FR.-\ discussion Regarding Railroad Safety Programs; Continued 

Discussion of Mitigation Options and Evaluation Criteria 
Apr. 23 - Review of Potential Funding Sources; Grade Separation Options 
May 14- UP's Operating Plan and Train Traffic; Noise Field Measuiements; 

Description of Depressed Trainway Option 

Your May 13. 1997 response to our April 15, 1997 letter appears to indicate that SEA is 
planning to cover the many of our requested topics. Thus, the City of Reno has used the oudine 
listed below to indicate the depth and breadth of information we would like to see when these 
topics are covered: 

June 11th topics; 

pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated vehicle traffic (1995, 2000, 2095. 2020) 
pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated vehicle delays (hrs./day)(mins./vehicle) 
post-merger unmitigated average train densities with ranges 
post-merger range of train lengths 

uly 9th topics: 

pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated emergency response times 
pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated train-vehicle accidents 
pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated traun-pedestrian accidents 
pre-merger & post-merger umnitigated derailment risk including drinking water 
contamination 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
May 29, 1997 
Page 3 of 3 

Additional topics not yet noted on the preliminary task force agendas: 

• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated day-night average noise level (L^J 
• post-merger unmitigated train speed information including validity and reliability 

data 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated air quality emissions (irains and vehicles) 
• pre-merger &. post-merger unmitigated pedestrian traffic (1995. 2000. 2005, 2020) 
• pre-merger &. post-merger unmitigated public transportation traffic (1995, 2000, 

2005. 2020) 

Kay Wilson noted at the May 14. 1997 task force meeting Lhat the outline of future task 
force agenda topics (including topics requested by the City of Reno) was a preliminary outline of 
when topics would be addressed. Because the outline includes a Draft Mirigation Plan on 
September 10. 1997. we would request clarification as to when exactly each of these detailed 
topics will be presented and discussed. Please contact me at your convenience should VOL have 
any questions or comments relating to this request for information. Thank you for your attention 
to this matter. I look for\vard to your timely response. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES McNEBLY 
City Manager 

CM:cjg 
Encs: May 16. 1997 - Wichita Committee Materials (18 pages) 

April 15, 1997 - McNeely Letter to McNulty (3 pages) 
May 13. 1997 - McNulty Letter to McNeely (3 pages) 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti, Deputy City Anomey 
Mark .\. Demuth. MADCON Consultation Services 



CONSULTATION SERVICES 

280 Island Ave, Ste 1602 
Reno, NV 89501-1806 

Ph (702) 829-1126 
Fx (702) 329-9094 

FAX TRANSMITTAL 
(702) 329-9094 

DATE & TIME SENT: June 6. 1997 3:11pm 

TO: David J. Mansen, De Leuw, Cather & Company 
Fax No. 415-546-1602 

Harold McNulty, STB. Section of Environmental Analysis 
Fax No. 202-565-9000 

DESCRIPTION: Request for Information 

RE: Reno Mitigation Task Force Meeting of June 11, 1997 

NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING THIS SHFET): 2 

COMMENTS: I am in receipt of the June 11, 1997 Task Force meeting agenda, but was 
disappointed to sec that materials were not p.ovided for Agenda Items 3 & 4. In my follow-up 
telephone con\crsation with Dave Mansen, he stated that the materials were not ready at this 
time. I requested a possible Federal Express package of materials Monday or Tuesday and he 
felt it would be best if the materials were provided to thc entire Task Force at the same time. 

The City of Reno finds it dilTicult at best, to prepare for "discussion and questions" of topics 
which they have not received matenals in advance of the meeting dates. As recently as May 29, 
1997. Charles McNeely sent a letter :o the Surface Transportation Board - Section of 
Environmental .Analysis requesting an explanation of the noticeable difTerence in the level of 
detail in the intormation the Wichita mitigation committee has received as compared to Reno. 

PERSON SENDING FAX: 

JJly^2J^ 
Mark A. Demutr 
Pnncipal 
MADCON Consultation Services 

cc: Merri Belaustegui-Tratlcanti. City of Reno 
Paul Liunbolcv. Counsel for Citv of Reno 
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June 10, 1997 

WILLIAM L. GARDNER 
Chief Deputy. Cnminal Division 

Criminal D'visioo Deputies 
KATHRINE! BERMNG 
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LORI L BRO'JW 

SUZANNE RAMOS 

Mr. Harold McNulty. Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW. 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20423 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study: 

Dear Mr. McNultv: 

This letter is a follow up to your May 13, 1997 response to our April 15. 1997 letter. 
Specifically, page 3 bullet I in your May 1^. 1̂ 97 letter states: 

Regarding population changes in Truckee Meadows, SEA will be reviexving groxvth 
in vehicular traffic and the effects of the increased train iraffic on Truckee 
Meadoxv's vehicular traffic growth. Tliis information xvill be provided in the draft 
mitigation plan. 

No explanation is given why SEA will not be examining population growth, even though 
a number of ccmments have been made at various task force meetings that a correlation exists 
between "Reno's upcontrolled growth and its problems with tne railroad." 

The attached Exliibit A. SutTimary of Washoe County and City of Reno Population 
Estimates and Forecasts, indicates ilie projected population and percent change for the City of 
Reno and Washoe County, and reflects a moderate 2.18% increase annually or 3.272 people per 
year for the City of Reno (or, in other words, a total 2.10% increase annually equating to 5.968 
people per year for all of Washoe County). The source of this iniormation has served as the bi'sis 
for local planning efforts by the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency. Washoe County 
Comprehensive Planning, City of Reno, City of Sparks, Regional Transportation Commission, 
Regional W;iter Planning and Advisory Boards of Washoe County. 
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Surface Transportation Board 
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The following publications are provided in support of the above information and are made part 
of the record: 

• Washoe Cownty Consensus Forecast, 1995-2015. July 1995 
• Draft Washoe County- Population Forecasts: Methods and Assumptions for 

Distributing Forecasted Population. April 1997. 
• Draft Washoe County Dwelling Unit and Population Estimate: Methods and 

Assumptions. April 1997. 
• Washoe County Annual Econometric Model, 19S3 Long-term Forecast, iuly 1984. 
• Wasfioe County Socioeconomic Information System - Annual Population Estimates. 

October 16. 1990. 
• Washoe County Socioeconomic Information System - Annual Population Estimates, 

Draft. April. 1997 

We look forward to your explanation of how SEA is plaiming to account for normal 
growth in the draft mitigation plan. Pursuant to Elaine Kaiser's instruction, I am requesting that 
this letter be placed on the record in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

MERRI BELAUSTEGUI-TRAFICAN'ri 
Deputy City Attomey 

MD/MLB:cjg 
Enclosures: Exhibit A 

April 15, 1997 - McNeely Lener to McNulty-
May 13, 1997 - McNulty Lener to McNeely 
Washi)e County Consensus Forecast, 1995-2015 
Dratt Washoe County Population Forecasts: Methods and Assumptions 
Draft Washoe County Dwelling Unit and Population Estimate: Methods and Assumptions 
Washoe Couniy Annual Econometric Model, 1983 Long-term Forecast 
Washoe County Socioeconomic Information System - Annual Population Estimates. Oct 16, 1990 
Washoe County SiKioeconomic Information Sysiem - Annual Population Estimates, Draft Apr. 1997 

cc: Charles McNeely. Reno City Manager 
Mark A. Demuth, M.ADCON Consultation Services 



Exhibit A 

Summary of 
Washoe County and City of Reno Population 

Estimates and Forecasts 

Year 
Wasluic Ciiunty 

P(ipiilal',,in 

Washoe County 
Annual Population 

Increase 

\^ ishoe County 
Percent Change 

City of Reno 
Population 

City of Reno 
Ann'jal Population City of Reno 

Percent Change 

19X0' 1^3.623 100.756 

1^81- 2(K),811 7.188 3.71 104.084 3.328 3.30 

1982 204,389 3,578 1.78 105.498 1,414 1.36 
1983 21 ".096 5.707 2.79 108.048 2.550 2.42 
1984 216,903 6,807 3.24 111,065 3.017 2.79 

1985 222.^^89 6.086 2.81 II.!,473 2.408 2.17 

1986 230,732 7,743 3 47 117,590 4.117 3.63 
1987 238.085 7,353 3.19 12!..592 4.002 3.40 

1988 244,471 6,386 2.68 124.709 3.117 2.56 
1989 252,217 7.746 3.17 128.817 4,108 3.29 

1990' 254,667 2,450 0.97 133.397 4,580 3.56 
1991' 262,200 7.533 2.96 139,050 5,653 4.24 

1942 266.200 4,(X)0 1.53 141.760 2.710 1.95 
1W3 273,910 6.810 2.56 145.350 3.590 2.53 
1994 282.470 9,460 3.47 150.490 5.140 3.54 

1995 288.420 5.950 2.11 153,300 2,810 1.87 

i m 2^7,560 ^.\40 3.n 158.740 5.440 3.55 
1997' 302,200 4.640 1.56 161,677 2.937 1.85 

1998 308.700 6.500 2.15 165.155 3.478 2.15 
1999 315,100 6.400 2.07 168,579 3,424 2.07 

2(XK) 321,.500 6.400 2.03 172,003 3,424 2.03 

'1980 U S. Census figures. 

'1981-1989 Washoe County and City of Reno populations source: Washoe County Socioeconomic Information Sysiem -
Annual Poputalton Eslimalcs. October 16. 1990. 

'1990 U.S. Cen.<ius figures 

M991 1996 Washoe County anJ City of Reno populations source: Washoe County Socioeconomic Informaiion System -
Annual Populalion EslimjU n. Orafi .ipril 1997 

•1997-2015 Wa.sht)C County population source: Washoe County Consensus Forecast, 1995-2015. July 1995. 1997-2015 
City of Reno population up<m Ŝ  s% of ihc Washoe Consensas Forecast population. 



Year 

Wash<ic Couniy 
Population 

Washoe County 
Annual Population 

Increase 

Washoe County 
Percent Change 

City of Reno 
Population 

City of Reno 
Annual Population 

Increase 

City of Reno 
Percent Change 

2001 327,700 6.200 1 93 175,320 3,317 1.93 

2002 333,800 6.100 1.86 178,583 3,263 1.86 

2003 339,800 6.000 1.80 181,793 3.210 1.80 

2004 345.700 5,900 1.74 184,950 3,'57 1.74 

2005 351.500 5,800 1.68 188,053 3.103 1.68 

2006 357,300 5,800 1.65 191,156 3,103 1.65 

2007 363.000 5.700 1.60 194.205 3,049 1.60 
2008 368.800 5,800 1.60 197.308 3,i03 1.60 
2009 374,500 5.700 1.55 200,358 3.050 1.55 

2010 380,200 5.700 1.52 203,407 3,049 1.52 

2011 385,800 5.600 1.47 206,403 2,996 1.47 

2012 391,500 5.700 1.48 209,453 3,050 1.48 
2013 3'̂ 7,200 5,700 1.46 212,502 3.049 1.4o 

2014 402,800 5,600 1.41 215.498 2.996 1.41 

2015 408.500 5,700 1.42 218.548 3.050 1.42 



June 11, 1997 

Ms. Elaine Kaiser, Program Director, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20423 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Ms. Kaiser and Mr. McNulty: 

In our continued effort (see the City of Reno's May 29, 1997 letter attached), the 
undersigned Task Force Members and Alternates seek clanfication of the Mitigation Study process 
and reiterate their collective concems about disclos-ure of intormation in a timely manner. 
Therefore, we request the following topics be scheduled for further discussion due to lack of time to 
prepare and/or incomplete information presented: 

• May 14. 1997 Agenda Item 3. Noise Issues 
pr»-morger & post-merger unmitigated day-night average noise level (L,^) 

• Sensitive Receptor Inventory 
• post-merger unmitigated tram speed information including validity and reliability data 

• May 14, 1997 Agenda Item 4. Air Quality Issues in Tmckee Meadows 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated air quality emissions (trains and vehicles) 

• June 11,1997 Agenda Item 3. Presentation of Traffic Data and Vehicle Traffic Delay 
Projections for a Range of Mitigation Options 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigi'ted vehicle traffic (1995, 2000. 2C05. 2020) 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmrtigated vehicle delays (hrs.'day)(minsJvehicle) 
• post-merger unmrtigated average train densities wrth ranges 
• post-merger range cf t,'a.n lengths 

• June 11, 1997 Agenda Item 4. Train/Vehicle Accident Data 
pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated pedestnan trafTic (1995, 2C00, 2005, 2020) 

• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated public transportation trafTic (1995. 2000, 2005, 2020) 

We have been infonned the Draft Mitigation Plan is scheduled for discussion at the 
September 10, 1997 Task Force Meeting Thus, we would request clanfication as to when exactly 
each of these items can be placed on the agenda. In the event these critical information and 
agenda issues are not promptly resolved, we believe that the proposed study calendar may of 
necessity have to be extended in oraer to adequately complete the investigative record. Please 
contact the City's representative Mark A Demuth at 829-1126 should you have any spedfic 
questons cr comments. 



Mr Harold McNulty 
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Per Elaine Kaiser's instruction, we request lhat this letter be made a part of the record in 
this matter. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

7?L 
Mern Beiaustegui-Traficanti ' ~'3;;~*-c_i<<.vO--t 
Deputy City Attomey, Crty of Reno 
Manager's Office 9*P''®sentative 

Cf 

^ Steve ^ 'arew 
Crty Engineer. Crty of Reno 
Engineering Representative 

'^-^vrd-^^^i*'' 
Marx A. Demutn 
MADCON Consultation Sen/ices 
EnvironiTiental Representative 

fef Jinn Weston 
lice Department, of Reno 

\Steve Braahurst 
Reno Crtizen Representative 

Reno^Dowrvic>n^iwaproMement Assoc. 
Business^ i to rnjAunjtyRepresentative 

Bob o« - - ^ ^ 
NFRA Representative 

Micnael Halley 
Depnty-Ctty Artomey. CAy Reno 
Mghaoec'^ Office A)te;/7at» 

Pyramid Engineenng 
Engineering Alternate 

Colleen Henderson 
Environmenta! Management Associates 
Environmental Altemate 

l:^rr7 Farr 
, Reno Fire Department, Crty of Reno 

Richard Vrtali 
Reno Crtizen Representative 

^ . o ^ y K >C ^ 
Reno-Sparks Chamber of Commerce 
Business Communrty Altemate 

John Frankovich 
NFRA Altemate 

ETC.. M«y 29. 1997 - Mcf4*«V L«tt»r to McMiJt/ 
c c C l w t m M C N M V . Ciy Mw«ger 

j«ff GrrfTm. M^ycr 
Pi»iT« hascneff. CourxJ MemOer At-l.afge 
Tom Hemdor, Counci Memcef VVMTJ 1 
Condca Paaua. Councd M«(nC«r Awr l 2 
B J NMM4wr^ C o t r a i tMinOar A 3 
Judy Pn»6. CotMTd tA^moar W«Ti 4 
Oav« Ajaca. C o u m i M a m n r Wan] S 
S«ralor Harry Red 
Sanxcr Ricnarrl Bryan 
Raorsa«ntst7v« j m Gt i tena 
ReprBftertatNe jo fv i tnaign 



P.O. Bo.\ 1900 
Reno, \evada 89505 

June 20, 1997 

Ms. Elaine Kaiser, Program Director, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW, 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20423 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Ms Kaiser and Mr. McNulty: 

In anticipation of further discussion of NoiseA/ibration impacts (partially covered by 
May 14. 1997, Agenda Item No. 3), the City of Reno requests further task force discussion 
addressing the following: 

• Pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated day-night average noise level (L-) 
[See May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 

• Sensitive Receptor Inventory [See June 11,1997 letter] 
• Post-merger unmitigated train speed information including validity and 

reliability data [See May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 

Additionally, the City of Reno requests that the Surface Transportation Board 
examine the previously used definition of noise receptors for the following reasons. 

It was learned at a task force meeting that the STB uses noise-sensitive receptors 
(e.g., schools, libraries, hospitals, residences, retirement communities, and nursing homes) 
which represents a very narrov; category of land uses when estimating ultimate affects of 
noise. This category of iand uses utilized by the STB is not consistent with the STB's own 
implementing regulations which define "receiving properties" as commercial and residential 
properties that receive the sound from railrcad facility operations, but that is not owned or 
operated by a railroad. See, 40 CFR 201 (v;). Part 201(e) of Chapter 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations defines commercial property as any property that is normally 
access;b;e to the public and that is used for any of the purposes described in the following 
standard land uses: retail trade; finance: insurance, real estate, personal, business and 
repair sen/ices; legal and other professional sen/ices; governmental services; welfare, 



Ms Elaine Kaiser 
Mr. Harold McNulty 
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Page 2 

chantable and ether miscellaneous services: native exhibitions and other cultural activities; 
entertainment, public and other public assembly; and recreational, resort, park and other 
cultural activities. Part 201 (x) of Chapter 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines 
residential properties as any property that is used for any of the purposes descr:bed in the 
following standard land uses: residential; medical and other health services: educational 
services, religious activities: and cultural activities. As documented, the STB's own 
implementing regulations offer a much broader category of land uses thus affecting a 
greater number of land uses located along the railroad tracks. 

Accordingly, the City requests a written response from the STB's legal counsel 
I forth the specific definition the STB will be using to define noise receptors. For the 

'^ted reasons, the Ci^/ respectfully requests that this analysis include consideration 
ind other commercial properties which are adjacent to UP's trackage throughout 

The City looks fon,vard to your timely response to this issue by July 7, 1997, in order 
to allow the City to timely prepare its comment for the draft mitigation plan scheduled to be 
released on September 10, 1997. Please contact the City's representative Mark A. 
Demuth at (702) 829-1126 should you have any specific questions or comments. Per 
Elaine Kaiser's instruction, we request that this letter be made a part of the record in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES McNEEL\ 
City Manager 

MD:cjg 
Enclosures: May 29, 1997 - McNeely letter to McNulty 

June 11,1997 - 13 Undersigned Task Force Members letter to Elaine Kaiser 
cc: Jeff Gnffin. Mayor 

Pierre Hascneff, Council Member At-Large 
Tom. Herndon, Council Memcer Ward 1 

Candice Pearce, Council Member Ward 2 
Bill Nevvberg, Council Member Ward 3 
Judy Ppjett, Council Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi, Council Member Ward 5 
Senator Harry Reid 

Senator Richard Bryan 

Representative Jim Gibbons 

Representative John E.nsign 
Mern Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Mark A, Demuth, MACCON Ccrsultaticn Services 



P O. Bo.\ 1900 
Reno, .\evada 89505 

June 20, 1997 

Ms. Elaine Kaiser. Program Director, Legal Counsel 
Mr, Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section ot Environmer.tal .Analysis 
192̂  K Street NW. 5th Floor ' 
Washmgton. DC 20423 

RE; UP'SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Ms. Kaiser and Mr. McNulry: 

My staff informs me that at the June 11. 1997 task force meeting. Study Director Harold 
McNulty stated 'hat the Section on Environmental .Analysis (SEA) does not have any obligation 
to bring even.' requested issue before the task force prior to completion of the draft mitigation plan 
now scheduled to be released on September 10, 1997. 

Mr. .McNuIcy's sutement is e.xtremely disturbing in light ofthe numerous important issues 
the City has requested to be placed on task force agendas and considering ail of the topics listed 
on SEA's June i l , 1997 handout entitled "CATEGORIES FOR EVMATION" (attached) which 
may or may not be covered in tne upcoming task force meetings. The City is therefore compelled 
to request, again, nat each of the below listed issues be fully evaluated and presented for task 
force discussion prior to the issuance of the draft mitigation plan for Reno: 

• T r a f f i c Delay (pamally covered by June 11. 1997 Agenda Item No. 3) 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated vehicle traffic (1995. 2000, 

2005, 2020) [May 29. 1997 & June 11. 1997 letter] 
• post-merger range of urain lengths [May 29. 1997 & June 11. 1997 

lener] 
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Pedestrian Safetv 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated pedestrian traffic (1995, 

2000. 2005. 2020) [Mav~29. 1997 \ June I I . 1997 letter] 
• per-merger & post-merger unmitigated pedestrian safetv [May 29, 

1997 letter] 

Emergency Vehicle Access 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated emergency response (total 

crossing blockage time) [May 29, 1997 lener] 

Train/Vehicle Accidents (panially covered by June 11. 1997 Agenda 
Item .\o. 3) 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated public transportation traffic 

(1995, 2000, 2005, 2020) [May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 

Deraiiments/Spills/Water Quality 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated derailment risk [May 29, 

1997 letter] 

T r a i n Operat ions (covered by May 14, 1997 Agenda item No. 2) 

Previously requested related topics: 

• post-merger unmitigated average train densities with ranges (please 
see STB's.May 13. 1997 lener page 2, bullet 4 under June 11. 1997 
xvhich states "Discussion of the range for train numbers proposed 
for the mitigation study") [\Iay 29, 1997 & June i l , 1997 lener] 

Native American Issues 



Mr. Harold .McNulty 
June 20, 1997 ' 
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• Biological Resources 

• N o i s e / V i b r a t i o n (pamally covered by May 14, 1997 Agenda Item No. 3) 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated day-night average noise 

level (L . j [May 29. 1997 & June 11. 1997 letter] 
• Sensitive Receptor Inventory [June 11. 1997 letter] 
• post-micrger unmitigated train speed information including validity 

and reliability data [May 29. 1997 .S; June 11. 1997 letter] 

• Air Qualit}' (baseline conditions panially covered by May 14. 1997 Agenda 
hern No. 4) 

Previously requested related topics from June 11, 1997 letter: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated air quality emissions (trains 

and vehicles) (May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 

• Property Impacts/Land Use 

• Cost 

• Related economic or social and natural or physical envirorunental 
effects 

• Feasibility of Implementation 

• Review of mitigation means whether through avoidance, 
minimizing, rectifying, reducing or eliminating, or compensating 
for defined effects (direct or indirect,), and consequences, both 
short-term and long-term, in the affected and created environment. 

Further, based upon the City's commitment to fully inform the public during this 
mitigation study process, the City also requests the following action: • Clarification as to when exactly each of these items can be placed on 'hp agenda; 
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• In the event these categories for evaluation (e.g., critical information and agenda 
issues) are not promptly resolved, then an e.xtension of the mitigation soidy and 
task force schedule/calendar be extended up to 90 days in order to adequately 
complete the investigative record in the public task force forum; and 

• The comment period on the draft mitigation study be extended to 60 days to allow 
interested parties ample time to request source data supponing the draft mitigation 
smdy (previously undisclosed materials which are anticipated based upon Mr. 
McNulty's comments). 

The City looks forward to your timely response to these issues by July 7. 1997 in order 
to allow the City to timely prepare its comment on the draft mitigation plan. Please contact the 
City s representative .Mark A. Demuth at 829-1126 should you have any specitlc questions or 
comments. Per Elaine Kaiser s mstruction. we request that this letter be made a pan of the record 
in this matter. 

Sincerelv. 

City Manager 

MD:cjg 
Enclosures: June U . 1997 handout "Categories for Evaluation " 

.May 13. 1997 - Mc.N'uitv- letter to .McNeely 
May 29, 1997 - M:.N'eeiy ler.er to McNulry 
June I I , 1997 - 13 Undersigned Task Force .VJembers letter to Elaine Kaiser 

cc: Jeff Griftm. .Mayor 
Pierre Haschetf, Council Member .At-Large 
Tom Herndon, Council Member Ward 1 
Candice l-.."-e. Council .Member Ward 2 
Bill .Newberg, Council .Member Ward 3 
Judy Pruett, Council Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi, Council .Member Ward 5 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richard Bryan 
Representative Jim Gibbons 
RepresenUtive John Ensign 
Merri Bilaustegui-Trat'icanti 
Mark .A. Demuth, MADCON Consulution Services 



CATEGORIES FOR EVALUATION 

• Traffic Delay 

• Pedestrian Safety 

• Emergency Vehicle Access 

• TrainA/ehicle Accidents 

• Derailments/Spi!!s/Water Quality 

• Train Operations 

• Native American Issues 

• Biological Resources 

• NoiseA/ibration 

• Air Quality 

D Property Impacts/Land Use 

• Cost 

• Feasibility of Implementation 



P.O. Bo.x 1900 
Reno, .Nevada 89505 

June 20. 1997 

Ms, Elaine Kaiser, Program Director, Legal Counsel 
Mr Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surtace Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW, 5th Floor ' 
Washington. DC 20423 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Ms. Kaiser and Mr. McNulty: 

My staff informs me that at the June 11, 1997 task force meeting Mr. Mark Demuth of the 
City's envu-onmental consulting team questioned why the Surface Transponation Board's (STB's) 
consultants De Leuw, Cather &. Company (DCCo) had only compared "pre-merger" 12,7 trains 
per day using year 2000 vehicle traffic to "post-merger" 24.0 trams per day using year 2000 
vehicle traffic. Mr. Demuth stated that in his opinion baseline conditions are defined as the 
environment existing at the moment of the action and that the LT must take the environment as 
It finds it at the time of the merger. 

Based upon Mr. Demuth's statement. I am informed that Mr. .McNulty asked Mr. Demuth 
to write a letter to the STB outlining what methodology the City believes should be used in the 
analysis of traffic delay and traia'vehicle accident analysis. As such, please be advised that the 
City's enviromncntal consulting team has piovided the following information. 

Background 

.•\ny discussion of methodology to define any impacts or determine any mitigation must 
be governed by the National Envu-onmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190, Jan. 1, 1970, 83 
Stat. 852, 42 U.S.C, § 4321 et seq. (the "Act" or "NEPA") and related environmental laws. The 
enviromnental investigative procedure appropriate for the Reno mitigation smdy can be readily 
determined by reference to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR pan 
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1500 et seq.') and integrating the NEP.-\ process early (§ 1500.1-3, 1501.2). 

Because the discussion at the June 11. 1997 task force meeting focused upon the use, or 
misuse, of certain terms and because the definitions in Part 1508 ofthe CEQ regulations are 
panicularlv helpful for developm.ent ofthe envu-onmental investigative record, we have set forth 
cenain definitions in the attached Exhibit A. Illustrative examples"are given in the second column 
of E.xhibit A specifically related to the merger. I am sure you agree the CEQ reaulations are 
especially apropos and instructive for the Reno mitigation smdy. 

.Methodology 

The City has not been provided complete methodologies or assumptions for any resource 
impact analyses completed by DCCo. However, based upon die Cit:/s - nvironmemal consulting 
team s imtial analysis of die data presented on iraftlc delays by Gui Sheenn at the June 11. 1997 
task force meeting (attached), the following comments are given in reference to DCCo's 
methodology and process in general: 

• All traffic impact assessmient. including vehicular delay analysis, must be prepared in 
conformance with the methodology requirements promulgated by die Institute of 
Transronation Enî ineers qTE) Handbook. Fifth Edition Update. Febmary. 1995. 

• Detennination ofthe "affected environment" requires "description of environment of the 
area(s) to be affected or created by die alternatives" (§ 1502.15). 

• "Environmental conseque.ices" requires review of scientific and analytic basis of the 
elements required by NEPA section 102(2)(c)(I-v) and sections (a)-(k) (§1502.16). 

• Review of "alternatives" build on the definition and description of affected environment 
and environmental consequences (§ 1502.14). 

• Overall methodology of the Reno Mitigation Study should be designed to ensure 
professional integrity (§ 1502.24), For example, failures/flaws in the delay/accident 
analysis include: 

• Those items label pre-merger actually represent the cumulative affects of the environment with the 

'Please be advised that none of the anached definitions are modified under 459 CFR pan 1105.4 which 
indicates that "'n addition to the definitio.r-iS contained int he regulations of the Coorxil of Environmental Quality 
(40 CFR pari 150S). the following definiiions apply to these regulations:...". 
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no action alternative (no merger) [year 2000 vehicle traffic (ADD and 12.7 through freight irains 
per day). 

• Those items labeled post-merger represent the proposed action as defined by UP (the fully 
implemented merger; [year 2000 vehicle traffic (.ADT) and 24.0 through freight trains per day). 

• A year 2029 traffic delay analysis should be prepared to more accurately ponray post-merger with 
and without mitigation conditions. 

• .Ml analyses are missing items labeled pre-merger existing environment conditions in 1995 [year 
1995 vehicle traffic (ADT) and 12.7 through freight trains per day] and existing 1995 traffic plus 
merger (24 through freight trains per day). 

• Delay equations ihould be calculated for mean speed and length as well as one standard deviation 
above and below the mean to illustrate the variance in che data set. 

• No analysis of real worst case post-merger train traffic (38 trains per day). 

• Cost-benefit analysis of alternative choices is also a material consideration (§ 1502.23). 

• There should be a concise public record of decisions (§ 1505 2). 

• Pending conclusion of the process, an agency is admonished to take no action which will 
limit the choice of reasonable alternatives or otherwise prejudice the ultimate decision or 
the program (§ 1.06.1). 

The City's environmenul consulting team will offer additional analysis when the task force 
receives the trafllc delay methodology or any othei methodologies in writing from DCCo as 
promised by Dave Mansen at the June 11. 1997 task force meeting. 

Further, the City requests that DCCo prepare, at a minimum, the following traffic 
vehicular delav scenarios: 

1) 1995 traffic volumes 12 7 trains per day (pre-merger) 
2) 1995 traffic volumes -f- 24 0 trains per day (STB worst case) 
3) 1995 traffic volumes -t- 38 0 trains per day (Reno worst case) 
4) 2000 traffic volumes - f 12 7 trains per day 
5) 2000 traffic volumes -1- 24 0 trains per day 
6) 2000 traffic volumes -t- 38 0 trains per day 
7) 2020 traffic volumes -1- 12 7 trains per day 
8) 2020 traffic volumes 24 0 trains per day 
9) 2020 traffic volumes 4- 38 0 trains per day 

The City looks forward to receiving t.he traffic delay methodology utilized by DCCo by 
July 7, 1997 in order to allow the City to trniely prepare for the July 9, 1997 task force meeting. 
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Please contact the City's representative Mark A. Demuth at (702) 829-1126 should you have any 
specific questions or comments. Per Elaine Kaiser's instruction, we request that this letter be 
made a part of the record in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES McNEELY V 
City Manager 

MD:Cjg 
Enclosures: Exhibit ".A." 

June i t , 1997 handout 'Categories for Evaluation"; "Delay and Accident .Methodology '; Figure 1-10; 
Figures A-F 

cc: Jeff Griffin, Mayor 
Pierre Hascheff, Council .Member A:-Large 
Tom Herndon, Council .Member Ward 1 
Candice Pearce, Council .Member Ward 2 
Bill .Newberg, Council .Member Ward 3 
Judy Pruett, Council Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi, Council Member Ward 5 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richard Bryan 
Representative Jim Gibbons 
Representative John Ensign 
Mern Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Mark A Demuth, M.ADCON Consultation Services 



Exhibit A 
Definitions 

CEO Rei?ulations: 40 CFR 1500 et seq. lUustralive Examples 

'Actiop.s" or the proposed action or ±e preferred aJteraauve 1508.25(a)) 

AfTected environment is "[tJhe environment of uhe areafs) to be affected or 
created by the alterruuves under consideration..." (§ 1502.15) 

caerger (: e.. the increase m treig.nt trains to 24.0) 

pre-merger eavironment (i.e., 12.7 freight (runs per 
day; 19Q5 exisnng vehicle traffic; 1995 ambient air 
qualitv; etc.) 

'Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment winch results from the 
mcremental impact of the acnon when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other accons. Cumulauve impacts can 
result from mdividually mmor but coUecnvely sigiuficant acuons taking place 
over a penod of time." (§ 1508.7) 

merger (i.e., the mcrease m freight trains to 24,0) 
and normal growth of vehicle traffic ihrough year 
2000 

"Effecis mclude; 

(a) Direct etTects. which are caused by the action and occur at the same tune 
and place. 

(b) Indirect effects, which are caused by the acnon and are later in time or 
father removed in distance, but are still reasonably toreseeabl',. Indirect 
effects may mclude growth inducing effects and other effects related to 
mduced changes m the panem of land ase, population density or growth rate, 
and related effects on air and water and other lutural systems, mcludmg 
ecosystems..." (§ 1508.3) 

Effects and impacts are used in these regulations are sytionymous." 
(§ 1508.S) 

mcrease m daily train traffic 

increase m vehicle traffic delav; 
mcrease m pedestnan delays 
mcrease m vehicle-tram accidents 
mcrease m p)edestnaa'tram accidents 
mcrease m emergency response tune 
mcrease m public transportation delays 
mcrease m derailment nsk 
mcrease m day-mght average noise level (L^J 
mcrease in sensitive noise receptors impacted 
mcrease m air quality emissions (trains and delayed 
vehicles) 

"Human environment shall be mtcrpreted comprehensively to mclude the 
natural and physical environment and the relanonship of people with the 
environment. This means that economic or social effects are not mdented by 
themselves lo require preparation of an environmental impact statement. 
When an environmental impact statement is prepared and economic or social 
and narural or physical en'/uonmental effects are mterrelated, then the 
environmental impact statement wiU discuss ail of these effects on the human 
environment." (§ 1308.141. 

"Mitigation mdudes; 

(a) Avoiding the unpact altogether by not taking a certam action or parts cf 
an acQon. 

(b) Minimizing impacts by lumting the degree or magmmde of tbe acQoo ^^d 
its unplemeoiacoo. 

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabihtahn?. or restormg the affected 
environment, 

(d) Reducmg or eliminating the impact over One by preservation and 
mamtenance operanons curing the life of the action. 

(e) ComcCTsating for the impact by replacing or providmg substitute 
resources or environments." (§ 1508.20) 

depressed tramway mitiganon option 

cap on number of trains 

grade separations 

June 19, 1997 Page I of 3 



CEO Regulanons: 40 CFR 1500 et seq. 

"Proposal exists at the stage in the development of an acnon when an agency 
subject to Uie Act has a goal and is actively preparing to make a decision on 
one or more altemanve means of accomplis.'ung lhat goal and the effects can 
bc meaningfully eval'.'ated. Preparation of an environmental unpact statement 
on a proposal should be timed so that the final statement may be completed m 
time tor the statement to be included m any recommendation or report on the 
proposal. ,A proposal may exist m fact as weU as by agency declaranon that 
one exists." (§ 1508.23) 

Illustrative Examples 

"Scope consists of the range of actions, aitemanves. and impacts to be 
considered m an environmental impact statement. The scope of an mdividual 
statement may depend on its relationships to other statements (§ 1502.20 and 
1508.̂ S). To detertmne the scope of environmental unpact statements, 
agencies shall consider 3 types of acnons, 3 types of altemaoves. and 3 types 
of impacts. They mclude: 

(a) Actions (other than unconnected single actions) which may be; 
(1) Connected actions, which means that they are closely related and 

therefore shouid be discussed m the same impact statement. Acnons are 
connected if they: 

(T) Automaucally tngger other acnons which may require 
envuonmental impact statements. 

(il) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously. 

(iii) Are mterdependent parts of a larger action and depend on tbe 
larger action for their justiilcauon. 

(2) Cumulauve acnons, which when viewed with other proposed 
acnons have cumulatively sigmlicant impacts and shouid therefore be 
discussed m the same impact statement. 

(3) Similar acuons, which when viewed with other reasonably 
foreseeable or proposed agency actions, hav"; similanoes that provide a basis 
for evaluatmg theu- environmental consequences together, such as common 
timing or geography. .\n agency may wish to analyze these actions in the 
same unpact statement. It should do so when the best way to assess 
adequately thc combined impacts of similar acnons or reasonable altemaoves 
to such actions is to treat them la a smgle unpact statement. 

(b) Alternatives, which include: 
(1) No acnon alternative. 
(2) Other reasonable courses of acnons. 
(3) Mitiganon measures (not m the proposed action). 

(c) Impacts, which may be: 
(1) Direct; 
(2) indirect; 
(3) tumulacve." 

(5 1508.25) 

no merger (i.e., no increase in freight trains) 

mitigation (to be elaborated by STB in the draft 
miDgation document) 

(see effects above) 

June 19, 1997 Page 2 of 3 



CEO Regulations: 40 CFK 1500 et seq. Illustranve Examples 

"Signitlcantlv as used m MEP,\ requires consideranoni of both 
mtensity: 

context and 

(a) Context. This m'-ans that the significance of an action must bc analyzed in 
several contexts such as society as a whole (human, nanonal), the affected 
region, the affected mterests, and the locality Significance vanes with the 
sertmg of the proposed action. For mstance, m the case of a site specific 
acnon, significance would usually depend upon the effects m the locale rather 
than m the v.'orld as a whole. Bolh short and long-term effects are relevant. 

(h) Intensity. This refers to the sevenry of unpact. Responsible officials must 
bear m mmd that more lhan one agency may make decisions about partial 
aspects of a major acnon. The foUowmg should be considered m evaluating 
mtensity: 

(1) Impacts tbat may bc both bcnetlcial and adverse. A sigmficant 
effect may e.xist even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the etTect 
will be beneficial 

(2) The degree to which the proposed acnon affects public health or 
safety. 

(3) Unique charactenstics of the geographic area such as proxmnry 
to histonc or culniral resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild 
and scemc nvers, or ecologically cnncaJ areas. 

(4) The degree u which the effects on the quahty of the human 
environment are likely to be highly controversial. 

(5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human 
environment ;:re highly uncertam or mvolve umque or unknown nsks. 

(6) The degree to which the acnon may establish a precedent for 
future actions with significant effects or represents a decision in prmciple 
about a future consideranon. 

(7) WT.ether the action is related to other acnons with mdividually 
insigniticant but cumulaDvely significant unpacts. Significance exists if it is 
reasonable to anncipate a cumulanvely significant unpact on the environment. 
Significance cannot be avoided by tenmng an acnon temporary or by 
breakmg it down into small component parts. 

(8) The degree to which the acnon may adversely affect districts, 
sites, highways, structures, or objects listed m or eligible for hsting m the 
Nanonal Register of Histonc Places or may cause loss or destruction of 
signulcant scientific, cultural, or histoncal resources. 

(9) The degree to which the acnon may adversely affect an 
endangered or threatened species or its habiut thai has been detenruned to be 
cnucal under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 

(10) Whether the acnon threniens a violation of Federal. State, or 
local law or requirements imposed for the proiecDon of the envuonmert. 
(§ 1508.27) 
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P.O. Bo.x 1900 
Reno, .\evada S9505 

June 20, 1997 

Mr. Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW, 5th Floor 
Washingtcn, DC 20423 

RE: F D. No. 32760 
UP/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Mr. McNulty: 

This resubmits and supplements an earlier request for infonnation made by the City 
of Renc concerning the thiiu-party contractors engaged by the Surface transportation 
Board ("STB") for the environmental investigation and Reno Mitigation Study ("RMS") in 
the UP/SP Merger oroceedings F.D. No. 32760. See, City letter dated November 22. 
1996. attached. 

In a previous response. Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief of the STB's Section of Environ
mental Analysis ("SEA"), provided lim.ited information stating SEA was not involved in 
matters of compensation of third-party cont.^actors. See, SEA letter dated January 11, 
1997, attached, 

CITY REQUEST NO. 1 

The Ciby now asks a specific agenda item be placed on the Reno Mitigation Study 
Task Force agenda wherein Mr. Wnn Frank, Project Director of DeLeuw Cather & 
Company ("DLC"), the third-party contractor, be prepared to discuss and provide detailed 
information ccnce.ming DLC and every other subcontractor(s) contributing to STB's 
environmental investigation as it relates to Reno/Sparks/Truckee .Meadows Basin 
("RSTMB") in connection with the environm.enta! assessment ("EA"), Post EA and/or the 
anticipated Reno Mitigation Study Report ("RMSR'). Such information should include: 



Mr Harold-McNulty 
June 20. 1997 
Page 2 

Name and address of pnnciple office and any satellite or sub-offices, 
including the name of the principal person in charge of each office; 

Prior contract(s) with or engagement(s) for the merger applicants Union 
Pacific ('SP") and/or Southem Pacific ("SP") or related companies dunng a 
period of three (3) years preceding the date of filmg of applicants' filing of 
notice of intent: detailing the date, duration and scope of work, as well as 
compensation billed and/or received, or expected if still pending; 

Current contract(s) with or engagement(s) for the m.erger applicants UP and 
SP or related companies during the period following (a) the date of filing of 
the notice of intent, and/or (b) thc date of filing of Decision No. 44. detailing 
the date, duration and scope of work, as well as compensation billed and/or 
received, or expected if still pending, 

Whether any "contract bar" has been imposed on contractor or sub-
contractor(s) by STB for service involving environmental investigation in F.D, 
No. 32760 and, if not, whether future contract(s) or engagement(s) may be 
or have been anticipated, bid upon, solicited or accepted by contractor/ 
subcontractor(s) from merger applicants UP and SP or related companies 
within three (3) years following (a) the date of filing Decision No. 44, or (b) 
the date cf completion ofthe STB environmenta! investigation in which each 
is presently engaged for the STB, 

Whether any compensation limits or standards have been imposed on 
contractor(s) or subccntractor(s) by STB for service involving environmental 
investigation in F.D. No. 32760 and, if not, whether the compensation basis 
and method of payment for such contractor(s)/subcontractor(s) services were 
established by agreement with UP or SP and, if so. what are terms and if in 
writing, whether copy(ies) of (a) the agreement and/or (b) the billing invoices 
for services sent to payor(s) will be provided; 

Details of contract(s) or engagem9nt(s) for the STB's environmental 
investigation m F.D. No. 32750, for purposes of envircnmental assessment • 
{"EA "), Post EA or proposed RMSR, including, but not limited to; 

(a) Date of inception, date of anticipated completion; 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
June 20, 1997 
Page 3 

(b) Scope of activity/responribility; 

(c) Names, qualifications and job description(s) cf personnel directly 
engaged in the investigation and/or preparation of reports; 

(d) Names, qualifications and job description(s) of personnel indirectly 
engaged in the investigation and/or preparation of reports; 

(e) Entity(ies) to which contractcr(s)/subcontractor(s) billing statements 
for costs and fees were or are presented, and the frequency or penod 
of each billing; 

(f) Basis and metnod of all compensat'on (fees and expenses), all 
compensation billed and/or payment received to date, including the 
name of the payor, in connection with the STB environmental 
investigation, EA Post EA and/or proposed RMSR. 

7. Identification and details of any participation "waivers" sought by, granted to 
or denied to, any contractor(s)/subcontractor(s), including reasons for grant 
or denial of waiver; 

8. Other cases before the Interstate Commerce Commission ("ICC") or STB in 
which DLC or any subcontractor(s) has been or currently is a tnird-party 
contractor or suPcontractor concerning environmental issues, including case 
title, number, scope of work, duration of contract, compen«ution and 
compensating party; 

9. V /̂hether offices within the ICC or STB have been provided to or for DLC or 
any subcontractor(s) at 12th Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. or 1925 
K Street, N.W,, in Washington, D.C. for purposes of environmental 
investigation and record retention and, if not, at what location(s) is the 
depository of the analyses, studies, reports, data bases or other 
informational documents or records that have been or will be obtained, 
reviewed, considered, referred to. or utilized by contractor(s)/subcontractor(s) 
in preparation of £A, Post EA cr proposed RMSR; 

10. As it relates to RSTMB and other than STB, th? identity cf each federal or 
agency frcm which any analyses, studies, repels, data bases, or other 

i 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
June 20, 1997 
Page 4 

inform,ational documents or records have been or will be obtained by 
contractor(s)/subcontractor(s) in connection with preparation ofthe EA. Post 
EA or proposed RMSR in F.D. No. 32760 identifying the specific issues 
addressed, date and name/tit!e of any such materials, 

11. As It relates to RSTMB, tho identity of SEA personnel who have been or will 
be responsible to direct, supen/ise and/or review contractor(s)/ 
subcontractcr(s) study activity undertaken and/cr work product prepared in 
connection with environmental mvestigation and reports, identifying the 
specific individual, qualifications and specific issue(s), activity or work 
product addressed; 

12. As it relates to RSTMB, whether any portion ofthe EA, Post EA or proposed 
RMSR has been or will be prepared, drafted or wntten, in whole or in part, 
by personnel employed by contractor(s)/subcontractor(s), identifying 
specifically the individuals, qualifications and issues addressed; 

13. As It relates to RSTMB, whether any portion ofthe EA, Post EA or RMSR 
has been or will be prepared, drafted or written, in whole or in part, by 
personnel not employed ' 'Dntractor(s)/subcontractor(s) or STB and, if so, 
identify specifically the Is, qualifications, affiliation or employment 
and issue(s) addressee. 

14 As it relates to RSTMB, whether any portion of the EA, Post EA or proposed 
RMSR has oeen or will be prepared, drafted or written by STB/SEA 
personnel, identifying specifically the individual, qualifications and issue(s) 
addressed; 

15. As it relates to RSTMB, whether contractor(s)/subcontractor(s) or STB will 
authorize copying or provide copies of: 

(a) All ccni:ract(s)/subcontract(s) authorized by STB for environmental 
investigation for purposes of EA, Post EA or proposed RMSR which 
describe undertaking and responsibilities; 

(b) All invoices/billing statements submitted for environmental investi
gation for purposes of EA, Post EA or proposed RMSR; 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
June 20, 1997 
Page 5 

(c) All analyses, studies, reports, data bases or other informational 
documents or records from any source obtained (including UP/SP), 
considered, reviewed, referred to or utilized by contractor(s)/subccn-
tractor(s) or STB in investigation and preparation of any report on 
environmental issues relative to the RSTMB. 

CITY REQUEST NO. 2 

The City also asks that a specific agenda item be placed on the Reno Mitigation 
Study Task Force agenda wherein task force member J. Michael Hemimer, who represents 
the interests of merger applicants UP and SP, or some other designee, provide information 
concerning the following: 

1. Any and all compensation for fees and costs paid by UP and/or SP or related 
companies, to third-party contractor(s) and subcontractor(s) performing 
serv'ices for purposes of environmental investigation and reports in F D. No. 
32750, as well as identify any billed and unpaid compensation; 

2. Prior contract(s) with or engagement(s) for the merger applicants UP and/or 
SP or related companies during a period of three (3) years preceding the 
date of filing of applicants' filing of notice of intent; detailing the date, duration 
and scope of work, as well as compensation billed and/or received, or 
expected if still pending; 

3. Current ccntract(s) with or engagement(s) for the merger applicants UP and 
SP or related companies during the period following (a) the date of filing of 
the notice of intent, and/or (b) the date of fling of Decision No. 44. detailing 
the date, duration and scope of work, as well as compensation billed and/or 
received, or expected if still pending; 

4. Whether any "contract bar" has been imposed on contractor(s) or subcon-
tractor(s) by STB for service involving environmental investigation in F.D. No. 
32760 and, if not, v;hether future contract(s) or engagement(s) may be or 
have been anticipated, bid upon, solicited or accepted by contractor(s)/sub-
contractor(s) frcm merger applicants UP and SP or related companies within 
three (3) years following (a) the date of filing Decision No. 44, or (b) the date 
of completion of the STB environmental investigation in which each is 
presently engaged fcr the STB; 
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5. Whether any compensation limits cr standards have been imposed on 
contractorfs) or subcontractor(s) by STB for service involving environmental 
investigation in F D. No. 32760 and, if not. whether the compensation basis 
and method of payment for such contractor(s)/subcontractor(s) services were 
established by agreement with UP or SP and. if so. what are terms and if in 
wnting. whether ccpy(ies) of (a) the agreement ard/or (b) the billing invoices 
for services sent to payor(s) will be provided, 

CITY REQUEST NO. 3 

Moreover, because of unclear reports conceming UP/SP's potential rail traffic 
through the RSTMB over a reasonable, foreseeable future time period which relates to 
impact and mitigation, the City also asks that, as a specific agenda item at a future meeting 
of the Reno Mitigation Study Task Force, task force member J. Michael Hemmer who 
represents the ir'tgrests of the merger applicants UP and SP, or some other designee 
provide information conceming the following as it relates to potential rail traffic or activity 
over the Central Corndor on the now merger UP/f:^ systems, identify and state whether 
copies Wlii be authorized or provided for; 

1. Any and all merger or non-merger related marked studies/analyses done by 
UP and/or SP of potential rail traffic available to UP and/or SP from any 
source or origin within the next twenty (20) years for transportation over the 
Central Corridor in general, and the SP fine segm.ent through the RSTMB in 
particular; and 

2. Any and all market studies or analyses of intermodal transportation activity 
to or from the Pert cf Oakland, California or other poit to be served over tbe 
Central Corridor. 

CITY REQUEST NO. 4 

Further, because cf Mr. Hemmer's June 2, 1997, letter suggesting the activity level 
anticipated for the future at the Port of Oakland is overstated, the City requests that as a 
specific agenda item at a future meeting of the Reno Mitigation Study Task Force, a 
presentation regarding the Port of Oakland be scheduled. 



Mr, Harold McNulty 
June 20 1997 
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CITY REQUEST NO. 5 

Finally, because ofthe recent statements concerning mitigation levels made by Mr. 
Frank and yourself as it relates to RSTMB, the City requests that as a specific agenda 
item at a future meeting of the Reno Mitigation Study Task Force a presentation by 
appropnate parties be made regarding the cost-benefit analysis of 

1. The UP/SP January 31, 1997, proposal tc depress the train way at no cost 
to the City to be paid for by the railroad and state of Nevada: and 

2. The various other grade separation proposals encompassed in the Task 
Force presentation by Mr. Selin on March 12, 1997, 

The City looks forward to receiving your response by July 7, 1997, in order to allow 
the City to timely prepare its comment for the draft mitigation plan now scheduled to be 
released on September 10, 1997. Per Elaine Kaiser s instruction, we request that this 
letter be made part cf the record in this action. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES M c N E E L ^ 
City Manager 

PL:cjg 
Encs. 
cc ; Mayor Jeff Griffin 

Pierre Hascheff, Counci!man-at- Large 
Councilmember Dave Aiazzi - Ward 5 
Councilmember Tom Herndon - Ward 1 
Councilmember Bill Newberg - Ward 3 
Councilmember Candice Pearce - Ward 2 
Councilmem.ber Judy Pruett - Ward 4 
Senator Richard H. Bryan 
Senator Harry Reid 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 
Congressman John Ensign 
Mern Belaustegui-Traficanti, Esq. 
Mark Demuth, MADCON Consultation Services 



P.O. Bo.x 1900 
Reno, .\evada 89505 

Ms. Elaine Kaiser, Program Director. Legal Counsel 
Mr. Harold McNulty, Study Director 
Surtace Transponation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW, 5th Floor ' 
Washington. DC 20423 

RE: LT/SP Railroad Merger Environmental Mitigation Study 

Dear Ms. Kaiser and Mr. McNultv: 

Julv 2, 1997 

My .;taff informs me that the Surface Transponation Board (STB) through their consultant 
De Leuw, Cather & Company, has considered manipulation of tram speed as mitigation for 
increased througl freight trains (as presented by Mr. Gui Sheerin of De Leuw, Cather &• 
Company at the June 11, 1997 task force meeting). 

The City of Reno must state on the record its grave concems over any mitigation strategy 
that would potentially increase the threat of vehicle or pedestrian accidents and therefore endanger 
the public health and safety of the citizens and visitors of Reno. 

The City would again request a response to my May 22, 1997 letter to Ms. Kaiser 
requesting clarification of "other improvements to be reviewed". As stated in that letter, and 
reiterated by both Ms. Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti and the City's Environmental Consultant Mr. 
Mark A. Demuth of MADCON. if the STB is going to evaluate the effective mitigation potential 
of manipulation of speed, the City would also request a similar evaluation of the mampulation of 
train numbers per day and length cf trams. Specifically, ?s Mr. Demuth explained at the June task 
force meeting, there is a sunilar relationship between increasing the speed by 50 percent and either 
decreasing the number of trains by 50 percent or decreasing the length of trains by 50 percent. 

The City looks forward to your timely response to this request for information. Please 
contact the City's representative Mark A. Demuth at 829-1126 should you have any specific 
questions or comments. 
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Mr. Harold McNulty 
July 2. 1997 
page 2 of 2 

Per Elaine Kaiser's instruction, we request that this letter be made a part of the record in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Charles McNeely 
City Manager 

Enclosures: .May 22. 1997 letter from .\Ic.Neely to .McNulty 

cc: Jeff Griffin, Mayor 
Fierre Hascheff, Council Member At-Large 
Tom Herndon, Council Member Ward 1 
Candice Pearce, Council Member Ward 2 
Bill Newberg, Council .Member Ward 3 
Judy Pruett, Council .Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi. Council .Member Ward 5 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richard Bryan 
Representative Jim Gibbons 
Representative John Ensign 
Mern Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Mark A. Demuth. .MADCON Consultation Services 



r.Litu '̂ 1,1 r.t IuriiicI rhA U'j. P. 02 

P.O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

May 22. 19S7 

Elaine Kaiser, Esq. 
Program Director/Legal Counsel 
SrB-SEA 
1925 "K" Street NW, 5th floor 
Washington, D C. 20423 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

City of Reno staff has infonned me that at the Apnl 23, 1S97 task force meeting, you 
clanf.ed that Decision No. 71 applies not only lo the City of Wichita, but also to the City of 
Reno. Staff informs ine they noted on the record that Decision No. 71 v;as rendered 
without prior notice to the City of Reno, which eliminated any opportunity for the City of 
Reno to participate prior to service of the Decision on April 17, 1997. Based upon your 
statement that Decision No. 71 does apply to the City of Reno. 1 am compelled to seek 
further clarification of the parameters of "baseline" mi:igation. 

Earlier, at the Februar/ 12, 1997 task force meeting, SEA diiitiibuted the enclosed 
"Reno Mitigation Study - Prelim.inary Mitigation Options.' This handout lists both 
preliminary mitigation options as well as 'ether improvements to be reviewed.' Staff 
inform': me that based upon input from task force mer.bers, the elevated trainway is no 
longer being considered as a mitigation option. The City of Reno now requests an 
explanation of the term "bai>eline mitigation" and whether it inciudes consideration of all of 
the mitigation options on the enclosed SEA handout listing grade-separated crossings, the 
depressed trainway and "other improvements to be reviewed.* 

A dear understanding of what will be considered under baseline mitigation is critical 
in light of the "alternative mitigation' language of Decision No. 71 providing only for 
voluntary participation. This is especially hve considenng the disturbing statement of Mr. 
Winn Frank, Project Director, at a 10:30 a.m. meeting with my staff on May 14. 1997. 
expressing the view that th.e depressed trainway project would be a 'second tier mitigation 
option." My staff understood this to be the alternative mitigation under Decision No. 71 
involving voluntary funding. 
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Elaine Kaiser, Esq, 
STB-SEA 
May 22. 1997 
Page 2 

I look forward to your response to this important baseline mitigation explanation for 
the City of Reno. Per your instructions to my staff, please make this letter part of the 
record In this matter. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES McNEEIlY 
City Manager 

MLB.cjg 
cc: Harold McNulty. STB 

Paul Lamboley, Esq 
MeiTi Belaustegui-Traficanti. Esq. 



SURFA CE TRANSPORTA HON BO.-iRD - SECTION OF EtVVlRQ^ME.WTAL ANALYSIS 

RENO MITIGATION STVDY - P R E L M N A K Y .\UTIGATIOiN OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY ^^TIGATION OPTIONS: 

• Grade-Separated Crossings 

O One or more grade-separated crossings 
O Public and agrncy input needed regarding possible locations 
O Preliminary key issues; 

Number of vehicular traffic lanes 
Impacts to propenies (e.g., property access) near grade-separated crossings 

I 
O Depressed Railway 

O Preliminary limits - from Stoker Avenue on the wesc to StJtro Street on the cast 
O Preliminary key issues; 

Construction impacts 
Groundwater depths / infiltration / quality - possible need for treatment 

• Elevated Railway 

O Preliminary key issues: 
-. • Visual bamer 

E.xisting structures over railroad right-of-way ' " 
Current air rights over railroad right-of-way 

OTHER IMPROVEMENTS TO BE REVIEWED: 

O Improved grade crossing safety measures 

O Train speed modifications 

O Noise suppression modifications 

• Enhanced landscaping and beautification measures 

O Improved pedest.nan safety measures 

NOTE: The above stated preliminary options may involve shared or joint public/private 
Tundin" 



P.O. Bo.x 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

.Ms. Elaine Kaiser. Program Director. Legal Counsel 
Mr. Harold McNulty. Study Director 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analvsis 
1925 K Street NW, 5th Floor ' 
Washington. DC 20423 

July 2. 1997 

RE; UP/SP Railroad Merger Enviromnental Mitigation Study 

Dear .Ms. Kaiser and Mr. McNulty: 

My staff informs me that at the June task force meeting, Mr. Harold McNulty, Study 
Director, stated that the City of Reno has only provided "criticism"' rather than "constructive" 
comment on the overpass and underpass options discussed at the March 12. 1997 task force 
meeting In response, the City makes the following request. 

City of Reno representatives informed the task force members at the June meeting that the 
Reno City Council has no formal position on any "preferrea" underpass or overpass locations. 
Please refer to the enclosed City of Reno Position Statement. The City suggests that only after 
a complete evaluation of each of the 15 underpass/overpass locations for feasibility, advisability, 
cost (including needed property acquisition) and effectiveness would sufficient information be 
available to present this issue to the City Council for consideration. 

Because SEA has retracted most of Mr. Selin's analysis presented at the March 12, 1997 
task force meeting rjp.Mrdin? the feasibility and cost of the proposed underpass/overpass 
alternative, the Ci'y looks forward to a complete presenution of SEA's proposed 
underpass/overpass alternative prior to distribution of the draft mitigation plan for Reno now 
scheduled to be released Septemb.-r 10, 1997. 
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Please contact the City's representative Mark A. Demuth at 829-1126 should vou have any 
specific questions or comments. Per Elaine Kaiser's instmction. we request that this letter be 
made a part of the i icord in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Charles McNeely 
City Manager 

Enclosures: City of Reno Position S'atement 

cc: .Vtayor and Council .Members 
.Mern Belaustegui-Trarkanti 
Mark A. Dei.iuth. .MADCON Consultation Services 



City of R<ir\o 
Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad Merger 
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This Position Statement has been prepared to inform all interested parties ofthe official position ofthe 
City of Reno with regards to the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad merger Additional information 
can be obtained by contacting one of the individuals listed on this statement. 

Vision 

The City of Reno endorses the negotiated resolution based on the proposal of Union Pacific for a 
depressed trainway through downtown at no cost to the city. Negotiations on the pioposed Relocation 
to 1-80 Altemative also continue, as does litigation before the courts, and completion of the mitigation 
study process with the Surface Transportation Board. At present the City of Reno believes no other 
altematives would effectively mitigate the impacts of the merger, and are therefore would be not 
acceptable to the City of Reno. 

Goal 

To ensure that all adverse impacts to public health, safety and environment (air quality, water quality, 
noise, and congestion), as well as transportation of hazardous materials associated with the merger of 
the UP/SP Railroad are mitigated to less than significant levels. All required mitigation measures shall 
be funded by the railroad. 

Objectives 

Objective 1 
Ensure Lhe adequate mitigation of impacts to the City of Reno through the requirement for preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), consistent with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

Strategy 1a 
Continue to pursue and support the lawsuit filed by the City of Reno against the Surface Transportation 
Board (STB), which will require the STB to fully comply with NEPA. including the requirement for 
preparation of an EIS. 

Objective 2 
Until such time as an EIS is required by the courts, obtain the maximum amount of mitigation possib'e 
from the STB's proposed Environmental Mitigation Study, through the active participation of all affected 
parties, and a structured City of Reno designed approach to the study. 

Strategy 2a 
Develop a program to ensure the maximum amount of City of Reno participation and control in tlie 
Environmental Mitigation Study, which wili lead to a Memorandum of Understanding between the City 
of Reno and the STB conceming the following: 

• Th.ird party consultant/conflict of interest 
• Consultation with the City of Reno 
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Scheduling/noticing 
Accurate project description/proposed action 
Technical analysis, thresholds, methodology, and scientific accuracy 
Scope of Environmental Mitigation Study 
Review and use of existing studies 
Alternatives analysis 
Meaningful and effective mitigation measures 
Mitigation plan enforcement and monitoring 
Public review and comment process 

Objective 3 
Maximize citizen involvement in the preparation and review of the Environmental Mitigation Study 
through the use of a structured public participation program. 

Strategy 3a 
Initiate a public participation and information disclosure including: 1) implementation of town hall style 
citizen input meetings, conducted in the community; 2) preparation and distnbution of an infomiational 
brochure; and 3) implement an effective communication program. 

Objective 4 
Attempt to continue to negotiate a satisfactory and acceptable mitigation plan with the railroad, designed 
to reduce merger related impacts to less than significant levels. 

Strategy 4a 
Continue meetings with the railroad, against the backdrop of ongoing formal litigation, in hopes of 
obtaining a satisfactory and acceptable mitigation plan. 

Objective 5 
Attempt to secure a combination of Union Pacific Railroad, locai, state, and federal Funding to 
implement the depressed trainway mitigation plan proposed by Union Pacific Railroad. ~ 

Strategy 5a 
Participate and assist the Union Pacific Railroad in pursuit of funding options including efforts with 
potential legislation dunng the 1997 Session in Nevada as well as pursuit of federal funding such as 
ISTEA reauthohzdt.-'^n funding. 

For Additional Information 

Please contact the following individuals for additional infonnation cn how you can become an active 
participant in the environmental review process: 

Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti The Environmental Team 
Deputy City Attomey, City of Reno Eric J. Ruby (WESTEC, Inc.) - 702-828-6800 

490 South Center Street Colleen Henderson (EMA. Inc.) - 702-828-3939 
Reno. Nevada S95G1 Mark A. Demuth (MADCON) - 702-829-1126 

(702) 334-2050 



. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Washington. DC 20422 

ClTYMA,-;/v3£«'3CFFiC£ 

Section of Environmental Analysis JUL 7 1337 

July 2. 1997 CITY Or RENO 

Mr. C';-.ar;cs McNcciy 
City Manager 
City ot'Reno 
P.O. Box 1900 
Reno, N'V S9505 

RE; Response to Leners Received in May and June 1997 from the City of Reno 
Regarding Reno Mitigation Study in the LT/SP Merger Case. 

Dear Mr. McNeely: 

The purpose of this letter is to respond to vanous letters you and other City of Reno 
representatives sent to the Section ot Environmental Analysis (SEA) in May and June. The 
leners address a vanety of topics related to ti.e ongoing Reno mitigation study. They include 
requests for study data, detlmtions, methodologies, and mitigation options. They also request 
that certain intormation be placed on task force agendas and seek an e.xtension ofthe smdv 
schedule. 

At the outset. I want to thank you for yoiu- continued input into tlie suidy. In particular, 
the infomiation you provided on Washoe County and Reno population estimates was quite 
useful. .All ot the letters have been placed in the public record. They will be reviewed and 
considered by SEA as we contmue our work on the Reno mitigation study. 

The specific iruornation on .study data, definitions, methodologies, and mitiganon 
options that the Ciry has requested will be addressed in die Prelurunarv' Mitiganon Plan, which i 
currently being prepared. That plan, which is scheduled to be issued in September, will contain 
SEA's preliminary position on methodologies, study data, miitigation. etc. 

.After the Preliminary .Niitigation Plan is issued, the Ciry and the public will have the 
oppommity to review and comment on the information contamed in this document. There will 
also be a public meeting aî er the Preliminary Mitigation Plan is issued. In addition, the public 
will have a further opporrumry for comment after the Final Mitigation Plan is issued. The Final 
Mitigation Plan will contain SEA's further analysis and will address the comments on thc 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan. Then the Surface Transportation Board (Board) will consider all 
public comments, including those ofthe City and the Task Force, as well as SEA's 
recommendations in issuing its decision imposing final mitigation for Reno. This mitigation will 

s 



be in addition to those mitigation measures that already have been irr.posed in Decision No. 44 
issued August 12. 1996. 

In conducting the mitigation study for Reno. SEA appreciates the participation ofthe 
Reno Task Force, which has been meeting monthly since it was established in January of 1997. 
As you know, the Tâ k Force was formed as an advisory body. It has ser. ed as a fonim to 
exchange information and ideas, to facilitate the distnbution of information and data to 
appropnate agencies and interested parties, and to offer comments on the study process and 
potential mitigation opnons. 

The Task Force members have put considerable time into the process and have fulfilled 
the role that SEA envisioned in the preparation phase ofthe Prelimmary Mitigation Plan for 
Reno. The task force includes broad views including city, county, regional, and state agencies, 
business and dowT.town representatives, and residential, environmental. Native Am.encan. 
warehousing and distn jution, state economic, and railroad interests. While there are diverse 
opinions amongst the task force members, the input we have received has helped to define the 
issues to be considered in the mitigation plan. 

In the City's letters, certain items have been requested to be placed on future Task Force 
agendas. We will take those requests under advisement, but note that a number of these items 
have already been discussed at pnor Task Force meetings. These mclude definition of baseline 
conditions. Tier 2 (negotiated) mitigation options, train traffic projections, pre- and post-merger 
vehicle delay and veliiculai/n-ain accident data, noise impacts and methodology, and air quality 
issues in Truckee Meadows. 

In terms of future Task Force meetings, the next meeting is scheduled for July 9. 1997, 
We will shortly provide you with an agenda for that meeting. In August, SEA will not be able to 
conduct a Task Force meeting, as we will be finalizing the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. We are 
now moving mto a fonnal public review phase. Therefore, in September SEA plans to hold both 
a Task Force meeting and a public meeting on the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. We look forward 
to the panicipation ofthe Task Force members at both of these meetings. 

As previously discussed, the current mitigation study schedule anticipates release ofthe 
Preliminar/ .Mitigation Plan in September Because of the Board's requirement to complete the 
study and issue a final decision wnihin an 18-month time frame, it is not feasible for SEA staff to 
extend the study penod, as suggested by the City. The public review period for the Prelimmary 
Mitigation Plan will be 30 days. and. as noted, there will be an additional opportunity for public 
comment on the Final Mitigation Plan after it is released. 

Finally it should be pointed out that the regulations cited in your June 20, 1997 letter on 
noise (40 CFR Part 201) are not the Board's regulations. The Board's environmental regtilations 
are set out at 49 CFR Part 1105. 

. 7 . 



In conclusion. I'd like to reainnn that the issues raised by the City as well as other 
interested parties, which have not been specifically addressed at Task Force meetings or in 
SEA conespondence, will be considered by SEA in prepanng the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. 
.Also, the miuaation study is an ongoing process whereby the Task Force and the public will have 
ample opportunity to participate. 

I thank you for your continued interest in the study. 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief 
Section of Environmental .Analysis 

cc: Jeff Gnffin. Mayor 
Piene Hascheff Council Member At-Large 
Tom Herndon. Council Member \̂ 'ard 1 
Candice Pearce, Council Mem.ber vVard 2 
Bill Newberg, Council Member VVard 3 
Judy Pruett. Council Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi. Council Member Ward 5 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richard Bryan 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 
Congressman John Ensign 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti. Deputy City Attomey 
Mark .A. Demuth. MADCON Consuliation Services 
Reno .Mitigation Study Task Force 
Wuin FrarJc 
Kay Wilson 
Dave Mansen 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
i^ashington. DC 20423 

Section of Environmental Analysis 

July 2, 1997 

Mr. Charles McNeely 
City Manager 
City of Reno 
P.O. Bo.x 1900 
Reno, NV 89505 

RE: Response to Letters Received in May and June 1997 from the City of Reno 
Regarding Reno Mitigation Study in the LT/SP Merger Case. 

Dear Mr. McNeely: 

The purpose of this lerter is to respond to various letters you and other City of Reno 
representatives sent to the Section of Environmental Analysis (SEA) in May and June. The 
letters address a variety of topics related to the ongoing Reno mitigation study. They include 
requests for study data, definitions, methodologies, and mitigation options. They also request 
that certain information be placed on task force agendas and seek an extension of the study 
schedule. 

At the outset, I want to thank you for your continued input into the study. In particular, 
the information you provided on Washoe County and Reno population estimates was quite 
useful. All ofthe letters have been placed in the public record. They will be reviewed and 
considered by SEA as we continue our work on the Reno mitigation study. 

The specific information on study data, definitions, methodologies, and mitigation 
options that the City has requested will be addressed in the Preliminary Mitigation Plan, which is 
currently being prepared. That plan, which is scheduled to be issued in September, will contain 
SEA's preliminary position on methodologies, study data, mitigation, etc. 

After the Preliminary Mitigation Plan is issued, the City and the public will have the 
opportunity to review and corrunent on the information contained in this document. There will 
also be a public meeting after the Preliminary Mitigation Plan is issued. In addition, the public 
will have a further opportunity for comment after tlie Final Mitigation Plan is issued. The Final 
Mitigation Plan will contain SEA's further analysis and will address the comments on the 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan. Then the Surface Transportation Board (Board) will consider all 
public commenls. including thos; of the City and the Task Force, as well as SEA's 
recommendations m issuing its decision imposing final mitigation for Reno. This miti gation will 



bc in addition to those mitigation measures that already have been imposed in Decision No. 44, 
Kssued August 12, 1996. 

In conducting the mitigation study for Reno, SEA appreciates the participation of the 
Reno Task Force, which has been meeting monthly since it was established in January of 1997. 
As you know, the Task Force was formed as an advisory body. It has served as a forum to 
exchange information and ideas, to facilitate the distribution of information and data to 
appropnate agencies and interested parties, and to offer comments on the study process and 
potential mitigation options. 

The Task Force members have put considerable time into the process and have fulfilled 
the role that SEA envisioned in the preparation phase of the Preliminary Mitigation Plan for 
Reno. The task force includes broad views including city, county, regional, and state agencies, 
business and downtown representatives, and residential, environmental. Native .American, 
warehousing and distnbution, state economic, and railroad interests. While there are diverse 
opinions amongst the task force members, the input we have received has helped to define the 
issues to be considered in the mitigation plan. 

In thc City's letters, certain items have been requested to be placed on future Task Force 
agendas. We will take those requests under advisement, but note that a number of these items 
have already been discussed at pnor Task Force meetings. These include definition of baseline 
conditions. Tier 2 (negotiated) mitigation options, train traffic projections, pre- and post-merger 
vehicle delay and vehicular/train accident data, noise impacts and methodology, and air quality 
issues in Truckee Meadows. 

In terms of future Task Force meetings, the next meeting is scheduled for July 9. 1997. 
We will shortly pro\-ide you with an agenda for that meeting. In August, SEA wiil not be able to 
conduct a Task Force meeting, as we will be finalir ng the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. We are 
now moving into a formal public review phase. Tht refore, in September SEA plans to hold both 
a Task Force meeting and a public meeting on the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. We look forward 
to the participation of the Task Force members at both of these meetings. 

As previously discussed, the current mitigation study schedule anticipates release ofthe 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan in September. Because ofthe Board's requirement to complete the 
study and issue a final decision within an 18-month time frame, it is not feasible for SEA staff to 
extend the study penod, as suggested by the City. The public review period for the Preliminary 
Mitigation Plan will be 30 days, and, as noted, there will be an additional opportunity for public 
comment on tlie Final Mitigation Plan after it is released. 

Finally it should be pointed out that the regulations cited in your June 20, 1997 letter on 
noise (40 CFR Part 201) are not the Board's regulations. The Board's environmental regulations 
are set out al 49 CFR Part 1105. 



In conclusion, I'd like to reaffimi that the issues raised by the City as well as other 
interested parties, which have not been specifically addressed at Task Force meetings or in 
SEA conespondence. will be considered by SEA in prepanng the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. 
Also, thc mitigation study is an ongoing process whereby the Task Force and the public will have 
ample opportunity to participate. 

I thank you for your continued interest in the study. 

Sincerely yours. 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief 
Section of Enviroiunental Analysis 

cc: Jeff Griffin. Mayor 
Piene Hascheff Council Member At-Large 
Tom Herndon, Council Member Ward 1 
Candice Pearce. Council Member Ward 2 
Bill Newberg, Council Member Ward 3 
Judy Pruen, Council Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi, Council Member Ward 5 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richard Bryan 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 
Congressman John Ensign 
Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti, Deputy City Attomey 
Mark A. Demuth, MADCON Consultation Services 
Reno Mitigation Study Task Force 
Winn Frank 
Kay Wilson 
Dove Mansen 



Comments of Reno City Manager Charles McNeely to Reno Mitigation Study 
Task Force July 9, 1997. Please include this document in the public record. 

First of all, let me thank the members of the committee for allowing me an 
opportunity to speak to you. 
You all have been engaged in attempting to address an issue that is critical lo 
the long term public health and 
safety of this community. And on behalf of this community, I'd like to applaud 
you for thie time your have devoted thus far 

Having said that, there are some concerns and frustrations I must share with this 
body that severely jeopardizes all that has been done here and calls into 
serious question the objectivity and, indeed, the fairness of the process. 

When the mitigation study first began some ten months ago, we embraced the 
project. We believed it would be a fair and unbiased attempt to take a real look 
at the impacts the merger of Union Pacific and Southem Pacific Railroad will 
have on the health and safety of our community. As we clearly stated at that time 
and continue to state, we support the merger, but what we object to and 
continue to object to, is the the unwillingness of Union Pacific to adequately 
address the impact of this merger. 

What we have leamed after months of working with the Surface Transportation 
Board and its consultants, is that the process is rampant with bias towards the 
railroad and preconceived opinions of what should be done in Reno before 
the study is even complete. 

Clear evidence of this unfair treatment is the decision of the STB to do an 
Environmental Impact Statement for the entire Conrail merger acquisition before 
anyone even requested the EIS or submitted any preliminary studies supporting 
the need for one. 

The STB denied our request for an EIS which has forced us to take the issue to 
court. 

We are outraged. The City has spent 16 months and more than $500,000 to 
bnng forth our environmental concems only to be forced to just go through the 
"motions" with the STB in what is turning out to be a predetermined mitigation 
study. 

We are baffled by a number of actions that lead me to believe we are indeed 
just "going thru the motions." 

Among these are: 
- Our requests to have certain impacts studied which are being ignored. 



-We are repeatedly told we must wait until a draft of the mitigation study is 
public before our questions will be considered. 

-Members of the STB team fiave made some extremely troublesome and biased 
remarks, like declanng that the depressed trainway is a shared funding 
mitigation option before the analysis is complete. 

- The STB repeatedly fails to provide agendas and background material in a 
timely manner, so that the City's team can analyze it before the task force meets. 
We are then told to write letters concerning our issues, but these letters go 
unanswered. 

- We have little faith that DeLeuw Cather, the consulting engineers on the 
project, are an unbiased group working for ail of us. The STB has repeatedly 
refused to tell us how much the railroad is paying the company. On top of that 
an engineer, Mike Christensen, who onginally worked to build the City's 
preliminary environmental findings, is now working for DeLeuw Cather. 

-Without any pnor notice or opportunity for Reno to be heard, the STB issued 
decision #71 in April which extremely limits Reno's mitigation options, which is 
a clear violation oi EIS rules. 

We have tried to negotiate in good faith with the railroad since before these 
proceedings began, to come up with a "win win" situation for the City and the 
railroad. We suspect that these negotiations have been tainted because of the 
STB's bias towards the railroad. In fact serious doubts are now cast on the 
sincerity of Union Pacific's effort to even reach agreement with the City of Reno. 
In reality, one could argue that Union Pacific, based upon its actions over the 
past 10 months, never had an intention of negotiating in a good faith manner 
with this community to reach a resolution to this problem. 

The evidence speaks for itself: 
1. They offered $35 million toward a project that they promised would not cost 
the City of Reno any money. Yet they have done nothing to come up with the 
balance of the funding required to complete the project. 

2. Let me remind this committee - it was the railroad - Union Pacific- not the City 
of Reno, that proposed the depressed train way project as the acceptable 
compromise and a win - win for everyone. 

3. Even while offenng this project. Union Pacific has reportedly attempted to 
meet privately with downtown affected businesses intending to "buy them off. 
This divide and conquer tactic was dropped when it became obvious that it 
wasn't working, 

4. Union Pacific has attempted to use scare tac*ics on their own employees 
telling them that their retirement funds would be jeopardized if they- Union 
Pacific - were forced to fund such an effort. 



5. Even after proposing the dep'^essed trainway as their alternative, they 
continue to push for overpasses through downtown privately in meeting at the 
vState Capitol when with legislators. 

1 suggest to this committee that this is not a partnership; this is not a win-win. 
This is gamesmanship at its highest level, and what concerns me and this 
community is that it appears the deck is stacked here; that an outcome favorable 
to thc Railroad is already being fashioned; the deal is done and we, the City of 
Reno, are parties to a charade. 
But we want to let the committee mem.bers know this i? one game we are not 
going to play. We will not accept some done deal. We will never accept 
overpass/underpass as an acceptable mitigation. It is clear now that the 
railroad needs to pay 100% of the cost of depressing the track through Reno, 
In summary, let me say that it is obvious, to date, the STB and the railroad hias 
shiown little real concem for the health and safety of the residents of Reno, and 
total disregard for the use of public monies to seek mitigation. 

We have alerted our delegation in Washington, D.C. and the Governor of the 
Conrail decision. 

The City has asked the Council on Environmental Quality, which has regulatory 
oversight of the STB's environmental decisions, to review the STB's procedures 
in this study. 

A substantial number of Reno residents have donated their time and expertise 
to this mitigation study. Either we have a fair and open process or we stop the 
charade now. If thiis is a done deal tell us now, so more of our time is not wasted 
here. 

Again, thank you fcr allowing me this time to speak. 



RENO MITIGATION TASK FORCE 
July 9, 1997 

C»)mmcnLs of Mark A. Demuth 
City of Reno Representative (Environmental) 

TASK FORCES' REMAINING TOPICS 
UP/SP RAILROAD MERGER 

Background: 

The purpose of the Task Force is to provide a forum to exchange information and ideas 
throughout the mitigation study and to provide input on the development and review of various 
mitigation options...which will operate as a working group. 
Letter to Demuth from McNulty. December 24. 1996 

To address these requests, we have prepared a tentative schedule of future task force meeting 
agendas. 

Letter to McNeely from McNulty. May 13, 1997 

Previous Agenda Requests: 

In a June 20, 1997 letter to Kaiser and McNulty from McNeely a complete listing of topics which 
have never been discussed at task force meetings was elaborated (see below). In a July 2, 1997 
letter from Kaiser to McNeely we are reminded of the few topics which have been discussed over 
and over but told "We are now moving into a formal public review phase" and there will be no 
additional task force meetings. 

• Traffic Delay (partially covered by June 11, 1997 Agenda Item No. 3) 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger urunitigated vehicle traffic (1995, 2000, 

2005, 2020) [May 29, 1997 & June I i , 1997 letter] 
• post-merger range of train lengths [May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 

letter] 

• Pedestrian Safety 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated pedestrian traffic (1995, 

2000, 2005, 2020) [May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 
• per-merger & post-merger unmitigated pedestrian safety [May 29, 

1997 letter] 



Emergency Vehicle Access 

Previously requested related topics; 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated emergency response (total 

crossing blockage time) [May 29, 1997 letter] 

TrainA'ehicle Accidents (pamally covered by June 11. 1997 Agenda 
Item No. 3) 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated public transportation trafTic 

(1995, 2000, 2005, 2020) (May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 

Derailments/SpillsAVater Quality 

Previously requested related topics: 
• pre-merger & post-merger uiuniligated derailment risk [May 29, 

1997 letter] 

T r a i n O p e r a t i o n s (covered by May 14. 1997 Agenda Item No 2) 

Previously requested related topics: 

• post-merger unmitigated average train densities with ranges (please 
see STB s May 13. 1997 letter page 2, bullet 4 under June I I . 
1997 which states "Discission of the range for train numbers 
proposed for the mitigation study") [May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 
letter] 

Native American Issues 

Biological Resources 

N o i s e A / ' i b r a t i o n (panlally covered by May 14, 1997 Agenda Item No. 3) 

Previously requested related topics: 

• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated day-night average noise 
level ( L J [May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 

• Sensitive Receptor Inventory [June 11, 1997 letter] 
• post-merger unmitigated train speed infonnation including validity 

and reliability data [May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 



• Air Quality (ha.sc'line conditions partially covered by May 14, 1997 Agenda 
Item No. 4) 

Previously requested related topics from June 11, 1997 letter: 
• pre-merger & post-merger unmitigated air quality emissions (trains 

and vehicles) [May 29, 1997 & June 11, 1997 letter] 

• Propeity Impacts/Land Use 

• Cost 

• Feasibility of Implementation 

You might find it of interest that the only topics covered in these few task force meetings are the 
same topics covered in the EA and the Post EA. In other words the issues and concems of the 
Citizen's of Reno which were brought to the attention of the STB-SEA in May of 1996 still 
today go unanswered such as: 

• Pedestrian Safety 

• Emergency Vehicle Access 

• Derailments/Spills/̂ ater Quality 

• Native American Issues 

• Biological Resources 

• Property Impacts/Land Use 



P.O. Box 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

July 15, 1997 

Elaine K Kaiser, Chief 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Surtace Transportation Board 
1925 K Slrc-t, Northwest 
Mercury Building 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

Re: Finance Docket No 32760 
Reno Mitigation Study 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

Your July 2 letter regarding City concerns about DeLeuw Gather & Co., the STB's 
"independent" environmental consultant, requires a bnef response. 

The City has generally been willing to rely on the good faith and fair dealing of government 
procedures and their implementation to achieve the public interest purposes in the ' Reno Mitigation 
Stud/ effort. 

However, vwiling to acl on that belief at th-i outset of the "Study," the City's reliance has been 
shaken by the statements of those consultants in recent meetings which exhibit not only bias and 
pre-conceived ideas, but more cntically, reflect that a predetermined result can be anticipated as 
well. 

In short, the conduct and course ot events, coupled with your refusal to provide or allow 
acv-_j$ to relevant information, reqauire that the City invesligate vanous relationshps and "follow the 
money." To that end I have instructed our lawyers to take appropnate action. 

Very truly yours 

.HARLES McNE 
City Manager 

MLB:cjg 
cc ; Mavor J e f f r , r i f f i n 

Councilmember Pierre Hascheff, Councilman-at- Large 
Councilmember Dave Miazzi - Ward 5 
Councilmember Tom Herndon - Ward 1 



Elaine K. Kaiser 
July 15, 1997 
Page 2 

cc: (continued) 
Councilmember Bill Newberg - Ward i 
Councilmember Candice Pearce - Ward 2 
Councilmember Judy Pruett - WaiJ ^ 
Senator Richard H. Bryan 
Senator Harry Reid 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 
Congressman John Ensign 
Mern Belaustegui-Traficanti, Esq. 
Mark Demuth, MADCON Consultation Sen/ices 
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July 21, 1997 

CCCONriLOMCMjM 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of EavironmcnlaJ Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street. N.W. 
Mercury Building 
WasWuQfitoa. D.C. 20423-0001 

Rc: 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

Finance Docket No. 32760, 
Reno Mitigation Studv 

Enclosed for your public records is a copy of a letter from Union Pacific's 
Vice President - Western Region, Robert F. Starzell. to Reno City Manager Charles 
McNeely in response to Mr, McNeely's recent and unfounded accusations against Union 
Pacific and tiic Surface Transportation Board, As Mr. Starzeli indicates. Union Pacific 
has attempted to piay a constructive role in finding ways to address the effects of thc 
UP/SP merger in the Reno area, and it remains willing to meet with all interested parties 
that might join in a meaningful dialog. 

Union Pacific took the first concrete steps toward financing a depressed 
trainway. devoted significant resources toward educating public officials about thc 
trainway and met with commercial interests in the City of Reno to encourage partici
pation in the project. Union Pacific made the only concrete offer to contribute to the 
pruject. That generous $35 million cffcr ruaiaiiis on the table, at least for now, even 
though City reprcscjtatives walked o\.t of negotiations after Union Pacific declined to 
capimlate to their unqualified demands for $100 million. The City's recent actions, 
including its role in restricting legislation that mighr have generated funds fbr the 
trainway, have dashed hopes of cooperative funding for the trainway. 

As Mr. StarzcU explains. Union Pacific haa not yet met with downtown 
businesses regarding alternatives to the trainway, much less attempted to "buy off 
downtown business" as Mr. McNeely has alleged, but die railroad would welcome 
constructive dialog with those interests and others. Indeed, the railroad has reached 
out in an attempt to stait such a dialog. Il is abundanrly clear tbat che City is detcrmioed 
to block that dialog and to suppress discussion of any alternative other than a depressed 
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C O V I N O T O N & B U R L I N G 

Ms. Kaiser 
July 21, 1997 
Page 2 

trainway at railroad expense, as confinned by City rcpresentaUves' acknowledgement 
m a recent SEA Reno Miugation Task Force meeting that they are under instiuciions 
to criticize opuons other than the trainway. It is increasingly clear that the City's 
mflexible litigation positions have been and remain thc primary impediment to coopera
tion and progress. 

^. ^ . , enclosed is a copy of a recent editorial by the Dailv Sparlcs Trihtinr, 
which might not have come to your attention. The editorial, tiUed "Stop Blaming the 
Railroad " emphasizes that Reno spread casino and hotel development across thc Souih
em Pacific tracks, while faUing to engage in the planning and miUgation acdviries that 
ciUes such as Sparks responsibly conducted. (Please be assured that Union Pacific did 
not contact thc Tribune or solicit thl» editorial.) 

Sincerely, 

J. Michael Hemmer. 
Attomey for Union Pacific 

Railroad Company 

Enclosures 
cc; Mr. Lamboley 
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UNION PAOnC 
RAILAGMD 

One Market Piaza 
San Francisco, Califomia 94105 

415-541-1474 fax 1263 

Robert F. Starzel 
Vic* h-tsiJent - Wesum Region 

July 14,1997 

Mr. Charles McNeely 
City Manager 
City of Reno 
P.O. Box 1900 
Peno, NV 89505 

Dear Mr. McNoely: 

Certain of your statements delivered to the Reno Mitigation Task 
Force on July 9 were inaccurate and require correction. 

Contrary to your assertion, the City of Reno has not negotiated in 
good farth to find feasible means to mitigate impacts. The City insisted 
upon a railroad contribution of $100 miiiion c|nd yvrtî n told that would not 
be possible, the City broke off negotiations. You stated that the costs of 
mitigation should be bomo solely by the railroad and the City then 
terminated efforts to provide significant public funding for impact 
mitigation. As a result, no public funding has been committed and none 
is In the offing. No morjes are on the table. 

Asserting that there must t>e a depressed trainway or litigation, the 
City has refused to develop alternative mitigation plans, leaving those 
most impacted without any prospect of positive action. We should be 
working together in good faith to create a list of possible projects for 
which priorities can be set and the contributions of tho City and railroad 
negotiated. 
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h.u. "̂"̂  * I'̂ '̂ ŷ f attempting to buy off downtown business We 
haye not had discussions with downtown business but we wour2 
Zfttm^^cZ to staTthem and hê abj 
nnnoH represented. Those most Impacted deserve 
opportunity to thread through the Issues and set priorities for pr^ecte 
The Cty may find it consistent with its litigation strategy to olace a b î 
whi i'e thVper •'"̂  mearyea'^ Of'st̂ gn̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
m X a J i o n X m trb "^'^ ^ end^nd a 

The City has spent its time challenging the process of the Surtaro 
Transportation Board instead of contributing to the S n t i v e anatsis 
eloLVto h""- "".H r '*" P°'"'^« discussionŝ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  expect to have with Reno business representatives. 

Sincerely 

cc: Mayor Jeff Griffin 
Council Members 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Rlcliard Bryan 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 
Congressman John Ensign 
Surface Transportation Board - Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser 
Mr. Will.ai7) Osgoo?!Reng Doyvntpwn Improvement Association 
Reno Mitigation Study Task Force - Kay Wilson 



P.O. Bo.x 1900 
Reno. Nevada 89505 

July 23, 1997 

Elaine K Kaiser, Chief 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street, N W. 
Mercury Building 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

Re: Finance Docket No. 32760 - Reno Mitigation Study 

Dear Ms Kaiser: 

The July 21, 1997 letter of Union Pacific attorney Michael Hemmer requi 
comment. 

ires 

First, let me say that settlement negotiations between the City and UP/SP is not, 
and has never been, a subject of review by the Board in the Reno Mitigation Study. To the 
contrary, the SEA has repeatedly made clear its intention to limit the scope of that inquiry 

Moreover, to my knowledge, voluntary settlement negotiations between litigants is 
never made a matter of record in contested case.s, be it in judicial or administrative 
proceedings, nor is it proper to attempt to do so. I note that this is the second such effort 
by the UP/SP to place evidence of negotiation in the record and make it an issue. The 
UP/SP purposes appear as obvious as is the reason why comment on negotiations is 
routinely excluded from the record 

Let me also say that even if good faith in negotiation was properly an issue, there 
are clearly recognized criteria for evaluating the quality of a party's bargaining conduct. 
And it surely cannot be based on the ad hoc cbsen^ations of Mr. Hemmer and Mr. Starzell, 
neither of whom have been designated as oart of the negotiating team for sessions at 
wh.ch I have been the City's chief negotiator. 



Ms Elaine K Ka/ser 
July 23, 1997 
Page 2 

More importantly, Mr Hemmer and Mr. Starzell are flatly wrong in their reports 
concerning the course of bargaining conduct and positions of the parties in negotiations.' 
But I am not surprised at their attempt to redeem "good faith " for the UP/SP when one 
considers: 

• the UP/SP proposed an infrastructure project at no cost to the City, and 

• offered funding contributions that were knowingly non-existent (State of 
Nevada) and otherwise virtually inadequate (UP/SP's share) to implement 
the proposed project. 

Simple arithmetic would demonstrate a disingenuous nature in the UP/SP initial proposal 
and, coupled with the fixed position taken thereafter, offers little evidence of good faith in 
bargaining. 

Were parties' good faith at issue, the City would amply demonstrate that its own 
effective effort to secure state and federal public funds, as well as private funding for the 
project, stands in marked contrast to the UP/SP conduct or absence hereof.^ 

Finally, from what 1 know about the "Reno Mitigation Study," the UP/SP's 
"constructive role" to date has been to attempt the following: 

• discredit the engineering report of SEA consultant, Mr. Selin, that disagrees 
with UP/SP position but is consistent with that of the City; 

• propose a "whistle ban" contrary to state and federal safety laws as well as 
Decision No. 44; and 

• at the same time, also propose to increase train speeds three fold (from 10 
mph to 30 mph) through the City. 

' Equally unfortunate are the {-I..mmer and Starzell commenls on the success of public fundmg legislation in the 
Nevada legislature (whuch neither attended to my knowledge.) Their comments now made afler the legislature's passage 
of AB-291 (fundmg aathoruation) and adjournment sine die substantially distort significant facts. 

^ In fact, legislation in Nevada was passed in spite of UP/SP positons. 



Ms Elaine K Kaiser 
July 23, 1997 
Page 3 

The UP/SP notion of "run silent - run fast" deserves little serious consideration. 

At present it is difficult to reconcile the UP/SP statement that they are "willing to 
meet with all interested parties that might join in a meaningful dialog" with the fixed position 
announced by the UP/SP negotiators in a recent joint meeting with the City team, and other 
responsible Nevada business interests It is even more difficult to credit such statement 
given my own personal experiences in the negotiation process, which should not be a 
"fool's errand." 

And, to avoid that prospect. I have met with Secretary of Transportation Rodney 
Slater, who has agreed to chair the next meeting between the City and UP'SP in his 
Washington, DC offices. Per your instructions, the City requests that this letter be made 
part of the record in this action. 

Sincerely, 

\RIES MCNEELV U 
City Manager 

MLB.cjg 
CC Michael Hemmer, Esq. 

Mayor Jeff Griffin 
Councilmember Pierre Hascheff, Councilman-at- Large 
Councilm.ember Dave Aiazzi - Ward 5 
Councilmember Tom Herndon - Ward 1 
Councilmember Bill Newberg - Ward 3 
Councilmember Candice Pea.̂ ce - Ward 2 
Councilmember Judy Pruett - Ward 4 
Senator Richard H Bryan 
Senator Harry Reid 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 
Congressman John Ensign 
Mern Belaustegui-Traficanti, Esq 
Mark Demuth, MADCON Consultation Services 



STB Task Force Meeting Handouts: 
Fsbruary 12, 1997 Agenda Item No. 3 & May 14. 1997 Agenda Item 

No. 2, Tram Traffic Projections Handout 
February 12, 1997. UP/SP Merger Reno Mitigation Study Overview 

(February 1997) 
May 14, 1997 Agenda Item No. 3. Noise and Train Speed Survev 

Results Handouts 

V 'lO^^'^ Agenda Item No. 3, Methodology Handout & Figures 

June 11. 1997 Agenda Item No. 3, Methodology Handout & Figures 

July 9. 1997 Agenda Item No. 3, Distribution of Freight Trains 
Handout 

July 9, 1997 Agenda Item No. 4. Feasibility of Train Speed Increase 
Handout 

City of Reno Mitigation Task Force Meeting Summaries-
October 23 & 24, 1996 - Kick-off Meetings Summaries 
January 15, 1997 - Task Force #1 Meeting Summary 
February 12, 1997 - Task Force #2 Meeting Summary 
March 12, 1997 - Task Force #3 Meeting Summary 
April 23, 1997 - Task Force #4 Meeting Summary 
May 14, 1997 - Task Force #5 Meeting Summary 
June 11, 1997 - Task Force #6 Meeting Summary 
July 9, 1997 - Task Force #7 Meeting Summary 

SEA TASK FORCE MEETING HANDOUTS & 
CiTY OF RENO MITIGATION TASK FORCE MEETING 

SUMMARIES 

APPENDIX B 



Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 

WORKING DRAFT/NOT FINAL 

MERI5ER 
MITIGATION 

STUDY 
I R I N 0 i 

Reno Mitigation Task Force 

February 12,1997 
Reno City Hall, Reno, NV 
1:00-4:00 p.m. 

Meeting 
Purpose: 

This meeting is the second meeting for the Reno .Mitigation Task Force. The Task Force 
meetings are intended to bc interactive with memb)er discussion and questions on each 
agenda item. 

1. Introductions/Revieu Agenda 1:00 to 1:10 

2. Update on SEA's Data Co!lection for Increased Trains During 
Emergency Conditions 

1:10 to 1:20 

3. Train Data Assumptions for Study 1:20 to 1:45 

4. Jurisdiction of SEA for the Mitigation Study and the Future 1:45 to 2:00 

5. Discussion Regarding Railroad Operations and Roles & 
Responsibilities 

2:00 to 2:30 

6. Continued Discussion of Mitigation Options and Evaluation 
Criteria 

2:30 to 3:30 

7. Public Meeting 3:30 to 3:40 

8. General Discussion/Public Comment 3:40 to 4:00 

9. Adjournment 4:00 



SURFACE TR.ANSPOR1 IOS POARD - SECTION OF E N \ DSMENTAL ANALYSIS 

RKNO M I T K ; . 4 T I ( ) N STUDY -- T R A I N TRAFFIC PRO.IECTIONS 

• Thc Surface Transportation Board imposed a limit that IT/SP shall operate dunnc the mitigation 
studs no more than a dail> average count of 14 7 freight trains per da\ through the Cit> of Reno This 
limit represents the 1995 baseline of 12.7 trains per day plus 2 additional trains It does not include 
.Amtrak or emercenc\ conditions. 

!^ December i«96 averace rP/.SP dail> trains was 9 7. 

1 X*!'!?. and Projected Future Averape l)ail> T ra in \ oiumes T h r o u g h Reno 

Source of Train 
Number of Trains 

Source of Train 
IW m Projected for Five Vears Followinc L T / S P Merger (21 Increase 

•\T.:: J^ 1 •' 1 I 111 

Burlmpion Nonfiem / Sania F-e uo 4 0 4 0 

t r-op. Po-ifi^ Soiiiherr. Pacifi, i ; 7 :o 0 - -ll 

DaiK l o u l 1.VK 25.1 11..̂  

N.MC^ I ; ; b.isea or, irain staiisi 
i : ) Bascii on L'P/SP c:>pc 

1996 
P ' •' A-T-'-nk i.r.i.'r. i'r--'.('ic 

proMd<.\1 h;. I P. SP 
ratine Plan a.id vcnfied >>taiemenib filed *nih thc Surtace Transponaiion Boaro. 199? i 

T :!'C n(̂ ' under Ih? uir'vd'Ciiiv o' Ihc Surface rr:!'i>.."ort,i!i'i'- Boir,: n 

• These future UP/SP train numbers are not expected to occur all at once Projected increases depend 
on changes to the Roseville Rail Yard (in California) and provision tor increased tunnel clearance in 
Ihe mountains west of Reno 

Projected Average Dailv I P/SP Trains Through Reno for Five ^ ears Follov*inp I P .'SP .Merger 

Train IdenUrier Predicted Frequenev Type Predicted Length in Feel 

rus!;^ 1 >ajiv AutorTH-nuc •4 

cso*,/ Daiis Iniermoda) 

D L O A T Iniermooal ? 1 10 

Double'.lack i 721" 

C I U A P H Thrrc iin>es per ut*c> Double*iack 4 720 

G I S T V Five lime- ncr week Doublesiack 1 Ol"-

oroAi [KxiMc -i.x-l. 

KSBf-A Dail^ Auforr.xiNe y.yo 

D i i i ^ AutOfTiofive •> 140 

s p p \ ; Dill.. Manifest < --^ 
s p R ' . D i l i * Manitesii •J.SOO 

OACST Five time"; per wee*. IniermodaJ M 6 0 

y I f iinie^ per \fcee> Iniermoda. ?.S4' 

( l A D i "r ! la i i i Imennoai! i 'Qr 

O A O ; I " I ' a : i . Double ".lack ' f b ' 

( .'AT- !>• ' T . f :•<• wt-c> [ )i)uble'.u^k 

M A o : J. . u f t 'k Doubir'.ta^k 

f l A'- : M j n ; : r ' ' 

f \ St } .vt- itmev pe: ut-e* Marilr-v' IS \ ; i 

t- \ I'K!- M x i i l o * ' : 
1- \ ' ; M i r - i i i c - • >̂  V < 

[lull Ma.i;l ;-v - ! * 
F : \ r I'Tif:, V ' . ^t't'» inierTTUk;.!, •-i-^i • 

• . ..•••-:. ...•:•::..•::..••••.:..:•...•:•.-• i:. .- lr. ..._.•-:...• •• 

3 Proiected future averace tram length = < 5.0<X) feet (weighted average) 
3 Proiected future doublestack height - 20 feet 2 inches (maximum permissible under .A.AK .Mechanical 

DiMsion standards I 
3 Current heich! ot doublestack trams through Reno = 19 feet 2 inches 
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February 1997 

Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental .Analysis 

! Washington, DC 20423 

UP/SP Merger 
Reno Mitigation Study Overview 

History and Background 

TTie Stirtace Transportation Board (Board), as part of its approval of the merger ofthe L'nion Pacitlc and 
Southern Pacific railroads, specified that a mitigation snidy be completed in Reno. The actions which led 
up to the mitigation study are set forth below. 

.November 30, 1995 Union Pacitlc and Southern Pacific apply to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
(ICC) for authonty to consolidate their operations and ihose of their subsidiaries into a 
single railroad. 

December 29. 1995 New legislation terminates the ICC and transfers its authority to approve railroad 
mergers to the newly formed Surtace Transponation Boaid. 

.April 12. 1996 The Board's Section of Environmental Analysis (SE.A; .ssues the Environmental 
Assessment for the proposed merger. 

,Iune 24. 1996 SEA issues the Post E.̂  including revised responses to public comments and 
recommended conditions for the Board's approval. 

July 3, 1996 Board votes unanimously to approve the LT/SP merger subject to various 
environmental mitigation conditions. 

.\uyu.st 12. 1996 I " I's written decision, the Board impc.ses system-wide and comdor-specirlc mitiganon 
conditions and directs SE.A to conduct an l8-mon:h mitigation studv in Reno to 
develop specifically tailored miitigation plans to address the environmental effects of 
increased rail tratfx resulting from the merger on LT's existing right-of-way. The 
Board also requires UP/SP to limit increases in train traffic to an average of two 
additional freight trains per day in Reno dunng the 18-month study u e.. a daily 
average of 14.7 freight trains per day). 

September 12. i"96 Merger becomes effective. 
October 1996 SE.\ initiates mitigation study in Reno. 

Mitigation Study Goals 
The Board authonzed St.A to undertake an 18-month mitigation study for Reno to develop a final 
mitigation plan that will supplement already imposed mitigation meaiures that penain to Reno. This studv 
will address tiie effects of additional rail traiflc resulting from the merger on LT's existing rail line throush 
Reno. -Ai'cer public review and commei.i. SE.A will submit its final recommendations to the Board for its 
review and approvj. The Board will then issue a decision requinng LT to comply with those mitigation 
measures that the Board deems appropnate. The goals ot the Reno mii. jation study are to: 
• Focus on the effects of increased merger-related rail traffic on che existing LT hne to arrive at 

specitlcaily tailored mitigation for communities m and around Reno to ensure that localized 
envii nmentai issues are effectively addressed. 

• Identif\ number and precise location of high-.- av/rail grade separations and rail pedestrian grade 
separations. 

• Consider additional mitigation 'o address a;r quality effects resulting from the merger. 
• Examine pnvate and public funding options to share t.he cost of m.itigation. 
• provide a foram to exchange ideas and concems. 
• Explore independent and innovative mitigation options that can be incorporated into SE.A's final 

mitigation plans for Reno and recommended to the Board. 
• Facilitate the negotiation of an independent, m.utually acceptable agreement among the parties. 

• ProviuC an opportunity for public input throughout the study process. 



Surface Transportation Board 
Section (tf Environmental Analysis 

MERGER 
MITIGATION 

SlllDY 
I R E N 0 I 

Reno Mitigation Task Force 

May 14,1997 
Reno City Hall, Reno, NV 
1:00-3:45 p.m. 

Meeting This meeting is tht fifth meeting for the Reno Mitigation Task Force. The Task Force 
Purpose: meetings are intended to be interactive with member discussion and questions on each 

agenda item. 

1. Introductions/Review Agenda 1:00 to 1:15 

2. Union Pacific's Operating Plan and Train TrafTic Model Methodology 1:15 to 1:45 

3. Noise Issues 
• Repc n of Noise Field Measurements 
• Report on City of RenoAJP Noise Committee 

1:45 to 2:15 

4. Air Quality Issues in Truckee Meadows 2:15 to 2:45 

5. Description of Depressed Trainway Option 2:45 to 3:15 

6. Ftiture Task Force Meeting Agendas 3:15 to 3:30 

7. General Discussion/I*ublic Comment 3:30 to 3:45 

i 8. Adjournment 3:45 

Post Meeting Task Force Activities 

3:45 to 4:30 

6:(K) to S:00 

Operation Lifesaver Video & Presentation by Nevada Public Ser^ ice 
Commission 

Train Ride from Sparks to Truckee 
.A special event sponsored by the L'nion Pacific Railroad durinc Rail Safety Week. 
The event is by invitation only, tickets must be presented to board the train. 
Contact Union Pacific at 1-800-9RENO-UP for more information. 



Noise ar.: Train Speed Suney Results -- Reno Train Survey 

The DeLeuw, Cather & Co. (DCCO) team conducted a train survey m Reno, Nevada during 
the week of February 3rd through ̂ ebruarv- lOlh. 1997, The survey included train noise and speed 
measurements. The following sections summanze the train noise and speed fmdings. 

Train Noise Measurements 

On-site noise measurements took into account site-specific sound issues such as actual train / 
hom equipment, shielding due to buildings, ground absorption, and the variability of train .hom 
sounding sequences. Noise measurements included: 

• Long-term measurements: The survey team measured wayside train noise and hom noise 
for several 24-hour periods at nvo locations. The purpose of these measurements was to 
doct'ment train noise events during the train survey week and to provide actual 
measurements ofthe 24-hour L̂ ,,̂  (the day-night average noise level used for identification 
of impacls in the study). 

• Ambient Measurements: The sur\'ey team measured ambient noise (i.e., the noise 
environment without trains). 

• Short-term measurements: The survey team made hand-held noise measurements at three 
distances along a radial extending perpendicularly from the tracks at eight locations to 
characterize site-specific sound issues. 

Table 1 identifies short-term noise mea.surement locations for the survey. The DCCO team 
collected measuretnents at three locations A. B. and C along each of eight radial lines to quantify-
how tram noise drops off with distance, shielding, and ground effects. The survey team chose the 
locations and radial lines beu\'een Sutro to Woodland to be representative of urban (with building 
shielding), rural (httle building shielding), grade-crossing (hom noise), and non-grade-crossing (no 
hom noise) areas. Train noise data for these conditions is sufficient to characterize the entire study 
area, because these location types are represented. 

The DCCO team used single-event Sound Exposure Level (SEL) data for each train noise 
e\ent to determine how train noise decreased (i,e,. the drop-off rate) with distance for each location, 
SEL is a noise descriptor that normalizes the sound energy of a noise event to a one-second duration. 
SEL provides a meaningful way to compare noise levels of two different noise events of different 
durations. The DCCO team used SEL for calculating the drop-off rates for this sur\'ey, smce it takes 
into account the propagauon of sound from the train to the measurement position for the entire train 
noise event, not just for the loudest portion of the noise event. In addition, SEL can be used in 
conjunction with the number of da>lime and nighttime train noise events to calculate directly the L^, 
the day-night average noise level to be used for identification of impacts in this study. 



Table 3 Noise Data 
AitsclirnDnt A;c<,i;f;: • •''••S'v--':-f;> 

Olst«no<^^f|5;; j f^! 
frorn'CL,-'-Y^?C?;i?^^| •• :Lniaxp 

fSEU^^lMtt*-;? Xittp'ifyy^^M 

f o f t i r ^ f - i l rntarf:?; LdnlJ^ 'MwM'WiiriM. 
Rndlnl Doscripllon Pos. Cntoflory , Time (JBA) {dBA)M {(mmBm X Log CbntouHttfWcontouf ' l l 

1 Virginia North A Urban-horn 262 10 46 32 PM 95 3 86 1 67 Building shielding 345 
t Virginia f^lorlh B Urban-horn 658 10 46 25 PM 86 5 85 5 8 8 0 6 22 0 58 Building shielding-Lm 328 

"\ Virginia ftorth C Urban-horn 1264 IC'45 44 PM 86 1 78 7 0 4 6 8 58 Building shielding-contaminated by ambient 
2 Virginia South A Urban-horn 165 10 05 00 AM 101 95 ' 7 3 Bui!ding shielding 
2 Virginia South B Urban-horn 281 10 06 00 AM 95 86 5 7 9 24 7 67 Building shielding 334 
2 Virginia South c' Urban-horn '618 To 06'00 AM 83 9 76 2 111 9 8 32 4 56 Building shielding 320 
2 Virginia South A Urban-horn 105 10 45 10AW 100 93 2 72 Building shielding 
2 Virginia South B Urb'jn-horn 281 10 45 IOAF.1 96 7 906 3 7 2 e 16 0 69 Building shielding 458 
2 Virginia South C Urban-horn 618 10.45:10AM 85 3 80 11 4 10 6 33J 57 Building shielding 359 
3 Washington t l A 'Jrban-horn 150 2 07 35 PM 101" 94 7 73 Building shielding 

" 3 Washington Fi B ~ Urban-horn 300 2 07.19 PM '91 6 84 7 9 1 10 30 2 63 Building shielding 266 
3 Washington f f C Urban-horn 650 2 07:31 PM 8C 9 75 8 10 7 8 9 3 i 9 53 Building shielding 268 
3 Washington M A Urban-horn 150 3.03 52 PM 105 95 6 77 Building shielding 
3 Washington fT B Urban-horn 300 3 04 05 PM 96 3 86.3 8 7 9 3 28 9 68 Building shielding 385 
3 Washington N C Urban-horn 650 3 04:24 PM 86 77 10 3 9 3 30_7 58 Building shielding 380 
4 Oxbow Park A Wayside 50 4 18 22 PM 106 95 78 Abnormal-high SEL-left out o( average 112 
4 Oxbow Park B Wayside ino 4/18 31 PM 104 92 1 9 3 6 3 76 Abnormal-high SEL-I 4848 

Oxbow Park C Wayside 190 4:18 19 PM 101 88.4 2 6 3 6 9 3 73 Abnormal-high SEL-I 1382 
4 Oxbow Park A Wayside 50 4 53 20 PM 97 1 89 1 69 

' 4 Oxbow Park B Wayside 100 4 53 33 PM 94 7 85 1 2 4 4 Fo 67 156 
4 Oxbow Park C Wayside 190 4 53 0 5 > M " 9 2 3 81 3 ^iJ 3 8 8 ^ 64 151 
4 Oxbow Park A Wayside 50 2 16 53 PM " 97 9 88 8 70 
A Oxbow Park B Wayside 100 2,16 54 PM ' 94 5 83 3 4 5 8 11 3 66 131 
4 Oxbow Park C Wayside 190 2 16 43 PM 91 9 78 8 2 6 4 2 9 3 64 139 
4 Oxbow Park A Wayside 50 2 37 00 PM 90 4 80 4 62 11 mph left out of aver age 
4 Oxbow Park B Wayside 100 2 36 58 PM 87 8 75 8 2 6 4 6 8 6 60 11 mph left out ot aver 24 
4 Oxbow Park C Wayside 190 2 36 55 PM 86 3 76 3 15 • 0 5 5 4 58 11 mph le i out of aver 10 
4 Oxbow Park A Wayside 50 2 48 11 PM ^_93 1 84 1 65 
4 Oxbow Park B Wayside 100 2 48 10 PM 89.3 79.1 3,8 f 12 6 61 49 
4 Oxbow Park C Wayside 190 2.48 02 PM 86 74.5 3 3 4 6 11 8 58 47 
5 Del Curio A Rural-horn 150 10 31 27 AM 103 97 75 390 
6 Del Curto B Rural-horn 300 10 32 24 AM 90 7 83 5 12 3 13 5 40 9 63 Shielding 261 
5 Del Curio C Rural-horn 600 10 32 02 AM 90 1 83 0 6 0 5 2 0 62 left out of average 17 
5 Del Curio A Rural-horn 150 11:41:07AM 98 3 93 3 70 

- — y 

*; Del Curio B Rural-horn 300 11:41 39 AM 86 6 80.9 11.7 12 4 38 9 68 Shielding 203 
5 Del Curto C Rural-horn 600 11 41 32 AM 83 1 75 5 3 5 5 4 _ J 1 6 55 left out of average 82 
5 Del Curto A Rural-horn 150 12 07 02 PM 105 95,7 77 
5 Del Curto B Rural-horn 300 12 07 20 PM 92 9 83.8 11.8 11 9 392 65 Shielding 295 
5 Del Curto C Rural-horn 600 12 06 41 PM 92 86,5 0 9 -2 7 3 0 64 245 
7 Stage Lane A Rural-horn 50 1:22 43 PM 114 108.8 85 
7 Stage Lane B Rural-horn 100 1 22 -10 PM 113 107 7i 0.7 1 1 2 3 85 left out ot average 



Table 3 Noise Data (continued) 

Attf lcl imont A 
UPSP Rono ' Dl8t4nC6 ^ 

from CL SEL 

lLwax^i|Df<>t>j/>?' 
•drd|)^|:Vott :;f;t: 
oft ,vi:; rate 7^.: 

<pm 
Ldt ) „ f ' l 

i ^ ^ ^ ^ l i j i f f p - l f f f OUtontW tdipOlst incft f 
W § M - ; i i ^ M § : 0 M 6$ dB i M W es dB Ldn 

Rndlnl Descrlpfiori Pos. Cateflory (feel)« Time ' IdBA) (duA j i X Log (dBA)! Cbiitpiir{ftjr^; Contour {ti)V? 
7 Stage Lane C Rural-hcrn 200 1 22 29 PM 108 100 5 2 7 7 17 3 79 1371 

' 8 Woodland Dnv A Rural-horn 150 10 19 19 AM 96 7 92.7 
8 Woodland Driv B Rural-horn 300 10 19 19 AM 92 3 88,4 4 4 4 3 14 6 64 262 

' 8 Woodland Driv C Rural-horn 600 10 19 19 AM 88 1 81,3 4.2 7 1 14 0 60 260 
8 Woodland Driv A Rural-horn 150 10 40 1 ' AM 105 99 
8 Woodland Driv B Rural-horn 300 10 40 11 AM 99 9 935 5 4 5 5 17 9 72 712 

' 8 Woodland Driv C Rural-horn 600 10 40 06 AM 97 6 85,7 2 3 7 8 7 6 69 left out of average 2286 
8 Woodland Driv A Rural-horn 150 10 51 22 AM 96.7 90,9 
8 Woodland Driv B Rural-horn 300 10 51 34 AM 87 7 82,7 9 8 2 299 60 197 
8 Woodland Dnv C Rural-horn 600 10 50 54 AM 92 3 869 -4,6 -4 2 -15 3 64 left out of average 683 
8 Woodland Driv A Rural-horn 150 11.04:12 AM 96.7 91,6 
8 Woodland Driv B Rural-horn 300 11 04.12 AM 91.7 »?,3 S 4 5 16.6 64 245 
8 Woodland Driv C Rural-horn 600 11:03 53 AM 87.4 73 4 3 9.3 14 3 59 237 



Train Speed Measurements 

The survey team used a radar gun to determine speeds of 17 trains at the short-term noise 
measurement locations. Table 4 lists the recorded train speeds at the short-term locations. 

Table 4 Train Speed Measurements 

Location Date Time Speed (mph) 
Vu'ginia 2/3 /97 10,46 17 

Virginia 2/4 /97 10,45 20 

Woodland 2/6 /97 10:19 45 

U oodlaiid 2/6 /97 10:40 39 

U oodland 2/6 /97 10:51 17 

Uoodland 2 / 6 / 97 11:04 44 

U ashington 2 / 4 / 97 14:07 18 

U ashington 2/4/97 15:03 22 

Oxbow Park 2 /6 /97 14:16 21 

Oxbow Park 2 /6/97 14:37 12 

Oxbow Park 2/6 /97 14,48 20 

Oxbow Park 2/4/97 16:18 24 

Oxbow Park 2 /4 /97 16:53 30 

Del Cuno 2/5 /97 10,32 24 

Del Curto 2/5 /97 11:41 31 

Del Curto 2/5 /97 12:07 27 

S'.ji: L ane 2 ' 5 / 9? 13:23 18 



Surface Transportation Board 
Section nf Environmental .Analysis 

Reno Mitigation Task Force 

i R I N 

June 11, 1997 
Reno Cin Hall, Reno, 
1:00-3:30 p.m. 

Meeting Tins meeting is the sixth meeting for the Reno Mitigation Task Force, The Task Force 
Purpose: meetings are intended to be interactive with member discussion and questions on each 

agenda item. 

1. Introductions/Keview .Agenda 
i . 

1,00 to 1.T5 

2. Review of Task Force Meeting Format and Discussion Guidelines 1:15 to 1:30 

3. Presentation of Traffic Data and Vehicle Traffic Delav 
Projections for a Range of Mitigation Options 

1:30 to 2:45 

4. 1 rain^'ehicle .Accident Data 2:45 to 3:15 

5. Ceneral Discussion/Public Comment 3:15 to 3:30 

6. .-Vdj our nment 3:30 



DELAY AND ACCIDENT 
METHODOLOGY 

• Pre-Merger Through Freight Trains = 12.7 per day 

• Post-Merger Through Freight Trains = 24.0 per day 

• Year 2000 Trafic Based on NDOT 1995 Counts and 
RTC Traffic Mode! Projections 

• Average Train Speed Based on Observed Gate Time 
and Train Length = 18 mph 

• Average Train Length from UP Data for Week of 
2/3/97 = 4,600 feet 

• Delay Equations from Institute of Traffic Engineers 

• Vehicular Delay Model Calibrated from Field and 
Video Observations 

• Accidents Projected from Federal Railroad 
Administration Grade Crossing Accident Formula 



RENO MITIGATION STUDY Preliminary Data - Subject to Revision 
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I Figure! Delay for Pre-Merger 12.7 Trains 
i Projected Reno Average Daily Vehicular Delay from Freight Trains - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure 2. Delay for Post-Merger 24.0 Trains - No Mitigation 
Proiected Reno Average Daily Vehicular Delay from Freight Trains - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure 3. Delay for Post-Merger 24.0 Trains - One Grade Separation at Keystone 
Projected Reno Average Daily Vehicular Delay from Freight Trains • Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure 4. Delay for Train Speed Increased by 10 mph (Keystone to Lake ) 
Projected Reno Average Daily Vehicular Delay from Freight Trains - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure 5. Delay for Train Speed Increased by 10 mph (Keystone to Lake ) 
One Grade Separation at Keystone - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure 6. Delay for Train Speed Increased by 10 mph (Keystone to Lake ) 
Two Grade Separations at Keystone and Sutro - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure 7. Delay for Depressed Trainway from Keystone to Lake, Morrill Closed 
Projected Reno Average Daily Vehicular Delay (rom Freight Trains - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 

30 

3 
O 

ro 
0) 

a 
Oi 
o 
01 

> 
>. 
ro 
Q 
01 10 
CT 
ro 
u , 
0) 
> 
< 

TOTAL DELAY = 28 hours 

Total Delay Due to Merger = 28 -188* = -160 hours 
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Figye 8, Summary of Vehicular Traffic Delay for Various Scenarios 
PioiectPd Reno Average Da 'y Ve^icula' Delay 'rem Freight Trams • Year 2000 Veliicuiar Traffic 
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Figure 9. Average Vehicle Delay for All Street Traffic 
Projected Reno Average Daily Vehicular Delay from Freight Trains - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure 10. Sample Relationships between Vehicular Delay and Train Speed 
Four Trains on Monday. 2/3/97: #4 at 10 27 am (Keystone), #7 al 12.00 noon (Keystone). #12 at 4 19 pm (Virginia), #18 at 10:48 pm (Keystone) 
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4:19 pm at Virginia St. 
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at 10:48 pm at Keystone St. 

-H—I-
15 20 

Train Speed (mph) 
25 30 35 40 

PARAM2.WK4 06/06/97 06:29 PM 
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Figure A, Projected Reno Annual Train/Vehicle Accidents - Pre-merger 12.7 Trains 
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Figure B. Projectea Reno Annual TrainA/ehicle Accidents - Post-merger 24 Trains 
Year 2000 Ve^icular Traffic 
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Figure C. Projected Reno Annual TrainA/ehicle Accidents - Post-merger 24 Trains 
One Grade Separation at Keystone - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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RENO MITIGATION STUDY Preliminary Data - Subject to Change 

Figure D. Projected Reno Annual TrainA/ehicle Accidents - Post-merger 24 Trains 
Two Grade Separations at Keystone and Sutro - Year 2000 Vehicular Traffic 
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Figure E. Projected Reno Annual Train/Vehicle Accidents 
Depressed Trainway from Keystone to Lake, Morrill Closed 
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Figure F. Summary of Projected Reno Annual TrainA/ehicle Accidents 
Vear 2000 Vehicular rrafHe 
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Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 

MIUGATION 
STUDY 

I R E N 0 I 

Reno Mitigation Task Force 

July 9,1997 
Reno City Hall, Reno, NV 
1:00-5:00 p.m. 

Meeting This meetmg is the seventh meetmg for the Reno Mitigation Task Force, The Tasl< Force 
Purpose: meetings are intended to be interactive with member discussion and questions on each 

agenda item. 

1. Introductions/Review Agenda 1:00 to 1:10 

2. I-urther Discussion of the Feasibility of Increasing Train Speeds * l:10to2:00 

3. I urther Discussion of Crade Separation Options Being Considered 2:00 to 2:45 

4. Discussion of Range of Train Numbers 2:45 to 3:15 

5. deneral Discussion/I'ublic Comment 3:15 to 3:30 

6. Adjournment 3:30 

7. Operation Life Saver \ ideo Presentation by the Nevada Public Service 
Commission 

3:45 to 5:00 

'Information will arrive in separate package 



C O V I N G T O N & B U R L I N G 

July 3, 1997 

BY FEDEX 

To: Members of the Reno Mitigation Task Force 

At the last meeting. Union Pacific agreed to investigate whether it could 
feasibly increase train speeds through Reno by an average of 10 m,p.h. Union Pacific 
has detennined that, with an investment preliminarily estimated at $7.34 million, it could 
operate trains through downtown Reno at a consistent speed of 30 m.p.h Enclosed is 
a metnorandum from Union Pacific's Engineering Department outlining the steps neces
sary to implement this speed increase. 

Union Pacific officials will attend the July 9 meeting to discuss this report. 

Sincerely, 

i . Michael Hemmer 

Enclosure 



UNION PACIFIC/SOLTHERN PACIFIC .MERGER 

RENO MITIGATION STUDY 

Feasibility of Train Spe«l Increase - Keno. Nevada 

Julv 2. 1997 

l*urp<)se: 

To cvaluaif the fcasihilii> ot increasing the freight train speed through Reno. Nevada, from ihc current 
20 mph and 25 mph iimciable speeds to 30 mph between MP 242 0 and MP 247.1 

Kxisling OtHTatlon: 

Sparks Yard, located between Mileposts 245.and 246.8. is a crew change point for both eastbound and 
wcsit>ound trains, where all freight trains stop. Thc City of Reno is located between Mileposts 237.3 and 
244 6 

West of Sparks Yard toward Reno, the operating timetable speed is 30 mph for AMTRAK and 25 mph for 
Ircighi trains At Milepost 243 2 the timetable speed changes to 20 mph for both .AMTRAK and freight 
trains At Mile[K)st 242 0 thc speed increases to 45 mph for AMTRAK and 40 mph for freight trains 

Tlie track alignment trom Sparks '̂ard through Reno is essentially tangent wiih only two curves, both less 
than I degree and central angles less than 30 degrees Just west ot Reno there is a 4 degree curve. The 
track grade Irom Sparks \'ard to the west is iKginning to ascend toward L ônner Summit. Wh'le there are 
several grade changes in this stretch, the grade is less than I percent. 

The wayside signal system for this area is Automatic Block Signals (ABS). All of the public grade 
crossings through Reno are equipped wuh flashing lights and gates Since the merger the circuitry at 
lhe crossings has been upgraded so that signals arc activated wuh constant waming time devices, which 
provide tor constant activation of the waming systems regardless of the speed of the train up to 40 mph. 
The waming time tor initial crossing signal activaiioD is 25 seconds prior to lhe train engine occupying 
the crossing 

Feasible Operation: 

Thc timetable speed between MP 247.1 at Sparks and MP 242 0 west of Reno could be increased 
to 30 mph, and trains could operate consistently at that speed with the capital investments described. 
Sparks Yard would continue to t)c lhe crew change poini where all freight trains slop, 

Rf quired Capital Improvements: 

I-rom \ ista to west of Sparks Yard, the existing ABS wayside signal system would have to be replaced 
with Centrali^d Tratfic Control 'CTC) The tracks at Sparks ^ ard that are used for holding trains while 
crews are changed would have their turnouts changed from size No 10. which has a maximum speed of 
15 mph, to No 14 power-operated, which has a maximum speed of 30 mph. This would â low trains 
to accelerate to full speed while exiting the yard instead of waiting until lhe last car of the train goes 
through lhe switch at mph At MP 245 3 and at MP 246 8. power-operated No. 14 crossovers would 
be installed to ensure fluid movement mto and out of Sparks Yaru .Mso, at MP 238 0. west of Reno, 
a universal power-operated No 20 crossover would be installed to ensure fluid movements can bc made 
through the city Tie replacement and track surfacing would bc accomplished as necessary to facilitaie 
these 0(ierat!ng changes All sw itches in either ol the main tracks through the length of thc CTC area 
either would be power-operated or an clectnc lock would be installed 



FsHmatcd Cost: 

The following is lhe preliminary estimate of cost: 

• Install CTC from .MP 238 0 to MP 249,3 $3 g^g QOO 

• Construct 2 No. 14 Crossovers. 1 No. 20 
Universal Crossover and Rearrange Yard 
Tracks a, Sparks $3.470.000 

TOTAL $7.340.000 

Computer Train Pfiformance .Simulation: 

To analyze speeds through town, the trains contained in Ron Naro and Clyde Anderson's verified 
staiemems were modeled using thc Train Pcrfomiancc Simulation (TPS). TPS is utilized bv the Union 
auric to determine fuel consumption and running nme for a given (ram across a specific track segment 

based on physics The model results confirm, that with the capital .mprovemcnis proposed, fre.fh- trams 
will bc able to achieve ihe timetable speed on a consistent basis 



v> 
c 
2 60 
h-
•D 
O 
>» 
S2 
a. 
to 40 

Q 

>« 
CO 
O 

20 

O 

E 0 
3 

Figure 1. Distribution of UP Freight Trains Through Reno* 
Daily Tram Statistics: Average = 10 8, Median = 11.0, Minitnum = 2, Maximum = 17, Standard Deviation = 2,09 

^ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
Number of Through Freight Trains per Day 

*Period: January - February, April - September 1996 
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Table 1. Number of Through Freight Trains on UP/SP Mainline in Reno. NV In 1996 
Daily Train Statistics: Average = 10,8, Median = 11,0, Minimum = 2, Maximum = 17. Standard Deviation = 2,09 

TRAINS DATE 
TRAINS ^ . ^ ^ ^ TPAINS._ 

1 01-Jan 2 ' 9 01 . Apr 11 
1 02-Jan 14 02-Feb a 02Apr 10 
[ 03-Jan 12 03-Feb 13 03-Apr 13 
j 04.Jan 10 04-Feb 10 04.Apr 9 

OS-Jan 10 05-FGb 12 05-Apr 12 
Oe-Jan 15 06 Feb 9 06Apr 10 
07.Jan 16 07-f-'eb 12 07-Apr 11 
OS-Jan 14 08Feb 10 Ce-Apr 12 

! 09-Jan 11 09 Feb 13 09-Apr 12 
10-Jan 10 lOFeb 12 lOApr 11 

1 l l - Jan 13 11-Feb 13 11-Apr 10 
12-J3- 13 12-Feb 14 12-Apf 13 
13-Jc.n 12 13 Feb 12 13.Apr 8 
14-Jan 12 14.Feb 13 14Apr 12 

j 15-Jan 12 IbFeb 7 15-Apr 11 
1 I f j J a n 14 16 Feb 10 16Apr 9 

17-Jan 12 17-Feb 14 17-Apr 13 
i8-,ian 8 18-'"-b 13 t8-Apr 6 

1 19-Jan 13 19 Feb 10 19-Apr 9 
i 20-Jan 10 20 Feb 10 20-Apr 12 
j 21-J.in 11 21 Feb 9 21 Apr 10 

22-Jan 9 22Fcb 8 22-Apr 9 
' 23-Jan B 23 Feb 9 23 Apr 10 
1 24-J.m 7 24 Feb 7 24 Apr 9 
i 25 Jan to 25 Feb 11 25.Apr 13 
I 26-Jan 15 25-FeD 8 26Apr 11 

2r-Jan 10 27.Feb 6 27.Apr 13 
1 28Jan 9 28.Feb 7 28.Apr 12 
j 29-Jan 17 29-Feb 12 29.Apr 11 
i 30-Jan 12 30-Apr 10 
L 31:jgQ_ 
Average 

11 L 31:jgQ_ 
Average "^11,4 

DATE 

"oTl^ay' 
02- May 
03- Way 
04- May 
05- M3y 
05-Way 
07.May 
08-May 
09May 
lO-Way 
11.Ma/ 
12- May 
13- May 
14- Way 
15- Way 
16 May 
17 May 
18-May 
19 May 
20May 
21 May 
22May 
23 May 
24May 
25-May 
26Way 
27-May 
28 May 
29May 
30May 
31.May_ 

TRAINS DATE TREIGHT-
TRAINS DATE 

PReiGriT " 
TRAINS DATE 

TRtiGFTT' 
TRAINS 

DATE 
TRAINS 

'10 ' orjun 11 b'l-jui 10 "'iJi-ffug' 10 ~CV-Sep - ' - ^ 1 5 
12 02-Jun 10 02-Jul 12 02 Aug 10 02Sep 10 
11 03-Jun 9 03Jul 10 03-Aug 9 03-Sep 10 
10 04-Jun 9 04-Jul 9 04.Aug 11 04-Sep 7 
10 05 Jun 13 05-Jul 12 05.Aug 9 05-Sep 12 
12 06-Jun 12 06-Jul 9 C6-Ajg 13 06-Sep 12 
t l 07-Jun 14 07-Jul 12 07. Aug 13 07-S«p 9 
10 08-Jun 8 08-Jul 14 08.Aug 10 08-Seo 12 
8 09-Jun I t 09Jul 12 09.Ajg 10 og-sep 12 

16 10-Jun 11 10-Jul 12 10-Aug 9 10-Sep 10 
11 11-Jun 10 11-Jul 11 11-Aug 12 l l S e p 11 
9 12-Jun 10 12-Jul 11 12-Aug 16 12.Sep 13 

12 13.Jun 13 13-Jul 10 13-Aug 9 13.Sep 6 
12 M.Jun 8 14Jul 10 14.Aug 9 14.Sep 11 
10 IS-Jun 7 15.J11I 3 ISAug 12 15-Sep 9 
8 16-Jun 9 16-Jul 10 16-Aug 10 16-Scp 11 

10 17-Jun 13 17Jul 12 17-Aug 12 IT-Sep 12 
11 16-Jun 14 18-Jul 14 18-Aug 10 18-Sep 10 
11 19-Jun 11 19-Jul 4 19-Aug 9 19.Sep 9 
12 20-Jun 13 20 Jul 9 20-Aug 12 20-Sep 9 
11 21-Jun 12 21 Jul 12 21-Aug 11 21-Sep 13 
10 22-Jun 13 22Jul 10 22-Aug 11 22-Sep 10 
12 23-Jun 11 23-Jul 11 23Aug 12 23-Sep 12 
13 24-Jun 9 24.Jul 11 24.Aug 6 24.$ep 10 
12 25-Jun 9 25-Jul 9 25-Aug 12 25-$ep 9 
12 26.Jun 9 26-Jjl 10 26-Aug 12 26-Sep 9 
11 27-Jun 10 27-Jul 13 27-Aug 7 27-Sop 12 
12 28-Jun 7 28-Jul 12 28Aug 13 23-Sep 11 
12 29-Jun 14 29-Jul 11 29-Aug 10 29-Sep 13 
13 30-Jun 12 30-Jul 9 30-Aug 15 30-Sep 9 
13 31-lui, 12 

' lO.f 
31;Aug^ 14 

11.2 3 • - . - 10.7 — ... 
12 

' lO.f 10,9 

FRGT-TRN WK4 06/16/97 10:15 AM 



Surface Transportation Board 
Public Outreach Program 

Summary of Meeting Notes 

Session: 

Date: 

Location: 

Subject: 

Attendees: 

October 22, 1996 

Flamingo Hilton 
Reno, Nevada 
5:00 pm 

Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmental Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 

Chris Nordling, President - Flamingo Hilton 

Environmental Team 
Colleen Henderson, Sumr.ii Z.-viresolutions. Inc. 

City Representatives 
Merri Belaustegui-Traficanli 
Barbara McKenzie 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser, STB/SEA 
Harold McNulty, STB/SEA 
Kay Wilson, Public AfTairs Mjinagement 
Winn Frank, De Leuw, Cather & Company 
Dave Mansen, De Leuw, Cather & Company 

Representatives from the City of Reno and the Environmenlal Team arrived upstairs at the 
Flamingo Hilton offices to meet with Chris Nordling and the STB/SEA staff and their 
consultants. Chns Nordling informed us that the STB/SEA preferred not to meet with us, Chris 
Nordling asked us to leave because be wanted an opportunity to meet with the STB/SEA. 



Session: 

Surface Transportat ion Board 
Public Outreach Program 

Summary of Meeting Notes 

Date: October 23. 1996 

Location: City of Reno 
290 South Cen'cr Street 
Meetmg Room 211 
8:30 am 

Subject: 

Attendees: 

Union Pacific/Southem Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmental Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 
Mayor JefT GrifTin. City of Reno 
Counci (person Tom Herndon, City of Reno 
Councilperson Candice Pearce, City of Reno 

Environmenlal Team 
Colleen Henderson. Summit Envirosolutions, Inc 
Eric Ruby. WESTEC, Inc. 
Mark A, Demuth, MADCON Consultation Services 

City Representatives 
Steve Varela 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKenzie 
Sharon Spangler 
Michael Halley 
Paul Lamboley (Counsel) 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser. STB/SEA 
Harold McNulty. STB SEA 
Kay Wilson. Public Aflairs Management 
Winn Frank, De Leuw. Cather & Company 
Dave Mansen. De Leuw. Cather & Company 

Introduction 

(The following introduction wa-s repeated by STB/SEA si„ff and consultants at the beginning of 
each meeting Sessions 3 - 17j 

Elaine Kaiser thanked evervone for attending the meeting and indicated that the Surface 
Iransportation Board Section of Environmental Analysis (STB SEA) had put informational 
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packages together to summarize the Mitigation Study and process, and distnbuted the packages 
to meeting attendees. 

fhe STB/SEA began the presentation by defining the project and the program to provide public 
outreach, Elaine Kaiser slated that this study should bring people together and foster a 
relationship where information could be freelv exchanged. She told thc City of Reno that they 
shouid feci privileged because the STB (thc ai lual Board) has never granted ine following: (1) 
putting a cap of an average of 2 trains a day through Reno for 18 months and (2) prepanng a 
Mitigatum Study specifically for the City of Reno. She said that 12 months is plenty of time to 
work and to negotiate a solution, 

Elaine Kaiser introduced the Mitigation Study Team: consisting of Harold McNulty - Reno Project 
Study Director (STB SEA); Kay Wilson - Community Coordinator (Public Aflairs Management); 
Dave Mansen - Technical Project Manager (De Leuw. Cather & Company). Winn Frank - Project 
Director (De Leuu. Cather & Company); and Elaine Kaiser - Program Director and Legal 
Counsel (STB'SEA). 

Elaine Kaiser presented a brief history of the STB actions to date alTecting the merger of the 
Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroads now called the Union Pacific (UP) Railroad (the 
"Railroad"), and indicated that they are at the beginning of the process to prepare the Mitigation 
Study for Reno, as mandated by the STB in Decision 44. Elaine Kaiser also indicated that the 
STB Mitigation Study Team wants to gather as much information as possible, and encouraged 
pnvate negotiation and agreements to be made outside of the formal requirements for the 
Mitigation Study. Thc STB decision requinng the Mitigation Study is quite specific, saying that 
the study w ill evaluate all feasible mitigation options available wilhin the existing Union Pacific 
nghl ol way (ROW), lo reduce impacls. 

Harold McNult> mentioned that corridor-wide conditions have already been imposed for air 
quality, noise and grade crossings. 

The Mitigation Study is divided into 3 phases as summanzed on the provided handouts prepared 
by the STB'SEA's consultant. Phase 1 will take 4 months with the goal lo complete the study 
atld have it ready for the STB Board lo act on wilhin 12 months. 

Kay Wilson explained the citizen'public participation portion of the Mitigation Study, indicating 
that the pnmar> goal of the study is to encourage public participation at all levels, and to 
encourage the fonnalion of a Ta.sk Force lo effectively deal w ith public participation. The STB 
is not married to the concept of a Task Force, and is open lo other vehicles for participation. 

Elaine Kaiser indicated that the first step in Phase 1 would be to establish a Service List of key 
contact people at the City of Reno. STB. and the consultant team to begin open comma-ication. 

Dave Mansen indicated that he wants to make sure that all available studies are inventoned and 
the location of the matenals documented. 
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Discussion 

Paul Lamboley. Counsel lo City of Reno, asked who the subconsultants lo De Leuw. Cather & 
Company will be. Mr, Lamboley also asked De Leuw, Caiher ^ Company and its subconsultants 
to document if they have ever worked for, or are planning to work for the Railroad in any 
capacity, Winn Frank indicated that he would provide thc requested infonnation, Elaine Kaiser 
indicated lhat the Mitiganon .Study should be viewed as a Hindott ofOpportunitv, and encouraged 
pnvate negotiations lo develop other solutions out of the ROW. Elaine Kaiser u.sed the example 
ofa Drtvate negotiation that occurted between the UP Railroad and the Town of Truckee, where 
the UP Railroad agreed to a program to buy ob.solctc wood burning stoves from residents lo 
offset air quality impacls created by the merger. 

Councilperson Tom Herndon asked why economic impacts were not considered in the previous 
studies prepared by the STB, Elaine Kaiser indicated that the previous studies did nol evaluate 
economic impacts, as they were not required to. and lhat the Miugation Studv would nol include 
an evaluation of economic impacts. Any discussion of economic impacts must be based on the 
merits of the merger and argued before the STB. 

Councilperson Candice Pearce stated lhat impacts lo water qualily. endangered species hazardous 
matenals. and Native Amencan issues were never evaluated in the previous Environmental 
Asses.smenl (EA), These i.ssucs aflect the entire length of the Tmckce River and include a water 
quality negotiated selllement brokered by US Senator Harry Reid, Harold McNulty indicated that 
miugation measures for hazardous materials are included in Numbers 4 and 5 on Page 12, 
Appendix G of Derision 44. 

Councilperson Pearce indicated that the Railroad is only 3 feet from thc Tmckee River in some 
places, and an accident would impact the entire downstream portion ofthe river to Pyramid Lake. 

Councilperson Herndon discussed the diflerences between high and low speed railroad accidents. 
The proposed 800 number to call when an emergency occurs is not satisfactory mitigation to 
solve the problem, according to Mr, Herndon, 

Mayor 'eff Griffin directly asked STB representatives what is off the table for discussions and 
inclusion in the Mitigation Study. Elaine Kaiser indicated lhat the fonnula for appropriate 
mitigation, which will bc included in the study, is Systemwide Mitigation + Tailored Mitigation 
wiih'n thc existing ROW = the Solution I hc concept of relocation lo the Interstate 80 (1-80) 
comdor is appropnate for pnvate negotiations, but will not be evaluated as pussible mitigation 
in the Mitigation Study. The STB is open to any suggestions relating to mitigation within the 
existing ROW. 

Councilperson Pearce asked if the STB would look into the Native American and endangered 
species issues. The Cui ui. an federally listed endangered fish species, is sacred lo the Native 
Americans, and is afTected by lhe Tmckee River water quality since il spawns upstream from 
Pyramid Lake. In addition, the Paiute Indians have thc nght to set water quality standards for 
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the Tmckee River. Elaine Kaiser indicated that the approach to preparation of the Mitigation 
Study will incorporate thc concept of tiering (NEPA CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1508 28) 
whereby previously prepared documents are used as a basis for future more detailed analysis 
Elaine Kaiser also indicated lhat the STB has a mandate lo consult with Native Amencans, and 
this will occur as part of the Mitigaiirm Study process. 

Mayor Gnflin made a short dosing statemeni thanking the STB for meeiing with thc City of 
Reno, and indicated that thc City and the Railroad agree thev h-nh don't want residual prob'cms 
associated with the merger. 7 he Mitigaii(m Studv must focus on long tenn solutions The city 
would rather live with short-lenn intenm railroad merger impacts in hopes of realizing a 
permanent long-term solution 

Elaine Kaiser requested that the city respond to Harold McNulty within a week or so regarding 
interest in the lask Force approach to public participation. 
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October 23. 1996 

City of Reno 
290 South Center Streei 
Meeting Room 211 
9:45 am 

Union Pacific Southem Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmenlal Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 
Gene Carano. General Manager - Eldorado Casino 
Gary Carano, General Manager - Silver Legacy 
John Frankovich. Counsel for Don Carano 

Environmenlal Team 
Colleen Henderson. Summit Envirosolutions. Inc. 
Enc Ruby. WESTEC. Inc, 
Mark A Demuth. MADCON Con.sullation Services 

City Representatives 
Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKenzie 
Michael Halley 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser. STB'SEA 
Harold McNulty. STB SEA 
Kay Wilson. Public Affairs Management 
Winn Frar..\, Dc Leuw. Cather & Company 
Dave Manser., De Leuw. Cather & Company 

Introduction 

STB SEA Presentation (Reler to the notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

The STB/SEA asked the City and its Consultants to leave because they wanted lo talk lo each 
casino and other interested parties separately. The Environmental Team asked the Carano's i f i l 
was OK to stay and observe the STB SEA's presentation and they insisted that the City be 
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present. The Carano's said that they supported the City's position and everybody should be 
working together. 

The Carano's were concemed with the tremendous impacts the increase in number of trains 
would have on the downtown casinos as well as the economic issues related to the constmction 
of improvements to the railroad ROW. increased trafllc on Sien-a Street, an increase in the 
number of trains, pedestrian safely associated to an increase in trains, and noise associated with 
an increase in trains. The Carano's also supported the city's efforts to work with the STB and 
Railroad. 
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Date: October 23. 1996 

Location: City of Reno 
290 South Cenler Street 
Meeting Room 211 
10:15 am 

L'nion Pacific/Southem Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmental Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 
Max Page - Fitzgeralds Casino-Hotel 

Environmental Team 
Enc Ruby. WESTEC. Inc. 
Mark A. Demuth. MADCON Consultation Services 

City Representatives 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKenzie 
Michael Halley 

57"^ Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser. STB'SEA 
Harold Mc!- Ity. STB/SEA 
Kay Wilson. Public Affairs Management 
Winn Frank. De Leuw. Caiher & Company 
Dave Mansen, Dc Leuw, Cather & Company 

Introduction 

STB SEA Presentation (Refer to the notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

Max Page pointed out that there appears to be no limit on the length of trains through Reno and 
lengths have been increasing, Elaine Kaiser agreed that there is no cap on the length of trains. 

Elaine Kaiser r^enlioned that the SEA can not require the Railroad to agree lo any mitigation. 
It must be mandated by the STB Board. 
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Elaine Kaiser asked if pedestnan bridges (like in Las Vegas) will solve pedestrian and trafTic 
safety issues. Max Page responded by saying no because Las Vegas does not have trains 
traversing the downtown. 

Elaine Kaiser also asked if Max Page thought there could be a public/private partnership to 
implement short-lemi beautification along thc railroad ROW, Max Page responded by slating the 
Railroad should pay the entire cost because they are creating the problem to begin with. 

Max Page mentioned that noise generated from trains creates a room rale reduction for rooms 
facing the railroad ROW, Winn Frank suggested implementing a Quiet Zone through Reno lo 
deal with the train homs but il does not address safety issues. Elaine Kaiser suggested having 
a Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) representative talk with Reno about public safety issues. 

Elaine Kaiser mentioned that short-tern mitigation might be better than no mitigation if the Board 
does not agree wilh STB/SEA's recommendations. 
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Session: 5 

Date: October 23. 1996 

Location: City of Reno 
290 South Center Street 
Meeiing Room 21 1 
11:00 am 

Subject: Union Pacific Southem Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmenlal Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Attendees: Guests 
Michael Kulbacki. Railway Safety Engineenng Investigator - Nevada Public 

Service Commission, Engineenng Division 
John Eells - Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) Consultant 
Syd Brown - NDOT Consultant 
lom Mallerv - NDOT Planner 
Tom Fronapfel. Assistant Director-Planning - NDOT 
Tim Crowley, Executive Assistant to Govemor Miller 
Raymond B, Lang. Govcmmental Aflairs OfTicer - National Railroad Passenger 

Corporation aka AMTRAK 
Monica Puddington, Rural Public Transit Program Coordinator - NDOT 
Joe Slrolin - Administrator. Planning Division - Slate of Nevada Agency for 

Nuclear Projects. Nuclear Waste Project Office 

Environmental Team 
Enc Ruby, WESTEC, Inc, 
Mark A, Demuth. M.ADCON Consultalion Ser\ices 

Engineering Team 
Jerry Hall. Strategic Project Management 

Orr Representatives 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKenzie 
Michael Halley 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser. STB'SEA 
Harold McNulty, STB SEA 
Kay V '̂ilson. Puhlic Aflairs Management 
Winn Frank, Dc Leuw. Cather & Company 
Dave Mansen. De Leuw, Cather & Company 

10 
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Introduction 

STB/SEA Presentation (Refer to the notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

In addition to the standard introduction presented by the STB/SEA. Elaine Kaiser mentioned the 

wio :̂ t̂ :::z:::f:!:' —-^--^ ̂« -es of peop.e 
Someone asked about financing and Elaine Kaiser mentioned the STB/SEA has consultants to 
address financing issues and referred lo the Task Force and people should get involved at that 

Elaine Kaiser mentioned an 800 number to call the Railroad as mitigation for incidence of 
hazardous matenal spills and problems wiih crossing signals. mciaence o. 

Tom Fronapfel with NDOT mentioned that his agency takes a ncuti^I position on the merger and 
oflered assistance where needed, merger ana 

P^ce^"^'welT'Is r t ^ ' I T " " ' ^ " ' ' ^ ^ f P̂ ^̂ ^ environmental impact statement (EIS) 
Eut w h deli L H . ^'^'^ '-^0 Alternative implemented out with detailed documentation to support the project. 

Raymond Lang supports the Downtown Depressed Trainway Altcmative and stated that any 
relocation of tracks would be negative and would impact the existing tTBin station in Reno. 

Elaine Kaiser pointed out what a "big fan" of trams Harold McNulty was. 

11 
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October 23. 1996 

City of Reno 
290 South Center Street 
Meeting Room 211 
1:00 pm 

Union Pacific'Soulhcm Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmental Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 

Richard Vitali - Han-ah's Casino 

Environmental Team 

Colleen Henderson, Summit Envirosolutions, Inc. 
Enc Ruby, WESTEC. Inc. 
Mark A, Demuth, MADCON Consultation Services 

City Representati ves 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKenzie 
Michael Halley 
Sharon Spangler 
Steve \ arela 
Paul Lamboley (Counsel) 

STB Representatives 
Ela.ne Kaiser. STB'SEA 
Harold McNully. STB/SEA 
Ka> Wilson. Public AfTairs Management 
Winn Frank. De Leuw. Cather & Company 
Dave Mansen. De Leuw. Cather & Company 

Introduction 

STB'SEA Presentation (Refer to the notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

In addition to the impacls an increase in trains will have on Han-ah's Casino, Richard Vitali 
expressed concem about the impacts to the existing neighborhood out at River Banks. River 
Banks is a residential development built on the south side of thc railroad tracks west of Reno. 

12 
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Richard Vitali expressed concem about school bus problems, delays, lack of access, and the 
increase in length of trains, Richard Vitali mentioned how school buses have to wait up to one-
half hour lor trams and how the children wailing for the bus on the north side ofthe tracks are 
just as afTected especially in cold weather 

His biggest concems included public safety, the business interests downtown, and the delayed 
traffic associated with an increase in trains. He feels tbat economic impacts should be considered 
as well as all of the other environmental impacls. He staled lhat he feels that the City's facts and 
figures are accurate and con-ect. He mentioned that the three grade separations will not even 
come close to solving the impacts of trafllc and pedestrian safety, 5 or 6 might be getting closer 
lo solving the problem. 

Richard Vitali mentioned mitigation to the river comdor might help improve downtown. 

Elaine Kaiser stressed working directly with the Railroad to negotiate mitigation. 

Richard Vital, added that Ralston Street was a bad choice for a grade separation and asked who 
would be responsible for financing the mitigation. Thc STB.SEA agreed that they do not know 
how the financing can be accomplished suggesting that the Railroad shouldn't have to pay for 
the entire mitigation. The City's consultants mentioned lhat 13 percent of the cost for a grade 
crossing is nol enough and the City should not be financially responsible for the remainder. 

Elaine Kaiser mentioned that Harold McNulty was the Study Director for Reno's Mitigation 
Study. 

Richard Vitali suggested that the owner ofthe River Banks Residential Project (Dennis Banks) 
be added to the Service Lisl lo participate on the Task Force. 

13 



Session: 

Date: 

Location: 

Subject: 

Attendees: 

Introduction 

Surface Transportation Board 
Public Outreach Program 

Summary of Meeting Notes 

October 23, 1996 

Cit> V f Reno 
290 Souih Center Street 
Meeting Room 211 
2:00 pm 

Uni.-.': Pacific'Soulhcm Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmental Mitigation .Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 
Senator William Raggui 
Assembivperson Joan Lambert 
AssemblNTierson Bemice Mathews 
Assemblvpcrson Lawrence Jacobsen 
Asscmbl>person David Humke 

Environmenlal Team 
Colleen Henderson. Summit Envirosolutions. Inc, 
Mark A, Demuth. MAFK'ON Consultalion Services 

On Ripresentatives 
Mcrr Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKenzie 
Michael Halley 
Sharon Spangler 
Paul Lamboley (Counsel) 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser. STB SEA 
Harold McNulty. STB'SEA 
Kay Wilson, Public Affairs Management 
Winn Frank. De Leuw. Gather & Company 
Dave Mansen. De Leuw. Cather & Company 

STB'SEA Presentation (Refer to the notes from Session 2) 

14 
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Discussion 

Elaine Kaiser mentioned that there is another merger (Conrail) concun-entiv under review bv the 
STB as well as the proposed Mitigation Studv and lhat Reno would get the STB'SE \'s full 
attention, (Elaine Kaiser previously mentioned thai the STB/SEA is understafl-ed and 40 percent 
of thc staff was in Reno at this meeting). 

Senator Raggio specifically asked what thc parameters ofthe mitigation measures are and who 
would have to pay. He asked if the STB'SEA could analyze a Downtown Depressed Trainway 
Alternative through Reno and Elaine Ka.ser agreed to look at t.H.s option. Senator Raggio 
mentioned thai unless a Downtown Depre.s.sed Tramwav Altemative is considered the only other 
alternative is to relocate the tracks away from downtown. Senator Raggio was specific lo stale 
that he thought these meetings were a waste of time and that thc STB'SEA had already made up 
their minds as what they were going to present lo the Board. 

Elaine Kaiser mentioned that i f the STB/SEA recommended to the Board to consider the 1-80 
Alternative, this would take years to analyze including conducting environmental documentation 
and conducting condemnation procedures. She stresses that this is nol a good altemative because 
ol the time factor. 

Elaine Ka.ser mentioned something about FR A Guidelines and how thev address noise from train 
homs. She suggested having a FRA representative attend future meetings lo explain issues 
pertaining to homs and noise, e F 

Elaine Kaiser strcs.sed other types of mitigation including the following: 

- Upgrading existing at-grade crossings 
- Explonng the concept ol "quiet zones" Ihrough Reno 
- Incorporating spec.al crossing devices lo increase public safety 
- Looking at a depressed trainway Ihrough Reno 

Elaine Kaiser mentioned the funding options she was aware of included state funding federal 
funding, and unique funding. The City and its consultants interpreted "unique funding" to involve 
the casinos. " 

Senator Raggio asked about the status of the City's lawsuit with the STB. The City responded. 

At this point. Paul Lamboley suggested that thc Task Force might be a good idea to participate 
in as long as the City had a role in thc meetings. He mentioned that it is not a good idea lo meet 
just for the sake of meeting and thc meetings should be working meetings with technical people 
he mentioned lhat these meetings should be held at least twice a month and the Railroad should 
participate as well. 

15 
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The next discussion centered on the existmg and future number of irains traversing Reno and the 
STB/SEA mentioned that their numbers would never be consistent with the numbers that the City 
of Reno has. Elaine Kai.ser and Harold McNulty said they get their numbers directly from the 
Railroad and they (the Railroad) have the most expertise and infonnation avaiiabie when 
detennining the numbers of trams. The City's Environmental Consultants mentioned that we 
must agree or use several diflercnt numbers (or a range) when calculating the impacts of the 
merger. The STB/SEA did not agree and said that they will use the numbers provided by the 
Railroad. 

The issue of the potential for transporting high level nuclear waste through Reno via the Railroad 
was iuought to the attention of the STB SEA. 

Assemblyperson Mathews asked if the 1-80 Alternative v̂as addressed in the EA and Elaine 
Kaiser mentioned lhat it was not, Harold McNulty cautioned the City because there would be 
far more impacls and issues to deal wiih if they were to recommend the 1-80 Altemative to the 
Board. He mentioned the City would have opposition from all aspects of society. 

16 
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October 23. 1996 

City of Reno 
290 South Center Street 
Meeting Room 211 
3:00 pm 

L'nion Pacific Southem Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmental Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 

Assembl\per.son Bemie Anderson 

Environmental Team 
Mark A, Demuth, MADCON Consultalion Services 

City Representatives 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKenzie 
Michael Halley 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser. STB SEA 
Harold McNulty. STB'SEA 
Kay Wilson, Public AfTairs Management 
Winn Frank, Dc Leuw. Cather & Company 
Dave Mansen. Dc Leuw, Cather & Company 

STB'SEA Presentation (Refer to the notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

Bemie Anderson was upset with level of misunderstanding and stated he thought the Cily of Reno 
was providing misinfonnat.on to the public and lo the STB SEA about the merger He is 
concemed about moving the existing track alignment lo the 1-80 comdor because of impacts to 
residents and St, Mar> "s Hospital. AsscmbKman Bemie Anderson also staled that he did not 
Ihini. that Reno was taking into account the benefits the merger would have lo the City of Sparks 
and specifically to the warehousing business. 

17 
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Introduction 
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October 23. 1996 

City of Reno 
290 South Center Street 
Meeting Room 211 
3:30 pm 

Union Pacific'Soulhcm Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmental Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 

John Maclntvre. County Manager - Washoe County 

Environmenlal Team 
Mark A, Demuth. MADCON Consultation Services 

City Representatives 
Metri Belaustegui-Traficanli 
Barbara McKenzie 
Michael Halley 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kaiser. STB'SEA 
Harold McNulty. S7B SEA 
Kay Wilson. Public Aflairs Management 
Winn Frank, De Leuw, Cather & Company 
Dave Mansen, De Leuw. Cather & Company 

STB/SEA Presentation (Refer lo the notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

John Maclntyre mentioned he was here to listen to the STB/SEA's presentation and added that 
the County was interesied in discussing mitigation ideas and financing options. 
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10 

October 23. IV96 

City of Reno 
290 South Center Street 
Meeting Room 211 
4:00 pm 

Union Pacific'.Southcm Pacific Railroad Merger 
Environmenlal Mitigation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 

Paula Berkley - Representative of thc Reno Sparks Indian Colony 

Environmental Team 
Mark A, Demuth, MADCON Consultalion Services 

C/(v Representatives 
Mem Bclaustegui-Traficanti 
Barbara McKen/ie 
Michael Halley 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kai.ser STB'SEA 
Harold McNulty. STB'SEA 
Kay Wilson. Public AfTairs Management 
Winn Frank. De Leuw. Gather & Company 
Dave Mansen. De Leuw, Gather & Company 

Introduction 

STB'SEA Presentation (Refer to the notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

Paula Berkley provided the STB/SEA with a map and names numbers of the Native American 
tnbes in Nevada, Paula Berkley asked why the Indians were overiooked and not included in 
previous environmental documentation procedures ' She mentioned lhat the exisiing railroad 
ROW IS located directly behind approximately 250 homes on a reservation in Reno and continued 
with a historv and gc<igraphy lesson of thc different tribes in Northem Nevada, 

Paula Berkley specifically stated the "Paiutes" had heard that the "switching vard" was going to 
be moved from Sparks to Wadsworth and they (the Native Americans) will speak out against this, 

19 
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Elaine Kaiser mentioned lhat thc tribes are welcome lo participate and that the STB'SEA dealt 
with cultural i.ssues by contacting each State Historic Preservation Oflice (SHPO). 

Paula Berkley mentioned thc difTerence between cultural resources and Native American 
consultation and staled that it was the law to consult with Native Amencans before documentation 
is sent out for review, Elaine Kaiser mentioned lhat they were starting over (ground level) and 
would consult Native Amencans and give them a change lo have input into the planning process. 

Paula Berkley also specifically stated since thc STB is only looking at 3 crossings, then the 
Native Amencans will go through with the Amicus curiae Bnef. 

Elaine Kaiser asked who owned or managed land Indian reservations are located on and Paula 
Berkley mentioned it was the federal govemment who owns the land in trust for Native 
Amencans, 

20 
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Session: 

Date: 

Location: 

11 

October 23, 1996 

City of Reno 
290 South Center Street 
Meeting Room 211 
4:00 pm 

Subject: 

Attendees: 

U'nion Pacific'Si>uthcm Pacific Railroad .Merger 
Environmental Miugation Study - Public Outreach Program 

Guests 

Scott Becman. General Manager - Circus Circus Hotel/Casino 

Environmenlal Team 
Mark A. Demuth. MADCON Consultation Services 

Cm- Representatives 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanli 
Barbara McKcnz e 

STB Representatives 
Elaine Kai.ser STB SEA 
Harold McNulty. STB SEA 
Kay Wilson. Public Aflairs Management 
Winn Frank. Dc Leuw. Cather & Company 
Dave Mansen. Dc Leuw. Cather & Company 

Introduction 

STB'SEA Presentation (Refer to thc notes from Session 2) 

Discussion 

Scott Beeman asked who was on the STB Board and Elaine Kaiser mentioned the following: 

- Linda Morgan - Attorney (Chairperson) 
- Gus Owen - Businessman (Vice Chairperson) 
- O.J, Simmons - Histonc Railroad Employee 

Elaine Kaiser met.lioned lhat they were all appointed lo the Board, 
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Scott Beeman stressed the impacls lo thc casinos and that the Cily and casinos should not have 
to pay for thc mitigation Elaine Kaiser stressed the shared funding approach again and 
mentioned that the Board has mandated this vcr>' recently, 

Scott Beeman mentioned the con-elation between the increase in the number of Irains and the risk 
as.sociaied wilh a derailment Harold McNulty mentioned something about electronic brakes. 
Scott Beeman's concems included the increase in noise and the economic impacts to downtown. 

It was brought up lhat we need to decide what issues we can partner to solve and which ones are 
clearly the responsibilit> ofthc Railroad, 

Additiona! issues di.scusscd included Winn Frank claiming the Railroad stated that fewer trains 
are presently mnning ihrough Reno than anticipated which was good for Reno. 

Elaine Kaiser refcrted to the Alameda Comdor in Califomia as an example of mitigation. Scott 
Beeman stressed a meaningful long-term solution vs. short-term fixes. 

Elaine Kaiser mentioned that the Railroad would like an equitable share process associated with 
the financing of the mitigation needed. 
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3-6 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 

shows the noise impact criteria for Category 1 and 2 land u.sc in terms of the allowable increase in the 
cumulative noise exposure. The horizontal axis is the existing noise exposure and the vertical axis is fhe 
increase in cumulative noisc level due to the transit project, Tfie measure of noise exposure is for 
residential areas and L^̂  for land uses that do not liave nighttime noise sensitivity. Since Lj„ and L " are 
measures of total acoustic energy, any new noise source in a community will cause an increase. evenTf the 
new source level is less than the existins level, Refernng to Figure 3-2. it can be seen lhat the cnterion for 
Impact allows a noisc exposure increase of 10 dBA if the existing noise exposure is 42 dBA or less but only 
a I dBA increase when the existing noise exjxisure is 70 dHA 

Ml; W - r Note: 
Noise exposure is in terms 
of Lgp (h) for Category 
1 lantj uses, L ,̂, for 
Category 2 land uses. 

55 60 65 70 

Existing Noise Exposure 
75 80 

Figure 3-2 Increasa in Cumulative Noise Levels Allowed by Criteria (Land Use Cat, 1 & 2) 

As the existing level of ambient noise increases, the allowable level of transit noisc increases, but the total 
amount tfiai communiiy noise exposure is iiilowed to increase \s reduceil. This accounts for the unexpected 
result that a project noise exposure which is less Ifian the exisung noise exposure can .still cause Impact, This 
is clearer from the examples given in Table .1-3 wfiich indicate the level of transit noise allowed for differem 
exisiing levels of exposure. 
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Table 3-2 Land Use Categories and Metrics for l ransit Noise Impact Criteria 

I^nd Use 
Category 

Noise Metric 
(dBA) 

Descript ion of l ^ n d Use Category 

1 Outdoor L ^ ( h ) ' 

Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their inteiuled 
purpose. This category includes lands set aside for serenity and quiet, and 
such land uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as 
National Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use. 

2 Ould 'Ml f L j ^ 

Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This category 
includes h mes, hospiiaJs and hotels wheie a nighttime sensitivity to noise 
IS assumed lo he of utmost importance. 

3 Outdoor L^.(h)* 

Institutional land uses with pnmarily daytime and evening use. This 
category includes schools, libraries, and churches where it is important to 
avoid interference with such activities as speech, meditation and 
concentration on reading material. Buildings with interior spaces where 
quiet i t important, tuch as medical offices, conference rooms, recording 
studios and concert halls fall into tliis category Places for meditation or 
study associated with cemeteries, monuments, museums. Certain histoncal 
sites, parks and recreational faciliues are also included. 

t . j ^ for Ihc noisiest hour of transit-related activity dunng hours of noise sensitivity. 

3.1.2 Defining the Levels of Impact 
The noise impact cntena are defined by two curves which allow increasing project noise levels as existing 
noise increases up to a point, beyond which impact is determined based on project noise ^̂ lonc. Below the 
lower curve in Figure 3-1, a proposed project is considered to have no noise impact since, on the average, 
the introduction of thc project will result in an insignificant increase in the number of people highly annoyed 
by the new noi»e. The curve defining the onset of noise impact stops increasing at 65 dB for Category 1 and 
2 land use. a standard limit for an acceptable living ervjronment defined by a number of Federal agencies. 
Project noise above the upper curve is CDnsidcred ut cause Severe Impact since a significant percentage of 
people would bc highly annoyed by the new noise This curve flattens out at 75 dB for Category I and 2 land 
use, a level associated with an unacceptable living environment. As indicated by the right-hand scale on 
Figure 3-1, Ihe project noise cniena are 5 de«.ibels higher for Category 3 land uses since these types of land 
use are considered to be slightly less sensitive to noise lhan Ihe types of land use in categories 1 and 2. 

Between Ihe two curves Ihe proposed project is judged ID have an impact, though nol severe. Thc change 

in the cumulative noisc level is noticeable to most people, but may not be sufficient to cause strong, adverse 

reactions from the community. In this transitional area, other project-specific factors must be considered to 

determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation, such as the predicted level of increase 

over existing noisc levels and the types and numbers of noise-sensitive land uses affected. 

Although fhe Ciirves in Figure 3-1 are defined in tenns of the protect noise exposure and the existing noise 
exposure, ii is important lo emphasize that ii is lhe increase in ihe cumul tive noise - when project is added 
lo existing - thai is the basis for the criteria 1 he complex shapes of the curves are based on the 
ctinsideralions of cumulative muse increase described in Appendix A, To illustrate this point, F'gure 3-2 
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Table 3-1 Noise Levels Denning Impact for Transit Projects 

Existing Project Noise Impact E«po8ure,* L^q(h)orLj, (dBA) 
Noise 

Exposure 
Le , (h )o rL j „ 

(dBA) 

Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 
Noise 

Exposure 
Le , (h )o rL j „ 

(dBA) No Impact Impact Severe Impact No Impact Impact 
Severe 
Impact 

<43 < Ambient+IO 
Ambient • 

10 to 15 
>Ambierit+15 <AmbieDt+l5 

Ambient • 
15 to 20 

>Ambient+20 

43 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 >63 
44 <52 52-5(, >58 <57 57-63 >63 
45 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 >63 

46 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 >64 

47 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 >64 

48 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 >64 

49 <54 54 59 >59 <59 59-64 >64 

50 <54 54-i9 >59 <59 59-64 >64 

51 <54 54-60 >60 <59 59-65 >65 

52 <55 55-60 >60 <60 60-65 >65 

53 <55 55-60 >60 <60 60-65 >65 
54 <55 55-61 >61 <60 60-66 >66 

55 <56 56-61 >6I <6l 61-66 >66 

56 <56 56-62 >62 <6I 61-67 >67 

57 <57 57-62 >62 <62 62-67 >67 

58 <57 57-62 >62 <62 62-67 >67 

59 <58 58-63 >63 <63 63-68 >68 

60 <58 58 63 >63 <63 63-68 >68 

61 <59 59-64 >64 <64 64-69 >69 

62 <59 59-64 >64 <64 64-69 >69 

63 <60 60-65 >65 <65 65-70 >70 

64 <6I 61-65 >65 <66 66-70 >70 

65 <61 61-66 >66 <66 66-71 >7I 

66 <62 62-67 >67 <67 67-72 >72 
67 <63 63-67 >67 <68 68-72 >72 

68 <63 63-68 >68 <68 68-73 >73 
69 <64 64-69 >69 <69 69-74 >74 

70 <65 65-69 >69 <70 70-74 >74 

71 <66 66-70 >70 <7l 71-75 >75 

72 <66 66-71 >7I <71 71-76 >76 

73 <66 66-71 >7j <7I 71-76 >76 

74 <66 66-72 >72 <7I 71-77 >77 

75 566 _ 66-73 >73 

>74 

<7[ 71^78 >78 

76 <66 66-74 

>73 

>74 <7I 71-79 >79 
77 <66 66-74 _ _ > 7 4 _ 

>75 

<7I 71-79 >79 

>77 <66 66-75 

_ _ > 7 4 _ 

>75 <7I 71-80 1 >80 
l^„isus«-d 
exposure is 

for land use where ni 
useJ IIU land use inv 

ghtlime sensilivily is a factor, 1 
olving only daytime acliviiies 

en 
during the hour of maximum Uansit noise 
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Figure 3-1 Noise Impact Criteria for Transit Projects 
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percentage of people highly annoyed by project noise Guidelines for Ihe application of the criteria are 

included in .Section 3.2, and background material on thc development of the cntena are included in 

Ap}>endix A, 

For transit projects integrated with an existing or newly-constrticled highway, such as HOV lanes or 

exclusive bus lanes, the dctemiinatK.n ot noise impact is based on existing Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) noise prediction procedures and impact cnteria, as summanzed in Section 3 3 of this chapter. The 

latter cntena are used to maintain consistency with established noise impact assessment methods for projects 

that involve modifications to existing roadways or the ctmstruction of new roadways. 

3.1 NOISE IMPACT C R I T E R I A FOR TRANSIT P R O J E C T S 

The noise impact criteria for mass transit projects involving rail or bus facilities are shown graphically in 

Figure 3-1 and are tabulated in Table 3-1. The eiiualions used to define these criteria are included in 

Appendix A, The criteria apply to all rail projects (e g . rail rapid transit. lighL rail transit, commuter rail, and 

automated guidcway transit) as well as fixed facilities such as storage and maintenance yards, passenger 

stations and terminals, parking facilities, and substations, 7 hey may also be used for bus projects operating 

on kKal streets and separate roadways built exclusively for buses. In contrast, for busways and HOV lanes 

which arc to be integrated in existing highways (e g,, the addition of new lanes or the redesignation of 

existing lanes on a highway), the FHWA's noise abatement critena contained in Federal-Aid Highway 

Program Manual 7-7-3 are the appropnate noise criteria to use. Likewise, if the project is a new highway 

involving both general-purpose and dedicated bus/HOV lanes, the FHWA approach is followed. The FHWA 

critena are briefly suminan/cd in Section 3.3. 

3.1.1 Basis of Noise Impact Criteria 

The noise impact cntena in Figure 3-1 and Table 3-1 are based on comparison of the existing outdoor noise 

levels and the future outdoor noise levels from the proposed project They incorporate both absolute critena, 

which consider activity interference caused by the transit project alone, and relative critena, which consider 

annoyance due to the change in the noise environment caused by the transit project. 

Whereas noise impact criteria that have been used fr,r previous I r a f i f projects take existir j ambient noise 

levels into account based (>ii generalized community categories, the cntena in Ihis manual depend on specific 

esumates of existing community noise levels as part of the determination of noise impact. These cntena were 

developed to apply to various transit modes, to recognize the heightened community annoyance c:;used by 

late-night or early-moining transit service, and to respond to the varying sensitivity of communities lo 

projects under different b icKground noise conditions. 

The noisc criteria and descriptors depend on land use, as defined in Table 3-2, Furtner guidance on thc 

definition of land use, the selection of the appropriate noise metnc and the apphcation of the criteria is given 

in Section 3,2 of this chapter, with utatc detailed guidelines given iii Chapters 5 and 6, 
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A-2 
ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY 

N O I S E E X P O S U R E 
CONTOURS: 

Lines drawn about a noise source indicating constant levels of 
noise exposure. CNEL and contours are frequently utilized 
to describe community exposure to noise. 

SEL OR SENEL: Sound Exposure Level or Single Event Noise Exposure Level. 
The level of noise accumulated during a single noise event, such 
as an aircraft overflight, with reference to a duration of one 
second. More specifically, it is the time-integrated A-weightcd 
squared sound pressure level for a stated time interval or event, 
based on a reference pressure of 20 micropascals and a 
reference duration of one second. 

SOUND LEVEL The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound 
level meter using the A-weighting filter network. TTie A-
weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high 
frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the 
response of the human ear and gives good correlation with 
subjective reactions to noise. 
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APPENDIX A 
ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY 

AMBIENT NOISE The composite of noise from all sources near and far. In this context, 
LEVEL: the ambient noise level constitutes the normal or existing level of 

environmenlal noise a given location. 

CNEL: 

DECIBEL, dB: 

Community Noise Equivalent Level, The average equivalent sound 
level during a 24-hour day, obiained after addition of approximately 
five decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 
p m, and ten decibels to sound levels in the night before 7:00 a.m and 
after 10:00 p.m. 

A unit for describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the 
logarithm lo the base 10 of the ratio of the reference pressure, which is 
20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per square meter). 

Day-Night Average Sound Level. The average equivalent sound leve' 
during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition often decibels to sound 
levels in the night afler 10:00 p m, and before 7:00 a.m. 

Equivalent Sound Level, The sound level containing the same total 
energy as a time varying signal over a given sample period. Leq is 
typically computed over 1, 8 and 24-hour sample periods. 

Note: CNEL and Lj„ represent daily levels of noise exposure averaged on an annual 
basis, while L̂ ^ represents the average noise exposure for a shorter time period, 
typically one hour. 

The maximum sound level recorded during a noise event. 

The sound level exceeded "n" percent of the time during a sample 
interval L,,, equals the level exceeded 10 percent of the time (L ô, Lw, 
etc) 
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FIGURE S 

Measured SEL Values 
Flamingo Hilton Hotel 
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FIGURE 2 

Frequency of SEL Values 
Del Curto Crossing 
August 22-27,1997 
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Based upon the above informaiion. BBA has concluded that: 

1. Railroad noise and \ ibralion impact criteria for this project should be consistent w ith the 
guidelines produced by the Federal 1 ransit Administration (FTA), 

2. Railroad noise levels in thc Reno area arc dominated by the use of locomotive waming 
homs. The measured noise levels are higher than those predicted in the initial project-
related documenls. and the differences are primarily due lo differences between assumed 
and measured waming hom noise levels. 

3. Warning hom noise levels are variable, and appear to be dependent upon the 
manufacturer ofthe hom. and upon the manner in which the hom is operated. 

4. The locations of DNL 65 dB contours have been predicted for railroad noise exposures in 
the Reno area which accounl for wayside and urban conditions w ith and without the 
shielding provided by buildings near the railroad tracks. These contours have been used 
lo provide a consistent method of analyzing the potential noise impacls ofthe project on 
noise sensitive land uses, Fhe ENM contours differ from those prepared by Acentech, 
due to differences in assumptions about shielding provided by buildings, and due to 
apparent differences in the assuined sound atlcnuaiion rate with distance. 

5. The projected changes in railroad noise levels as a result of the proposed project should 
bc considered significant in terms ofthe exposure of additional noise sensitive land uses 
lo the DNL 65 dB contour, and in temis ofthe noise impact criteria used b> the Federal 
1 ransit Administration. 

6. Train noise levels inside typical hotel and residential building facades adjacent lo the 
railroad tracks do not comply wilh FTA interior noise guidelines, and railroad single 
e\'enl noise levels inside the rooms are expected to cause substantial sleep disturbance. 
The number of noise events which may result in awakening will be almost doubled. 
Noise levels inside modem rooms with fixed windows, as well as in those wilh 
acouslicalK treated window s\ stems, arc expected lo be within acceptable limits. 

7. \'ibration due lo train passages is not expecied to be significant in terms ofthe criteria 
used hy the Federal Lransil Administration. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 

Hm Buntin 
N ice President 
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The proposed merger will result in an increase in the railroad noise level of 2 7 dB wilhin the 
existing DNL 65 dB contour, Lhis should be considered a significant impact. 

Railroad noise levels within typical rooms and homes immediatcK adjacent to the railroad tracks 
are presently in excess of recommended interior noise levels, in tcmis of DNL, Inside the 
affected rooms, the railroad noisc level is predicted to increase by 2,7 dB. which vvill aggravate 
the exi.sling unacceptable condition. This should be considered a significant impact, 

CurrentK. single event noise levels due to train waming homs in the downtovsTi Reno area, and 
adjacent to railroad crossings, arc sufficient inside of typical hotel rooms to result in about a 35% 
to 45% awakening rale for each event, Lhe awakening rate will not change as a result ofthe 
proposed merger, but the number of occurrences per night vvill increase by a factor of 1.9. 1 hat 
is. the number of events which have the potential to awaken 35% lo 45% of hotel occupants 
exposed lo railroad noise will increase from about 0 53 per hour to one per hour, or from about 
four times an 8-hour night to about eight times a night, I his should be considered a significant 
impact. 

Vibration due to train passages is not expected to be significant inside of noise sensitive uses, in 
temis ofthc criteria used by the Federal I ransit Administration. 

MITIG ATION MEASURES 

Lhe Proposed Mitigation Plan recommends that, to reduce train noisc impacts, the train speed 
through thc downtown Reno area should be increased from 20 miles per hour (mph) to 30 mph. 
The increase in train speed from 20 mph lo 30 mph would, all other factors being equal, result in 
a change in DNL values of-1.8 dB. However, al! factors may not be equal in the downtown 
Reno area, as it mav bc necessarv. at a higher speed, for the engineer tt) actuate the hom for a 
greater proportion ofthe lime to ensure lhat all crossings are clear, in addition, it may be 
necessan. in either rural or urban situations to activate the hom farther from the crossings, which 
could increase the noise levels at receivers distant from the crossings. We cannot quantify the 
effects ofthe increase of train speeds without more specific information regarding the duration of 
hom use in thc urban area, and regarding thc point at which homs would first be activated on 
approach to crossings. 

If this measure is found to result in a decrease in single event noise levels, the numbers of noise 
sensitive uses added to thc area vvithin the DNL 65 dB contour would decrea.se from those 
projected for the proposed merger. In addition, the change in DNL \ alues for noise sensitive 
uses vvithin thc DNL 65 dB contour would be less lhan 1,5 dB. and therefore the change would 
be considered insignificant. Interior noise levels in typical hotel rooms adjacent to the railroad 
tracks would remain unacceptable. The potential for awakening in typical hotel rooms would 
decrease slighliv. although the number of noise events would remain the same, 

HM)IN(;S 
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Stale ot Califomia for aircraft noise assume that a residential land use (including hotels) is 
incompatible with thc aircraft noise environment where the DNL equals or exceeds 65 dB, Thus, 
i f a project cau.ses additional residen os or hotel rooms to be included in thc DNL 65 dB contour, 
those uses should be considered to bc subject lo a significant environmental impact. 

For intenor noi.sc exposures. F1 A presumes that typical residences will provide noise reduction 
of 25 dB with windows closed, which correlates lo an interior noise level of DNL 40 dB at the 
DNL 65 dB threshold of impact. The FAA and the State of California presume that an interior 
noise level of DNL 45 dB is acceptable for residential uses. 

Even if an interior noise level of DNL 40 to 4'= dB can be achiev ed, single ev ent noi.se levels 
inside noise sensitive uses adiacent to the railroad tracks in the downtown Reno area could be 
high enough to result in thc potential for sleep disturbance. The FICON report ofTers guidance 
with respect to aircraft single event noisc levels and lhe potential for sleep disturbance. These 
guidelines are potential)) applicable to railroad noise events as well. 

The FICON report includes a chart (anached as Appendix C) which relates the percent of 
awakenings to thc indoor aircraft Sound Lxposurc Level. Thc data described bv this chan 
include a significam amount of "scatter", as the data include observ ations in bolh the field and 
the laboratop.. Recent research conducted by the I .S, Air Force has indicated that people can 
become habituated to aircraf t noise events, and thai the percent of aw akenings in such 
pt^pulations is consistent with the lowest percentages shown by the FICON chart, 1 his is 
consistent with anecdotal accounts of people who liv e near railroad tracks. The data imply, 
however, that people vvho are aoi habituated to the noise source, such as hotel guests, are more 
likelv to awaken al thc higher percentages shown by the FICON chart, Taerefore il appears 
reasonable to assume that ihc FICON chart could bc applied to assessing the potential for 
awakening due to railroad single event noise levels. 

With respeci to vibration, the FTA guidance manual applies a v ibration v elocitv level criterion of 
80 \'dB for "infrequent" events atYecting residences and buildings where people nomially sleep, 
(Infrequent event! arc defined as occurring less than 70 times per day,) The vibration velocity 
level IS defined in terms ofthc root mean square amplitude ofthe vibration velocity, referenced 
to 1 X 10 '' inches per second. The FTA manual recommends more stringent vibration critena for 
land uses such as concert halls. TV studios, recording studios, auditoriums and theaters. The 
F \ .\ manual specifically notes lhat the vibration cntena "can be applied to freight train v ibration 
as well,"" 

IMPACTS 

Based upon the data presented above, the proposed merger is expected to result in addition of 
approximately 34 residences. 261 hotel rooms, and one church to thc area within the DNL 65 dB 
railroad noise contour. This should be considered a significant noise impact. 
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7 he S LB noise standards are in a format which has heen commonly employed over the last 20 or 
more years. However, in l')92. the Federal Interagency C ommittee On Noise (FICON), focusing 
on aircraft noise, made a series of recommendations conceming noise and land use compatibility 
which resulted in changes in lhe manner in which federal, state and local agencies currently 
ev aluate transportation noisc sources. These recommendations were contained in the FICON 
report, entitled f ederal Aucncv Review of Selected \:rDort Noise Analvsis Issues, dated Auiiust 
1992, 

The most significant change in approach lo assessing noise impacls relative to this project was 
that, in thc FICON report, the so-called "Schultz Curve"" relating annoyance to DNL values was 
used lo assess thc potential for significant changes in annovance. rather than thc 3 dB cnterion 
which had been widelv used before. As a consequence, the FICON report supported F.'\A 
guidance which indicated that an increase of DNL 1,5 dB in areas exposed to aircrafi noise levels 
exceeding DNL 65 dB was potentially significant. In addition, the FICON report staled that 
areas exposed lo DNL values of 60 dB lo 65 dB which experienced a DNL 3 dB increase would 
bc considered for noise mitigation options. 

Building on thc FICON report, several agencie:̂  hav e adopted standards of significance which 
incorporate the concept that incremental changes in DNL values have potential impacls as a 
function ofthe D \ l . value, rather lhan solely as a function ofthc amount of change, L.xamples 
include Califomia s Department of Transportation (Caltrans). which recently modified its cnteria 
for iraffic noise impacts, and more relevant to this project, the Federal fransil .Administration 
(FTA), 

l he FTA released a guidance manual lor transit noise and vibration impact in April 1995. 
^'"I'tl'-'d Transit Noise and \"ibralion Impact .'\.s.scssmeni This manual was developed "in the 
interest of promoting quality and unifomiitv in assessments"", and is expected to bc used in 
association with the urban transit industn,-. Since urban transit projects aLso include heavy rail 
operations, the FIA impact assessment criteria could reasonablv be expected to be applicable to 
this project. 

The Fl A noise impact criteria are attached to this report as Appendix B, Using the FT.'\ criteria, 
an increase of DNL 1.5 to 3 dB due lo a project would be considered an "impact " in noise 
sensitive areas which arc currently exposed to a transit noise level of DNL 65 dB. while an 
increase of DNL 3,5 dB or more would be considered a ".sev ere impact,"" The threshold of noise 
impact is DNL 65 dB. Significantly, noise sensitive land uses, in the Fl.A"s view, include 
"residences and buildings where people sleep "" (This interpretation is consistent w ith that used 
bv the F.AA and Caltrans for aircraft noise.) 

The assessment ofthe change in DNL values is intended to describe significant increases in 
annovance due to the change in the noise environment, Howev er. it is important to note lhat 
persons exposed to noise exceeding the threshold value, regardless ofthe change, should be 
considered to be impacted as well. For example, regulations adopted bv hoth the F.A.A and the 
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the Fl Dorado Room 89. which achieved a noise reduction of 41 dBA, Rooms fitted with 
acoustical glazing systems can bc expected to provide up to 50 dBA train noise reduction. 

Average interior noise levels in terms of Sound Exposure Level (SEL) were in the range of about 
65 to 75 dB in tv pical rooms, and in thc range of 82 to 89 dB in Room 253 at thc Flamingo 
Hilton, In acousticalh treated room. SIT. values ranged from 55 dB to 68 dB. \H hen compared 
to the FICON chart describing the potential for sleep disturbance, approximately 15% lo 25% of 
the persons sleeping in "typical"" rooms would be expecied lo awaken as a result ofthe train hom 
noise. In Room 253. about 35% to 45% ofthe occupants would be expecied to awaken. In 
acoustically treated rooms, about 9% to 18% ofthe occupant;; would bc expected to awaken. 

Table VI lists the interior noise levels w hich would be expected for occupants of different types 
of rooms, assuming that thc rooms are located within about 100 feet ofthe railroad centerline in 
thc urban corridor. These data indicate that occupants of "typical"" rooms would receive a noise 
exposure of DNL 50 dB or greater under existing and projected tuture conditions (24 Irains per 
dav). 

Table V I 
Predicted Interior Noise Levels in Terms of DN L Exposures 

W ithin 1(10 feet uf Railroad C enterlinc in the Urban ( orridor Area 

Condition DNL. dB. Inside (Ieneralized Room 1 \ pc Condition 

Noise Reduction -30 dB -40 dB -50 dB 

Condition 

Exienor DNL. 
dB 

Typical Modern Treated 

lixisling 80,8 50,8 40.8 30,8 

24 Trains Day 83,5 53,5 43.5 33.5 

Noisc and N'ibration Criteria: 

The Surface Transportation Board (STB) has adopted a noise compatibilitv standard of DNL 65 
dB for noise sensitive iand uses, which it defines as residences, schools and churches. The STB 
standard for a significant change in noise levels, as applied to this project, is a DNL 3 dB 
increase in noisc sensitive areas affected by the DNL 65 dB contour. Vibration was not 
addressed b> thc project environmental assessment. 
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(iiv cn the high measured noise levels in the downtown railroad corridor, there is a concern about 
noise levels inside the hotel rooms adjacent t<̂  the tracks. Railroad noise has the potential to 
render the interior noise environment of such room unacceptable according to commonlv-
accepied land use criteria, and in tenns ofthe potential for sleep disturbance, fhe railroad noise 
level data collected August 21-22. 1997. indicated that extenor railroad noise levels are higher at 
elevated receiv ers than at a receiver at ground level. I hus it is expected that thc noise levels al 
the facades of hotel rooms adjacent lo thc -acks arc higher than al street level, and ihal interior 
noise levels will be correspondingly higher, 

BBA conducted simultaneous outdoor indoor noise measurements in six hotel rooms during 
September 16-17. 1997, Ihc results of those noisc measurements are summanzed by lable V, 
1 ypical frequency content of a train passage is shown for both exterior and interior receivers by 
Figure \ ' . which represents thc simultaneous SEL values obtained al the Flamingo Hilton Hotel 
on September 17. 1997. fhis figure also shows thc effectiveness ofthc acoustical treatment in 
Room 254, 

Table \ 
Average ,\-\Neighted Train Noise Keduction 

Reno, Nevada 
September 16-17. 1997 

Location El Dorado Flamingo Hilton Sands 
Regency 

Location 

Room 89 Room 99 Room 
2500 

Room 253 Room 254 Room 675 

Lmax. 
dBA 

-40,8 -48.6 -35,5 -30.6 -53,1 -33,2 

SLL. dBA -41,1 -49,5 -36,1 -26,4 -48,4 -32,9 

The average measured noise reduction values ranged from 26 dBA to 53 dB.'̂ , Rooms hav ing 
older fixed or operable windows did not fare as vvcll as rooms with newer windows. The hiuhest 
noisc reduction values were obtained in Room 99 ofthe El Dorado Hotel and Room 254 ofthe 
Flamingo Hilton; those rooms had been fitted with acoustical window systems. The results ofthe 
noise measurements suggest that tvpical hotel and residential window systems in the downtown 
Reno area can be expected to reduce train hom noise bv 25 to 30 dBA, Rooms fitted with 
modem, energv-conserv ing. fixed w indow s can expect better acoustical perfomiance. tvpified by 
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The higher values were all ascribed to "shielding"", and presumably were discounted, Al the mral 
wayside. .Acentech reported attenuation factors ranging from 5,4 to 11,6, If atlcnuaiion factors 
less lhan 15 were used by Acentech. the contour distances would have been greater than those 
which BBA calculated. Instead, the distances are less, so a higher attenuation factor must have 
been u.sed BBA could find no data in the Acentech reports describing the assumed attenuation 
factor or thc rationale for its selection. 

The Acentech noise contours also fail to account specifically for the presence or lack of 
shielding. It appears that the contours in the downtown area are generalized, representing 
primarily areas where tall buildings block line of sight to train noise. Field observations and 
aerial photos reveal, however, that this is not a universal condition, nor is it the dominant 
condition outside ofa small area. The approach employed bv BBA. where the ENM was used to 
calculate shielding due lo lall buildings, based on aerial photos, is more definitive 

\ ibration Due to Train Passages: 

BB.A measured the vibration due to a single ea.stbound SPRR freight train passage at the base of 
a metal signpost at the edge ofthe railroad nght-of-way on .August 21, 1997, Lhe vibration 
measurement instrumentation consisted ofa Bruel & Kjaer (B<tK.) lype 2218 precision 
integrating sound level meter fitted with a B&K JJ2617 input adaptor and a B&K ZR0020 
integrator. The transducer was a B&K Type 4382 accelerometer. 

The B&K Lv pe 2218 sound level meter was used for railroad noise level measurements on the 
following dav to replace another instrument which appeared lo be malfunctioning. Therefore it 
was not possible to conduct any addifional vibration measurements during the August 21-22 
measurement peiiod. 

The measured maximum root mean square (RMS) vibration velocity during the freight train 
passage was 1.7222 x 10 - inches/second. This level conesponds to a vibration velocity level of 
84,7 VdB. which is above the threshold of ground-bome vibration impact for infrequent events at 
residential uses The measurement location, about 25 feel from the railroad centerline. is nol 
representative of typical sensitive receiver locations along the railroad, but was selected as a 
worst case situation to detemiine if there is the potential for vibration impact. 

BB.A also measured vibration levels inside Room 89 ofthe El Dorado Hotel, on September 16. 
1997. During the passage of four freight trains, v ibration lev els at the w indow frame were 
undetectable using the sound level meter and transducer system descnbed above. Vibration from 
train passages is therefore not expecied lo be a significant factor in the compatibility of train 
operations with noise sensitive land uses in the Reno area. 

Railroad Noise Levels Inside Noise Sensitive Uses: 

The noise sensitive uses located nearest the railroad tracks are hotel rooms in downtown Reno, 



counted the numbers of noise sen.sitive units located within thc DNL 65 dB contours for two 
.scenarios of railroad operations: 12,7 and 24 per day. 1 he results of those counts are given by 
1 able IV, For this analysis, if a hotel or apartment building was included in the DNL 65 dB 
contour, it was assumed that 25% ofthe rooms were impacted, to accounl for the fact that some 
rooms are shielded by the building. 

Table IV 
Noise Sensiiive Uses 

U ithin DNL 65 dB ( ontours 

C ondilion Residences Hotels Hotel Apartment Churches 
Rooms* Units* 

Existing 84 18 875 185 0 

24 I rains Dav 118 27 1136 185 1 

* E.stimaled as 25% of total rooms in hotel or apartment buiiding 

The noise exposure contours for existing conditions and 24 trains per da> which were developed 
using the ENM are shown by Figures 3 and 4, These contours differ significanllv from those 
prepared by Acentech. as the EiNM predictions correct for shielding on the basis of site-.specific 
inputs, while thc ,Acentech contours appear to be generalized. In addition, the sound attenuation 
rale with distance used bv Acentech apneais to be significantly greater lhan assumed by BB.A or 
by U ilson-lhrig .Associates, even though the data presented in thc Preliminary Mitigation Plan 
do not suppon such an assumption, 

Specificallv. the distances to the noi.se contours shown by Acentech are significanllv less lhan 
our projections, BBA rev levved the noise levels and attenuation rate results which were 
previously published b> Acentech. and found that, w hile thc reported SEL v alues were of similar 
magnitude, the distances to the contours were dramatically less, especiallv for the post-merger 
condition. 

The distances to contours may be calculated in a straightforward manner, using the SEL value, 
the number of operations (weighted for dav/night split) and an assumed attenuation (drop-off) 
rale. Referring to the two sites where shielding is not a significant factor, a rural crossing and a 
rural wayside (without hom use), and assuming that the reference SEL values used by Acentech 
are similar to those reported bv Acentech and BBA. and that thc S I B dav night traffic split is 
u.sed. the only significant difference between the calculation methods will be the attenuation rate, 
(It should bc noted here that the .Acentech reports are silent on the assumed day/night split,) 

BBA assumed a noise attenuation factor of 15 times the logarithm ofthe relative change in 
distance, which is consistent with thc methods and theoretical approach used by WIA. as well as 
bv others, ,Acentech reported attenuation tactors at the rural crossing ranging from 2 lo 40,9, 
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thc Reno area, which were distributed 6000 day and 40% night, BB,A used the day night traffic 
distribution obtained trom the S LB dala (60% 40%) ui calculate the N,^ in its railroad noi.se 
predictions. 

Table III shows the DNL values calculated using the above assumptions at reference distance of 
50 teet from the track centerline in representative env ironments in the Renn area. This table also 
estimates the distance to thc DNL 65 dB contour, assuming no excess attenuation due to ground 
absorption or shielding by buildings 1 nis lable also show s the relative sensitivity of DNL 
values as a funclion of changes in daily operations assumptions. 

Effects uf Shielding h> Buildings: 

In reality, noisc produced by railroad operations in downtown Reno is attenuated (reduced) bv 
the presence of large buildings such as hotels and parking gaiages. Obscn ers at ground level 
who cannot sec the locomotives because buildings are iii the way will hear lower noise levels 
than obser\ ers with an unobslmcted line of sight lo the locomotives. To provide an estimate of 
the shielding effects ofthe large buildings in the downtown Reno. BB.A prepared a predictive 
noisc model for railroad operations using the Environmental Noise Model (EiNM), The ENM 
has been dcv eloped b> R1 .A 1 echnologv Ptv Ltd. and incorporates accepted methods of 
modeling outdoor noise exposures, accounting for ground and air absorption of sound, as well as 
shielding by buildings or barriers. 

Ba.sed upon aenal photographs of the area within about 1400 teet on either side ofthe railroad 
tracks. BB.A digitized the railroad centerline and the outlines ofthe buildings nearest the tracks 
into the ENM base map Building heights were also entered into the ENM, Heights were 
estimated from a field check ofthc numbers of stories of buildings which offered apparent 
shielding ol the train noise sources. \\ nh this method, it was possible for ENM to account for 
thc shielding prov ided b> buildings near thc railroad tracks. The temperature was assumed lo be 
10 degrees Celsius, at 30% humidity. The ground elevation was input at ) 365 meters. The 
ground was assumed to be relativ elv .soft, tv pical of open ground. The ENM terrain category w as 
.set to I rban. 

Noise sources for the ENM were charactenzed by source heights of 3 meters for locomotives 
without homs. and 4 meters for locomotives with homs. The source frequency content was 
dcnved from BB,A file data for locomotives with and without homs. collected in California's 
Central N'alley for operations by SPRR trains. Source sound power levels were adjusted to 
produce the calculated DNL values for each train ty pe as given by Table I I . at a reference 
distance of 15 meters (50 feet). Each source was input as a line ,source of limited length 
(typically 365 meters), and the ENM prediction results were initially checked to ensure that the 
rate of attenuation with distance was about 15 times the logarithm ofthe ratio ofthe change in 
distance vvithin a distance of 300 meters from the railroad tracks, 

BBA then used the l-.SW to predict the location of the DNL 65 dB noise exposure contour, BB.A 
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Table III 
Calculated DNL \'alues 

For Different Operational Conditions 

Opv 
Dav W a\ side Rural Xinj ! 1 'rhan Xinp 

1,1 I rban 

Xmj! 

I rban 

(dr r idor 
l. le\ I rban 

(dr r idor 

S i : i „ dB, at 51) Ici-l 1(1,1 112 114 1 17 1 17 120 

D M . dH. al «•() l ed 12 " ^1 1 8(1 1 82 1 85 1 8< 1 88 s 

Disiance ti> DNI 6^ , Iccl 111 521 708 I I 22 1122 ! ' '78 

D M . dH. al Ml Icci 24 ^4 0 81 (1 8"; 0 88 II 88 0 91 0 

Distance t.> D M , 6.^, tect 200 796 1082 1715 1715 2718 

D M . dB. at .M) leet 2(. ^4 4 81 4 85 4 88 4 88 4 91 4 

Distance to D M 65. leet 211 840 1141 1809 1809 2867 

D M . dB. .11 '-it leet 2K "4 " V ; - 8> " 88 " 88 - 91 -

Distance lo D M 65, leet 222 882 1199 !90 l 1901 1012 

D M , dB, at ^0 leet to •"Sll S4(i 86 0 89 0 89 (/ 92 0 

Distance to D M 65, feel 2.?2 'i24 1256 1990 1990 1154 

D M . dB, at 50 leet ^2 ^5 1 84 1 86 5 89 1 89 1 92.1 

Distance to D M 65, tect 242 964 I l l l 2078 2078 1293 

D M . dB at 5(1 leet Ml "5 8 84 8 86 8 89 8 89 8 92 8 

Distance to D M 65. leet 262 1041 1418 2 2 4 ' 224- 1562 

D M . dB. al Mi leet 'S "6 0 85 ll 8^ (1 9(1 0 90 0 91 0 

Distance to D M . 65. leet -i-j-i 1081 1470 2110 2330 3693 

1 he criterion used lor land use cttmpatibility determinations bv Federal government agencies is 
the Day-Night ,Averagc Level, abbreviated as either DNL or Lj„, The DNL is calculated from the 
sum ofthe noise events occurring during an annual average 24-hour day. with a 10 dB penalty, 
or weighting, applied to events occurring at nighttime (10 p.m, to 7 a,m,), For railroad noise 
exposures, il is common lo calculate the DNL value at a given locaiion using the formula: 

DNL = SEL +10*log (N,J - 49,4. dB; 

w here SEL is the mean SEL of train passages. N̂ ^̂  is the sum of the daytime operations plus ten 
times the sum ofthe nighttime operations, and 49,4 is 10 times the logarithm ofthe number of 
seconds in a 24-hour day. 

Assuming the SEL values shown by Table III . it is next necessary to describe the day/night 
distribution of railroad operations in the Reno area. If one were to assume a completely random 
distribution of trains ov er thc 24-hour day. the day. night mix wouid be 62,5%; 37,5% (15 hours 
day/9 hours night). The distribution of likely train noise events August 22-27. 1997. at the Del 
Curto crossing was 76%/24%, BBA conducted railroad noise measurements in the Verdi area 
ov er a 3-day penod in June. 1997. and found a di.stribution of 66% day and 34° o night. The STB 
reported that, during the week of February 3-10. 1997. a lolal of 140 freight trains passed through 



As another check on the credibility of the noisc measurements results. BB.A compared the data 
collected on August 21-22. 1997. with the data collected by DCCO during the week of Febmary 
3-10. 1997, Those dala i:icluded measurements of train noise levels at vary ing distances from 
the track centerline. in an effort to quantify noise attenuation and shielding in the complex 
acoustical environment of the Reno urban railroad corridor, I he DCCO data have been of 
concern to some observers due to the fact lhat so few trains were obsened at anv one location, 
and due to the elimination of some noise events from the calculations, BBA compared the noise 
levels measured by DCCO to those recorded by BBA al the same, or comparable, locations. 
Table II show s the results of that companson. In general, the data collected by DCC(3 at 
locations which were not shielded by buildings were consistent with the data collected by BBA, 
Thus BBA is ofthe opinion that the data collected on August 21-27, 1997, provide a credible 
basis for railroad noise modeling. 

Table II 
Comparison of BBA and DC CO Measured Noise Levels 

Location BBA Sile 
No, 

DCCO 
Site No, 

Mean SEL. 
dB 

Disiance 
(feet) 

Mean SEL. dB at 50 feet Location BBA Sile 
No, 

DCCO 
Site No, 

Mean SEL. 
dB 

Disiance 
(feet) 

DCCO BBA 

Del Curto 
Xing 

5 5 102,9 150 1 10.1 111,7 

.Ambrose 
Oxbow 

Park 

6 4 99,0 100 '03.5 101.8 

Same 6 4 101.2 50 101,2 101.8 

Same 6 4 96,0 190 104,7 101 8 

.Arlington 
Xing 

4 3 103.4 150 110,6 115.8 

On the basis ofthe above findings. BBA concluded that the SEL values in Table III may be used 
to reasonably represent railroad noise exposures in thc Reno area. 



Thc noise event obscr\ aiions also revealed lhat the extent of noise exposure in the urban area of 
Reno depended upon where the observer was located, 1 or example, at the east edge ofthe urban 
area, such as at Lake Street, the westbound irains were louder than the eastbound irains. as the 
homs would be used nearly continuously from the time ofthe first appearance ofthe train. pa.st 
the intersection, and beyond. Î astbound trains, however, used the homs only briefly on approach 
to the crossing, and temiinated horn use as they crossed the streei. I'his is similar lo what was 
observed at the rural crossing. 

An ob.server located between Key.stone Avenue and Lake Street is exposed to nearly continuous 
hom noise from the first appearance ofthe tram until it has pas.sed well beyond the ob.server. 
The noise exposure for observers in this area also includes some reflections ofthe sound from 
nearby buildings, especially high-rise buildings on the opposite side ofthe tracks, .And finally, 
observ ers located on thc upper floors of high-rise buildings also receiv e an increa.se in noise 
exposure due to reflections from thc ground, longer exposure lo the noise source, and the lack of 
absorption of sound by an interv ening ground surface. These factors are clearly accounted for in 
the single ev ent noise measurement data. 

Due to thc relatively low number of train operations during the measurement period, there still 
remained the possibility that the measured noise levels were not representati ve of normal 
conditions. 1 wo methods were used lo check for apparent credibility ofthe data. One method 
was to place a noise measurement unit into continuous service at the Del Curto Road crossing, 
and thc other method was to compare BB.A"s dala to those collected by DeLeuw. Cather & Co. 
(DC('O) al comparable locations, after accounting for shielding effects. 

One Larson Davis Model 820 precision integrating sound level meter was placed into continuous 
serv ice in a front yard at the Del Curto Road crossing, about 190 feet from the track centerline. 
from August 22 to August 27, 1997 The meter was programmed to capture single noise events 
exceeding 65 dBA for more than 10 .seconds. These parameters were established based upon the 
noise levels and event durations observed in the field August 21-22. 1997. BBA staff reviewed 
the single event data, and detemiined that 55 ofthc recorded events were likely to be due to train 
passages, again based upon the observed noise events at that location. Included in these events 
were two known local freight trains and six probable .Amtrak operations, 1 he av erage number of 
long-haul freight trains was estimated to be about nine per day, The overall distribution of likely 
train noise events was 74°/'o during daytime hours (7 a m, to 10 p.m,). and 26% during nighttime 
hours. 

Figure 2 show s the frequency of SEL values associated w ith the likely train noise events at the 
Del Curto crossing. The energy mean ofthe SEL values was 103 dB. which, in this case, is also 
'he most frequently occurring v alue. If this v alue is normalized to a distance of 50 feet, the mean 
Sl-L is 111,7 dB, This value is wilhin 0,6 dB ofthe mean SEL value for freight trains observed 
at this site on August 21 -22. 1997, Thus the data collected at this site on August 22-27. 1997. are 
consistent with the observed noise levels al that location on .August 21-22. 1997, 
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INTROm c TION 

The purposes of this analysis are to describe railroad noise and vibration levels associated with 
the proposed UP'SP merger as they affect the Reno. Nevada, area, and to recommend appropriate 
criteria for acceptable exposure to the expecied railroad noise and v ibration levels. 

Noise and vibration assessments for this project have been perfonned by others, but there are 
apparent disagreements and concems about modeling assuniptions, noise level dala and 
conclusions BrowTi-Buntin Associates. Inc, (BBA) was retained to review the avaiiabie dala. 
supplement those data as necessary. and to arrive ct conclusions regarding railroad noise and 
\ ibration impacts in the v icinity ol Reno, Nevada, 

METHODS 

The work program undertaken by Brown-Buntin Associates. Inc, (BBA) addressed the following 
objectives: 

• Increase the numbers of train noise lev el measurements al representativ e locations to 
improv e the statistical v alidity of noise level assumptions in the Reno area, 

• Describe train noise levels in dif ferent locai environments at reference distances which 
are not significantly affected by shielding, 

• Estimate the shielding effects of large buildings in the downtown Reno area using 
acoustical modeling techniques, 

• Describe vibration levels due lo train passages, 
• Describe noise reduction offered b hotel building facades, 
• Recommend noise and vibration impact criteria which are consistent with the most 

current f-ederal interagency recommendations, 
• .Assess the noi,se and v ibration impacts ofthe proposed merger in the Reno area, 
• Ev aluate the proposed mitigation methods for noise and vibration, 

RESl LTS 

Railroad Noise Levels: 

To achieve the first two objectives. BB.A conducted railroad noise measurements in Reno during 
the penod from .August 21 tv, August 27. 1997. Two types of measurements were performed: 
ob.served single event noise measurements and unobserved single event and cumulative noise 
measurements. The obsened noise measurements were performed on August 21. 22 and 27. 
1997 Six monitoring sites were selected, to represent rural wayside conditions with no homs. 
rural crossings with the use of homs. urban crossings with homs land local refiections), and 
urban way side with nearly continuous use of homs. One monitonng site was abandoned after the 
first day and was replaced w ith another. The monitoring sites are showTi by Figure 1. 



One ofthe sites used for observed measurements (at the Del Curto Road crossing) was also 
retained as a long-term monitoring site to document the distribution of train passages ov er the 
24-hour day. and as a means of improving the statistical reliability ofthe observed single event 
data. 

I he equipment u.sed for noise monitonng included Bruel & Kjaer Types 2218 and 2230. and 
Larson Dav is Laboratones .Models 820 and 870 precision integrating sound level meters. Each 
meter was calibrated before use with either a Bruel & Kjaer Type 4230 or a Larson Davis Model 
CA-250 acoustical calibrator. 

The single event noise level data collected al the six observed monitonng sites are shown by 
Table 1, Assuming lhat there was no significant shielding of the sites by buildings, the measured 
sound exposure levels (SEE') were normalized to a distance of 50 feet from the track centerline. 
and the v alues for SP and I P long-haul freight trains were averaged. (Note that the attenuation 
with distance was assumed to be that theoretically calculated for spreading from a moving point 
source, at 15 times the logarithm ofthe disiance. This is the same assumption used by others in 
the noise analyses prepared for the project.) 

In some cases, additional analysis was pcrtomied to describe different types of noise ev ents, such 
as for westbound vtr.sMv eastbound trains at the Lake Street crossing. These data were used to 
prepare initial assumptions for noise modeling purposes. 

The observ ed single ev ent noi.se measurements prov ided insight into noise modeling assumptions 
for railroad noise in the Reno area. Specifically. thc dala indicated that, in the urban area, the use 
ofthe waming hom is solely responsible for the seventy ofthe noise exposure. Thus the 
assumptions used to model wayside noise, such as train speed and numbers of locomotives and 
cars, were insignificant in areas where the homs were used. It was ty pical for the noise levels of 
the passing cars to be 20 lo 30 dB lower than the maximum noise level produced by the hom. 
The locomotive noise was similarly masked by the hom. and was at least 10 dB lower than the 
hom. 

There is variability in the level of sound produced by the homs, DifTerent brands of homs are 
fitted to different locomotives, and each brand may produce a different lev el (and lone) of sound, 
Sound exposure lev els due to homs .-.Iso depend upon the method of hom actuation, A short pull 
on the horn cord wiil produce a single tone at a relatively low level, and of short duration, A 
longer pull will engage all ofthe hom chimes (typically 3 to 5), which produces a significantly 
higher sound level. The increased duration ofthe hom use also increases the sound exposure 
level, which is a function of both sound lev el and duration. Observ ations of hom use indicated 
that hom noise events ranged from .short, relativ ely quiet, "toots"" by .Amtrak and one freight, to 
long. loud, nearly continuous noise ev ents dunng passage of certain freights. 

For explanation ofthe acoustical terminology used in this report, refer to .Appendix A. 
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We will prcpiu-e a biological evaluation discussing our assessment of the impacts ofthe merger 
on the cui-ui and the Lalionton cutthroat trout and send that evaluation to you upon completion so 
that consultation can be completed. In the biological evaluation, we will discuss the reasons for 
using our statistical approach rather than relying on other sources. 

SEA will continue to coordinate closely with you and other Service staff as we prepare the 
above information. Thank you again for your cooperation and please contact me at (202) 565-1538, 
or Harold McNulty al (202) 565-1539 if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely yours. 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief 
Section of Environmental .Analvsis 

cc: Charles McNeely, Reno City Manager 
Mayor Jeff Griffin 
Councilman David Aiazzi 
Councilman Pierre Hascheff 
Councilman Tom Hemdon 
Councilman Bill Newberg 
Council woman Candice Pearce 
Councilw oman Judy Pruett 
Sen, Richard Bryan 
Sen. Harry Reid 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 
Congressman John Ensign 
Tnbal Chaimian, Reno-Sparks Indian Colony, Reno, Nevada 
Tnbal Chairman, Pyramid Lake Paiute Indian Tribe, Wadsworth, Nevada 
Reno Mitigation Study Task Force & Alternates 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Washington, DC 20423 

Section of Environmental Analysis 

September 29. 1997 

Chester C, Buchanan 
Acting State Supcrv isor 
L',S, Fish and Wildlife Service, Nevada State Office 
4600 Kietzke Lane, Building C-l25 
Reno, Nevada 89502-5093 

Re: Union Pacific/Southem Pacific Merger; 
Finance Docket No, 32760 Reno Mitigation Study 

Dear Mr, Buchanan: 

As you know from various discussions with our staff, the Surface Tiansportation Board's 
Section of Environmenta! Analysis (SEA) is conducting a Reno Mitigation Study in connection wTth 
the approved Union Pacific (UP)'Southem Pacific (SP) railroad merger. We appreciate the 
cooperation of the U S, Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) staff, including the information 
exchanges we have had. and the July 9, 1997 and September 5, 1997 letters to SEA, It is SEA's 
desire to continue our discussions with the Service dunng your review ofthe Reno Preliminary 
Miiigalion Plan (PMP) and Final Mitigation Plan (FMP), 

Pursuant to 50 CFR 402, which establishes procedures for interagency consultations for 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. this letter serv es as SEA's request to reinitiate 
infomial consultation with the Sen ice. We recognize that, since the opinion you issued in your July 
9, 1997 letter. SEA has issued new information in the P.MP that was not considered by the Service, 
and you need time to review the PMP thorouglily. We welcome any additional comments you have 
on the PMP, 

Based on discussions held last week between Haiold McNulty, SEA's Study Director for the 
Reno Mitigation Study , and your stafT, SEA acknow ledges that the Service has aireadv made certain 
additional data ret̂ uests based on your initial review ofthe PMP. These requesls can be summanzed 
as followed: 

• Definitions of a hazardous waste spill, a toxic spill, and a catastrophic spill; 
• Further analysis of thc probability that a spill w ould specifically impacl the cui-ui, 

particularly dunng spawning penods; 
• Analysis of an extended stretch ofthe Tmckee River easlv d to Wadsworth and also an 

evaluation of whether the analysis should include thc Colo eek Tributary, and 
• Additional infomiation on the expected magnitude and toxicity ofa spill. 
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1202) 224-62*4 

September 12, 1997 

The Honorable Linda Morgan 
Chairman 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street;, NW 
Washington, DC 20423 

Dear Chairman Morgan: 

As you knov/, we hava been very concemed v*ith the p o t e n t i a l 
e a f e t y and envircnir.ental impacts on the C i t y of Reno of the Union 
Pacific/Southem P a c i f i c r a i l r o a d merger. While the STB has 
a p p r o p r i a t e l y req-aired m i t i g a t i o n of these itr,pacts as a c o n d i t i o n 
of i t e approval of t h i s merger, the d e t a i l s of what m i t i g a t i o n 
v / i l l be required have not yet been determined by the Board, and 
the C i t y of Reno i s very concerned t h a t the proposed m i t i g a t i o n 
w i l l be inadequate. 

We wftre p a r t i e 
s i g n i f i c a n t sa 
Ad m i n i s t r a t i o n 
very serious, 
work t o correc 
re l e v a n t t o yo 
r a i l r o a d cn t h 
Union P a c i f i c ' 
determination 

u l a r l y alarmed t o read reports t h i s week of 
f e t y problems discovered by the Federal Railroad 
at the Union P a c i f i c Railroad. These concerns are 

and, while we am confident the Union P a c i f i c w i l l 
t these d e f i c i e n c i e s , we believe the FRA re p o r t i s 
ur d e l i b e r a t i o n s regarding the impacts of the 
e C i t y of Reno. Wa urge you to ensure 
e safety record i s f u l l y considered ae 
of what m i t i g a t i o n you w i l l req'.iire i n 

t h a t the 
pa r t of your 
Reno. 

Thank you f o r your a t t e n t i o n t o t h i s matter. 

Sincerely, 

Z j n i t e d Sta tes fefenator 

cc: C i t y of Reno 

/ 'Harry Reid 
United Spates Senator 
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September 12, 1997 

The Honorable Kathleen McGinty 
Chair, Council on Snvironmental Q u a l i t y 
722 Jackson Place, NW 
Washington, DC 2C503 

Dear K B . McGinty: 

For n e a r l y two years, we have been very concemed w i t h the 
p o t e n t i a l impact or. the Ci t y of Reno, Nevada of the r e c e n t l y 
completed Union Pacific/Southern P a c i f i c r a i l r o a d merger. The 
merger of these two r a i l r o a d s has created the p o t e n t i a l f o r a 
dramatic increase i n r a i l t r a f f i c through Reno^ a s i t u a t i o n which 
could pose s i g n i f i c a n t safety and environmental problems f o r the 
C i t y . As a c o n d i t i o n c f the merger. Union P a c i f i c i s required t o 
m i t i g a t e these impacts. 

The Surface Transportation Board i s c u r r e n t l y i n the process of 
deteirm.ine what type of m i t i g a t i o n the Union P a c i f i c r a i l r o a d w i l l 
be r e q u i r e d t o perfo r x . As we are sure you weuld agree, p u b l i c 
i n p u t , p a r t i c u l a r l y from the l o c a l community, should be e s s e n t i a l 
i n t h i s type c f consideration. Unfortunately, as the attached 
l e t t e r deacribes, the City cf Reno does not believe i t has been 
provided s u f f i c i e n t access t o the STB process t j ensure t h a t the 
community's i n t e r e s t s are being heard. 

The STB w i l l soon release a proposed d r a f t of i t s m i t i g a t i o n 
recommendations. Due to the p o t e n t i a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t 
environmental concerns raised by the merger, and the CEQ's 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i n ensuring appropriate p u b l i c input on theae 
types of environmental concerns, we believe t h a t the Ci t y ' s 
suggestion t h a t the CEQ exercise some form of oversight over the 
STB process has miCrit. We urge the CEQ to become a c t i v e l y 
engaged i n the STB's consideration of t h i e issue of utmost 
importance t o the people of Renc. 

Sincerely, 

Harry Reid 
'United States Senator 

cc: C i t y cf Reno 

fnin-i 3 01 HCVCUO HHII 
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Elaine K Kaiser. Chief 
File No, 1-5-97-1-281 

\ e request your assessment of thc probability ofa hazardous spill occurring along the 
entire Fruckee Rn er based on the aforementioned data and any other peninent infonralion 
(bnclosure A), panicularly as it may affect the cui-ui and/or Lahontan cutthroat trout As was 
discussed on September 2. 1997. between my staff and Surface Transportation Board staff 
interpretations ol the data may differ such as defining an "incident." and the proxim.tv ofthe 
railroad tracks to the Truckee River, However, it is our understanding from the repori that the 
probability of an incident is defined as the daily risk of contaminating the Tmckee River and 
railroad tracks within 1000 feet ofthe Truckee River were considered adiacent. There mav be 
other aspects ot the report that differ when you consider the data, and these will need to be 
defined and an explanation provided on how the cntena were used by your agencv, Furthemiore 
based on our conversation with your staff, additional information mil be forthcoming to clarify ' 
your findings in relation to Dr, Carr's. 

A-c required by 50 CFR § 402. reinitiation of consultation is required i f (1) The amount or 
extent of incidental taice is exceeded, (2) new information reveals effects ofthe agencv action 
that may ajject listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in the 
opinion, (,) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect lo the 
hsted species or critical habitat lhat was not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new species is 
isteo or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. Based on our receipt of 

Ui Larr s repon. our conversation with y our staff and the impending report that you will 
provide to explain your assessmem ofthe likelihood of a hazardous spill occurring we 
recommend an exchange of information detailing your interpretation of this additional 
information and hou that interpretation coincides with earlier information presented and our "not 
l.ke.y to adversely aifect" detemnnalion. We request your interpretation of how L̂ e above 
mlonriauon relates to reinitiation criteria number 2. above, regarding the need for reinitiation of 
consultation, 

W e look forw ard to uorking with you and your staff and should vou have anv questions or 
comments, please contact Stephanie Byers at (702) 784-5227. 

Sincerelv. 

t Chester C Buchanan 
Acting State Supervisor 

cc. 
Chief Deputy. Office ofthe City Attorney, Reno. Nevada (Attn: Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti) 
I ribai C hairman. Reno-Sparks Indian Colony. Reno. Nevada 
I ribal Chairman, Pyramid Lake I'auite Indian Tribe, Wadswnah Nevada 



Unile(J States Department ol" the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLII L SERVICE 

NL\ADA STA IF OFFICE 
4600 KIETZKE L.ANE. SUITE I25C 

RENO. NEVADA 89502-5053 

September 5. 1997 
File No, 1-5-97-1-281 

Elaine K. Kaiser. Chief 
Section of Imvironmenta! .Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Streei. N,W, 
W ashington. D C. 20423-0001 

Dear Chief Kaiser: 

Subject: Request for Clarification on the Informal Consultation on the Union 
Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad Merger 

On July 9. 1997, the Fish and Wildlife Service issued an informal biological opinion 
(File No, 1-5-97-1-281) on the effect ofthe proposed merger ofthe Union Pacific and Southem 
Pacific railroads upon two listed species, Wc concurred wilh your finding lhat the proposed 
merger wouid not ad\erseiy affect thc endangered cui-ui {Chasmistes cuius) and threatened 
Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchu.'. clarki hcnshawi) Our concurrence vvas based primarily 
on thc assessment that the occurrence of nver contamination from rail transportation would be 
once every 154,15 years. The report which contained the aforementioned statistic was referenceri 
in your letlcr to us. though a copy of thc report was not included. 

In a recent meeting between Service staff City of Reno staff and Madcon Consultalion Services 
.stafl. wc received a copy ofthe report by Dr, James Carr that was referenced in your initial letter 
requesting our concurrence on listed species, L pon closer examination of this material, u c find 
no statistic which slates that the likelihood ofa contamination ofthc river from a rail spill would 
bc once cv cry 154 15 y cars One statistic in the report states that a hazardous spill would occur 
once every 1 54 75 years based on 14 freight trains per day running through ihc Nevada poriion of 
thc 1 ruckee River The likelihood ofan incident occumng would become once cvcrv 86.1 vears 
tor 
25 freight trains per day tor the Nevada portion ofthc Iruckec River. The worst case scenario in 
thc report is thc probability ol"a hazardous spill accident once every 21.0 years for the combined 
Califbrnui and Nevada portions ot the I ruckec River with 35 freight trains per day 



DATE: 

TO; 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Dear Ms. Bvers: 

August 29, 1997 

Stephanie Byers 
U.S. DepL of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Nevada State Office 
4600 Kietzke Land, Suite 125C 
Reno, Nevada 89502-5055 

Arlan Melendez, Chairman 
Reno Sparks Indian Colony 

July 9, 1997 Informal Consultation on F.D. 
thc Union Pacific/Southem Pacific Railroad Merger 
USFWS File No. 1-5-97.1-281 

^ INOtAHCOtOKY 
TRIBAL COUNCIL 

ae CCMJONV AOAD 
«£N0, NEVADA 

t9tOt 
Ottt) 329-2930 

PAX: 
(702) 32M710 

No. 32760 

The Reno-Sparks Indian Colony would like the USFWS to request that tbe Surface 
Transportaticn Board conduct a formal consultation on the effects of thc above mentioned 
railroad merger, Tbe Tribe is aware lhat an informal consultation has been conducted. The 
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony dgrces with thc City of Reno that the USFWS was provided 
incomplete information on ihe potential effects of tbc merger. The quantity of information 
provided was inadequate, the quality of the information was misleading. In addition, we feel 
that the USF^'S's trust responsibility to protect the interests of the effected tribes (the 
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony and the Pyranud Lake Paiute Tribe) has not been honored to 
date. Our records indicate lhat you did not consult with our tribe on this issue nor has the 
USFWS expressed any of the Colony's interests. You may or not be aware that the Reno-
Sparks Indian Colony has passed a resolution to file an amicus brief in support of the City 
of Reno's suite requiring a complete Environmental Impact Study. The Reno-Sparks Indian 
Colony justifies tbis action for the very same reason that we request that you do a formal 
consultatJon...because the Surface Transportation Board continues to take a short-cut 

: research approach to this issue resulting in decisions made on imperfect and inadequate 
' information. Wc believe you letter of July 9, 1997 was hasty and respectfully requests that 
you honor our request, and the City of Reno's request, for thc fonnal study. 

If you have any questions on this matter. I would refer you to our attomey, Pat. 
Smith of Smith and Gunther (406 721-1070) or Paula B4srkley. our local lobbyist and 
railroad task force represenutive (329-6041). In any case, we would like a fonnal answer 
to this request reflectong the trust relationship that we enjoy with your department 

cc: Mai} Belaustegui, City of Reno 



p. 3 of 3 

I am more than v / i l l i n g t o ansv^er any questions regarding my 
or i g i n a " r e p o r t , or t h i s l e t t e r . Please do not hesitate contacting 
me, voice (702-784-4244), fax (702-784-1833), or by e-mail 
{carr®€;q'ainox.unr.edu) . 

ce r e l y 

es R. Carr, Ph.D., P.E. 
Professor, Geological Sciences (Geological Engineering) 
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I have two spe c i f i c problems v;ith statements made cy Ms. 
Kaiser on page 2 of her l e t t e r (paragraph beginning, " I n a r i s k 
a.'5seGsment f o r Sierra P a c i f i c Power Company..."). The values of 
r i s k t h a t she c i t e s , 1 contamination event i n 154.55 years f o r 
r a i l , 1 contamination event i n 93 years f o r highway, are f c r the 
Truckee River downstrear, of (to the east of) the California/Nevada 
border. I n my report, I very c l e a r l y state that the Southem 
P a c i f i c r a ilway adjacent to t h i s section of the Truckee River i s 
associated w i t h r e l a t i v e l y low grades w i t h many s t r a i g h t sections 
of t r a c k , both of which improve the safety of r a i l t r a n sport. 
Moreover, these values p e r t a i n ':o a t r a f f i c volume of 14 t r a i n s per 
day (the present t r a f f i c l e v e l , , and may not be representative of 
r i s k should r a i l t r a f f i c volume increase. Furchemore, the r i s k 
f o r the Truckee River upstream of (to the west of) the 
C a l i f oi-nia/Nevada bo.'̂ der i e ".ated 
contamination event i n approx- t e l y 81 years 

m.y report t o be 
r a i l , and 1 

contamination event i n 45 years t o r highway. Ms. Kaiser's l e t t e r 
i s t h e r e f o r e misleading, implying that the r i s k values I computed 
f o r the lower Truckee are representative of the e n t i r e Truckee 
River. 

This leads to my other issue w i t h MB. Kaiser's l e t t e r ; i n 
P a r t i c u l a r , the l a s t statement of t.he same paragraph on page 2: 
"This conclusion suggests that r a i l t r a n s p o r t a t i o n of hazardous 
ma t e r i a l s has less associated r i s k than highway t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , and 
by inference t h a t d i v e r t i n g hazardous materials from truck t o r a i l 
would reduce the r i s k f c r r i v e r contamination." Doing t h i s w i l l 
inyreasg the r i s k of contaminating the Truckee River by r a i l 
t r a n s p o r t because the p r o b a b i l i t y that any r a i l car contains a 
hazardous s-,ibstance i s increased. And, r i s k f c r highway transport 
w i l l decrease because the percentage of highway vehicles carrying 
hazardous materials i s decreased. At seme point, a cross-over i s 
reached where r i s k from r a i l transport exceeds that f o r highway 
t r a n s p o r t under Ms. Kaiser's model. Changing the proportions cf 
hazardous materials transported by r a i l and highway w i l l not a l t e r 
the values of t o t a l r i s k (the combined r i s k from both highway and 
r a i l t r a n s p o r t ) c i t e d i n my report as Ic.ng as the t o t a l volume of 
hazardous material being transported does net change. 

As I have already stated, my expertise i s noc i n biology, and 
T am theref o r e unable to commeu- about how any contaminatioii of the 
Truckee River may a f f e c t i t s ecosystem. I do f e e l q u a l i f i e d as a 
geol o g i c a l engineer to discuss the physical flow of the Truckee 
Rivei', and how t h i s flow p o t e n t i a l l y a f f e c t s various end users. 
These end users, as a m.inimum., include: c i t i z e n s of Reno and 
Sparks, Nevada; Fallen-area a g r i c u l t u r a l enterprises; and the 
Paiute Tribe/Pyramid Lake. Any change i n water q u a l i t y , anywhere 
along the Tr-ackee River, has the p o t e n t i a l of a f f e c t i n g any end 
user downstream of the change. 



UNJvnKsi rv 
OF NEVADA 

Dtpartmcnl of 
Geologicil Scienre»/172 
Geological nrglnetrinf; Division 
Rino, Nevada 89557.0)38 
Ph. (702) 7fW-6C50 
FAX (7C:)784-11>33 

MAC^C^Y SCHOOL OF MI.NES 

September 2, 1997 

M e r r i B e l a u s t e g u i - T r a f i c a n t i 
Depu ty C i t y A t t o m e y 
C i t y o f Reno 
O f f i c e of C i t y Attomey 
P.O. Bex 1900 
Reno, NV 89505 

Dear Ms. Belaustegui-Traficanti: 

I am i n r e c e i p t of your l e t t e r of Septembsr 2, 1997, regarding 
the l e t t e r from, Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief cf the Environmental 
Analysis Section of the Surface Transportation Board (STB); your 
l e t t e r included two attachments, one the e n t i r e t e x t of Ms. 
Kaiser's l e t t e r , and the other a copy of a l e t t e r w r i t t e n by Kevin 
M. Coburn of the U.S. Department of Transportation regarding 
Hazardous Materials Incident Reports along the Truckee River. This 
l e t t e r i s w i i t t e n t o respond s o l e l y t o statements made by Ms. 
Kaiser i n her l e t t e r . 

P r i o r t o the te x t of my response, I wish t o make a few b r i e f 
statements. F i r s t , t h i s l e t t e r i s eubmitted as part of my 
co n t r a c t u a l o b l i g a t i o n to the U n i v e r s i t y of Nevada, Reno t o provide 
p u b l i c service, and i s submitted at no cost t o any party. Second, 
my o r i g i n a l report, "Development of an Integrated Computer Platfonn 
f o r thti Evaluation of Contaminant M i t i g a t i o n Scenarios along the 
Truckee River: Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substance." Adjacent 
to the Truckee River," was w r i t t e n f o r and funded by Sierra P a c i f i c 
Pov;er Company as part of t h e i r e f f o r t s t o ensure water q u a l i t y . An 
increase i n r a i l t r a f f i c was discussed i n t h i s report for two 
reasons: 1) at the time the report was prepared," the planned 
merger between Union and Southem P a c i f i c r a i l r o a d s was already 
announced; therefore, 2) a l i n e a r increase i n r a i l accidents was 
consequently hypothesized to examine the p o t e n t i a l impact on the 
Truckee River {water q u a l i t y ) . F i n a l l y , my area of expertise i s 
geo l o g i c a l engineering, with an emphasis on data analysis and 
computer modeling; I have no expertise i n biology, e s p e c i a l l y i n 
regard t o the habitats of the c u i - u i or Lahonta.n cutthroat t r o u t ; 
I have no expertise regarding the behavior i n the environment of 
the chem.icala s p e c i f i c a l l y mentioned i n my repo r t . S'jibject to t h i s 
preamble, I o f f e r the following assessment of Ms. Kaise.r's l e t t e r . 



OFFICE OF RENO CITY ATTOR.\EY 
P.O. Box 1900 
Reno, Nevada 

Tel. (702) 334-2050 FAX (702) 334-2420 

F A C S I M I L E T R A N S M I S S I O N 

TO: 

FROM: 

FAX NO; 

MES.SAGE; 

Stephanie Byers, USFWS 

Merri Belaustegui-Traficanli, Deputy City Attomey 

784-5870 

Dear M-s, Byers: 

Attached is a September 2, 1997 letter authored by Dr, James R, Carr, Dr, Carr discusses 
his 1996 report and explains that Ms, Kaiser, in her June 17, 1997 consultation request, 
misrepresents his fmdmgs. Please don't hesitate to call me al 334-2006 or you may call Dr, Carr 
directly at 784-4244 should you have any furtlier questions. The City looks forward to vour 
response to this information provided by Dr, Carr, Thank you for your continued interest in thus 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti 
Deputy City Attomey 

cc: Ma>or 
Council Members 
Charles McNeely 
Paula Berkley 
Elaine Kaiser 

•** Per Elaine Kaiser"s instruction, the City requests that Dr, Carr's September 2, 1997 
letter be placed in the public record in FRD No. 32760,*"*** 

Number of pages, including this page: 4 
IF O t HAVE P R O B L E \ I S R E C E I M N G THIS, PLEASE CALL CAROLE at 334-3839. 
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I f you need any additional hazardous materials scaciscics, you 
may contact me at, Research and Special Programs AdLmini s c ra t ion, 
D.4M-63, <!00 7t:h Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20590, f e • ep-••-••̂  
(202) 366-4555. , • . 

, .-l':J-=:/;,"r;'"-'i;- I : 

.•.^:\.-'-:i;''^.::. !•''•'i:•'-:. 

S i n c e r e l y , 

/"fL^m^^d^— 
Kev in M. Coburn 
I n f o r m a t i o n Systems Manager 
O f f i c e o f Hazardous M a t e r i a l s 

P l a n n i n g and A n a l y s i s 
'•''^•''ii.l>--:'C.. - ' ' \ ,'''•'-'. 

E n c l o s u r e 
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3 0 !S97 

Mr. L l Eoccia 
De Leuw, Gather i Company 
1133 15th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005-2701 

Dear Mr. Boccia: 

i s i s i n reference to your May 16, 1991 l e t t e r requesting 
i.n.ormaticn on r a i l hazardous materials s p i l l s on Union P a c i f i c 
or Southern Pacific r a i l l i n e s m Wichita, KS, and along the 
Truckee River between Truckee, CA, and Femley, NV. 

The Research and Special Programs Administration, U S 
Department of Transportation (DOT), collects information from 
hazarcous materials c a r r i e r s on unintentional releases of 
regulated hazardous materials being transported m con'j-.ê -e 
-hese incidents may te as i n s i g n i f i c a n t as a vaoor release f r - -
c venting r a i l tank car or as serious as the spillage of r-o 
e n t i r e contents cf a cargo tank. Inform.ation from reported" 
mciaents i s stored in a com.puter database system a.nd r e t r i e v a l 
i s concucted by an on-site contractor. 

The dataoase of hazardous materials t ranspor ca c io.- ;30" - = • • 
"u^^-c^"'"."''' ^̂ '̂̂  Hazardous Materials Information'Syscem 
(.J-U5/ and IS comprxsed of information collected on the 
hazardous Materials Incident Report form (DOT Form ̂  5800 1) 
A l l nazarcous m.ateriais c a r r i e r s by r a i l , a i r and i n t e r s t a t e 
highway, as well as i n t r a s t a t e highway carriers cf certain 
materials, report tr, t h i s system. 

I have enclosed computer generated reports of tbe inc^den'-s 
f i l e d b-fcre A p r i l 1, 1997, by Union Pacific a.nd Southern 
.Pacific meeting your c r i t e r i a f o r location. T.̂.e f i l e , 
U?_SP_KS .RPT, contains 57 reports •.)ccurring m Wichita, KS The 
f l i e s , UP_SP_N\-.R?T (22 reports) and UP_SP_CA.RPT (̂  reports), 
contain reports occurring along the Truckee River. None of the 
reports i n d i c a t e that the' ma t e r i a l entered a.ny waterway or sewe-
i.vste.T,. 



r 
the potential for a spill event, (SEA notes that UP's planned improvement 

o ffJctThe ^ " " " ' ^ ^ '° ^ ^P" ' - ' ^- '̂̂ t̂s and would not allect the fish or their habitats), "umu 

SEA plans to issue a Preliminary Reno Mitigation Study in early-Seotember for n„hl,r 
review and comment, SEA initially consulted FWS for commems on b ^ c a T e ! o t s At 
th s juncture, we .ue requesting that FWS provide SEA with specific comments ,t h ve on 

u t L art^ouf Pi i :^^ ' ' ' ' ' ' - Lah man 
s u f S t?rn^o " ^ " " ^ ^ ^ ^"'y ^' ^997, SO that SEA has 
s.f.cient time to review your comments before we complete the prehmmarv mitigation studv 
Vour comments should be addressed as follows: ^ n y miugation study. 

Elaine K, Kaiser, Chief 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

Attention: Finance Docket No, 32760 
Environmental Filing 

Frank- rh^ n""!? ^ ' ^ t l ^ ^ ^ ' ' ^ f ° ' ''^^^'"S P'^^^ < °̂ntact Wmn B. 
hrank, the project director for the independent third-party contractor at (202) 775-338^ We 
appreciate your cooperation and assistance in the preparation ofthe Reno Mitigation s'tudy. 

Sincerely yours, 

Elaine K, Kaiser, Chief 
Section of Envirormiental Analysis 

Enclosure: Letter of .May 30, 1997 from U,S. Department of Transponation, Research and 
Special Programs Administration 

reno/fw^ nwr.doza 617 
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^^rDv:zt. ';̂ '̂ ;::::;::'̂ :z:r ̂ "T "̂ '-'̂  ̂ -"-̂  
FWS action. However. Mr T t̂ le eport' t t t H K " ' T ' " ' ^^'"^ ̂ ^̂ ^ ^^^--'^ 
area last vear. Over thi oast en v. r. M Q L ' ^" '̂̂  'P'" ^̂ '̂ ĥoe Countv 
spills affectingrhe Tn ̂ e T C T ^ "^^^^^P^-

Since 1971 this DOT „m , L , Sp^'^l Programs Administration (RSPA) 

r s r '̂ X̂̂/A"̂  '"'-̂ ZT' •̂ -•-"-'P" r̂ ": SP̂ . S*.̂  
cftKeT.cT:-̂:tt'a;"f:™ied;;rd,̂^̂^ 
most were minor instances tnvolvinp loose fi-unes or I'llvTmrT T indicates: (I) 
Dtsposal Control Serv.ces, and (3, tJe^^^^J^r , m S ? l ^ i : ^ Z ^ ^ ^ f Z ^ 

"ot Rs.!:';":t:actdi'''''- -̂̂ -̂̂  ?"ie::;;'',;;iX=?TTt;:,ter 
This information suggests to SEA that based on spill history, the inftequencv of 

L? freT2 . ° ' "« """• " ''"'•k='>' >" dent ? „ p s « ^ ' s „ „ fc^ , 
R I O A o s'"c7th ° , ^ r f " r " ™ " ° ' ' " ^^^^"^ " ' ' ' ^ P - - - - t i o n e d r t h ' c " 
. . .hs t r idrhl fS 
e t ~ " e ; ' : ^ r n i , « " ° " ^ ' ^'^^ ' " ^ " ^ "̂ - p - r a r ^ ' . ^ L ' ? 

1 • Pyramid La:<e, the major haoitat for Cui-ui, is 15 miles from the UP tracks; 

leeds into P>Tamid Lake; 

3. The UP has an eme.-ency response program in place, and in the event that a spill 
occurs, they can respond quickly with appropnate remediation measures. 

The Washoe County Environmental Health Department a.nd other local agencies 
have emergency response plans and staff to respond to emergencies, and ^ 

The LT' IS i.mproving tracks along the Tmckee River, wh-ch will further red 
uee 


