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October 10, 1997
OfTice of the Secretary
Case Control Unit
Surface Transportation Board
1925 K Street. NW, Room 700
Washington, D C 20423-0001
Attention:

Ms Elaine K Kaiser
Chief Section of Environmental Analysis
Environmental Filing - Reno

Dear Ms Kaiser:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the UP/SP Merger Finance Docket No
327(>0. Preiiminarx Mitiuatit^n Plan for Reno As you know, I have previously commented on
various aspects of the tram merger, and 1 maintain the concerns mentioned in the past Increased
train tratVic from the merger will create further delays threate ing the health and safety of those
who need immediate assistance from emergency medical teams, police, fire crews, etc The
greater probability of pedestrian accidents and derailments is also significant.
While there is no dispute over the harmful etVects of increased tralTic, there are many
views on how to mitigate iliese elYects 1 would like to thank the Surface Transportation Board
(STB ) for convening a Mitigation Task Force to pinpoint the best methods of minimizing the
etTects of the merucr When properly mitigated, the increased rail serv ice through Reno will be an
enhancement to Northern Nevada's economy In fact, there are ways to mitigate the new traffic
that will benefit every one affected I am pleased that the STB has given all interested parties an
opportunity to explore a win/win outcome
The Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP). however, falls short of creating a positive
situation for ever>'one In fact, my concerns about the public's satety have not been appeased
The primary miti:aation feature in the PMP increases train speed from 20 mph to 30 mph
Consequently, delavs at train crossings would diminish from 3 4 to 2 8 minutes per train This
33% savings is overestimated and does little, if anything, to relieve delays caused by the merger
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A study conducted by the Section on Environmental Analysis (SEA) earlier this year
revealed as many as 30 percent of the trains already travel faster than 20 miles per hour Since the
current speed limit is 20 miles per hour, this study shows either a gross error in the data on which
the PMP benefits are based, or it shows that 30 miles per hour is not as far from the status quo as
presumed Furthermore,
v. as no account taken for the expected lengthening of trains.
The result; c le .• month study are too variable Not only is the benefit of increasing
the speed unknown, .. .le is no guarantee that the Union Pacific will indeed travel at faster
speeds
Most frustrating is the fact that many mitigation options such as grade separations were
simply discarded by the SEA The PMP was designed to be the product of the Mitigation Task
Force, however, no one on y,c task force agreed to discontinue consideration of grade
separations A more thorough, conclusive examination of mitigating the train merger is necessary
Relief must be given to the longer delays at the train crossings, which are the result of the train
merger
Again, I would like to thank the STB lor examining the mitigation options This search,
however, needs to be exhaustive It would be futile to implement a plan like the PMP that is
highly based on presumptions and variables
Sincerely,

BOB MILLER
Governor
BM/tc
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February 9. 1998
Rt: Finance Docket No. 32760, L^nicn Paci.^c Southem Pacific Merger; Issuance of Reno
Mitigation Study Final Mitigation Plan

To: Interested Parties
The Section of Environmental .A.nalysis (SEA) is pleased to provide you with the attached
Final Mitigation Plan (FMP) for the City of Reno. NV and Washoe Coimty. The FMP was
prepared by SE.\ as part of the ongoing Reno mitigation study ordered by the Surface
Transportation Board (Board) as a condition of its .August 12. 1996 approval of the Union
Pacific Southem Pacific (UP SP) merger.
The FMP contains SE.\'s proposed recommendations at this time for additional
mitigation to address the potential effects of increased train traffic through Reno as a result of the
L'P SP merger. The FMP also contains comments from over 530 commenters on the PreliminaryMitigation Plan (issued in September 1997), SE.A's responses to those comments, and additional
technical analysis conducted by SE.\. SE.A invites public review and comment on the FMP
duni.g a 30-day review period, - hich will end on March 12. 1998. Copies of the F.MP have been
distributed to interested parties, and have also been placed in the Reno and Sparks branches of
the Washoe County Public Library.
<1A w ill consider all timely comments on the FMP before making final
recommendations to the Board. After full consideration of the PMP. the FMP. all public
comments, and SEA"s final recommendations, the Board wili issue a final decision imposing
additional specific mitigation measures for Reno and Washoe County that it deems to be
appropriate.

Individuals who wish to file a comment may submit one original: govermnent agencies
and businesses are asked to submit an original plus 10 copies. To be considered, comments
should be submitted in writing no later than March 12. 1998 tc the address listed below :
Office of the Secretai y
Case Control Unit - Room 715
Finance Docket No. 32760
Surface Transportation Board
192-^ K Street NW
Washington DC 20423-0001
In the lower left-hand comer of the envelope indicate:
Attention: Elaine K. Kaiser
Chief Section of Environmental Analysis
Environmental Filing - Reno
Thank you for your continued interest and participation in the mitigation study.

Sincerely,

Elaine K. Kaiser
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Harold McNulty. Section of Environmental
Analysis. Room 500. Surface Transportation Board. 1925 K Street NW, Washington DC 20423,
(202) 565-1539, TDD for the hearing impaired: (202) 565-1695.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report is tlie Final Mitigation Plan (FMP) for the Union Pacific (UP) and Southem Pacific
(SP) merger Reno Mitigation Study. This F.MP was prepared by the Surface Transportation Board's
\Board) Section of Environmental Analysis (SE.A). Based on funher analysis and review of the
comments received on the Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP). SE.A is recommending tailored
mitigation mejisures in addition to those alread\ imposed bs the Board in its decision approving the
merger. SE.A's recommended nitigation measuies in this FMP include those in the PMP and
additional measures regarding safety and mitigation enforcement.
SEA is issuing the FMP for public review and written comments, which are to be submitted
by March 12. 1998. SEA will consider all comments on the FMP before making its final
recommendations to the Board. Based on full consideration of the PMP, the FMP. all public
comments, and SEA's final recommendations, the Board will issue a final decision imposing
additional specific mitigation measures that it deems lo be appropriate. That decision is expected to
be issued in March/April 1998.

BACKGROUND
.After conducting an extensive Environmental .Assessment (E.A) and a Post-EA, •he Board
approved the UP'SP merger in its Decision No. 44 (see Exhibit A), which imposed conditions on UP
to mitigate potential system-wide and corridor-specific environmental impacts, including potential
en\ ironmental impacts in Reno and Washoe County. The Board imposed mitigation measures
addressing safety, hazardous matenals. emergenc> response, air quality, and noise.
The National En%ironmental Policy .Act of 1969 (NEP.A) at 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.. requires
. ederal agencies to "the fullest extent possible " to consider the enviroranental consequences of ""major
federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human envirorunent.'" (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C))
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has promulgated regulations establishing a general
framework for federal agency compliance with NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508). Under CEQ's mles.
w here there ma> be significant environmental effects, agencies are to prepare en\ ironmental
assessments (E.As) which are defined as ""concise public document[s]."" that '"fbjriefly provide
sufficient e%idence and analysis for determining" whether the proposed agency action will
significantly affect the environment (40 CFR 1508.9|. An E.A that concludes with a "finding of no
significant impact" (FONSI) prov ides the basis for a decision not to prepare an Env ironmental Impact
Statement (EIS).
The Board's environmental regulations call for preparation of an E.A in railroad merger cases
(49 CFR 1105.6(b)(4)) The E.A is prepared by the agency's environmental staff (SE.A) usually with
Lhe assistance of an independent third-party contractor. The EA is based on the information supplied
bv applicants: comments from interested parties, environmental agencies, and officials; and the results
of independent verification and analysis by SE.A.
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SEA only prepares an EIS where its analysis r e v e a l s t . " environmental mitigating
conditions, the proposal may result in a significant impact on ... :....^rimcnt Where an EA is
prepared, the Board, in rendering its final decision, considers the E.A, public comments on the EA,
and any post-EA recommendations of SEA.
SEA issued a five-volume E.A for the UP SP merger on April 12. 1996. SEA received
numerous comments (including comments filed b> the City of Reno), and as a result. SEA undertook
additional environmental anal\ sis addressing the comments, and issued a detailed Post EA (June 24.
1996) which further refined the mitigation SE.A had recommended in the EA.
SE.A recommended certain general and regional mitigation measures pertaining to Reno and
other areas potentially affected by increased rail traffic as a result of the merger. Although SE.A
concluded that. o\ erall. the merger would result in severa! environmenial benefits, it also concluded
that, absent appropriate environmental mitigation, the merger could have potential adverse
environmental effects regarding safetv, air quality, noise, and transportation of hazardous materials.
.Accordingly. SEA proposed extensive mitigation measures addressing those environmental concerns.
SEA concluded that, with these mitigation measures, the merger would not significantly affect the
quality of the human environment on a system-w ide, region-wide, or local basis and that an EIS w as
not required.
Despite this extensive process. SE.A determined that a further 18-month study should be
undertaken to develop additional mitigation for Reno. Nev ada and Wichita. Kansas and that during
the study period. L P SP should be permitted to add only an average of two additional daily freight
trams to the affected rail line segments, to essentially preserve the environmental status quo.
.After extensively considering the various environmental issues, the B^^ard imposed in Decision
No. 44 all of the mitigation measures proposed by SE.A including those applicable to Reno. The
Board also adopted SE.A's recommendation for a further mitigation studv for Reno and the related
stay of traffic increases to permit the agency to develop ""specificallv -tailored mitigation plans" for
that citv-. The Board agreed with SEA that, with this env ironmental mitigation, there would be no
significant adverse impact on the environment and that an EIS was therefore unnecessary.
The Board specifically determined in D'^cision No. 44 that the mitigation study would not
address preexisting conditions in Reno, w hich included constmction of hotels, casinos, and other
tounst-related businesses adjacent to the rail line m Reno. On April 15, 1997 in Decision No. 71. the
Board provided further clanficauon on the type of mitigation to be considered (See Exhibit B and
Section 2.4).
Based on the Board's direction, SEA has been conducting the Reno Mitigation Study since
September 1996. In this mitigation study. SEA has conducted further focused environmental analysis
beyond what was done in the EA and Post E.A. has more specifically studied the localized potential
env ironmental effects of the merger-related increased train traffic, and has analyzed potential options
to mitigate these environmental effects. SE.A's technical analysis of the potential environmental

Final .Mitigation Flan

ES-2

Reno Mitigation Study

impacts in Reno and Washoe County and development of recommended focused mitigation measures
Hav e been both extensiv e and comprehensive. The results are summarized below.
As part of the mitigation study. SEA collected data, identified possible mitigation options,
developed evaluation criteria, and conducted public ouu-each to identif> the community's key issues
and concerns. On September 15. 1997. SE.A issued for public review and comment the PMP. which
evaluated potent al merger-related environmental impacts and proposed additional mitigation
measures that would further reduce or eliminate those impacts SEA considered and reviewed
comments on the PMP from more than 500 commenters. including elected olx-;ials. public a-encies.
businesses, and indiv idua.'s. SE.A also conducted additional analysis of possible environmental
impacts and developed additional potential mitigation in preparing this F.MP. SE.A has summarized
the comments receiv ed and provided its response to them in Section 3 of this FMP.
METHODOLOGY
SE.A has taken a comprehensive and hard look at all env ironmental issues pertaining to the
potential environmental impacts of the UP SP merger on Reno and Washoe County. As noted below-.
SE.A conducted extensiv e technical studies and public outreach as part of its process. (See Section
1.4 for a detailed discussion of SE.A's public outreach process.)
For the Reno Mitigation Study. SE.A conducted more than 60 consultations with agencies,
associations, businesses, railroad representatives, and elected officials to obtain their views and
compile relevant information. SE.A also conducted four public meetings and held eight monthly
meetings with the Reno Mitigation Task Force to obtain community- input. In addition, numerous site
visits were conducted to observ e field conditions, including a mile-by-mile examination of the
railroad right-of-way in much of western Nev ada and eastern California.
Highly valuable and representative information for analysis of potential environmental impacts
was gathered during the field work that occuned following the early-1997 floods in northem
California. Because of the floods. UP had to close, on an emergency basis, the Feather River rail
route betv. een January 6 and March 4. 1997 and increase the number of trains passing through Reno.'
TYns prov ided SE.A with an opportunity to actually observe and assess the effects of train u-affic at a
level (approximately 20 freight trains per day) approaching that projected to ist u.nder post-merger
conditions.
During the increased frain activity in Reno and Washoe County, SEA conducted a 24 hourper-day survey of train traffic through Reno on the UP'SP mainline from 7 a.m. on Monday.
February 3. 1997 through 7 a.m. on .Monday. Febmary 10. 1997. During this period, SEA also
measured train noise and speed and counted vehicular iraffic crossing the tracks on Keystone.
.Arlington. Sierra. \"irginia. and Center su-eets. Pedestrians blocked bv trains were also counted for
thesefive streets. SEA then identified the relationships between number of trains, train speeds, train

' Condition 22(a)(4) of Decision No 44 provided that tJie train cap of two additional trains did not apply to
emereenc) trains operated under detour authority, for snow removal, fi.'-e. and other natural disaster purposes.
fiial Mitigation Plan
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lengths, crossing gate dowTi times, vehicular traffic flows and delay at crossings, and air emissions
from waiting vehicles.
In the PMP SEA provided extensive analysis of the potential environmental and safety
impacts related to the increased train traffic tlirough Reno caused by the merger. Topics analyzed
mcluded traffic delav. pedestnan safety, emergency vehicle access, train-vehicle accidents, derailmems hazardous matenals spills water qualitv. location-specific train operations (such as at
W oodland Avenue). Native .American issues, biological resources, noise levels, vibration, and air
quality.
As part of the preparation of this FMP and in response to public comments on the PMP, SEA
conducted expanded technical analysis in the following areas:
•
•

•

•

Feasibilitv and safety of increased train speeds.
Public safetv issues related to potential emergency v ehicle blockage.
Rev iew of the City of Reno's and the Nev adans for Fast and Responsible Action s analyses
regarding Iraffic delay, noise.'vibration. and air quality.
Hazardous materials and derailment analyses, including:
Possible effects of the merger-related increase in the transport of hazardous and toxic
matenals on endangered arid threatened species (cui-ui and Lahontan cutthroat trout)
in Pvramid Lake, and in the Truckee Riv er and its tnbuianes in the event ol a release.
Possible effects of the merger-related increase in the iranspon of hazardous and toxic
materials on dnnking water intal;e locations along the Tmckee River in the event of
a release.
o
Possible effects of the merger-related increase in the transport of hazardous and toxic
materials on the population in Reno in the ev ent of a release.
.Analysis of applicable hazardous matenals and emergency response plans.
A more extensive review of the system-wide safetv mitigation measures and their direct
applicability to Reno (e.g.. area contingency plans and ongoing track improvements).
Enforcement and oversight procedures for mitigation measures.

In dev eloping additional focused environmental mitigation recommendations for Reno and
Washoe Countv SEA considered numerous factors, including public comments, the results of the
further environmental impact analysis. SEA's evaluation of possible additional miugatiun options,
and the scope of the Board's aulhonly to impose conditions.
The Board has broad authoritv to impose mitigating conditions. However, as a government
agencv the Board's aulhontv is not limitless. Any environmental mitigation conditions tnust be:
(1) reasonable (2) diiectlv related to the action proposed fbr approval, and (3) supported by the
information developed dunnc the environmental analysis. It is the Board's policy to require
mitigation onlv for those potential impacts that would result from a proposed merger or acquisition
(e.g.. the environmental effects of changes in rail traffic).
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In considering specific potential mitigation in the PMP and FMP. SEA assessed the following
factors:

•
•
•
•
•

Is it consistem with the Board's directives in Decision No. 44 and Decision No. 71?
Does it applv directly to the potential environmental impacts of the merger-related increase
in trains on existing right-of-wav in Reno and \\ ashoe County?
Is it efTective in acnievmg an appropriate degree of mitigation for Reno and Washoe County
while protecting public health and safety"?
Is the degree of mitigation tailored to the degree of potential environmental impactsfromthe
merger-related increase in train traffic'!'
Does It unduly interfere with CP'srightto conduct its business and provide railfreightservice
to its customers?
PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

A summ.ary of SEA's recommended mitigation measures follows. .A detailed discussion of
these measures is contained in Section 2.
Measures to Reduce Traffic Delay

An important concem related to merger-related train traffic identified during the PMP and
FMP process was the potential blocking of vehicle traffic, especiallv emergency vehicles, at grade
crossings in Reno. More trains mean longer total gate down time, and longer total delay for vehicles
waiting to cross the u-acks. SEA detennined in the PMP that the most effective way to alleviate this
potential envirorunental impact would be to increase the speed of the trains as they travel through
Reno. SEA continues to believ e that a reiativ eh modest increase in speed of the trains, from 20 mph
to 30 mph. would reduce total vehicle waiting time to below pre-merger levels, which would also
mean fewer emissions .rom idling v ehicles sitting at the crossings. Total daily pre-merger vehicular
traffic delav at grade crossings in Reno is 189 hours. Total daily post-merger delay without
mitigation would be 373 hours. As noted in the PMP. with average train speeds increased to 27.5
mph. the total dailv vehicular delav would be 154 hours which is 35 hours less than pre-merger delay.
Fhese benefits would be greater with the proposed 30 mph av erage train speeds. In fact. SEA analysis
shows that reduction of vehicular traffic delay to exactly pre-merger levels would occur with
average train speed of 24.3 mph. llierefore. SEA believes thai selection of the 30 mph average wouxU
assure that the full benefits are achieved.
.A number of parties questioned the safety, feasibility, and enforceability of increased train
speeds in their comments on the P.MP. In response. SEA notes that the Federal Railroad
Administration (FR.A; has established cntena for rail facilities for trains traveling at various speeds.
UP. like any other railroad, would have to meet the applicable FRA standards to increase train speeds
in Reno. The proposal to increase train speed is considered safe as long as FRA standards are met.
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The proposed average speed of 30 mph is not unusual for urban areas in the United States.
For instance, in Fullerton. California and Springfield. Illinois, trains travel at 50 mph. In West Palm
Beach. Florida, uams trav el through 25 crossings in 3 miles (11 of w hich are within a one-mile stretch
in the downtown region) at 45 mph. Trains presently travel at 40 mph through Fresno. Modesto, and
Riverside. Califomia.
For trains to trav el at 30 mph in Reno. L'P would be required to install, at an estimated cost
of approximateiv $7 million, new track switches and a Centralized Traffic Control (CTC) system in
the Reno Sparks area. This would help keep the tracks clear so trains could begin accelerating
immediatelv after leaving the Sparks Rail Yard. Also. UP has submitted a verified statement
confinning that, with the above improvements. UP could increase train speeds and mainum an
av erage speed of 30 mph.
To assure that UP acUmlh would operate trains at the increased speeds. SE.A has proposed a
mitication measure that requires UP to report monthh to the Board on the actual speeds of al! u-ains
through Reno and to prov ide copies of these reports to the City of Reno and Washoe County .
Furthermore. SE.A recommends that the existing traffic cap continue until the necessaryimprovements have been made to allow for the increased speeds. SEA also notes that, if an interested
partv demonstrates to the Board that UP is not in substantial compliance vvith the 30 mph average
speed requirement, the Board could decide to reexamine the increased U-ain speed mitigation measures
and reconsider the issue of requiring v ehicular grade separation(s). if warranted.
SE.A concludes that increasing the train speeds would be feasible and safe. Moreover, with
the increased train speeds and SEA's additional mitigation measures. SEA also concludes that no
grade separation is warranted in Reno. (See Section 2.7.)
Measures to Improve Vehicle/Pedestrian Safety
For grade crossings with flashing lights and gates, as is the case for all grade crossings in
Reno, extensive FR.A studies have shown that the total number of train-vehicle accidents is not
atYected bv train speeds. Howev er. FRA suidies show that the seventy of an accident could increase
when a train is traveling at 30 mph versus 20 mph. For this reason. SEA in this FMP is
recommending sev eral additional measures to improv e vehicle and pedesuian safety in downtown
Reno. Those measures, which are described in detail in Section 2 of this FMP. include:
•
•

•

Constructing two pedesuian overpasses or underpasses in the downtown area (at Virginia and
Sierra streets) to reduce the number of pedesmans crossing the tracks at-grade.
Installing ""four-quadrant" gates at nine crossings in Reno to help prevent dnvers from uy ing
to CO around the gates and beat the train through the crossing.
Insullinsz pedestnan crossing gate ""skirts" and elecu-onic warning signs at six locations to help
prevent pedestnans from ducking under the gate and trying to beat the train thiough the
crossing.
Prov iding rail safety education programs and materials for students, downtown employees,
and visitors.
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Measures to Reduce Emergency Vehicle Delay
SEA fully recognizes the importance of emergencv- vehicle access. Emergency response in
Reno differs among police, fire, and emergency medical serv ices. Fire tmcks usuallv respond from
a known location (i.e.. a fire station), while police and emergency medical units are roaming and not
stationed at one location.
In Reno, fire stations, and hospitals exist on both sides of the railroad tracks. In addition, two
major streets prov ide v ehicular grade separations from the trains and are located at either side of
dovvntovvTi Reno (2nd Street and Wells .Avenue). Furthermore, the cenual firehouse and the Washoe
Medical Center, both located on the south side of the tracks, are within 2.500 feet of the existing
V.'ells Avenue grade separation.
SE.A's studies determined that the merger-related increase in train traffic would incease total
gate down time by less than 1 percent at any grade crossing (with increased train speeds), which is
a minor change from pre-merger conditions. Under pre-m.erger condicions. grade crossings would be
blocked 3 percent of the time Under post-merger conditions with irtcreased train upeeds. blockage
would nse to 3.8 percent, only a 0.8 percent increase Thus. increai,ing train speeds would lesuU in
dow-ntown grade crossings being clear 96.2 percent of tne time ov er a 24-hour period.
Nevertheless. SE.A recognizes that ev en one blockage of an emergency v ehicle might present
a life-threatening situation. Therefore, in addition to increased tram speeds. SEA is recommending
that the Board require UP to install cameras along the rail line in Reno to provide video displays in
an emergencv communications center. SE A is also proposing that the Boaid require UP to install
eleciromc displays in the communications center showing Lhe location of L P's trains in R-eno. These
displav s would allow emergencv v ehicle dispatchers to monitor train locations and advise emergency
vehicles on which routes are clear. SE.A also recommends that tl;e Board require UT to maintain this
equipment and provide training to local dispatchers.
Measures to Mitigate and Plan for Hazardous Materials Spills
In response to issues raised bv parties submitting comments to the PMP, SE.A has conducted
additional analysis of the potential for an accident involving spills of hazardous materials. The
expanded analv sis examined possible contamination of the Truckee Riv er, with potential impacts on
dnnking water supplies and endangered or threatened species in the waterways of the region, as well
as possible impacts on the human population of Reno resulting from a hazardous spill or release in
the dow-ntown area. SE.A's additional analysis is detailed in Section 4 of this FMP.
SE.A s extensive study concluded that the probability of a train accident resulting in a
hazardous materials release into the river with the potential for a major adverse effect on aquatic life
(e.g.. the endangered cui-ui or the threatened Lahontan cutthroat u-out) or on its habitat would be very
remote, estimated at one event every 232 years post-merger, for a major spill scenario between
Wadsworth and Reno. If the probability of a major adverse effect is adjusted to reflect the portion
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of the vear the cui-ui spend in the river spawning or in the prespawning aggregate (i.e.. from February
throuch Julv. or 50 percent cf the year), the vears between potential major effecLs would be increased
bv a factor of tw o. Therefore, the probability cf a train accident resulting in a release of hazardous
materials into the nv er with the potential to affect the fish during their prespawning or spawning
period would be likely to occur once every 464 years, post-merger.
SEA's hazardous matenal release assessment suggested that the probability of a train accident
resulting in a hazardous matenals release into the Tmckee River within the geographical limits of the
water supplv intakes would be once every- 208 years post-merger. This analysis included release of
anv quantity-, small or large, of hazardous matenals. Thus, the likelihood of a O-ain accident resulting
in a hazardous matenals release of such magnitude that it would adv erseh affect the water supply
would actually be less often than once ev ery 208 vears. post-merger.
The probabilirv of a train accident resulting in a hazardous materials release in the population
area of Reno-Sparks is estimated to be once even 315 years, post-merger. This analv sis included the
release of anv quantity of matenal. small or large, of hazardous materials. Thus, the likelihood of a
train accident resulting in a hazardous materials release of such a magnitude that it would adversely
affect human health would actualh be less often thin once every 315 years.
In Decision No. 44. the Board already impost d system-wide mitigation measures that include:
fomiula-based stand.irds for o-ack inspection. adopti( "i of UP's existing tank car inspection programs,
signs at grade crossings wilh a toll-free number to Call if signal crossing devices malfunction, a tollfree num^ber for Reno'emergencv response forces to call UP superv isors in the ev ent of an emergency,
hazaidous matenals and emergencv response plans, redistribution of UP personnel to respond to
hazardous matenals emergencies, adoption of UP's traimng program for commumty and emergency
response personnel, and use of head-hardened rail on curv es in mountainous temtory.
To add to that mitigation. SEA proposes for Reno that UP be required to install three
additional u-ain defect detectors along the railway through Washoe Countv: (1) an additional hot box
detector, which detects hot locomotive and car wheel beanngs. (2) an additional high. wide, shifted
load detector, which detects loads or other items that protmde from the top or side of a tram, and (3)
an additional dragging equipment detector, which detects loose or broken components or other objects
hanging from the bottom of a locomotiv e or car.
SEA also proposes Lhat the Board require UP to establish a Community Advisory- Panel
consisting of communm representauves. including Native .Amencans. who are willing to work with
L'P management on a regular basis to review safety, env ironment. and health issues associated with
rail operations, panicularh as they relate to the transport of hazardous materials. SEA also
recommends that the Board require UP to complete its portion of the hazardous materials /\rea
Comingencv Plan bv the end of 1998. and that, as part of this planning process. UP be required to
work vvith the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Native Americans m the Marble Bluff
area to assure placement of response equipment (e.g . booms, absorbent pads, pumps, generators,
hoses, etc ) in this sensitiv e area. Upon completion by UP of these contingency planning elements.
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SEA recommends that thev be presented to the Tmckee River Corridor Area Contingency Plan
Working Group for integration into a unified Contingencv Plan.
SEA believes that tlie Reno-specific mitigation measures proposed in the FMP and the systemwide mitigation measures previously imposed by the Board would adequately mitigate potential
environmental impacts resulting from transporting hazardous materials through Reno. SEA notes,
however, that risk of a spill can never be totally eliminated in any environment, whether in the Reno
area or elsewhere.
Measures to Address Train Horn Noise
Most noise generated by rail operations in Reno comes from locomotive horns, which are vital
safet> equipment used to wam drivers and pedestrians that a train is approaching. The Board noted
in Decision No. 44 that ""[a]ny attempt to significantly reduce noise levels at grade crossings would
jeopardize safety, which we consider to be of paramount importance." The conflict between safety
and noise impacts was addressed in recentlv passed Federal legislation that directs the Secretary- of
the Department of Transportation to produce regulations relating to noise and rail safety measures.
.Although not y et released, the regulations are expected to prov ide the opportumty to establish a ""quiet
zone" vvhere train engineers .vould not sound their ticms. However. FRA has indicated it is unlikely
to produce quiet zone regulations before 1999. Until quiet zone regulations and other altematives to
train horns are adopted, train homs must be sounded to foster public safety.
Th.--fore. SE.A recommends that the Board require UP to contact and work w ith the City of
Reno and .<A to detemiine the feasibility of a quiet zone in Reno once FRA quiet zone regulations
are finalized. SEA notes that installation of four-quadrant gates proposed as mitigation in this FMP
could set the foundation for a potential quiet zone in downtown Reno.
Certification, Compliance, and Ongoing Oversight
SE.A recommends that the Board require UP to certify to the Board completion of specific
phy sical mitigation measures that it requires UP to undertake in Rene once the measures are i istalled.
These measures include the necessary capital improvements for increased train speeds, the four
quadrant gates, the pedestnan signs and gate ""skirts." and the additional uain defect detection devices
(hot box. dragging equipment, and high. wide, shifted load detectors). SEA further recommends that
the Board require'that: (1) each certification be made within two weeks of the date of compliance for
that mitigation measure, and (2) copies of these compliance reports be provided to the City of Reno
and Washoe County.
Also. SE.A believes that the Board should continue to impose on UP the current cap of 14.7
dailv freight trains through Reno until each of these physical mitigation measures are installed. UP
cun-ently'^prov-ides quarterly reports to the Board. SEA recommends that the Board rec.uire UP's
future quarterly reports to include the status of compliance vvith the env ironmental mitigation
measures pertaining to Reno and Uashoe County for the duration of the Board's oversight
proceeding. Copies of these reports should also be provided to the City of Reno and Washoe Count-'
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Finally. SEA recommends that the Board impose a condition making it clear that, if there is
a material change in the facts or circumstances upon which the Board relied in developing localized
mitigation measures for Reno, the Board, upon petitio.i bv any party who demonstrates such material
change, may review the final mitigation measures, if warranted.
CONCLUSION
The City of Reno will experience an additional 11.3 trains per day (for a total of 24 tiains per
day) traveling through downtown as a result of the UP/SP merger. SEA notes that merger-related
increase in traffic 'ncre would merelv bring traffic back to its level in the 1980s. In the late 1940s,
traffic lev els were as high as 40 trains per day.
The extensive analysis conducted by SEA since issuance of the PMP confinns that the
potential environmental effects in Reno and Washoe County of the merger-related increase in freight
U-ain traffic will not be sigmficant witli SEA's recommended mitigation and the mitigation previously
imposed. In response to comments on the PMP and in an effort to further address localized and
unique issues in the City of Reno and Washoe County. SEA is recommending 25 mitigation measures
in addition to those already imposed in Decision No. 44 With the mitigation measures in Decision
No. 44 and these 25 additional measures. SEA concludes that no further mitigation is required.
The Board does not impose mitigation to remedy preexisting environmental impacts unless
the applicant and the affected community- reach agreement on how to ftind any option to mitigate
these preexisting env ironmenud impacts. Accordingly. SEA believes that some of the environmental
concerns identified in the City of Reno could most effectively be resolved through muttiallyacceptable agreements achieved following negotiations among the applicant, the locally affected
community, and the appropriate government agencies. These negotiated solutions may go beyond
what the Board might otherwise be able to impose or has been recommended by SEA in this FMP.
Tnerefore. SEA encourages tliese parties to review die analysis and mitigation presented in this FMP
and seek negotiated solutions.
PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE FINAL MITIGATION PLAN
SEA emphasizes that the mitigation measures in this FMP are SEA's recommendations based
on the imonnation available at this time, and SEA invites public review- and commem on them. SEA
encourages broad participation in the review and comment of this FMP, and will careftilly evaluate
all comments received before making its final recommendations to the Board. Based on the PMP.
FMP. SEA's final recommendations, and public input, the Board will issue a decision on what
additional mitigation measures to impose upon UP in Reno in addition to those imposed in Decision
No. 44. The Board expects to issue its decision in March/April 1998.
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Interested agencies and individuals can submit written comments by March 12, 1998 to:
Office of the Secretary
Case Control Unit
Finance Docket No 32760
Surface Transportation Board
1925 K Street NW. Room 700
Washington. D.C. 20423-0001
Attention:

Elaine K. Kaiser
Chief Section of Environmenial Analysis
Environmental Filing - Reno

Comments must be received by March 12. 1998 to be considered by SEA and the Board.
Government agencies and businesses are asked to supply an original plus 10 copies. Citizens mav
submit one copy of their coinments.
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Section 1
INTRODUCTION AND STUDY BACKGROUND
1.1

Overview of Final Mitigation Plan

This report is the Final Mitigation Plan (FMP) for the Union Pacific (UP) and Southem
Pacific (SP) merger Reno .Mitigation Study. It presents a brief history and background of the
mitigation study, summarizes the comments received on the Preliminary- Mitigation Plan (PMP),
provides responses to the summarized comments, and includes updated technical analysis where
appropriate. In this FMP. the Surface Transportation Board's (Board) Section of Environnriental
Analysis (SEA) recommends 25 additional localized mitigation measures in Reno beyond those
already imposed by the Board as part of its merger approval.
SE.A and its independent third-party contractor, which operated under SEA's direction,
supervision, and control, conducted the Reno Mitigation Study in three phases. During Phase 1.
SE.A collected necessary data, identified preliminary mitigation options, developed evaluation
criteria, and conducted public outreach activ ities to identifS- key issues and concerns. During
Phase 2, SE.A ev aluated potential merger-related environmental impacts and preliminary mitigation
options and prepared the PMP for public review. During Phase 3. SEA considered public corrmients
on the PMP and prepared this FMP.
SEA is issuing this FMP for public rev iew and comment. a.nd will consider all comments on
it before making final recommendations to the Board. Based on its consideration of the PMP. FMP.
SE.A's final recommendations, and the public comments, the Board will issue a decision determining
what additional environmental mitigation measures to impose on UP for Reno. The Board expects
to issue its decision in .March Apnl 1998.
1.2

Study Background

On November 30. 1995. the Union Pacific Railroad Company (UT) and die Southem Pacific
Transportation Company (SP) applied to tlie former Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) for
authority to merge their operations into a single railroad. The merger proposed the creation of a
single rail system with 34.000 miles of track in 24 states, an action lhat would greatly affect the
distribution of rail traffic in the Westem United States. A primary objective of the merger was lo
create a rail earner that would be more compietitive and efficient, resulting in benefits to shippers and
the public.
As part of its merger application. UP SP identified several operational improvements of the
merger, including:
Improved, direct routes through major rail corridors.
Consolidation of redundant rail line segments and facilities.
Capital investment to improve system capacity and efficiency.
Final .Mitigation flan
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Increased efficiency of rail yards and intermodal facilities.
Reduced shipping of rail cars and improved shipping times.
In its decision, the Board considered these anticipated merger benefits.

In December 1995. Congress abolished the ICC and transfemed certain of its railroad
functions, including the regulation of mergers, to the Board, an indepenc'^iit regulatory agency
housed within the Department of Transportation. The Board approves railroad mergers that are in
the public interesl. pursuant to 49 U.S.C. §11324-25 (fonnerly 49 U.S.C. § 11143-47). SEA is
responsible for the env ironmental review of all mergers, including the UP'SP merger, SE.A review s
each merger application separateiv and makes its environmental recomme.idations to the Board
based on the specific circumstances of each case.
In compliance vvith the Board's environmental mles. 49 CFR 110.'.6(b)(4)(1996). SEA
issued on .April 12. 1996 a comprehensive, five-volume Environmental Assessment (EA) of the
prof)Osed UP'SP merger, which vvas distributed in 35 states, the District of Cclumbia. and Canada
to approximately 1.600 interested parties for review- and comment. SEA receive approximately 160
comments following issuance of the E.A. To address those comments, and ether environmental
comments received throughout the environmental review process. SE.A pe-fomied additional
env ironmental analysis, which culminated in a detailed post environmental assessment (Post E.A)
issued on June 24. 1996. In the Post E.A. SE.A refined the discussion aid the mitigation
recommended in the E.A.
On -August 12. 1996. the Board issued its written decision (Decision No. 44) approving the
merger (see Exhibit .A). The decision gave extensive consideration to environmental issues and
imposed the mitigation measures recommended in the Post E.A. The Board agreed that these
env ironmental condition:5. including those applicable to the City of Reno and Washoe County, would
adequatelv mitigate the potential env ironmental impacts identitied during the env iiorLnental review
process. The Board concluded that the environmental mitigation conditions propt>sed by SEA
address the potential env irorimentol impacts associated \vith the merger and ensure there will be no
significant environmental efiects. Therefore, the Board concluded lhat an Environmental Impact
Statement war, not reauired. However, in an effort to further address local conditions and
community concerns, the Board required that a mitigation study be conducted to develop additional
mitigation measures focused on localized environmental issues unique to Reno. Pending completion
of the mitigation studv. the Board limited freight rail traffic increases through Reno to an average
of two additional uains per day.
In Decision No. 44. the Board imposed sv stem-wide and corridor-specific mitigation
conditions on UP. These mitigation measures were developed to mitigate potential system-wide and
corridor-specific environmental impacts, including potential environmental impacts in Reno and
W ashoe County. The mitigation measures address safety, hazardous materials/emergency response,
air quality. and noise and are contained as part of Decision No. 44.
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1.3

Focus of the Mitigation Study

The Reno Mitigation Studv examines options to further mitigate (reduce or lessen) potential
env ironmental impacts of increased train traffic associated with the merger of Union Pacific (UP)
and Southem Pacific (SP) railroads on the existing rail line through the City of Reno and Washoe
County. The Board imposed numerous environmental mitigation measures that apply to Reno as
part of the merger approv al. and the purpose of the mitigation study is lo detemiine whether
additional mitigation measures are warranted.
1.4

Public Outreach and Public Review Process

The mitigation studv process has included consultation with the City of Reno. Washoe
County, the Nevada Govemor's Office, community leaders, the public. Native American tribes, the
Federal Railroad Administration (the Federal agency with primary responsibility and expertise for
railroad safety matters), the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Sei-vice. other appropriate agencies, and UP.
SE.A also estab'ished a diverse 19-member Task Force representing vunous community interests to
provide input to the studv. The Task Force met eight times during the mitigation study. The sttidy
also involved extensive on-site studies by SEA.
Prior to merger approv al and during the mitigation study, the City Council of Reno took
several actions regarding railroad activities. Initially, in actions taken on March 12. 1996 prior to
the merger approval, the Reno City Council expressed support for the railroad to be rerouted to the
1-80 cortidor. Later in the studv process, the City focused on a proposal to consuiict a depressed
railway. .At its Febaiary 18. i997 meeting, the Reno City Council directed the City Manager to
negotiate with L'P representatives emphasizing the dowmowTi depressed railway as the City's
primary- objectiv e and to pursue all fonns of funding sources. The City Council turther directed that
the City's litigation vvith the Board be continued and that the 1-80 Comdor not be mled out. On
June 17. 1997. the City passed Resolution 5368 declanng the depressed railway project as a priority
for the City of Reno. (Exhibit C provides recent Reno Citv Council actions regarding UP/SP merger
and mitigation options.)
The following summarizes SEA's public outreach during the mitigation study. At die start
of the study in October 1996. SEA held a series of introductory meetings with elected officials,
community business leaders, and City. County, and State agencies, Dunng these meetings. SEA
distributed an infonnation packet containing background information about the study and its
purpose.
SEA held two open houses and public meetings in Reno on Febmar. 13. F''''' to allow for
public review of preliminary mitigation options and maps illustrating the study area
. o meetings
w ere conducted at different times to maximize attendance by local residents, recogmz.ng that Reno s
tourist and gaming industnes operate 24 hours a day. At the meetings. SEA made presentations
detailing the historv of the UR'SP merger, the role of the Board, an overview of railroad operations
nationwide and locallv. the process for Phase I and Phase 2 of the mitigation study, and
opportunities for public participation in the study.
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Approximately 175 people attended the public meetings, SEA ansv>.'ered questions and heard
comments from tho ie present. SEA provided comment sheets so anyone interested could submit
written comments to Uie Board. SE.A incorporated these public comment.s into the public meeting
summary, which was distributed to state and local officials as well as 5;o members of the Reno
Mitigation Study Task Force.
SEA issued the Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP) on Septe:;nber 15. 1997. The PMP
provided SEA's preliminary suggestions for localized mitigation mea;iures for public review and
comment. The PMP was disuibuted to approximately 150 interested parties, and approximately 270
other parties received notice ot the availability of the PMP, The public review period of the PMP
was scheduled to end on October 16. 1997. but SEA actually considered comments that were
received by or on October 23. 1997, As discussed in Section 3. SEA received commentsfi-ommore
than 530 commenters on the PMP during the review- period (see Appendices, Volumes 1 and 2).
SEA conducted three meetings to provide the opportunity for p iblic comment on the PMP,
The meetings consisted of a Task Force meeting on October 8. 1997 :ind two public meetings on
October 9, 1997, (Trar scripts of these meetings are provided in the Apfjendices. Volumes 1 and 2).
Approximately 64 people attended the Task Force meeting, and 283 people attended the public
meetings.
Prior to the public meetings SEA placed two display ads in the Reno Gazette-Journal and
a notice in the Federal Register, The noticing also included a press release detailing the release of
the PMP and the upcoming meetings. At the meetings. SEA distributed a summary of Frequently
Asked Questions for public information.
Over the course of the mitigation study. SEA wrote several letters to the editor of the Reno
Gazette-Journal in an effort to keep the public informed of SEA's activities and the progress of the
study. These letters were published March 28, Apnl 28. September 11. and October 10, 1997.
This document constiuites the Final Mitigation Plan (FMP). The FMP is being distributed
for public review and comment for 30 days. The FMP includes changes to the PMP based on public
comments received on the PMP. After review of the comments, SEA will make its final
recommendations. The Board will consider the P.MP. the FMP. SEA'sfinalrecommendations, and
?\\ public comments before it makes its decision on what additional mitigation to impose for Reno.
The Board's decision is scheduled for March April 1998.
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1.5

Public Comment on the Final Mitigation Plan

SEA encourages broad participation in the review and comment of this FMP. Intoested
agencies and individuals can submit written comments by March 12, 1998 to;
Office of the Secretary
Case Control Unit
Finance Docket No. 32760
Surface Transportation Board
1925 K Street NW. Room 700
Washington. D.C. 20423-0001
Attention:

El iine K., Kaiser
Chief Section of Environmental Analysis
Environmental Filing - Reno

Comments must be received by March 12. 1998 to be considered by SEA and tbe Board,
Government agencies and businesses are asked to supply an original plus 10 copies. Citizens may
submit one copy of their comments.
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Section 2
RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES
2.1

Introduction

The purpose of Section 2 is to provide a comprehensive listing of the final mitigation
measures for Reno proposed b, .nf- Section of Environmental .Analysis (SEA) based o.^ ill of the
infonnation available at this tim \ and the rationale supporting these measures. In detennining the
proposed final mitigation meas- es. SEA has rev iewed and considered all of the comments received
on the Preliminary- .Mitigation F. n (P.MP),
In reviewing the comments. SEA detemiined that certain key issues merited a closer and
expanded evaluation by SE.A. These issues include:
•
•
•

Feasibility and safety of increased train speeds.
Public safetv issues related to potential emergency vehicle blockage.
Review of the City of Reno's and the Nevadans for Fast and Responsible Action's analyses
regarding traffic delay, noise/vibration, and air quality.
•
Hazardous materials and derailment analyses, including:
•
Possible effects of the merger-related increase in the transport of hazardous and
toxic materials on endangered and threatened species (cui-ui and Lahontan
cutthroatttout)in Pyramid Lake, and in the Tmckee River and its tributaries in the
event cf a release,
o
Possible effects of the merger-related increase in the transport of hazardous and
toxic materials on dnnking water intake locations along the Tmckee River in the
ev ent of a release,
p
Possible effects of the merger-related increase in the transpou of hazardous and
toxic matenals on the population in Reno in the ev ent of a release.
0
.Analvsis of applicable hazardous materials and emergency response plans.
•
A more extensive review of the system-wide safety mitigation measures and 'heir direct
applicability to Reno (e.g.. area contingency plans and ongoing uack improvements).
•
Enforcement and oversight procedures for mitigation measures.
The following pages describe SEA's recommended mitigation measures and the underlying
bases for the recommendations. Section 3 contains a summary of the major comn-ients received on
the PMP. Responses to public comments are provided in Section 2 if the topic involves a specific
mitigation measure and are prov ided in Section 3 if the topic involves a more general subject that
is not directly applicable to specific mitigation measures.
22

Surface Transportation Board Jurisdiction

The Board has jurisdiction over certain surface transportation and economic regulatory
matters (primanlv rail), including proposed railroad mergers, rail line abandonments, and new rail
consuoiction. The Board has broad authonty to detennine whether or not conditions are required in
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railroad merger cases and to shape conditions under 49 U.S.C.§11324(c). However, the Board's
power to impose conditions is not limitless. To surv ive judicial rev iew, the record must support the
imposition of the condition at issue. Moreover, there must be a sufficient nexus between the
condition imposed and the proposed merger, and the conditions must be reasonable. The agency's
consistent policv is to mitigate onlv those potential environmental impacts that directly result from
the merger, whicn in Reno is an increa.se of 11.3 trains per day. for a total of 24 freight trains (see
Section 2.3 below). The Board (like the ICC) has not imposed mitigation measures that might make
the quality- of life in a particular community better by remedying preexisting conditions that are not
a direct result of the licensing of the merger before the Board. In Decision No. 44 approving the
merger, die Board specifically detennined that the scope of the mitigation study w ould not include
the mitigation of conditions resulting from preexisting conditions associated with consuiiction of
hotels, casinos, and other tourist-related businesses adjacent to the rail line in Reno.
2.3

Merger-Related Train Operating Changes

In Decision No. 44. the Board directed SEA to evaluate the potential environmental impacts
associated with the merger-related increase in train traffic levels in Reno and Washoe County.
Under the merger, freight train traffic dirough Reno is projected to increase bv- 11.3 trains per day
in the Year 2000. This increase includes 7.3 UP trains and 4 Burlington Northem'Santa Fe (BN/SF)
trains.' Table 2.3-1 shows the Year 1995 and anticipated Year 2000 tVeight train levels through
Reno, excluding .Amtrak service.- As shown, a dailv average of 12.7 freight trains passed dirough
I'-eno in 1995. Widi the merger, in die Yeai- 2000 die average number of daily through freight trains
is expected to increase froml2.7 to 24.0 trains per day. SEA notes diat merger-related increase in
train traffic here would merelv bnng traffic back to its level in the 1980s. In the late 1940s, traffic
levels were as high as 40 trains per day.
Table 2.3-1
Average Dailv Freight Train Volumes Through Reno (19<»5 and Projected Future Year 2000)
Number of Freight Trains

1

Source of Train

\<m III

1 Hjrlincion Nort.herr. Sana he
\\ nion Pacific Southerr F'acifu

,2 -

I

12."

Dail\ Total

Projected for Five 'ic-.ts Following IP/SP Merger |2|

Increase

4 (1

40
-3
11.3

24.0

Notes (1J Based on L-ain statistics pro\ laea D> L f z^r
[2] Based on L P SP Operating Plan and verified statements filed with the Board, 1995 and 1996.

The protected train lev els of 24 freighttt-ainsper day are based on the UP/SP operating plar^
and its ventied statementsfiledwith die Board, which were independently rev iewed and evaluated
by SEA. In its public comments on the PMP and in other infonnation distnbuted by die City of
' Under the merger. BN SF hai trackage rights on the rail line through Reno.
- Amtrak train operations are not under the jurisdiction of the Board and are not a subject of this study.
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Reno, reference is made to 38 trains per day and potential impacts subsequent to die Year 2000.
However, the City of Reno's projected 38 dailv trains assume 22 (rather than 12.7) daily trains as
the baseline, and die City "s 38 train per dav-figureprojects U-ain levels beyond th- Year 2000. SE.A
notes diat die Year 1995 av erage daily freight train level w?^ 12.7. and the average daily traffic for
eight months in the Year 1996 was 10.8 trains.^
SE.A"s responsibiliiy is to study the env ironmental effects of the merger. The Board
generally looks at a mimmum diree-year traffic projection (see Section 3.2). UP provided a five-year
uaffic projection as part of its merger application.'' Based on its experience in rail mergers. SEA has
found that train traffic projections beyond afive-yearperiod are speculative, at best. Beyond die
fiv e-vear penod. a number of factors cxtemal to the merger of the railroad corporations can affect
train levels (e.g.. regional and national economic conditions, business decisions by shippers and
odier railroads, etc.). Moreover, thisfive-yearpenod is consistent with die National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) which requires evaluation of die indirect effects of die project "in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable"' (40 CFR 1508.8) (emphasis added).
Therefore, looking beyond afive-yearperiod is neither warranted nor required by law.
In these circumstances. SE.A has continued to use UP's independently venfied nain
projections as die basis for its analysis. SE.A believes these projections to be a reasonable estimate
of die foreseeable future of merger-related train uaffic levels. As discussed previously. SEA notes
that the merger-related increase in train u-affic here would merely- bring traffic back to its level in the
1980s.
2.4

Recommended Mitigation Measures

On .April 15, 1997 in Decision No. 71 (see Appendix B). the Board clarified diat two tiers
of mitigation measures will be considered in developing final mitigauon measures for Reno.
Specificallv. the final environmental mkigation will include, m addition to the mitigation that has
alreadv been imposed: (1) Tier 1. or baseline mitigation, which die Board will require UP to
implement and entirely fund, and (2) Tier 2 altemative mitigation measures that might be a more farreaching solution for all concemed but diat will be binding only if diere is a voluntary- agreement by
UP and other interested parties to share costs or expend greater resources. This FMP discusses bodi
Tier 1 and Tier 2 mitigation measures. However, because no voluntary agreements for Tier 2
mitigation opuons have been reached to date, all of the mitigation recommended here is Tier 1. i.e.,
mitigation to ameliorate the effects of increased train traffic resulting from the merger. UP would
be required to implement and entirely fund this recommended Tier 1 mitigation.

See Section 4.4.5 in the Preliminary Mitigation Plan
•* UP provided a five-year train traffic projection as part of its merger application; other merger applications
have provided only three-year projections.
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2.4.1

Increased Train Speed
Mitigation Measure Requirements

There are two major ways to reduce vehicular traffic delay and associated air emissions in
Reno: (I) increasing trains speeds, and (2) rail highwav grade separations. SEA proposes diat the
Board require UP to fully fund and implement necessary operating changes and capital
improvements (e.g.. Centralized Traffic Conttol. u-ack reconfiguration, and track improvements) to
enable trains to operate between Suu-o Street and Keystone Av enue in Reno at an average speed of
30 miles per hour. SEA proposes that UP dien be required to operate, and require BN/SF to operate,
all trains uver this rail line segment at an average speed of 30 miles pei hour, consistent with safe
operating practices dictated bv conditions present at the time. To assure compliance with the
increased train speed condition. SE.A further recommends that the Board impose a condition
requiring UP to provide monthlv reports to the Board, with copies to Reno and Washoe County,
containing information for actual average train speeds. This proposed condition further states that
•"if an interested partv demonstrates to the Board that UP is not in substantial compliance widi the
30 mph average speed requirement, the Board may reexamine the increased train speed mitigation
requirement and reconsider the issue of requiring v ehicular grade separation s). if warranted." Also,
SE.A recommends that the current train level cap of 14.7 on the average number of daily freight
trains through Reno remain in effect until 30 days following UP certification that it has made the
necessarv installations needed to allow- die railroad to operate at increased trains speeds.
Mitigation Benefits
The current speed limit for trains between Keystone .Avenue in Reno and the Sparks Yard
is 20 mph. In the absence of the rail operating and capital improvements proposed in SE A's
recommended mitigation measure. UP is currently operating at or near its 20 mph limit, resulting
in the current lev els of vehicular traffic delay and air emissions from delayed vehicles at rail
crossings in Reno. Increasing ffain speeds by 10 mph would offer sev eral major benefits related to
potential impacts from merger-related increases in the number cf trains. Widi increased train speeds:
•

•
•

Total vehicular traffic delay at 13 grade crossings in Reno would be reduced to less dian premerger levels. Total daily pre-merger vehicular u-affic delay at the 13 grade crossings in
Reno is 189 hours.' Total dailv post-merger delav without increased train speeds would be
373 hours. As noted in the PMP. with an increase in average train speeds to 27.5 mph. the
total daily v ehicular delav would be 154 hours, which is 35 hours less than pre-merger delay
and 219 hours less than post-merger, unmitigated delay.
Idling vehicle air emissions would be reduced to less than pre-merger levels.
Vehicular traffic delay, idling vehicle aii emissions, and emergency vehicle wait time per
each train blockage would be reduced in Reno at 13 grade crossings—not just one or two as
would be the case with additional grade-separated crossings.

' One total hour of vehicular traffic delay is equal to 30 vehicles stopped for an average of two minutes, 60
vehicles stopped for an average of one minute, etc.
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•

Vehicular tra.Tic delay, idling vehicle air emissions, and emergency vehicle wait time per
each train blockage would be reduced at major downtown streets (e.g.. Virginia and Sierra
streets) where grade separations are not practical.

SEA notes that the benefits identified above for this mitigation measure actually assume a
27.5 mph av erage rather than 30 mph. so that at 30 mph. the benefits would be greater. SEA also
notes that reduction of vehicular traffic delay to exactly pre-merger levels would occur with an
average train speed of 24.3 mph. SEA has selected die 30 mph average to assure diat die full
benefits are achieved.
Train-Vehicle and Train-Pedestrian Accidents
According to die Federal Railroad .Administration (FRA). the Federal agency widi primaryexpertise and jurisdiction in railroad safety. wiUi adequate warning devices at crossings, die number
of train-vehicle accidents is not a function of train speeds. In addition. FRA regulations (49 CFR
234.225) require a minimum of 20 seconds warning time before the grade crossing is occupied by
a train, regardless of die train speed. Thus, actual w arning time at 30 mph would be no less dian die
warning time for die current 20 mph speed. UP's cunent practice in Reno is to provide warning a
few seconds longer than 20 seconds in advance of the train.
How ever, according to FR.A data, if a train-vehicle accident does occur, it is likely to be more
severe widi increased train speeds.^ Moreover, downtown Reno expenences high levels of
pedesuian activity-. SE.A is therefore proposing a number of additional mitigation measures for Reno
grade crossings to reduce die likelihood of train-vehicle or train-pedestrian accidents with increased
train speeds. These additional safety-related mitigauon measures include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Four-quadrant gates (at nine locations).
Pedestrian grade separations at Virginia and Sierra su-eets.
Pedestrian crossing gate "skirts" and electronic warning signs for pedesttians (at six
locations).
Safety training programs for students and downtown employees.
Installation by UP of a Centralized Traffic Conu-ol (CTC) system in Reno for train
op)erations.
Installation of additional train defect detection devices.
These mitigation measures are described in more detail below.

* Unpublished graph depicting Actual 1975-1995 Tram Speed vs Severity of Highway Tlail Grade
Crossine Acc-.dcnts. entitled -Figure 3.2 Fatalifes on Autos Struck bv Train," presented by Federal Railroad
Administration. Deputy Associate Admmistrator for Safetv. Gradv Cothen at a meeting held July 16, 1997 with
SEA staff and study team.
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Federal and State Safety Regi-lations
FR.A has issued substantive safety regulations in more than 20 subject areas, and it enforces
DOT hazardous materials regulations for rail facilities and operations. FRA regulations (49 CFR
200-268 (1996)) cover such topics as operating mles and procedures; track safety standards and safe
track speeds; train crew hours of service; accident reporting; inspection and testing of train cars,
locomotives, and railroad signals; licensing of engineers; and dmg and alcohol testing of employees.
Federal regulations for state safety participation. 49 CFR 212 (1996), establish standards and
procedures for state participation in investigative and surveillance activities under the Federal
railroad safety law s and regulations. The principal role of state safety participation programs is to
provide an enhanced investigative and surveillance capability through participation of state agencies
in safety- compliance inspections. The Nevada Public Utilities Commission (NPUC), formeriy the
Nevada Public Serv ice Commission, participates in investigative and surveillance activities with
respect to particular mles. regulations, orders, or standards issued under the regulatory- authorirv- of
die Federal Railroad Safety Act of 1970.
Based on a review of Federal rail safety regulations. SE.A notes that there are no special
restrictions on operating trains dirough urban or heavily populated regions. Radier. compliance widi
applicable regulations allows railroads to legallv operate the number of trains needed to carry
properly documented freight, including hazardous materials, on any line in its system. Regulations
do not control the choice of railroad operating speed; rather, the railroad chooses it. The railroad
mu.st, howev er. maintain die appropnate FR.A track class for a selected speed. Thus, UP can operate
ai 30 mph or higher dirough Reno so long as it complies widi FR.A regulations. If the railroad is in
compliance with these regulations, an operating speed of 30 mph or greater is considered safe by
FR.A.
SEA notes diat die existing track through downtown Reno appears to confonn to at least
FR.A Class 3 standards, thus perminmg freight trains lo legally operate up to 40 mph. UP has
selected its current 20 mph limit due to the existing track configuration in its Sparks Yard and its
current train control procedures. To operate at increased train speeds. UP would need to make
changes to its control svstem (i.e.. installation of Centralized Traffic Control) and to its track
configuration (e.g.. in the Sparks Yard). SE.A is recommending diat these improvements be required
of UP. as discussed earlier.
Reasonableness of Increased Train Speeds
Operating at 30 mph or faster dirough heav ily populated artas having manv highway'railway
grade crossings is not unusual, as shown m Table 2.4-1. .Moreover. 30 mph is a fairiy low speed for
freight trains lhat roudnelv operate in the 60 to 70 mph speed range Thus. 30 mph operations would
not appear to stretch the technological or safetv limits of freight train operations in Reno. SEA
dierefore concludes that operation at 30 mph would be a reasonable authorized speed through Reno,
a-ssuming all FR.A requirements are met.
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Table 2.4-1
Railroad Speed Limits Through Selected Urban Areas
Railroad

Union Pacific
Southem Pacific

Burlington Northem
Sinia Fe

Norfolk Southem

1

1

Conrail

CSX
V lonJa East Co.\st

Location

Freight Max Speed

Cros.sings per Distance

Salem. Oregon

20 in 2.4 rniles

Eugene. Oregon

2,0

9 in 1 mile and
11 in 1.2 miles

Redding. California

45

5 in 0 8 miles

Red Bluff. Cahlomia

45

5 in I mile

berkelev. California

45

4 in 0.6 miles or
6 in I 1 miles

Tulare. California

35

9 in 4 mile<;

Fresno. Caiifomia

40

11 in 8 miles

Merced. California

40

6 in 3 miles

Modesto. California

40

8 in 2 miles

Stockton. California (dia.Tiond * i

35

20 in 6 miles

0\nard. Califomia

40

7 in 2 miles

Tucson. Arizona

4',i

5 in 0 5 miles and
4 in 0.4 miles

Ontario. California (dio-Tiond • i

30

7 in 2 miles

1

Pomona. California

hii

12 in 2.3 mile'

|

Santa Fe Springs. California

50

11 in 4

mile^

1

Fullerton to Placentia, Califor.-.ia

50

17 in 7 miles

|

Ri\ er^ide. California

40

9 in 2 miles

1

C'.eveiarri Lakewood. Ohio

>^

33 in 3 miles

1

Fon W a>nf. Indiana

40

7 in 5 miles

|

Charlottes\ ille. Virginia

50

2 m 0 ^ miles

Columbia. South Carolina

49

3 in 1 mile

Springfield, Illinois

50

16 in 2 miles

DeL-oil. .Michigan (Ecorse-Rougei

40

4 in 2 miles

Battle Creek. Michiga.n

411

3 in 1 mile

Richmond. Virginia

f)

2 m 0.5 miles

Fort Lauderdale. Florida

45

2 in 2 m.lcs

\^ est PdJm Beach. Florida

45

1 1 in I mile or
25 in 3 miles

Fon Lauderdale. Florida

45

12 in 2 miles

Notes: • A diamoiid consists of an at-grade intersection of rv\o rail lines.
Source: SEA
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2.4.2

Compliance with Increased Train Speed Requirement

Some public comments on the PMP questioned UP's ability to maintiin a 30 m.ph average
speed between Keystone Avenue and the Sparks Yard. In Reno, a westbound grade of
approximately 1 percent (one foot of vertical rise for every- 100 feet of horizontal distance) exists
through the City- Trains stop at the Sparks Rail Yard tu change crews, so westbound trains departing
die ^ ard would require enough horsepwwer to accelerate from zero to 30 mph within about one mile
on a I percent grade. Becau.se eastbouiid trains mn through Reno on a descending grade,
maintaining 30 mph would be easily accomplished.
UP piovided to SE.A a Ttain Pciformance Simulation (TPS) for a 7.000 ton train leav ing the
Sparks Yard.'' i he TPS shows that westbo-und trains can accelerate from zero to 30 mph widiin
about one-half mile from the \'ard. Thus, accelerating to 30 mph would not be a techmca! problem,
but rather a matter of each train hav ing sufficient horsepower.
In addition, under current practices, speed on Sparks Yard tumouts (commonly referred to
as sw itches) is limited to 10 mph and the full length of the train must pass through a tumout before
the train can go faster. For example, a westbound 5.000-foot train is limited to 10 mph until the end
o^'thc train passes through the westernmost yard tumout on its route out of the yard. This places the
head end of the train almo.st Ui Sa^c Siicci <iU>ut halfway to dounlown Reno, before it can
accelerate above 10 mph.
SE.A's proposed mitigation measure, hov ever, would lequire installation of new turnouts and
a Cenu-ali/ed I raffic LonUol (CTC) svitcin. UP's October 15. 1997 venfied statement noted that,
with track improvements and implementation of CTC, UP could maintain 30 mph on a consistent
basis for the rail segment. UP stated that insTallatior r f CTC vv«juiu ciiabie clear routes with no
ripl.iy upon arrival and departure. With the new turnouts, a tram could inmiediately begin to
accelerate to 30 mph from the moment it begins to leave the yard.
For these reasons, SE.A concludes that increased trains sp.-^eds are reasonable and feasible.
SE.A therefore recommends that the Board require UP to make die necessary operadng changes and
capital improvements, such as Centralircd Trn'.Jic Uontrr.i ' C r r - track reconfiguration, and track
r- habilitaticn. as appropriate in die Reno Sparks. Nevada area, to enable trains to maintain an
average speed of 30 mph for ail freight trains, consistent with safe operating practices dictated by
conditions present at ihe time each train operates betw een Sutro Street and Keystone .Avenue. The
requircmeiii to maintain <in av erage 30 mph speed excludes the following types of train movements:
(11 snow removv' (2) on-track maintenance of way equipment; (3) maintenance of way trains,
including, but i
mitcd to diose checking track geometry and/or rail grinding, rail hauling,
vegetation control, and ballast hauling; (4) local and industry switching trains; (5) wreck removal
trains: and ' 6) trains operated to provide emergency services.

TPS tiies input de'-crihin^ {hi: phv sicai characteristics of the route (i.e. grades, curvature, speed limits,
etc.; and train makeup (number of locomotives, hurscpower per locomotive, tonnage being pulled, etc.) to
determine the running speed, acceleration, deceleration, and braking performance of a train.
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It is UP's operating policy throughout its system to operate trains at die maximum audiorized
speed, consistent widi safety- requirements, and UP trains its locomotive engineers to do so. Because
of this policv-. SE.A is satisfied that train speeds through Reno could average 30 mph. following the
necessarv capital and operating changes to the rail line. Some trains likely would operate at slighdy
higher or lower speeds, as was observ ed during the Febmary train survey in Reno. Variation in a
30 mph speed would not violate FR.A mles. however, because, to operate at 30 mph. track must be
maintained to FR.A Track Safety Standards for Class 3. which allows speeds of 40 mph. In addition.
FR.A regulations recognize that train speeds will vary. For example. FRA regulations (49 CFR
229.117) require locomotive speed recorders to be "accurate within + 3 miles per hour of actual
speed at speeds of 10 to 30 miles per hour and accurate within 2. 5 miles per hour at speeds above
30 miles per hour."
SEA is recommending additional mitigation lo assure continued compliance with the
increased train speed mitigation measure. Specifically. SE.A recommends that UP be required to
install a CTC system lhat would provide die capability to automatically monitor and report on train
speeds. Furthermore. SE.A proposes lhat the Board require UP lo provide a report to the Board on
a monthly basis contaimng: ( i ) the speed of each ttain subject to the mitigation measure, and (2) the
monthly average speed of all trains su'oject lo the mitigation measure. Copies of the report would
also be provided to the City of Reno and Washoe County.
Finallv. SEA recommends that the Board impose a condition specifically stating that, if an
interested party demonstrates to the Board that UP is not in substantial compliance with the 30 mph
average speed requirement, the Board may reexamine the increased train speed mitigation measure
and reconsider the issue of requiring vehicular grade separiition(s), if wananled. (Sec additional
discussion of grade separations in Section 2.7.)
2.4,3

Four-quadrant Crossing Gates at Nine Locations

.As an addiuonal safety mitigation measure. SEA recommends that the Board require UP to
install four-quadrant crossing gates at rail-highway crossings at Sutro. Lake. Virginia. West,
.Arlington. Ralston. Washington. \'ine. and Keystone streets. L nlike two-quadrant gates, fourquadrant gates prevent drivers from going around the crossing gates lhat are in the right-side
(dirough) iraffic lanes by placing additional gates in die (left) oncoming lanes. Figure 2.4-1 shows
two-quadrant gales, and Figure 2.4-2 shows foui" quadrant gates.
.An estimated 15 percent of train-vehicle accidents result from drivers going around crossing
gates.*' Installation of four-quadrant gates at the nine two-way sfeeis identified above is designed
lo reduce train-vehicle accidents by preventing drivers from going around the current two-quadrant
cates at these nine locations.''

* Federal Railroad Administration, .\ationwide Study of Train Whistle Ban. April 1995, pg. 45.
' Two-quadrant gates already exist on one-wav streets, preventing drivers from driving around the gates.
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Figure 2.4-1
Drawing of Two-quadrant Gates
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Using FRA-published accident fomiulas.'" projected accident rates for die 16fciadecrossings
m Reno are one accident every- 15 months lor pre-merger conH^ti^ns and one accident every- 13
months for unmitigated post-rneiger conditio"'.. , vn assumed 15 percent reduction in this rate
(resulting from the four-quadr-i'^' ^mcs} would yield one accident every 14 months. Since tliis rate
includes both v?*h:clcs and peacslnans. the proposed required mitigation measures desciibed beh.wfor pedestrian grade separations, wami.ng signs, and pedestrian gale skin.s would provide foi
additional decreases in acri.ient rates. In addition. SEA is proposing additional safety training and
education as discussed in Section 2.4.6. SE.A concludes dial its proposed midgation measures would
effectively reduce the vehicle-train accident rates lo levels approaching pre-merger.
2.4.4

Pedestrian Grade Separations at Virginia and Sierra Streets

DowTitown Reno casmo activities and special events create concerns regardiug pedestrians
and train safety. Some events atuact large numbers ot people. According to the Reno Police
Department, intoxication is sometunes a problem. Special events almost every weekend during the
summer w ith up lo 100.000 attendees place a major burden on local puolic safety officials. Local
officials are concemed about trains operadng with diese crowds present. Pedeslri.an accident*: may
also result from pedestrian failure lo heed warning lights, barriers, and warning sounds.
In response. SEA recommends diat the Board require UP to constmct a pedestrian underpass
or ovvjrpass at two locanons: \'irgima Street and Sierra Street. These streets were selected because
nearly 90 percent of all downtowTi pedestrians delayed by trains are on these two streets."
A pedestrian overpass has been constmcied and is scheduled to open at v'irginia Street
leading from the second floor of Fitzgeralds casino north over the uacks to Third Street. Tliis
overpass prov ides an opuon for pedestnans on \'irginia Street to cross ov er the tracks while a tram
is passing through downtown Reno, but access on the south :.idc of the tracks to the pedestn,in
overpass is not direcllv availablefromstrret level but on!} dirough the casino. Given the existence
of this new pedestnan overcrossing. SE.A invites comments from the City of Reno and the public
regarding SE.A's recommendadon for a pedestrian grade separadon at Virginia Street. SE.A will
make a final determination on diis issue after the comments are received
2.4.5

Pedestrian Crossing Gate "Skirts" and Electronic Warning Signs for
Pedestrians at Six Locations

FR.A regulations require a minimum of 20 seconds' warning time for both pedestrians and
vehicles (regardless of train speed). Even so. as additional waming and protection fo* pedestrians.
SE.A recommends that die Board require UP to install devices known as pedestrian crossing gate

Described in Summary of the DOT Rail-Hightioy Crossing Resource Allocation Procedure-Rcised, the
methodolog) uses a set of three equations that produce an estimate of accidenii for an individual grade crossing
based upon the specific charactenstics of that crossing (see Sect>on 6.2.4 of the PMPi.
'' See Section 6 .2.2 and train surv e> data in .Appendix G of the PMP.
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"skirts" on pedestrian crossing gates, as well as electronic waming signs, al 1 ake. Center, Virginia.
Sierra. ^A cst, and Arlington streets. Figure 2.4-3 shows a pedestrian crossing gale skirt. I he
electronic signs would be designed and constructed so they are clearly visible and easily read by
pedestrians.

Figure 2.4-,3
Pcdestriin (.ate "Skirt"
2.4.6

Enhanced Rail Safety Educational Programs

.As an adjunct t(> these physical improvements for safety (pedt:strian grade separations,
additional pedestrian and vehicular gates, and signs). SEA recommends lhat the Board require UP
to augment its safetv training programs for drivers and pedestrians by:
•
•
•

Increasing its participation in the -Operation Lifesaver" Program in Reno and Washoe
County.
Supplementing existing school educadonal programs in Reno and Washoe County (e.g.,
driver's training, and I S DOT's "Moving Kids Safely " Program).
Establishing a rail safetv education program for employees in downtown Reno.

During the coinmcni penod on the PMP, the City of Reno asked that train safety education
also be prov ided to downtown Reno visitors. SEA therefore recommends that UP be required to
provide rail safely education videos to Reno downtown hotels casinos for their use.
2.4.7

Emergency Vehicle Access

A major concem expressed by the City of Reno and local providers of emergency services
(fire, police, and medical i is potential blockage of emergency vehicles. Emergency response in Reno
Hniil Mitigation Plan
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differs among police, fire, and emergencv medical services. Fire tmcks usually respond from a
known location (i e . a fire station), while police and emergency medical units arefield-based,and
not stationed at one location.
In Reno, fire stations, and hospitals exist on bodi sides of the railroad tracks. In addition, nvo
major streets provide vehicular grade separations from the trains and are located at eidier side of
downtown Reno (2nd Street and Wells .Avenue). Furdiermore. die cenual fire house and die Washoe
Medical Center, both located on the south side of the tracks are w ithin 2,500 feel of the existing
Wells Avenue grade separation (See Figure 2.4-4).
Emergency Dispatch Center: The City 's emergencv communicadons center is responsible
for receiv ing ^11 emergencv calls and for dispatching police and fire units. Il is up io field personnel
to notifS die dispatch center when Uiey are not available for response, or when dieir route is blocked.
The dispatcher must enter this information into the computer so that die response order can be
revised.
Fire Department: The disuibution of fire stations around the City appears to provide good
coverage. Stadons are located on both sides of the tracks. The fire department estimates tha* they
have approximately 3.700 emergency response situations annually lhat require emergency vehicles
to cross the tracks, representing an average of about 10 crossing per day. The City's goal is to have
a response lime of four minutes. .Actual response lime is more in the range of five minutes.
Police Department: The City i divided into three police areas: north, south, and central
with each area contain.ng several distncts. The central or downtown police area (dismcts 21, 22,
24. and 25) is most affected by train iraffic because il is bisected by the tracks.
Emergency Medical Ser\ices: The Regional Emergency Medical Services Authority
(REMS.A). a pnv ate serv ice provider operating under afranchiseagreement with the City, provides
emergencv medical serv ices in Reno. Somewhat like police units. REMSA units are roving and not
based in stations. By conuact. REMS.A units must achieve a response time of eight minutes or less
for 90 percent of their calls, or the contract can be terminated. Concems have been raised lhat
increased uain Uaffic levels would jeopardize the REMSA units' ability to meet response time
criteria.
SE.A fully acknowledges the importance of emergency vehicle access. SEA notes dial
emergency vehicles will be stopped by trains only when the gates at the crossings are down. The
average gate down time per train for bodi pre- and post-merger levels is estimated at 3.4 minutes.
Wilh increased train speeds, the average gate down lime per train is estimated at approximately
2.28 minutes. Thus, at anv one crossing under pre-merger conditions, the average daily gale down
lime would be 3.4 minutes per train times 12.7 trains, or 42.9 minutes per day, representing 3.0
percent of a 24-hour dav. For post-merger conditions, the average daily gale down lime (with
increased train speeds) would be 2.28 minutes per train times 24 trains, or 54.8 minutes, representing
3.8 percent of a 24 hour day.
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Figure 2.4-4

Therefore, the percentage of a day that the gale is dc wn at any one grade crossing in Reno
would increase by less than 1 percent (0.8 percent) from pre- to post-merger conditions (with
increased train speeds).'- In other words. SEA's recommei ded mitigation would result in downtown
grade crossings being clear 96.2 percent of the lime ov er a 24-hour period.
In addition to increased train speeds. SEA recommends that the Board, subject to written
agreement to UP from the Citv of Reno, require UP to install and maintain, in an emergency
com-nunications center (or in another location if desired by the City), color displays coordinated
widi the UP signal system circuitry. These displays would show the location of each train present
on the rail line .segment from the west side of the Sparks Yard to approximately Woodland .Avenue
on the west side of Reno,
In addition. SEA recommends that the Board require UP lo install and maintain television
cameras over or near the rail line, along vvith corresponding video monitors in the emergency
communications center. Tlie monitors would continuouslv show real-time conditions on the rightof-way through downtown Reno in ihe area bounded by and including the grade crossings al
Keystone .Avenue and Lake Street. This measure would also be subject to wiiilen agreement to UP
from the City of Reno.
The City of Reno Fire Mai shall bas expressed some reserv ations about both the train location
and the cameras/vide'^ r.iorutors mitigaaon measures, including concems about the time constraints
on the dispatchers and lhe need for trruning an 1 equipment maintenance. SE.A recommends that the
Board require UP to provide training to local dispatchers on the use of this equipment and that UP
be required to maintain the equipment. Should the Ciiy still find these mitigation measures
undesirable, then it can refuse to concur wilh them and the measures would not be implemented.
2.4.8

Installation of Additional Train Defect Detection Equipment,
Implementation of a Community Advisory Panel, and Completion of
UP's Portion of an Area Contingency Plan

.An issue that received major atiemion in the public comments on the PMP was the transport
by L^P of hazardous materials. .At the request of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
in response to the numerous comments on this subject, SEA has expanded its analysis of this issue
beyond that contained in the P.MP. The expanded analysis is contained in Section 4 of this
document.
The overall objectives for the hazardous materials evaluation were lo evaiuale the polendal
impacts of the rail merger in terms of additional or incremental human health and environmental
risks. For the purposes of this ev aluadon. risk w as defined as the probability lhat an adverse effect
Of undesirable ev ent will occur. The evaluation performed specifically addressed the increase, if

'•• The percentage increase is 2.7 percent if train speeds are not increaied, illustrating an additional benefit
of the increased-train-speed mitigation measure.
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any. the rail merger may cause to the existing risk of adverse impacts. The evaluation provided a
description of the risk attributable to the rail merger.
The expanded technical analysis included:
•
•
•
•
•

•

.An environmental assessment of the project corridor to determine conditions relevant to
potential risks for humans and biological resources.
.A determination of the probabilitv of hazardous material release for specific types of
commodities and portions of the rail corridor.
.An ev aluation of chemical and phv sical properties of individual hazardous commodities lo
identify pcnential impacts or effects if a release occurs.
A rev iew of emergencv response measures and plans to minimize the potential consequences
of a release.
.An ev aluation of potential hazardous material release impact scenarios including releases fo
the Truckee Riv er potentially affecting protected fish species or the potable water supply,
and releases potentially affecting humans in die Reno Sparks area.
A discussion of mitigation measures.

- An env ironmental surv ev of the project corridor vvas performed lo observ e and define track
conditions, signaling and train defect detection dev ices relev ant lo hazardous material releases, and
conditions posing potential risks to biological resources. .An analv sis of topography along the rail
corridor was used to refine h3.zardous material release estimates. .A flow characterization was used
to ev aluate fx)iential fate and uansport of contaminants and ev aluate spawning habitat requirements
for aquatic species of concem (the cui-ui and Lahontan cutthroat trout).
Lists of hazardous material commodities transported through the Reno corridor were obtained
from the results of a four-month survey performed by UP (.Mav i-.August 31. 1997). a one-week
survey performed by UF (October 16-24. 1997). and a one-day survey reported by Carr (1996).
These lists were used lo identify specific chemicals of concem based on physical state (solid, liquid,
or gas), quantities transported, potential fate and transport of commodities released to air or w ater,
and the potential for adverse effects on humans (toxicity through ingestion or inhaladon. or
liimmable hazard) or aquatic organisms (toxicity or food chain effects) i f a release were to occur.
SE.A's analysis of mitigauon for incremental risk associated with increased transport of
hazardous material commodities subsequent to the merger included an evaluation of physical actions
taken to decrease the likelihood of a release (e.g.. track improv ements and presence of train defect
detection and grade crossing warning devices), and emergencv response capabilities to reduce
potential consequences following a potential release. The eval'ialion included a survey of the rail
right-of-way. a survey and rev iew of train defect detection devices, and a review of existing
contingency plans and plans currentlv under development, SE.A also reviewed previous and
ijiticipated future hazardous materials training and planning activities.
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Evaluation of Specific Release/Impact Scenarios
To address spe;.ific concems relating to potential impacts associated wilh a hazardous
material release. SE.A ev aluated three release impact scenarios. These included: a hazardous
material release lo the Tmckee River potentially affecting protected fish species, a hazardous
material release potentiallv affecting the potable water supply, and a hazardous material release
potentially affecting humans in the Reno Sparks area,
Cui-ui and Lahontan Cutthroat Trout
For the hazard risk mitigation ev aluation. SE.A considered the potential impacts of a
hazardous materials release on two species of direatened and endangered fish in the Tmckee River,
the cui-ui and the Lahontan cutthroat trout. The potential impacts of different types of hazardous
materials on fish surv ival, reproduction, or habitat, and factors that mitigate potential risks to these
fish species were ev aluated. Four types of potential impacts from a hazardous materials release to
the Tmckee River were evaluated, addressing potential effects on: (I) cui-ui habitat, (2) cui-ui
prespawning aggregate. (3) cui-ui adults and progeny during the spawning pieriod. and (4) fish within
Py ramid Lake (both species).
To ev ali'.aie the likelihood of a niajor adverse effect for any of diese four cases, a reasonable
worst case spill scenario from a train accident was evaluated for the secdon of track that runs from
the vicinity of Wadsworth (where the river turns awav from the tracks and fiows in a northerly
direcuon to Pyramid Lake) to die Sparks railyard just east of Reno (.MP 247 to MP 275). Aldiough
cui-ui and Lahontan cunhroat trout do not typically occur in this part of the river, h is an area of
potential habitat. In addition, it is the area vvhere a spill could be of most concem because of the
short downstream trav el lime of matenals lo the fish spawning grounds below Wadsw orth. and to
Pv r?jnid Lake. .Moreov er, a release to diis section of theriver from a train accident would be more
difficult to intercept or impede due to the diminishing availability of infrasimcture and response
resources farther downstream below- the major population centers of Reno and Sparks.
The results of this analysis suggest that die probability of a train accident resulting in a
hazardous materials release into die nver widi die potential for a major adverse effect on aquatic life
(e.g.. the endangered cui-ui or the threatened Lahontan cutthroat troul) or on its habitat is estimated
at one event everv 376 v ears pre-merger and one event every 232 years post-merger, for a major spill
scenano betw een VH'adsworth and Reno. If die probability of a major adv erse effect is adjusted to
reflect die portion of die y ear die cui-ui spend in the nv er spawning or in die prespawning aggregate
(i e.. from Febmary through July, or 50 percent of the year), the years between polendal major
effects w ould be increased by a factor of tw o. Therefore, die probability of a train accident resulting
in a release of hazardous matenals into the nver with the potential to affect the fish during dieir
prespawning or spawning penod would "oe likely to occur once every 464 years, post-merger.
Thus, the likelihood of major adverse effect on the endangered cui-ui. the threatened
Lahontan cutthroat trout, or the habitat of these fish, resulting from the release of a hazardous
comnioditv to the Tmckee River from a raii accident downstream from Reno appears lo be veryFmal Mitigation Plan
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remote, eidier before or after die UP SP merger, A hazardous materials spill dial e-'ered die Tmckee
River would have lo travel several miles downstream lo die area below Wadsworth to affect current
cui-ui spawning habitat. For contaminants lhat are not persistent in the environment, acute effects
on cui-ui adult's, eggs, or larvae m the Tmckee River would only occur during the prespawning.
spawnine and emergence penod lasting approximately 6 mondis during hign flow in the spring and
earlv summer. In ceneral. die fish are likely to be most susceptible at this time due to their
occurrence in reladvely shallow water (0.8 to 4 feet deep), the presence of sensitive life stages, and
die accregation of large numbers of indiv iduals in a relativ elv small and confined area. In addition,
high flow's increase die likelihood of a hazardous materials release moving rapidly downriver.
Based on historical evidence,riverflow-will not be suftlcient to support spawning ev er> year.
However, given ciirrent and anticipated management practices that are intended to increase the
availabililv of water for spawning, for the purposes of this evaluation, fish are presumed to
potemiallv-'utilize die lower Tmckee River every year for spawning. Nev ertheless, no more than 50
percent of the adult female breeding population would appear to be in the nver in any given year.
For the remainder of the vear. the fish inhabit deeper water in Pyramid Lake. A large dilution of
contaminants would also occur upon mi.xing widun Pv ramid Lake, ftirther decreasing die likelihood
of major exposure.
impacts to the Potable Water Supply
The probabilitv of a hazardous matenals release affecting die water supply was evaluated by
considenng die release of a hazardous matenal com.Tiodity along die track length from above
Tmckee to near the Reno potable water intakes (MP 195.2 to MP 240).
SEA's hazardous material release assessment suggested dial the probability- of a train
accident resulting in a hazardous matenals release into the Tmckee River widiin die geographical
limits of die water supplv intakes would be once ev ery 333 years pre-merger, and once every- 208
V ears post-mereer. This analysis included release of any quantity, small or large, of hazardous
matenals. Thus^ die likelihood of a train accident resulting in a hazardous matenals release of such
magnitude that it would adversely affect the water supplv would acmally be less often dian once
every 208 years, post-merger
In addition, mitigation measures in die forni of contingency plans to limit consequences
subsequent to a spill prov ide additional protection to die area water supply. Given die low likeldiood
of an ev-em affecting the w ater supply and the presence of contingency plans, potemial impacts lo
the area's water supplv constitute a very small incremental nsk for post-merger condidons.
Impacts to the Potentially Exposed Population in Reno/Sparks
The probabilitv of a train accident resulting in a hazardous materials release affecting die
potentiallv exposed population of Reno Sparks was evaluated by considering die release of a
hazardous'matenal commodity between die western limits of die City of Reno and die eastern limits
of die City of Sparks (MP 240 to MP 247).
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SEA's analysis shows lhat the estimated probability of a train accident resulting in a
hazardous materials release for this segment is once every- 523 v ears pre-merger, and once every- 315
years p<>st-merger. This analysis included the release of any quantity of material, small or large, of
hazardous materials Thus, the likelihood of J train accident resulting in a hazardous materials
release of such a magnitude that it would adversely affect human health w ould actually be less often
than once every 315 years, post-merger.
A release in Reno or Sparks w, 'Id require an immediate response from a trained, equipped,
and qualified spill response team. Area Haz.Mat teams have prepared contingency plans that are
dLsaster-specific. These plans will be periodicallv rev iewed and updated to address the spill respon.se
for each of the major commodities transported by rail. These contingency plans identifyresponsibilities for communicating with other agencies, the media, and the public, in addition to
advance coordination of people, transportation, equipment, supplies, and laboratory facilities.
Access routes lo the potential spill siie(s) have also been determined.

Hazardous Materials Mitigation Measures
System-wide mitigation measures to provide critical protection in the areas of derailments.''
hazardous matenals spills water qualitv have alreadv been imposed on UP in the Board's
Decision No. 44 and include:
Formula-based standards for track inspection.
.AdopUon of UP s existing lank car inspection programs.
Signs at grade crossings vvith a toll-free number to call if signal crossing devices
malfunction.
Provision of L'P's toll-free numbers for emergency response forces to call.
Hazardous materials and emergency response plans.
Redistnbution of UP personnel to respond to hazardous materials emergencies.
.Adoption of UP's training program for community and emergencv response personnel.
Use of head-hardened rail on curves in mountainous territorv.
.As described above, the Federal agency prim.arily responsible for railroad safety is FRA,
w hich has issued substantiv e safety regulations in more than 20 subject areas. Most of these mles
specifically address one of three major elements of the railroad system: the rolling equipment, the
track and signal system over which it operates, and the mles for conducting rail operations. These
regulations have evolved and been updated over the last 100 years so as to implement the latest
technology and improved safety practices known. It is through FRA's enforcement of these
regulations that safety is assured for railroad emplov ees and the public.
The Deparmient of Transportation (DOT) prescribes and FR.A enforces the standards for the
safe transportation of hazardous materials. These materials are defined as "a substance or material
w hich the Secretary of Transportation has detennined to be capable of posing an unreasonable risk
to health, safetv. and propertv when transported in commerce."
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UP has dev eloped its own specific instmclions regarding hazardous materials which are
contained in UP's booklet. Instructions for Handling Hazardous Maicriais. UP employees must
have a copv of be familiar with, and complv with the insuiiclions when working on UP property.
Briefly. these instmclions require dial each car (or block of cars) containing hazardous materials has
the proper documentation, including identification of the matenal and an emergency response
telephone number. Hazardous matenals cars display placards (a special sign) and'or odier markings.
These placards use words, numbers, symbols, and colors to indicate the type of material bv DOT
hazard class. Hazardous matenals cars must be inspected for mechanical condition and leakage
before diey are accepted tYom a shipper, and once accepted, the rail cars must be moved promptly,
usually within 48 hours. The locadon in a train of hazardous materials cars is also regulated, and
cars containing incompatible commodities arc not to be located next lo each other.
Under current UP procedures a tfain carry ing specified numbers of loaded rail cars, trailers,
and containers of hazardous mat 'nais are designated by UP as a "key train" and
-iubjev t to
special operating practices, K.ev trains contain five or more umk r'" ~ .untaining environmentally
sensitive chcivucolb or inhaiHiion hazardou.^ uiarcnai.^; I'X J combination of both, or 20 or more loaded
cars carry ing hazardous matenals shipTjents, 1 nese u-ains are limited to a length of 6.000 feet or 100
cars, a luaximum sneed of 50 mph and. when pra.nical, do not use siding tracks.
UP also has specialized equipment for detecdon of potential train-related problems or defects
along the rail line in die Reno and Washoe County area. Railroads use a number of devices to
enhance operational safety. including Uack-side detectors that are designed lo identity vanr.^ - 1 \ pes
of potential trouble. The detectors are automated, and when unsdic conditions arc sensea. the
uctector equipment alert., cidiei die uam enguieer or die dispatcher, and the engineer stops die train.
Common types of detectors include.
•
•
•
•

Hot box detectors, which detert hot Ltomotive and car wheel bearings.
Drat'ging equipment detectors, which delect loose or broken components or odier obiecis
hanging from die bonom of a locomodve or car.
1 Iigli. wide, shifted load detectors, which detect load'; or cOici items that protmde from the
top or side of a train.
Slide fence detectors, winch detect matenals dial slide from a hillside toward die rail line.

Based on a rev iew of UP's track diagrams and on-site inspecdons. the UP/SP mainlme trades
dirough Washoe Counn have multiple detectors. For bodi die eastbound and we:;lbound tracks west
of Reno, diaggmg equipment detectors exist at Mile Posts (MPl 206 d mckee. CA). 212 5, ?20. 224
(about 19 miles west of Reno). 235 and 240 (about diree miles west of Reno). For die single liack
east of Reno, dragging equipment detectors exist at MP 25 L6 and 270.5 Ir'^rvois tienveen dragging
equipment deiettcr'^ on eidier side of the Sparks "I'ard di^.eforc range from five to 10 miles.
Hot box detectors exist al MP 270.5 and 251.6 for die single-track rail line east of the Sparks
"i ctrd. For die doublc-aack rail line west of Reno, hut box uclcciors exist on die eastbound track at
MP 206 ( Tmckee. C.\) MP 224 i about 19 miles west of Reno), and MP 240 (about di.ree miles west
of Rtii...! For the westbound uack, hot box detectors exist at .MP 206 (Tmckee). and MP 223,9
I mat Mitigiiiwn Plan
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(about 1 ^ miles west of Reno). Thus, hot box detectors exist for eastbound trains at intervals of less
than 20 miles. Except for die 27.7-mile interval beuveen MP 251.6 and 223.9. hot box intervals for
westbound trains are also less than 20 miles.
Hign. wide, shifted load detectors exist on both tracks at MP 231,8 and on die single track
at MP 260,5 Given that all trains stop at -he Sparks Yard to change crews, lhe probability of
discov ering o-ain-related problems or defects is increased due to the proximity of stopped trains to
yard personnel, supervision, and mechanical forces,
UP has placed slide warning fences at six locadons between Tmckee. Califomia and Fendey.
Nevada lo wam of earth'rock slides, Tlie fences extend up to 12 mile in length. The wire fence is
connected to die railroad signals and dierefore acts as a warning device, I f a line in die slide wanung
fence is broken (e.g.. by sliding rock or earth), railroad signals near the tracks will indicate that the
trains should stop, prov iding Train engineers adv ance waming to slop the train prior lo meeting an
obstmction of the tracks by a rock or earth slide.
Based on its extensive analysis. SEA believes dial die system-wide mitigation measures
imposed in Decision No. 44 prov ide a high level of protection from hazardous materials events in
the Reno and sun-ounding area. Moreover. UP has sophisticated detection equipment (hot box.
dragging equipment, and high. wide, shifted load detectors) diroughout die Reno area.
In order to auement die mitigation imposed in Decision No. 44. however. SEA recommends
dial die Board require UP to install two additional train defect detectors along die railway dirough
W ashoe Countv: (1) an additional hot box detector, which delects hot locomotive and car wheel
beanngs. (2) an' additional high. wide, shifted load detector, which delects loads or odier items dial
protmde from the top or side of a train, and (3) an additional dragging equipmem detector at
MP 230. SEA believes these additional measures would be appropriate to provide optimum
detection capability in die Reno area.
The svstem-wide mitigation measures already imposed in conjunction widi SEA's
^r^4i^p.i^.a^. ^;icposal for additional detection equipment also will offer protecdon for die Tmckee
River and Pvramid Lake, for die lor.^il water quality and water supplv in Reno and die surtour.ding
area, for th'-'cui-ui and Lahontan cutduoat trout (Federallv- listed endangered or threatened species),
and for die population in Reno and die surrounding area.
SEA also proposes dial UP be required to establish a Commumty Advisory- Panel, consisting
of representauv es of die community , including Native .Americans, who are willing lo work wilh UP
management on a regular basis to review safety, env ironment, and healdi issues associated widi rail
operations, particularly as ihey relate lo 'he tran.sport of haz^ardous materials.
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Finally. SEA recommends diat the Board require UP to complete its portion of the hazardous
materials Area Contingency Plan w idiin the calendar year 1998. UP's portion of this plan should
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A geographic description of the railroadright-of-wavpresenting proximity to resources at
potential risk, including comprehensiveright-of-waymaps.
Emergencv procedi'res to be taken at various levels within the organization to assure a
response appropnate lo the conditions a id magnitude of die accident.
Emergency contacts and communications.
Response levels, roles, and equipment,
Safetv requirements, including site ,;afety plans, persona' protective equipment, medical
surveillance,
Necessary training,

.As part of this planning process and at the request of die USFWS. SEA recommends dial die
Board require UP lo work widi die USFWS and Nativ e .Amencans in die Marble Bluff ~rea lo assure
placement of response equipment (e.g.. booms, absorbent pads, pum.ps generators, hoses, etc.) in
this sensitive area. Upon completion by UP of these condngency planning elements. SE.A
recommends dial diev be presented to die Tmckee Riv er Conidor .Area Contingencv Plan Working
Group for integration into a unified Contingencv Flan.
2.4,9

Noise Mitigation

For the Reno Midgation Study, noise is a distinct and separate area of environmental concem
because of its paramount role in providing for public safely. The overwhelming majority of noise
generated bv rail operations in Reno emanates from waming homs located on the locomotives. The
Board addressed the public safety impl.cations of the train hom noise in its Decision No, 44.
Specifically, the Board noted that "[a]nv attempt significantly to reduce noise levels at grade
crossings would jeopardize safety, which we consider to be of paramount importance."
The conflict benveen safety and noise impacts was recogmzed in die recently passed Federal
legislation entitled die Swift Act (40 U.S.C, ^^20153), This act directs lhe Secretary- of the
Department of Transportation (DOT) to promulgate regulations relating to noise and rail safety
measures at highway-rail at-grade crossings. Aldiough die regulations have v et lo be promulgated.
It is anticipated diat diev will include a prov ision to establish a "quiet zone" vvidun which train horns
would not need to be sounded. However, at diis time, no legal requirements exist for die
establishment of quiet zones,
FR-A is the Federal agency within DOT responsible for train hem requirements, FRA has
noted that it is unlikelv to have -quiet zone" regulations in place before 1999, Until die new
regulations related to "quiet zones" and odier altematives to train homs are promulgated and
adopted, train homs must be sounded to ensure public safety.
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When the new regulations go into effect. Federal law will preempt current State and local
requirements regarding train homs. The new regulations would most likely seek lo establish a
.system or procedures for local traffic control or law enforcement audionty- to prov ide supplementarysafetv measures that can be used in lieu of the train hom. Under the Federal regulations, once
adopted, officials widiin Reno and Washoe County- may have some authority ov er the sounding of
die hom. While diere is no audiority for establishing "quiet zones" at this time. FRA's regulations
could alleviate noise concems in Reno if and w hen the regulations become elfective.
The U.S, Department of Transportation staled in ils comments on die PMP:
"We also appreciate the difficulties facing die SE.A and the Boa'-d on diis subject: die
most notew orthy source of train noise in Reno is required to ct -itinue in die interests
of safety-. In diese circamstances DOT believes that the STB should not now reach
a final decision on this point, but should retain jurisdicdon of at least this aspect of
the instant proceeding until FR.A completes it impending mlemaking. Once FRA has
assessed the evidence, arguments, and alternatives relating lo the Creadon of quiet
zones, its final decision should clarify the extent lo which such zones may be
available lo mitigate the noise at issue here, .At that time. SEA can assess the costs
and effectiv eness of any options prov ided for establishing quiet zones in the subject
communities and make recommendations lo the Board. Since the noise impacts at
issue are a direct consequence of the merge-, assuming the actions required to
implement quiet zones meet die standards established in Decision 44. UP should be
responsible for funding such im.provements. unless the costs of such modificadons
unduly interfere widi UP's nght to conduct business and prov ide rail freight service
to ils customers. .Aldiough die Department understands the desire of the Board. UP,
and the communities lo resolve this issue expeditiously, the fact that the Board
retained ov ersight of die entire proceeding for five y ears indicates that in a matter of
this complexity, a rapid resoludon of ail problems is not always possible,"
SE.A recommends that die Board require LT to contact and work with the City of Reno and
FR.A to detennine die feasibility of a quiet zone in Reno once FR.A quiet zone regulations have been
finalized, SE.A notes dial the locations of four-quadrant crossing gates stipulated in diis F.MP could
establish the found.ation for the potential implementation of a quiet zone in downtown Reno.
2.4.10

Discontinued Use of the Addition of "Helper" Locomotives in the
Woodland Avenue Area — Notice of New Access Road to Area
Residents and Businesses

.At the inidation of the mitigation study. U oodland .Avenue, which crosses the tracks atgrade. was die only access road to die relatively new dev elopment lhat exists south of die tracks )ff
of Woodland .Avenue. Blockage of emergency vehicle access lo diis area has been identified a
commimitv concem.
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A road lhat runs parallel lo and south of the tracks connects Woodland Avenue wilh
Mavbeny- Drive to die east, and Maybeny Drive passes under the railroad. The road parallel to die
rail line has recently been widened and paved, and die gate dial formerly prohibited ils use his been
opened. This recent improvement prov ides emergency vehicle access via Maybeny- Drive to the
NV'oodland Av enue area if Woodland Avenue is blocked by a train.
Another problem in the Woodland area was UP'SP's prior practice of adding - helper"
locomotives lo U-ains to prov ide additional power for die train to travel ov t-r Donner Pass. A t limes,
this practice blocked the Woodland Avenue crossing as the train was stopped lo add die "helper"
engine, creating additional vehicular traffic delay and emergency access concems. UP has recently
discontinued die practict of adding "helper" locomotiv es in die Woodland area. SEA proposes dial
die Board require UP to permanentlv cease adding "helper" locomotives in die Woodland Avenue
area.
Wasaoe Counn' requested in its comments on the PMP that the residents and busi'iesses in
the Woodland Avenue area south of the rail line be notified of the emergency access mute now
available should the railroad crossing he blocked. SEA concurs and recommends that the Board
require UP to notify area residents and business of the presence of the new access route in die
Woodland area.
2.4.11

Prehistoric and Historic Survey for Pedestrian Underpasses,
Monitoring During Construction for Archaeological Resources, and
Consultation with Native Americans

SE.A proposes dial die Board require dial, prior to consimction of a pedestrian 'onderpass al
either Virginia or Sierra su-eets. UP shall conduct a survey of potential historic and prehistoric
resources in consultation with the Nev ada State Histonc Preservation Office(SHPO), if any such
resources are discovered during construction. UP should be required to cease consUiiction and
consult with the SHPO, SE.A also proposes dial t.he Board require that prior lo constmcdon of a
pedesuian underpass at eidier Virgima or Sierra streets, UP should be required to consult widi Nadve
.American interests regarding possible impacts to Nadve .American resources from underground
constmclion. If any such resources are discovered during constmcdon. UP shoud be required to
immediately stop consunction and consult widi Native .Amencan interests and die SHPO.
2.4.12

Certification, Compliance, and Ongoing Oversight

SE.A recommends the Board require UP to certifv to the Board completion of specific
phv sical mitigation measures once die measures are installed. These measures include die necessarycapital improvements for increased u-ain speeds, the four quadrant gates, die pedestnan signs and
gate "skirts." and the additional train defect detection devices (hot box detector and high, wide,
shifted load detector). SEA recommends dial the Board require ea .h certification be made widiin
two weeks of die date of compliance for that mitigation measure, and SEA suggests dial the Board
require that copies of compliance reports be provided lo the City of Reno and Washoe County.

1 tnal Mitigation Plan

Reno M'tigction Study

SEA also recommends dial die Board continue to impose on UP die current cap of 14.7 daily
freight u-ains through Reno until diese phv sical installations are made. SEA further reconunends dial
die Board require dial UP's quarterly reports to die Board include the status of compliance w ith the
env iromnental mitigation measures pertaining to Reno and Washoe County for die duration of die
Board's ov ersight proceeding. Copies of diese reports should be required to be provided lo die City
of Reno and Wa.shoe County.
Finally. SEA recommends dial die Board impose a condition specifically staling dial, if diere
is a material change in the facts or circumstances upon which the Board relied in developing
localized mitigation measures for Reno, die Board, upon application by any party- who demoastrates
such material changes, may review- die adequacy of its final mitigation measures, if warranted.
2.4.13

Air Quality Mitigation

.As noted above, the proposed increased train speed mitigation measure would reduce
emissions from idling vehicles delayed at die crossings in Reno to below- pre-merger levels.
Emissions will sdll occur from die locomotives for die 24 uains per day expected under post-merger
conditions, which includes both the pre-m.erger and the post-merger trains. These projected
emissions include 37 tons (about 1 4 of 1 percent of the U'ashoe County inventory ) of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs): 832 tons (3 percent of t.he Washoe County inventory) of nitrogen
oxides (No^); 5.6 ions (1/7 of 1 percent of the Tmckee Meadows inventory ) of paniculate matter
(P.M); and 48.5 tons (1/12 of 1 percent of tlie Washoe County inventory) of carbon monoxide (CO).
System-wide air quality measures have already been imposed on UP in Decision No. 44.
These measures, which would reduce the level of emissions from the locomotives as they pass
tlirough Reno, include:

•
•
•
•
•

Use cf throttle modulation.
Use of dynamic braking.
Increased use of pacing and coasting trains.
Isolation of unneeded horsepower.
Shutting down locomotives when not in use for more dian an hour al temperatures above
40" F,
Maintenance and upgrading of SP locomotives lo UP standards.
Closing of bo '.car doors to decrease wind resistance.
Conv ersion of all locomotives to Soudi Coasi Air Quality .Management District (SC AQMD)
standards for visible smoke reduction.
U'dlization of newly manufacturer or rebuilt locomodves under EPA mles that are more fuel
efficient and produce fewer emissions and assignment of these locomotives on a prioritybasis lo specific corridors, including the Reno corridor.

SEA concludes that the increasea train speed mitigation and the already imposed systemwide air quality- mitigation in Decision No. 44 would pvisitively aftect 1 mckee .Meadows air quality
and largely offset the emissions increase associated with the merger.
Final Mitigation Plun
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In December 1997. EPA promulgated emission standards and emission testing procedures
for locomotives lhat are similar in some respects lo the emission standards for heavy-duty, onhighway tmck engines. Under die standards, locomotive engines must meet emission limits for HC.
CO. NO,. PM. and exhaust opacity beginning in J?jiuary 2000, Application of these standards will
prov ide additional air quality emission reductions in addiuon to die reduction that would occur with
increased trains speeds and widi die system-wide mitigauon measures already imposed by the Board.
2.5

W
•
I

Summary of SEA's Recommended Mitigation Measures

Based on SE.A's f.chnical analysis, its evaluation of public comments, and its review of the
full public record. SEA recommends to die Board lhat it require UP to implement and fullyftinddie
midgation measures shown in Table 2.5-1,

j

M

_
H

Table 2.5-1
Recommended Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UP) Mitigation Measures
for Consideration by the Board and Public
Proposed Board Conditions

Mitigation Measure
!
Railroad Improvements
to Increase Train Speeds

Requirement for
Increased Train Speed

Final Mitigation Plan

L'P shall make the necessarv operating charges
and capital improvements, such as Centralized
TratTic Control (Cl C). track reconfiguration,
and track rehabilitation, as appropriate in the
Reno Sparks. Nevada area, to enable trains to
operate as described in Condition No, 2 beiow.

•
2. UP shall maintain an average speed of 30 mph
for all freight trains, consistent with safe
operating practices dictated by conditions
present at the time each train operates
•
bens een Sutro Street ?nd Keystone Avenue.
The requirement to maintair an average 30 mph
speed excludes the following tvpes of train
•
movements (1) snow removal; (2) on-track
maintenance of wav equipment; (3) maintenance
of way trains, including, but not limited to those
checkmg tra.;k geometry and or raii grinding,
rail hauling, vegetation control, and ballasi
hauling; (4) local and industry sw itching trams.
(5) wreck removal trains; and (6) trains operated
to provide emergency serv ices

2-26

Purpose

;
To reduce total
vehicular traffic delay
to below pre-merger
levels.
To further reduce air
emissions from
delayed \ icies.
To improve
emergency vehicle
response capability

Reno Mitigation Study
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Table 2.5-1
Recommended Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UP) Mitigation Measures
for Consideration by the Board and Public

Train Speed
Enforcement

Purpose

Proposed Board Conditions

Mitigation Measure

3. UP shall provide a report to the Board on a
monthly basis containing: (1) the speed of each
train subject to Conditioi. No. 2. and (2) the
monthly average speed of all trains subject to
Condition No. 2. Copies of the report shall also
be provided to the City of Reno and Washoe
County.

|
1
||
II

•

To assure compliance B
V ith Condition No. 2 U

•

To redu~e the risk of
tram-vehicle accident".

•

To reduce the risk of
tTdin-pedestrian
accidents and enhance
pedestrian safety.

If an interested party demonstratej to the Board
that UP is not in substantial compliance with
Condition No 2. the Board may reexamine
Condition No. 2 and reconsider the issue of
requiring vehicular grade separation(s). if
warranted.
4
Four-quadrant Crossing
Gates at Nine Locations

UP shali mstail, operate, and maintain fourquadrant crossing gates at rail-highway
crossings at Sutto. Lake. Virginia. West.
Arlington, Ralston. VJ ashington. Vine, and
Key stone streets

Construction of a
Pedestrian Grade
Separation at V irginia
Street

5. UP shall construct a pedestrian overpass or
underpass at Virgmia Street with street level
access on both sides of the tracks

Construction of a
Pedestrian Grade
Separation at Sierra
Street

6. UP shall construct a pedestrian overpass or
und'"rpass at Sierra Street with street level access
on both sides of the tracks.
7

UP shall ir stall and maintain devices known as
pedestrian crossing gate "'skirts" on pedestrian
crossing gates at Lake, Center. Virginia. Sierra.
West, and Arlmgton streets

8

UP shall install, oierate. and mamtain electronic
waming signs for pedestrians at Lake, Center,
Virginia, Sierra. West, .and Arlington streets.
These signs shall be designed and constructed so
they ve clearly visible and easily read by
pedestrians

Pedestrian Crossing Gate
"Skirts*" at Six Locations

Electronic NNarning
Signs for Pedestrians at
Six Locations
....
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Table 2.5-1
Recommended Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UF) MitigationMeasures
for Consideration by the Board and Public
Proposed Board Conditions

Mitigation Measure
9

Enhanced Rail Safety
Educational Programs

UP shall augment its safety training programs
for drivers and pedestrians b y
•
Increasing its participation in tlie
"Operation Lifesavr" Program.
•
Supplementing existog school educational
programs in Reno and Washoe County
(e g . driver's training, U.S. DOT s
"Movini^ Kids Safely " Program).
•
Establishing a rail safety education
program for employees in downtown
Reno.
•
Providirg rail safety education videos to
Reno downtown hotels/casinos for their
use

Train Location Color
Displays

10. Subject to written agreement by the City of
Reno. UP shall install and maintain in the new
City of Reno emergency communications center
(or anotlier location if desired by the City) color
displays coordinated with the UP signal system
circuitry show ing the location of each train
present on tne rail line segment from
approximately MP 245 on the w est side of the
Sparks Yard to MP 238 (approximately
W oodland Avenue) on the west side of Reno.

Cameras and Video
Monitors Showing Rail
Line

11. Subject to wrinen agreement by -ihe City of
Reno. UP shall insull and maintain television
ca.meras over or near the rail l.'ie. along w ith
corresponding video monitors at :^e same
emergency communications center location.
The mon;toring w ill continuously show realtime conditions on the right-of-way through
downcow n Reno in the area bounded by and
including the grade crossings at Keystone and
Lake streets

Training for Use of tht
N'ideo Displays and
Cameras

12. Subject to wrinen agreement by the City of
Reno. U? shall pro\ ide training for disp uchers
on the use of the train location color video
displays, the cameras, and the video monitors
showine th^ rail line

1

1

Purpose

j

'

1
1

To reduce the risk of
train-vehicle and trainpedestrian accidents,

_•
•

To improve
emergency vehicle
response capability

;

1

»

1
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Table 2.5-1
Recommended Tier 1 (Fully Funded by I P) Mitigation Measures
for Consideration bv the Board and Public
Mitigation Measure

Proposed Board Conditions

Installation of a High,
Wide. Shifted Load
Detector at MP 240

13. UP shall insull. operate, and maintain a high,
w ide, shifted load detector at MP 240 for both
mainline tracks.

Installation of a Hot Box
Ueicctor at MP 240 and
Dragging Equipment
Detector at MP 230

.\rea Contingency Plan

UP shall install, operate, and maintain an
additional hot box detector on the westbound
track at MP 240 and an additional dragging
equipment detector on ihe westbound track at
MP 230.
15 UP shall complete its portion of the hazardous
materials .\Tesi Contmgency Plan w ithin the
calendar y ear 1998. UP's portion of this plan
should include.
• .A. geographic description of the railroad rightof-way showing proximity to resources at
potential risk, including comprehensive right-ofway maps
• Emergency procedures to be taken to assure a
response appropriate to the conditions and
magnitude of the accident
• Emergency contacts and communications.
• Response levels, roles, and equipment,
• Safety requirements, including site safety plans,
personal protective equipment, and medi.al
surveillance.
• Necessary training.

Purpose

To supplement the
already imposed,
comprehensive
hazardous materials
m.itigation measures
and provide additional
preventive measures
for hazardous
materials mcidents
To further protect the
Truckee River and
Reno's water supply
To further protect
threatened and
endangered species in
the Truckee River.
To further protect the
population of Reno
and Washoe County.

UP shall work with tbe USFWS and Native
Amencans in the Marble Bluff area regarding
placement of emergency response equipment
(e.g.. booms, absorbent pads, pumps, generators,
hoses, etc. / in this sensitive area
UP shall present this plan to '.He Truckee River
Corridor Area Contingencv Plan \^ orking
Group for mtegration into the Area Contingency
Plan

Finat Mitigation Plon
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Table 2.5-1
Recommended Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UP) Mitigation Measures
for Consideration bv the Board and Public
Mitigation Measure

Proposed Board Conditions
•

Establishment of a
Community .Advisory
Panel

16 UP shall establish a Community Advisory Pane!
consisting of representatives of the Reno Sparks;
Washot County community.. including Native
Americans, who are w illing to work with UP
management on a regular basis to review safety,
environmental and health issues associated with
rail operations, part.cularly as they relate to the
transport of hazardous materials

To promote additional
communication and
exchange of
information regarding
UP rail operations and
the transport and
handling of hazardous
materials in particular.

17 UP shal! consult and work with the City of Reno
and FRA to determine tiie feasibility of a quiet
zone in Rer.o when FRA .-^uiet zone regulations
are finalized

•

Q jiet Zone
Feas'bi!''y Review

To ensure full
consideration of a
possible quiet zone in
Reno.

•

To improve
emergency vehicle
response capability.
To reduce vehicular
delay P' Woodland
Avenue.

Discontinued Use of the
Addition of "Helper"
Locomoti\es in
Woodland Avenue .Area

18 UP shall discontinue the practice of adding
"helper" locomotives in the V^'oodland Avenue
area.

Notice of the Emergency
Access Road to Residents
and Businesses South of
Rail Line in Woodland
•Avenue Area

19 UP shall proMde written notice to the owners
and tenants of businesses and residences south
of the rail line off of Woodland Avenue of tiie
exi..tence of the improved emergency access
road pai.illeling the -ail line between Woodland
,A\enue and May ben-y Drive

Prehistoric and Historic
Survey for Pedestrian
Underpass;es> and
Monitoring During
Construction for
.Archeological Resources

20 Prior to construction of a pedestrian grade
separation at Virginia and Sierra streets. UP
shall conduct a survey of potential historic and
prehistoric resources in consultation with th-.'
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). If any such resources are discovered
during construction. UP shall cease construction
and consult with the SHPO.

Consultation with Native
Americans

21 PrKT to construction of a pedestrian grade
sepiTation at Virgmia and S erra streets. UP
shall coi'.<;ult with Native Arr erican interests
regarding possible impacts to Native American
resources from underground construction If
any such resources are discovered during
construction. UP shall imm.ediately stop
construction and consult with Native American
interests and the SHPO.
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•

•

To notify businesses
and residences of the
emergency access road
for V. oodland Avenue
area.

•

To protect historic and
prehistoric resources.
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Table 2.5-1
Recommended Tier 1 (Fully Funded by I P) Mitigation Measures
for Consideration by the Board and Public
Mitigation Measure

Proposed Board Conditions

Certification to the
Board and Notice to 'he
City of Reno and W ashoe
County of LP's
Compliance with Certain
Installation
Requirements

22 When compliance has been completed for each
of fhe installations required m Condition Nos. I .
4, 7, 8. 13, and 14 above, UP shall certify such
completion to the Board, with copies to the City
cf Reno and W ashoe County. Each certification
:hall be made by UP w ithin two weeks of the
date of compliance for each condition. The
current train level cap of 14." on the average
number of daily freight trains through Reno
shali remain until 30 days after the required
certification reports have been received.

1 City of Reno .Agreements

23. Should the City of Rene not provide wrinen
agreements to UP for any of the Condition
Nos. 10. 11. or 12 within 90 days following the
Boara s final decision. UP shall notify the Board
in w riting and upon receipt of such notice. UP
w ould thereby be relieved of compliance w ith
the condition(s) for v. hich City agreement is
withheld.

Environmental
Mitigation Status in
Quarterly Reports

24 UP's quarterly reports to the Board shall include
the status of compliance with the environmenu!
mitigation measures pertaining to Reno and
Washoe County for the duration of the Board's
oversight proceeding (Finance Docket
No. 32760. Sub-No. 211. Copies of these
reports shall also be provided to the City of
Reno and W ashoe County

Review of Mitigation
Measures if Warranted

25. If there is a materia! change in the facts or
circumstances upon which the Board relied in
developing localized mitigation measures for
Reno, the Board, upcn petition by any party who
demonstrates such mater.al changes, may review
the fmal muiaation measures, if warra.ited.

2.6

Purpose

•

To ensure that UP has
complied w ith the
mitigation measures
prior to the lifting of
[he train cap.

•

To remove the subject
mitigation
requirements of UP if
the City of Reno does
not provide written
agreement v. ithin a
reasonable period of
time.

•

To assure continued
monitoring and review
of the status of the
environmental
mitigation measures.

•

To provide the
opportunity to review
the adequacy of these
localized mitigaticmeasures for Reno, if
necessar.

i
|
|
1

Rail Operations Safety

FRA issued on September 10. 1997 a press release and a summary report on the Safety
.Assurance .Assessment of die L P that v as conducted betw een .August 23 and September 10. 1997.
FR.A .Administrator Jolene .M. Moiitoris announced at that time diat LT wih take immediate action
to remedy a fundamental breakdown in the railroad's ability to effecti ely implement ba.<^ic railroad
operating procedures and practices essential to safe railroad opera icns. .As of February- 5, 1958,
FR.A had not published die final report on the UP Safetv .Assurance Assessment,
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The Safetv .Assurance Assessment process that FRA follows includes a total review of a
railroad to determine systemic causes of safety problems. Once agreement is reached on the
problems found, die railroad is required to develop an Action Plan widi die participation of railroad's
work force and FR.A, The Action Plan includes a description of what will be done to correct the
problems, along v\-idi an established schedule for completion, FRA will dien return to the railroad
and verify that the agreed-to Action Plan has been implemented.
Conceminc L'P. FRA found numerous problems, including crew fatigue, inability of
superv isors to monitor employees, supervisor training deficiencies, heavy dispatcher workload, lack
of emplovee Gaining, allegauons of employee harassment, defective locomotives, and lack of worker
panicipation in problem" solving. FRA is awaiting the final Action Plan and will enforce its
implementation. FR.A reported diat L'P has already taken acdon on many of die recommendations
cited in die Safety Assurance .Assessment Report,
SE.A has followed closely the developments resuking from FRA's action on the UP. SEA
staff hav e been briefed bv senior FR.A representatives, have remained in contact with FRA staff
members regarding progress, and have received additional concems on the rail operations safety
issue via a filing bv FR.A in die pending Conrail acquisition proceeding (Docket No, 3?>3SS). SE.A
believ es FR-A has the expertise and audiontv to assure diat UP vv-ill operate in a safe manner, and diat
anv merger-related safety concems FRA has regarding UP's operations in Reno will be addressed.
UP's coinpliance widi FR,A's process and FR,A's enforcement activities should assure rail operadons
safety in Reno,

2.7

SEA'S Evaluation of Grade Separations and Depressed Railway

Several commenters suggest that SEA did not sufficiently evaluate ("take a hard look at")
grade separations or die depressed railwav, For example, die City of Reno stated;
"The PMP states that NEP.A requires diat agencies take a "hard look* at
environmental comequences of dieir decisions and that this directive served as
ShA's guide in conducting this mitigation study. The City can only interpret this
statement to mean that SEA took a ^hard look' at die increased speed mitigation
option, and the other midgation options received a "softer', less discerning "look'.
This is evidenced by die lack of specific analysis reported cn bodi grade separations
and the depressed railway mitigation options,"
The above comments raise two critical issues: (1) Did SEA take a hard look at v ehicular
grade separations or die depressed railwav in die PMP',' and (2) Uliy didn't SEA recommend
vehicular grade separations or die depressed railway as part of the Tier 1 mitigation in die PMP?
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2.7.1 "Hard Look" at Grade Separations
In response to the Board's direction in Decision No, 44, SE.A conducted a comprehensive
ev aluation of grade separations, incl iding a detailed review of various numbers and locations of
potential grade separations. Secdon 7 of die PMP ev aluates numerous mitigation options in detail.
With regard to vehicular grade separations. SE.A directs die reader's attention to Section 7.2.2 of the
PMP (pages 7-13 through 7-31). Secdon 8.5.2 (page 8-23). and .Appendices S. T, U, and V, all of
w hich include a detailed and extensiv e analy sis of v ehicular grade separations.
Section 7.2.2 of the PMP includes:
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

A summary of street design standards, including City ot Reno street standards. (These
standards are ftirther discussed in detail in Appendix S of the PMP, j
A des.Tription of the process used by SE.A to select possible locations for vehicular grade
separations for studv-,
A description and analy sis for each of die sev en possible grade separation locations as
identified by SEA., including:
0
The general street setting, including generalized land uses and other features (e.g..
crossing of the Truckee Riv er, access to 1-80),
•
The roadway configuration and abutting properties, including number of lanes,
sidewalks, parking, roadway conligurations. and more detailed land-use informadon.
9
The proposed configuration of the grade separation (as shown on the concepmal
engineenng drawings contained in .Appendix L'),
Cost estimates for each of die possible seven grade separations, including potential
construction and real estate costs,
.An analysis of the degree to which each potential grade separation provides mitigation in
terms of
•
Reduced traffic delay,
9
Reduced accident rates,
•
Reduced noise impacts.
Tables and a detailed discussion of the property impacts (i,e,. ftill and partial acquisidons and
long-term impaired access) associated with each possible grade separadon.
.A detailed discussion of potendal impacts to utilides.
.A detailed discussion of potential impacts to traffic during construcdon.
.A rev iew of possible addiUonal impacts, including impactsfi-omgroundwater or on historic
and piehistoric resources.

Table 2.7-1 summarizes some of SE.A's data and findings as contained in Section 7.2,2 of
die PMP Appendix S of die PMP includes a detailed rev iew of roadway design standards and their
applicability in Reno. .Appendix T piovides a photographic inventory- along with relevant data
(U-affic counts, access to 1-80, river crossing) for all grad; crossings in Reno. These data were used
bv SE.A as an inidal screen to select seven candidate locations for grade separadons. SEA notes that
the Citv did not provide any comments on feasible or preferred locations for grade separadons,
despite repeated requests from SEA for such feedback.
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Table 2.7-1
Data Summary Tabic—Reno Grade Separations

Location

Premerger
12.7
Trains

Potential Property Impacts
( n u m b e r o f parcels)

T o t a l AccidenJs per Year

T o l a l Hours of Delay per l)a>
Post-merger 24 T r a i n s
Without
Grade
Separation

With Grade
.Separation

Difference

Premerger
12.7
i rains

371

294

79

(Capital
Cost:
(Smillions)

Post-merger 24 Trains

Full
Acquisition

Partial

Acquisition

Impaired
Access

Total
Number of
Affected
Properties

Without
Grade
Separation

W i t h Grade
Separation

Difference

(I 795

0952

0 891

0061

24 9

10

23

0 795

1)9 52

(!.9I8

0034

16.6

15

29

Kcs sUinc

189

Ralslon

189

148

2S

0 795

0 952

0 768

0 184

14

189

171

23 4

Arlinglon

17.1

.152

21

0 -795

0952

0837

0 115

19

189

247

l.akt

Ihi

1-\iins

h'l

Vallev
Sutrii
-Nolcs

189

171
w>

j

al Kcclucu,.n J cichn and . A c n i .

144

I

'29

II

0.795

I

0 952

hil

19 9

|a|

19 8

•

0 899

0.053

162-15 7

a l , „ h u L n . , l grade s:;,....,,,,. a. l .vans an.^ V a l b y would depend on Ihe amoun. o. Iraffic d . v c . c d

15

29

13
3-4

7-6

18

1. the s.rcc. would carry Iraffic similar to

l.al.e, 1 -• delas u o u l d he ah>K.l lhe same a.s Uie nmieeled result l^r lhe h m h u a y r a d tirade separa'.uin al l ake
Source; P r e l i m i n a r y M i t i g a t i o n Plan
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.Appendix U of die PMP contains geomeunc layouts (engineering drawings on an aerial base)
for grade separations at die seven locations. These drawings show die possible grade separation and
roadway layouts, necessary property acquisitions, and a typical cross section for die grade
separations. These conceptual drawings were used along with unit cost and real estate information
to develop cost estimates for the possible grade separations, and these costs are presented in
Appendix V.

2.7.2 Reasons that SEA Does Not Recommend Vehicular Grade Separations
as Tier 1 Mitigation
During die preparation of die PMP. SEA sought inputft-omdie Reno Midgation Task Force
regard.ng possible appropriate location(s) for grade separations in Reno, Task Force members,
including diose fi-om die City- of Reno, responded diat diey could not comment on grade separadons
given the guidance fi-om the Reno City Council to consider the depressed railway opdon as the
Citv's primary objective. Thev did. however, suggest that SE.A review potential environmental
impacts of grade separations.
In die absence of .my input fiom the Task Force or the City of Reno. SEA selected seven
possible locations for g-.ade separadons. developed conceptual engineering designs and capital co'.is.
and provided an analysis of the benefits and impacts of die grade separation options in die PMP for
public review and comment,
SE.A's reasons for the exclusion of grade separadons from Tier 1 mitigadon in this FMP are
summarized below-;

•

•

•

•
•

Increasing train speeds to an average of 30 mph would decrease vehicular traffic delay to
below pre-merger levels,
The cumulative total reduction in traffic delay from all seven potential grade separations
would be less than diat achieved from increased uain speeds. For example, even the most
effective grade separation in terms of traffic delay reduction, at Keystone Avenue, provides
only one-third of the uaffic delav- benefit achieved w ith increised U-ain speeds,
Each of the possible seven grade separations would have major property impacts, when
applving Reno city street standards that include such elements as street widdis. fire access
requirements, and "clearances, (See Table 2.7-1 above and Tables 7.2.2.5a. b, and c on pages
7-25 and 7-26 in the PMP. )
Emergency vehicle response conditions do not warrant a grade-separated crossing because
there are hospitals on each side of the tracks, fire stadons are located on bodi sides of die
U-acks. and emergencv vehicles are roaming on the streets and can be dispatched from both
sides of the tracks,
Two maior streets provide vehicular grade separations from the trains and are located at
either side of downtown Reno (2nd Street and Wells Avenue),
The cenualfirehouseand die U ashoe Medical Center, both located on the south side of die
tracks are within 2.500 feet of die existing Wells Avenue grade separation.
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STB

FD

32760

2-11-98

28921

2/

•

SEA's studies determined that die merger-related increase in train traffic would increase total
gate down time by less than 1 percent at any grade crossing (with increased train speeds),
which is considered a minor changefrompre-m'^rger condidons, Widi SEA's recommended
mitigation, downtown grade crossings w ould be clear 96.2 percent of die time over a 24-hour
period,

SEA theretore concludes, based on information available at this time, diat a grade separadon
is not warranted if SL,\'s recommended mitigation measures are imposed. SEA's proposed
increased train speed midgation would reduce traffic delay to below pre-merger levels for 13 grade
crossings in Reno. Also, potential grade separations would involve major property impacts and
would provide minimal traffic delay reductions and only at the location of the grade separation.
Moreover, hospitals and fire stations already exist on both sides of die tracks.
However, if die Board wants to give additional consideration to grade separations. SEA has
summarized die pros and cons of seven possible grade separations in Reno. Table 2.7-2 provides a
summary of relevant characteristics for the seven potential grade separations in Reno. Informadon
is provided for traffic delav reductions. Truckee River crossing, access to 1-80. possible accident
reducdon. proximity to emergency facilities and downtown Reno, property impacts, average daily
traffic (ADT). number of street lanes, and estimated capital cost for consuojcdon of die grade
separadons. This table also includes symbols [•. I . O] showing die reladve pros and cons for each
grade separadon chaiacleristic. The characterisdcs marked wilh an • have more benefits and fewer
drawbacks than do the characteristics marked v.'ith an O.
The table shows that it is difficult to prioritize the potential benefits of grade separations.
Each of the potential grade separations offers benefits in one or more categories but has drawbacks
in odier areas. For example, a grade separation at Keystone Avenue would provide die highest level
of benefits for traffic-related c.itegories (i.e,. reduced tr ffic delay and air emissions, crossing of the
Truckee River, connection to 1-80). but a Keystone Avenue grade separation would involve major
short-term and long-term impacts on adjacent properties, would involve the relocation of a major
street (Fourth Su-eetj. and would be the most costly of the options. In addidon. Keystone Avenue
is located further fiom downtown Reno than some other options.
If emergency vehicle access to hospitals or fire stations is deemed to be of highest priority,
a grade sepaiation at .Arlington. Lake. Evans, or Valley, would be more beneficial. These locations
are closer to die heart of downtown Reno. However, these separations would not provide the same
levels of traffic delay and air emission reducuons lhat would be provided by a grade separation al
Keystone Avenue.
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T a b l e 2.7-2
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As noted. SE.A concludes that with ils recommended mitigation measures, a grade
separation(s) is not warranted. However, if die Board w ishes to give additional consideration to a
potential grade separation. SEA has identified possible candidate locations: Keystone Avenue.
Arlu gton Avenue. Evans Avenue, or X'alley Sueet. In assessing diese four possible locadons, SEA
nolei dial Evans Avenue would offer die follow-ing benefits: (1) it would provide immediate access
to the w-eritral fire station. (2) it is proximate to downtow-n Reno. (3) it does not currently cross the
tracks, so construcdon of a grade separation would not interfere with current traffic. (4) it has
received approval from die Nevada Public Utilities Commission for an at-grade crossing, and (5) it
is preferred by die Nevada Department of Transportation ("NDOT) as a grade-separated crossing
rather than an at-grade crossing.' '
in a Januarv 21. 1998 letter, die City of Reno states diat application of die Conrail Draft EIS
significance criteria would lead to die conclusion dial grade separated crossings are required in Reno.
SEA notes dial diis is not die case. Specificallv. w ith the application of the level of serv ice criteria
in die Conrail Draft EIS to grade crossings in Reno, no grade crossing approaches die levels required
in die Conrail Draft EIS to be considered for a grade separated crossing. (Please see Secdon 3.20.2.)

2.7.3 "Hard Look" at Depressed Railway
Section 7 of die PMP evaluated numerous mitigation options in detail. Wilh regard to the
depressed railway, SEA directs die reader's attention to Section 7.2.3 of die PMP (pages 7-32
through 7-42), Section 8,5,1 (page 8-22). and Appendix W. all of which include a detailed and
extensive analysis of the depressed railwav option.
Secdon 7.2.3 in die PMP includes:
•
•
•

•
•
•

A detailed description of the depressed railway option,
Cost estimates for the depressed railwav option,
An anaiv sis of die degree to which die depressed railw ay provides mitigation in terms of:
•
Reduced traffic delay,
•
Reduced accidents rates,
•
Improved air quality,
•
Improved pedestnan safety,
Improv ed emergency vehicle access.
0
Reduced noise impacts.
.A discussion of potential impacts to iraffic during construction.
,A review of possible additional impacts, including noise, dust, vibration, prehistoric and
historic resource impacts dunng construction,
A review of possible impacts to underground utilities.

A lener from Jim Gallegos Chief Safety Engineer, NDOT to Elaine K. Kaiser. Chief, SEA, dated
October 14, 1997 states. "The City obtained pemiission from the PSC, to open an at-grade crossing at this location
(Eva.ns Ave]. A grade separation is not proposed (by SEA] for this location. U a grade separation is not built, an atgrade crossing should not be opened." (See FMP Appendix).
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.\ review of potential impacts to structures adjacent to d
?d railway.
A rev iew- of construction methods for the depressed railway.
A review of possible groundwater and stormw ater discharge impacts.
Potential property impacts.
Specific impacts, particularly in the Keystone .Avenue area.
Recommendations for additional reviews,
.A detailed rev iew of the noted sections of the PMP clearly demonstrates that SEA did
perform detailed analyses in the PMP of both the grade-separation and depressed railway
altematives, SE.A therefore disagrees vvith the City's assertion that:
"SE.A took a "hard look' at the increased speed mitigation option, and die other
mitigauon opdons received a "softer", less discerning 'look". This is evidenced by
the lack of specific analysis reported or both grade separations and the depressed
railway mitigation options."
2.7.4

Reasons that SEA Does Not Recommend the Depressed Railway as
Tier 1 Mitigation

SEA states in the PMP its reasons for not including die depressed railway as a Tier 1
mitigation measure. On page 8-23. SEA notes:
•in evaluadng the potential benefits of the depressed railw ay. SEA has been aware
diat such a mitigation measure would not only furdier reduce potendal environmental
impacts directly related to the merger, but also preexisting conditions. Studies
conducted separately by the City and UP demonstrate that in Reuo. casinos and
hotels have developed next to the existing UP (formerly SP) tracks for several
decades,
"It is recognized that a depressed railway would bestow substantial benefits on the
City as well as private property ow-ners in the area of the existing u-ack. A depressed
railw ay would also benefit the railroad, which has t-ffered to pay $35 million of die
estimated $183 million cost of the depressed railway. But since it is undisputed dial
die cordlict between rail operations and adjacent land uses predates this merger. SEA
does not believ e it would be appropriate to require UP alone to absorb the extensive
costs associated with implementing a depressed railway.
•Construction of a depressed railway also would involve its own potential
environmental impacts. The impacts during construction have been noted as a
concem of local businesses. Section 7 discusses die potential secondary impacts that
have been idendfied to date (e.g., consu-ucdon, grounawater, and emergency vehicle
access).
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"SEA encourages the parties to continue negotiations wilh respect to the depressed
i:t'way in the hope that a m.utually acceptable agreement can be reached for a
depressed railway, if appropriate."
.As part of the preparation of this FMP. SEA has considered this issue further, and SEA
continues not to recommend the depressed railway as a Tier 1 mitigation measure for the reasons
stated abov e.
2.8

Possible Tier 2 Mitigation Measures

Each of the Tier 2 mitigation measures described below would require voluntary
participation, shared funding, and a mutual binding agreement by UP and die interested parties, such
as die Citv of Reno and W ashoe Countv. The Tier 2 measures that SE.A has idendfied are expected
to offer far-reaching, long-term benefits by reducing conflicts and impacts resulting from existing
land uses and pre-merger train traffic. SE.A believes these measures could have a benefit for the
long-term economic development of Reno and Washoe County and the efficiency of railroad
operations in the county. but the Board does not have authority to require UP to pay die entire cost
of such improvements, SE.A encourages interested parties to continue con.su-uctive discussions and
explore the possibilities described here. Secdon 9 of the P.MP reviews possible funding for these
measures.
2.8.1 Depressed Railway

The City of Reno has strongly advocated the construcdon of die depressed railway. In fact,
recently the City and UP joindy studied the feasibility of this opdon as part of their private
negotianons. The City has stated its v iew s that a depressed railway- would substantiallv- allev iate a
vanety of delay, safety (both pedestrian and vehicular), noise, emergency response, and air quality
problems that currentlv exist in Reno.
In evaluating die potential benefits of the depressed railway. SE.A has determined that such
a mitigadon measure would not onlvftirtherreduce potential environmental impacts directly related
to the merger, but also preexisting conditions. Studies conducted separately by the City and UP
demonso-ate diat in Reno, casinos and hotels hav e dev eloped next to the existing ''? (formerly SP)
tracks for several decades.
It is recognized that a depressed railway would bestow substantial benefits on the City as
w ell as priv ate propertv owners in the area of the existing track. A depressed railway- would also
benefit die railroad, but since it is undisputed diat the conflict between rail operations and adjacent
land uses predate this merger. SE.A does not believ e it would be appropnate to require Ur* alone to
absorb the extensive costs associated with implementing a depressed railway.
Construction of a depressed railway also would involve its own potential enviromnental
impacts The impacts during construction have been noted as a concem of locai busincbses.
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If die parties support diis option. SEA encourages diem lo continue negodations with respect
to the depressed railway in the hope that they can reach a mutually acceptable agreement.
2.8.2

Rail/Highway Grade Separations

Section 2.7 discusses SE.A's position regarding the provision of Rail/Highway grade
separations a.; Tier 1 mitigation. While SEA does not believe that railliighway grade separation
is warranted as Tier I mitigauon. if SEA's recommended mitigation measures are imposed,
rail highwav grade separations could be developed as Tier 2 mitigation, if the parties could resolve
die potential adv erse effects of separated crossings and reach agreement regarding costs and odier
issues.
2.8.3

Elevated Railway

.An elev ated railway is anodier potential Tier 2 mitigation option. Letters of opposition to
this option were received from the UP and the downtown business interests, and the City- raised
concerns about potential adverse environmental impacts associated w-idi an elevated railway in Reno.
These parties raised the following issues: the visual barrier that would be created by an aerial
structure dirough die downtown and die associated division of die City, possible derailments and
spills of hazardous matenals from the elev ated trains, and the need to demolish existing structures
over die tracks, .As widi die depressed railway, a shoofly uack would be needed daring consu-uclion,
2.8.4

1-80 Bypass

The City of Reno initially requested dial consideration be giv en to a bypass w hereby the UP
tracks would be relocated out of die downtown area on a new rail line running south of 1-80,
However, there is no support in die Board's precedent for requinng a railroad seeking merger
audioritv to coiisu^ct a new railroad line to bypass a city, Nonedieless. pnvate parties could decide
to pursue and fund an 1-80 bypass. This would require that die parties seek audiority- to construct
and operate from the Board, At diat tim.e. die Board would undenake die appropriate environmental
review for a bypass altemative.
2.8.5

Grade Crossing Safety Measures (Vehicular)
Street Median Barriers

Street median barriers could also be installed at nvo-way streets in Reno, preventing drivers
from going around d^e railroad crossing gates, Howev er. these bamers would reduce die widdi of
the street traffic lanes and could introduce access problemsfromadjoining land uses. Moreover,
diese bamers would not be needed if die four-quadrant gales proposed as Tier I midgadon for Board
consideration are implemented.

Final .MUigation Plan

41

Re-'o Mitigation Study

Conversion of Existing Two-Way Streets to One-Way
Conversion of two-way su-eets to one-way sUeets (wilh two-quadrant gates on the near side
of die rail line) would also prevent dnving around closed gates, V^'hile such conversions would serve
to improv e rail crossing safety. diey would hav e more far-reaching implications for downtown uaffic
circulation and businesses. Therefore, such a strategy should be part of a broader uansponation. land
use. and property access planning process for the areas surrounding the grade crossings.
The use of one-way streets in couplets (pairs of one-way streets) was reviewed in Reno
during a 1995 analysis of downtown traffic and parking," In addidon to pemiitting more secure
two-quadrant gates, a main adv antage of one-way sueets is to reduce traffic conflict, diereby
increasing intersection capacity vvidiout die disnipdon of phy sically widening streets. However, die
1995 report stated that one-way streets can confuse motorists, especially visitors, who constitute a
significant proportion of drivers, AdditionaUv. one-way streets can fmsuate local motorists byrequiring a more circuitous route. Local businesses may also oppose one-way streets because of
potential access problems.
Stricdy from die standpoint of railroadhighway safety. SEA's proposed four-quadrant gales
Tier 1 midsaii'on measure would eliminate the need for conversion to one-way streets. Theretore.
SE.A does not recommend conv ersion of any streets in Reno to one-way streets.
2.8.6 Grade Crossing Safety Measures (Pedestrians)
Crossing Guards
Tier 1 midgation measures recommended by SEA include pedestrian gate skirts, electronic
wamine sicns. and actual pedestnan rail grade separations, all in addition to die existing pedestrian
warning signals and gates that cu.T-ently exist at the heavily-used pedestnan crossings in Reno.
Giv en diis extensive niidgation and die ongoing costs associated widi crossing guards. SE.A believes
lhat use of crossing guards to enhance pedesuian safety- should be considered solely as a Tier 2
mitigation measure, lo be added only if odier parties are willing to share the costs,
2.8.7 Air Quality Measures
Optional Air Quality Measures
SE.A notes diat. in addition to die proposed increased train speed mitigauon. die system-wide
air qualitv measures already imposed by die Board m Dt-cision No, 44. and die recendy promulgated
EPA locomotive emission standards, diere are potential additional air quality mitigadon strategies,
such as: concenuating operauon of new EPA-cenified low-eraission locomodves in Reno, early

' Reno Do^nto^n Traffic Parking Study . Final Report Prepared for the Reno Redevelopment Agency by
Barton-Aschman Associates, inc. Strategic Project Management, and Lumos & Associates, Inc.. December 1995.
pp. 24. 27.
T-—TTT""—T Dl final Muigation Pla"

'

urrr~
. *-

~

Reno .Mitigation Study
»
^

introduction of low-emission locomotives, diesel engine modifications, improved dieselfiaels.diese!
exhaust treatment, and use of altemative fuels.
Offsetting the Increase in Locomotive Emissions
Offsetting the increase in locomotive emissions would not diiecdy mitigate effects of the
increased train lev els. so it is not proposed as a Tier 1 mitigation measure here. However, as wilh
al! Tier 2 midgation options, any memoranda of agreement beuveen UP and the City regarding any
air qualitv mitigation measures would certainly be considered by die Board, as was done in Tmckee,
Califomia for its air quality mitigation agreement.
Table 2.8-1 provides a summary list of possible Tier 2 mitigation measures.
Table 2.8-1
Measures Identiried as Potential Tier 2 Mitigation
Mitigation
Measures

I Depressed Railway

Final Mitigation Plan

Comments
Vk ould reduce potential en\ ironmental impacts related to the merger, but also those
related to preexisting conditions.
Rail impacts on surrounding land uses predate the merger, so it would not be
appropnate to require UP alone to absorb extensive costs of a depressed rail A^ay.
Casinos and hotels have consistently built their facilities next to the existing UP
(formerly SP) tracks.
Impact ot rail operations has been a maner of local concem for decades. In a 1980
ballot measure, the citizens of Reno voted dow n a bond issue for construction of a
depressed railway through downtown Reno
W ould bestow substantial benefits on the City as well as private properr. owners in the
area of the existing track
W ould benefit the railroad
Would involve secondar. environmental unpacts (e,g„ construction, groundwater,
emergencv vehicle access)
Cannot equate benefits of a depressed railway to potential merger-related impacts only.
SEA urges the panies to continue negotiations with respect to the depressed railway, if
appropriate
If a mutualK acceptable agreement is reached for a depressef* railway, SEA could
recommend that the Board impose an obligation upon UP to comply with such
aareement
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Table 2.8-1
Measures Identified as Potential Tier 2 .Mitigation
Mitigation
Measures

Comments

Railliighway
Grade Separations

Increasing train speeds to an average of 30 mph decreases vehicular traffic delay to
below pre-merger levels
The cumulative total reduction in traffic delay from all seven grade separations is less
than that achieved from increased trains speeds. For example, even the most effective
grade separation in terms of traffic delav reduction, at Keystone Avenue, provides only
one-third of the traffic delay benefit achieved w ith increased train speeds.
All of the possible grade separations would have major property impacts, when
applying Reno city street standards (see Table 2,6-1 above and Tables 7.2,2,5a, b, and c
on pages 7-25 a;id 7-26 in the PMP).
Emergency vehicle response conditions do not w arrant a grade-separated crossing
because hospitals and fue stations are located on both sides of the tracks and
emergencv vehicles can be and are dispatched from both sides of the tracks.
Two major streets provide vehicular grade separations from the trains and are located at
either side of dow ntown Reno (2nd Street and Wells Avenue), and tlie central fire
house and the W ashoe Medical Center, both located on the south side of the tracks are
w ithin 2.500 feet of the existing W ells Avenue grade separation.
SEA"s sttidies determined that the merger-related mcrease in train traffic will increase
tolal gate down time b\ less than I percent at any grade crossing (with increased train
speeds), which is considered a minor change from pre-merger conditions.
SEA concludes that with increased train speeds and additional safety mitigation
measures recommended in this FMP. a grade separation is not w arranted as a Tier 1
mitisation measure.

Elevated Railwav

Downtown business interests and the City nave raised concems about potential adverse
environmental impacts associated w ith an elevated railwav in Reno, including Lie
visual barrier that would be created, the associated division of the City , possible
derailments and spills of hazardous materials from elevated trams, and the need to
demolish existmg structures over the tracks
As with the depressed railwav. a shooflv track would be needed to allov constraction.

1-80 Bvpass
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No support in the Board s precedent or case law for requiring a railroad seeking merger
authoritv to construct a new railroad Ime to bypass a City,
No source of funding.
Questionable feasibility
The City has indicated that, while it does not want to drop the bypass from
consideration, the depressed railwav is a priority in Reno.
Private parties could pursue and fund an 1-80 bvpass. Doing so would require seeking
appropriate authority to construct and operate from the Board At that time, the Board
would undertake the environmental review that was warranted for a bypa.ss alternative.
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Table 2.8-1
Measures Identified as Potential Tier 2 Mitigation
Mitigation
Measures

Comments

Grade Crossine Safetv Measures (Vehicular)
• W ould reduce the w idth of the street traffic ianes and could introduce access problems
• Street Median
from adjoining land uses
Barriers
• W ould not be needed w ith four-quadrant gates (proposed as Tier I mitigation).
• Far-reaching implications for dow ntow n traffic circulation and businesses,
• Should be part of a broader transportation, land use. and property access planning
process for the areas surrounding the grade crossings.
• One-wav street couplets (pau-s of one-w ay streets) were reviewed during a 1995
• Conversion of
•inalysis of dow ntow n traffic and parking as m.eans to reduce traffic conflict and
Existing Twoincrease intersection capacity Stud> notes that one-wa> streets offer some advantages
wav Streets to
bu; can confuse motorists. especiaIN visitors, and can be frustratmg to local motorists
One-wav
• Local businesses may also oppose one-w av streets because of potential access
problems
• Four-quadrant gates proposed as Tier 1 mitigation eliminate advantagesfromthe
standpoint of railroad highw av safen.
Grade Crossing Safer \ Measures 1 Pedestrians,1

• Crosshic Guards

Proposed Tier I mitigation measures include pedestrian crossmg gate skirts, electronic
waming signs, and pedestrian, rail grade separations, all in addition to the pedestrian
w aming signals and gates that currentlv exist at the heavily-used pedestrian crossings
in Reno.
W ould entail unnecessar^ onaoins costs

.Air Qualiiv Measures
• Concentrating
Operation of
New EPAcertified Lowemission
Locomotives in
Reno
Early
Introduction of
Low-emission
Locomotives
Diesel Engine
Modifications

Other s\stem-w ide mitigation measures that are already imposed by the Board, the
recent EPA locomotive emission standards, and the increased train speeds mitigation
measure would largelv offset potential impacts

Improved Diesel
Fuels
Diesel Exhaust
After Treatment
Use of
.Alternative
Fuels

Final MUigation Plan
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Table 2.8-1
.VIeasures Identified as Potential 7 ier 2 .Mitigation
Mitigation
Measures
• Offsetting the
Increase in
Locomotive
Emissions

Comments

1

• Wou'd not directiv mitigate effects of the increased train levels,
• Goes beyond authority of the Board and requires voluntary compliance, e g,. Truckee
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU),
• Other system-wide mitigation measures that are already imposed appear to mitigate

|

i',-,p3CtS.

In conclusion. SEA would certainly review and consider any of the above Tier 2 midgadon
measures if they were agreed upon voluntarily and became part of a memorandum of understanding
between UP and appropriate interested parties.
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Section 3
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

In diis section. SEA provides w-rinen responses to comments received from die public on the
Preliminary Midgation Plan (PMP). which was issued September 15. 1997. SEA has reviewed and
considered all public comments during the preparation of this Final Mitigation Plan (FMP).
SEA received comments from more dia- 530 commenters. including elected officials, public
agencies, organizations, businesses, and indiv iduals. The public eview penod of die PMP was
scheduled to end on October 16. 1997. but SE.\ actually considere i comments that were received
bv or on October 23. 1997, SE.\ received comments on the PMP in a number of forms:
•
•
•

Letters, reports, and post cards sent to the Surface Transportation Board and comment sheets
submitted at public meetings (428 submittals),
.A transcript of that portion of the Reno City Council meeting held on October 7, 1997
regarding the PMP '16 speakers),
.\ u-anscript of the Reno Midgadon Task Force meedng on October 8. 1997 (10 speakers).
Transcripts of the two public meetings held in the Reno City Council Chambers in the
afternoon and evening of October 9. 1997 (77 speakers).

Public comments received are summarized in die following section under 38 subject areas.
Each subject area contains a summary of comments regarding that subject, which at times includes
actual quotations. This summary is dien followed with SE.M responses to the comments. The 38
subject areas are shown in Table 3-1. Not all comments are quoted in Section 3. Rather,
representative comments for the 38 subject areas are either quoted or summarized. The full set of
comments can be found in the two-v olume FMP .Appendix.
.\t times, responses are provided in Section 2 of this FMP for those subject areas directly
related to SE.A's proposed midgation measures. References are provided in Section 3 to applicable
responses in Section 2.
3.1

Preexisting Conditions
3.1.1

Summary of Comments

A number of parties commented on die issue of preexisting conditions. A majority of those
commenters stated that SE.A's position regarding preexisting condidons (i.e.. that SEA cannot
mitigate condidons resulting from previous development of to'irist-oriented businesses near the
ra. Iroad neht-of-wav ) is too limiting. .\ typical comment was dial it does not matter who came fu^t.
the city or the railroad; what matters is the way things are now.
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Table 3-1
Comment Summary and Responses Subject Areas
Subject Area

Section .No.
3 1

Preexisting Conditions

3,2

Five -^ ear Tune-Frame

.5

Tram Projections

3.4

Fort of Oakland Expansion

3.5

Train Lenath

36

Cap on Number or Length of Trains

3.7

Observed Speeds Higher than 20 rnph

3 8

Can I 'P Maintain I rain Speeds of 30 mph':"

3.9

How W ill Speed be Enforced'^

3.10

Safetv ot lncrea.sed Tram Speeds

3 11

Public Safety. Pedestrians &. Vehicular Accidents

3.12

How \^ ill Mitigation be Hnforced':'

3 13

•'Hard Look" at Grade Separations & Street Closures

3 14

I P s Safety Record & FR.A Revievs

3 15

Hazardous Matenals. Water Quality , Natural Resources

3 16

Coordination with L.S Fish and VV-ildlife Service

3.17

Native .American Consultation

3.18

Use of 1995 Vehicular Traffic as Baseline

3 \9

L se of Vear 2000, 200". 2015 Vehicular Traffic

3.20

Vehicular Traffic Delav

3 21

hmeri:encv Vehicle Blockaee
.•\ir Oualitv Issues

- -

Noise Issues

3.24

.Adequacv of PMP

2^

An EiS IS Needed

3.26

Mitigation issues

3.27

Economic ImoacLs

3 28

Depressed Railwav

3 29

L P Should Pav More or its "Fair Share"

;

•;fi

1-80 Bvpass Option

|

3.31

Using Rignt-of-Wa\ for Intended Purpose
Mitigation Study is Poor Public Policv & Bad Precedent

3 32

Comments on UP

3 33

Comments on Cit> of Reno

'=4

Comments on the Potential for SEA and or Consultant Bias

335

Task Force Process

3.36

General Comments on SE.A

3.37

Nurlear Shipments

3 38

No Incentive for I P to Negotiate
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From Bob Webb. Community Coordinator with the \\ashoe County Department of
Community Development: "The Board of Countv Commissioners feels that the exclusion of
preexisting conditions from the Reno .Mitigation Study is inadequate and does not recognize cmrent
conditions within Reno and U ashoe County."
Speaking at a meeting of the Reno Mitigation Study Task Force. Task Fo -v e member Bill
Osgood stated:
"Taking off on that, we as a downtown business association join with the City in
really appealing Decision 44 and the criteria that this entire study has been made on.
that preexisting conditions resulting from development of b^icls and other
tourist-oriented business gives a very uru-eal picture of the environment that is
attempting to be mitigated on.
"It basically takes the imiqueness of Reno as a full sen, ice destination resort and
obv iates it for purposes of this study. .And y et. w e find in the study there are some
elements that take preexisting conditions that are there regarding vehicles, access,
" I f it wasn't for tfie dev elopment of preexisting conditions, they wouldn't even be
there, and yet. they're considered in the study. There's some areas when it's put in
the study, some areas when it's not in the study, and that's just, you know-,
incongruous that it's basically there,
"It's got lo be one way or the other, What are the real conditions, not based on a
Decision 44. that is really there, because we in the community are going lo have die
impact,"
From Reno citizen .M, Lee Dazey of Cidzen Alert: "To merely address the number of trains
in isolation of the environment and the commimity- in w hich the trains will move is irresponsible and
leads us to believe lhat this Board is more concemed wilh cutting costs to U,P, rather than costs to
the taxpayers, vvho would have to pay to clean up a nuclear spill. It's a plain case of corporate
welfare."
From Reno citizen Martha B. Gould: "First I wish to point out that there have been
comments made in letters to the editor and by the Union Pacific that in the 1950s and in the 1960s
there were more trains coming through the City of Reno than there will be based on this merger. In
the 1950s there vvas no interstate highway network. Therefore more freight was carried by rail. In
addition. Reno was a vastly different city with considerably less foot and vehicle traffic. Nor did
the freight trains carry the many different toxic materials lhat freight trains carry today I am not
interested m the past. Not the past of 40 years ago or even 10 or 15 years ago, I am only interested
in the present and the tature of my City and its quality of life.'"
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Manv parties, however, noted that as many as 40 trains per day trav eled though Reno in years
past, and the city decided to approve development near the railway without accounting tor the
possibility of increased rail activ ity in die tdture. On this subject Union Pacific (UP) Railroad noted:
"Imposing any mitigation cost on the railroad—much less the increased cosis lhat Reno will
demand—imder the extraordinary circumstances of Reno's recent history is especially unfair. Less
dian 20 years agi*. at a time when SP was operating more than 24 trains per day through Reno, and
Reno expected that number to increase, SP agreed to participate in the funding of a depressed
tramw ay. SP was to pay approximateiv 5 percent of the costs, and Reno the remainder. But Reno
voters overw helmingly rejected a bond issue to fund Reno's share of the trainway. In die face of diis
vote. Reno and its business interests proceeded vvith extensive casino and hotel development near
the tracks, creating and intensifv ing the contlicts between urban dev elopment and rail operations that
the P.MP addresses. After creating diese conilicts. Reno and tlie business uiterests now demand that
UP'SP pay to resolve them."
From Reno citizen Martha Bridgman: "The citizens were fully aware of the placement of
the railroad tracks in the Reno Sparks communities, as die u-acks were in place before diere ever was
a 'city-.* Yet the commimity leaders have allowed building up to the very boundary of what land is
controlled by the railroads and then call foul when the railroad wants to carry- on the b-asiness that
enabled Reno and Sparks to prosper in die first place. It seems there is something wTong with this
picture. Did the Railroad ev er intimate to the corrunimity that it would cease or reduce rail traffic
as die community grew? Did die Railroad ever say it would give up the right to do business widiin
its right of w ay because the tow-n was allowed to grow too close to the tracks? . . . The cities of Reno
and Sparks have buried their heads in the sand when it comes to tr' ing responsibility for this
situation. The cities should have never allowed growth so close to Railroad property,"
Other commenters noted that propert> owners have developed near the railway, as well as
the city , resulting in the conditions that exist today, .A ty pical comment was this by priv ate citizen
Charley Lits: "[The City] allowed the casinos to build on both sides of die Union Pacific tracks.
Now they expect the railroad to pay for Reno cit>' council's corrupted decisions . . . "
In general, comments on the preexisting conditions argument were about evenly split
ber.veen those who felt lhat the Board should consider and compensate for conditions as they stand
today, regardless of who came first, and diose vvho said the City- is responsible for the creating the
problems related to dow-ntow-n v ehicular and pedestrian traffic flows and rail traffic.
3.1.2

Response to Comments

In its Decision No. 44. the Surface Transportation Board specifically directed "that die
studies will focus only on the mitigation of the environmental effects of additional rail traffic
dirough Reno and Wichiu resulting from the merger. Mitigation of condiuons resulting from the
preexisting development of hotels, casinos, and other tourist-oriented businesses on bodi sides of the
exisdng SP rail line in Reno, or die preexisting switching operations lhat are a primary source of die
congesdon associated widi die existing UP line in Wichita, are not w ithin the scope of the studies."
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SEA has stated diroughout die Reno Mitigation Study- process that the purpose of the sUidy
is to ev aluate potential env ironmental impacts in Reno and Washoe County from the increase in train
traffic lev els associated widi die merger and to recommend to the Board measures to mitigate these
potential environmental impacts. SEA has kept its focus on this purpose during the course of die
Reno .Mitigation study.
Explicit in this purpose and in the Board's study directives is the requirement to evaluate
only potential impacts associated widi die merger, which is die action before the Board. The Board's
exclusion of preexisting conditions from the analysis is fully consistent wilh SEA's staled study
purpose.
During this study. significant public debate has occurted and reports have been written
regarding such matters as "who was in Reno first, the railroad or the City?" "who is responsible for
dev elopment near die rail line, the City or the Railroad?" and "who is to blame for railroad issues?"
SE.A has noted these arguments, but has focused strictly on an evaluation of potential environmental
impacts from the merger-related increase in train levels and the possible mitigation measures for
these potential impacts. To do this. SEA has identified die foreseeable future and has evaluated and
compared conditions bodi with and without the merger. SE.A notes that this is the appropriate and
ty pical procedure for project analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEP.A). The
"who came first, who is responsible for dev elopmenl, and who is to blame" arguments are unrelated
to this analysis.
Under NEP.A and die Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations.
SEA is required to evaluate the environmental consequences of the merger (40 CFR 1502.16). In
this document. SEA is acting pursuant to the Board's direction to develop further mitigation
measures to reduce the env ironmental impacts of the merger, Env ironmenul impacts, direct and
indirect, are those caused by the merger (40 CFR 1508,8(a) and (b)). The existence of rail traffic
prior to die merger is not an impact of the merger. Similarly, the environmental consequences of
rail traffic in Reno that existed pnor to the merger are not impacts of the merger. Pursuant lo the
Board's direcdon. SEA's analysis and mitigation measure are directed toward alleviating cumidative
impacts that result from increased train traffic lev els associated with the merger (40 CFR 1508.7).
3.2

Five-Year Time Frame
3.2.1 Summary of Comments

Many parties expressed concem that thefive-year projections of U-ain traffic through Reno
were insufficient to accurately assess the impact of increased train traffic in future years. The
concems were often related to other factors lhat may increase train IrafTic dirough Reno, such as the
expansion of the Port of Oakland, Several commenters noted that thefive-yearwindow ended in
die \'ear 2000. less than three years after the merger was approved, and said the projection should
be updated for the Reno .Mitigation Study, The vast majority of the comjnents on this issue were one
or two sentences long, such as a concem expressed by private citizen Louise Greenhouse: "The
five-vear smdy- is too short. The greater impact will be in the years to come." Or this, from private
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cidzen Frank Partlow: "The study's faul data flaw is its failure to estimate traffic beyond a
contrived five-year horizon. Twenty speeding trains have one impact. Forty, which is not an
unreasonable longer term estimate, create vastly expanded analytical potentialities which this study
entirely and conveniently ignores."
.A few commenters expanded on the issue. From John Frankovich. Reno Task Force member
representing Nevadans for Fast and Responsible .Action and a private attomey vvho has lived in Reno
for 40 vears: "The PMP is based on the fundamenial assumpdon diat in the Year 2000 there will be
an average of 25 uains through Reno [each day]. This number was provided by die Railroad, which
has an incentive to undersute the impacts of the merger. The Railroad indicated that projections
beyond five years are 'speculative.' However, the \'ear 2000 is only two years away. Thus, at the
very least, the Railroad should provide an updated ev aluation of its projected number of U-ains over
the next five years. That informadon is undoubtedly readily available."
Several commenters on this issue asked that the Board consider other factors that may
increase o-ain iraffic far bey ond the 12 extta trams per day projected by UP. Commenting on overall
"PMP LimiU3tions." private cidzen Dary 1 Drake wTOte: "Is the STB justified in not considering the
potential traffic increases because the increases cannot be -reasonably projected" lhat far out or
because major iraffic increases from the [Port of Oakland's Join: Intermodal Facility ] are not
expected within the five-year window anyway ?"
One commenier. Jack Lorbeer of the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC).
acknow ledged dial projection bey ond fiv e y ears is speculativ e. but said it should be done anyway.
"We at the RTC project traffic and other transportation issues in die Year 2015. We all know it's
speculativ e, [but] a model is basically a tool that you use to project and to basically try to predict
what you c<in.""
The Citv of Reno commented: "The STB does not provide die basis of the statement they
generally look at projections of 3 years in railroad mergers, .A 3-year or 5-year projection period is
completely inadequate to provide a basis for meaningful impact as:essment based on a merger
projected to breadie life into a failing SP system for years to come Tne City requests that 10-year
and 20-y ear projection periods be analyzed in the FMP. which is represenladve of sour.d business
pracdce of any major corporation in the U S today,"
3.2.2

Response to Comments

In assessing rail traffic projections, the Board generally looks at projections of diree years
in railroad mergers. In diis case. UP prov idedfive-yearprojections, slating lhat diis represents UP's
projections for the reasonably foreseeable future for a combined UP'SP system. Therefore. SE.A
used thefive-year projections in this case.
Many factors will affect the determination of how many trains will travel through Reno in
the future. These include: the slate of the nation's economy: the ability of rail freight to compete
with trucks: maintenance and upgrades of rail lines; die success of die planned expansion at die Port
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of Oakland; and die ability of die integrated railroad system to safely accommodate increased traffic,
not onlv on die main lines but also in ttain yards and intermodal facilities. With so many v ariables
affecting the determination of total train traffic density, it is v irtually impossible to predict train
traffic wilh any accuracy beyond five years. It is even more difficult lo calculate the number of
increased trains at six or more years into the future that would be solely the result of the UP/SP
merger, .AiiV estimate by SE.A of rail traffic in Reno past thefive-yearstudy window- would be far
too sp)eculative. and would be legally unsupportable. Therefore. SEA concludes that the five-year
time frame is accurate and suflicient.
3.3

Train Projections
3.3.1 Summary of Comments

One of die City of Reno's prime concems w as die esdmate of the number of trains that will
travel through Reno in future years. The City believes the number of future trains will be
significantly higher than estimates used by SE.A in its analv sis. The City- repeatedly publicized its
projection that 38 trains per day will travel through Reno in the near future: many other commenters
also used lhat number as die accurate projection, diough sev eral were apparently not aware that SEA
had received from L'P and that SE.A had independently verified a much lower number. The City
stated:
"Throughout die PMP. clear mandates of die STB's Decision No. 44 are completely
ignored by SE.A. while other mandates of die STB's Decision No. 44 are steadfastly
embraced. The Port of Oakland expansion, benefits of UP's extensive expansions
at the Rosev ille Yard, the UP's own statement mat the Cenual Conidor is their
'premier route.' and UP's Sierta Nevada tunnel expansion must be fully studied in
order to adequately calculate the increased rail traffic the Reno/Sparks,Tmckee
Meadows area will experience as documented in the UP's July 1. 1997 filing endded
".Applicants Report on Merger and Condition implementadon' (STB. 1997c).
"The City continues to believe a realistic number of through freight trains per day,
which should hav e been used for die analv sis on the P.MP and the E.A is thirty eight
(38). based on current levels of operadons reported by Barton-.Aschman et al., 1996;
Nolle et al,. 1996. and is apportioned as follows:
"22.0
6.0
6,0
2,0
2.0

historicalfreighttrains per day assumed lo be an accurate baseline condidon;
Feadier River Route Freight Trains per day;
Burlington Northem Santa Fe (BN SF) settlement agreementtt-ainsper day;
.Amttak Trains per day (especially if Amtrak begins to carry freight): and
Local movement trains per day,

"This represents an increase of 24,2 trains per day (175 percent increase in the
number of trains over existing train traffic)."
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Several commenters stated ;;iat die projection oftt-ainruns dirough Reno in the future should
be updated, John Frankovich. representing die Nevadans for Fast and Responsible .Action (NFRA)
on die Reno Mitigation Study Task Force, stated: "NFR.A also has a concem about the number of
projected u-ains upon which die entire analysis in die P.MP is based, Tfie twenty -five (25) trains per
day is an average number based on die Railroad's calculations for the year 2000, Initially, diis was
a fiv e-vear projection between 1995 and die y ear 2000, Howev er. 2000 is only a little more dian two
v ears awav, Theretore. the Railroad should provide an updated analysis of the number of trains
projected dirough die y ear 2003, In addition, any ev aluation of the further train u-affic through die
Reno area should consider the impacts of the Port of Oakland Project which is curtently under
construction and scheduled to be completed by 2002,"
Many commenters noted that the number of ttains running through Reno in the past was
subsuntially higher dian die number SE.A or die City of Reno projects for die future, Reno citizen
Frank Napierski. president of N.APZ Dray age and a regular attendee at Reno Mitigation Study Task
Force meetings, stated: "Historically uain traffic dirough the area has fluctuated from highs during
die Second World U ar of over 50 ttains a day to a low of 12,7 trains a day just before the merger.
When a railroad serves an area for over one hundred years, lhat area must have come to expect
fluciuadons in rail traffic, .Additionally, since 30 uains was common until the mid 1980's. the
generally accepted number of 24 fains a dav widiin die next few years is nc^t- in reality, an increase
at all. Since mitigation for real problems that could be caused by this merger ghould be based on
reality, and the reality is diat diiS merger will not be increasing die train traffic through Reno, the
"additional' impact to Reno does not exist."
3.3.2 Response tc Comments
The City of Reno maintains diat die realistic number of o-ains that should have been used in
die PMP analysis is 38, This number was presented in a report to the City of Reno by Nolle et ai,,
1966. and (as cited by the City) Barton-.Aschman et al.. 1966, (It should be noted dial Barton
.Aschman's role in diese studies was related to highway traffic analv sis. Barton Aschman had no
responsibility for the derivation or verification of die railroad traffic projections.) The folio-wing
paragraphs explain why SE.A took a different approach than that used in the Nolle report.
Time Period of Traffic Projections
The projected daily average of 38 d-ains contained in the Nolle Report is for the Year 2015;
die proiected daily av erage of 24 ttains contained in the P.MP is for die Year 2000. Thus, die two
projections ditfer in terms of assumpdons and approaches,
.•^n associated issue raised by the two projections is the appropriate penod for analysis.
SE.A's responsibilirv is to studv die env ironmental effects of die merger. The Board generally looks
at a diree-year uaftic projection (see Section 3.2), UP provided afive-yeartrafhc projection as part
of ils merger application. Based on its experience in rail mergers, die Board's Secdon of
Env ironmental .Analysis (SE.A i has found diat ttain ttaffic projections beyond afive-yearperiod are
specul.-itiv e. at best. Moreover, diisfive-vear period is consistent with the National Environmental
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Policy Act (NEPA) which requires ev aluation of die indirect effects of the project "in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable" (40 CFR 1508.8) Therefore, looking
beyond afive-vearperiod is neithe- warranted nor required by law-.
Howev er. SE.A recommends Condition No. 25 which states that "'if diere is a material change
in the facts or circumstances upon which the Board relied in developing localized mitigation
measures for Reno, die Board, upon petition by any party vvho demonsttates such material changes,
may review the final mitigation measures, if wartanted."
Historical Train Numbers
The number presented by die UP for the pre-merger traffic level through Reno is 12.7 tt-ains.
As an interim condition to the merger, a cap of two trains, bringing the lotal to 14.7 trains, was
imposed by lhe Board for the 18-month Reno Mitigation Study, Eight months of data collected in
1996. and reported in the PMP. show an average of 10,8 trains a day through Reno, This average
is below the cap limit and below the pre-merger number of 12,7 uains presented in the UP operating
plan. Thus, the ttain volumes through Reno hav e not even reached die pre-merger base ttaffic levels.
Feather River Trains
The Nolle report makes reference to six Feather River Route trains that will ttavel through
Reno, The report does not prov ide the origin of these trains. However, it appears that the report
assumes lhat these six trains are rerouted from the Feather River Route to the route through Reno.
This assumption is incorrect. The UP ttaffic modeling projects die ttaffic flows on die Feather River
Route and the route through Reno, Therefore, all ttaffic for the Centtal Corridor was split, according
to the operadng plan, benveen ihe Feather River Route and the Reno Route, From this, the number
of ttains on each route vvas determined. Further reallocation of trains betw een the two routes is not
v alid because the model has already a;counted for lhe split of iraffic.
Burlington Northern/Santa Fe Trains
The Nolle report indicates that the Burlington Northem Santa Fe will operate six trains
through Reno as a result of UP SP BN 'SF Settlement Agreement. Six BN SF trains per day is
highly speculativ e; a much more likely number is four or fewer ttains per day.
During the development of the EnvironmentrJ Assessment for the proposed UP SP merger,
the BN'SF submitted a verified statement by Neil D. Owen in its ""Comments on the Primary.Applicadon" (BN SF-l). on December 21.1995 This statement addressed estimated train counts
that would result from the settlement agreement. The statement indicates that between Weso (a
junction located east of W innemucca. N \ ) and Sacramento by way of Reno. BN 'SF anticipates
operating four daily ttains dirough Reno. .Mr. Owen also stated diat additional intemiodal o-ains may
operate as iraffic wartants on the Central Corridor via Reno.
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During the SEA data ^-ollecdon effort in Reno conducted Febmary- 3 through 10, 1997. the
SEA team noticed that BN/SF was operating manifest trains through Reno. These trains were
shorter than die typical UP manifest ttains. Somettainswere as short as two or three cars. In other
instances BN/SF' locomotives were observed widi no cars.
Currently. B.N SF manifest trains are routed on the Feather River Route, which facilitates
connections widi BN/SF 1-5 Cortidor trains at Portola. CA, Further, BN/SF has informed UP dial
its intermodal trains will not be operated trirough Reno, bul will use BN/SF routes through Texas
and .Arizona because ofttackcapacity improvements.
The events described above exemplify thefluidityofttainoperadons. In recognition of this
fluidity, this FMP continues to recognize the operation of four BN/SF freight trains through Reno
even though none are currently operating. Under these circumstances, it is highly unlikely tha' a
third daily train pair (ttains five and six) will be added for the foreseeable future.
Amtrak

Amtrak train operations are not under the jurisdiction of the Board. Therefore. Amtrak trains
are not included in the average daily- through freight train counts contained in the PMP. The City
comments make reference to Amttakfreightsen ice. As an opportimity for revenue enhancement,
Amttak is seeking ways lo increase ils express service. Under this concept, express cars are coupled
lo passenger trains. Express cars could be added or dropped from die passenger trains at stadons
along its route. Amtrak carmot. by law, operate freight trains such as those operated by UP or any
otherfreightrailroad.
Local Trains

Local trains are not counted as a part of merger-related through train counts. In Reno, local
switching has little effect because most industry is located east of Reno in the Sparks area. A local
sw itcher operates about dj-ee times a week dirough downtown Reno. No local switching takes place
in the downtown Reno area between Lake Street and Keystone Avenue.
Traffic Projection Methodology

Please see Section 2 ,3 for a discussion of merger-related train projecdons. The Nolle report
did not include a description regarding the railroad traffic projecdon methodology. Therefore, SEA
has no furdier comments on the Nolle methodology.
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3.4

Port of Oakland Expansion
3.4.1 Summary of Comments

The City of Reno provided extensiv e comments on die issue of die proposed I'ort of Oakland
expansions; odier comments addressed die issue as well, diough not nearly to the depth as the City.
The City stated:
"The Port of Oakland (the "Port'). Califomia is proposing lo develop a major new
intermodalttansportationcenter on Nayfront land formeriy owned by the U.S, Navy.
Navy Supply Center, Summii Lynch Consulting Engineers formed a team in July
1994 and started w ork on the Oakland Joint Intermodal Terminal UIT) Operational
.Analysis Report which was issued in January 1995, Team members included
Frederic R, Hams. Inc, and F, E, Jordan ,Assoc,. Inc. The report was cooperativelyproduced by the Port. UP. SP. and shipping lines and their agents. This UP
supported document indicates diat prov ides "projects [sic] of intermodal volumes to
the year 2002 and beyond [2020] (Summit. 1995: 10).'
•"This intemadonaily significant project will have a major effect on the future freight
train ttaffic traveling through Reno. This facility, known as die Joint Intermodal
Facility (JIT) will combine existing UP and SP intermodal operations in a modem
200-acre state-of-die-art intermodal facility including several maritime berths which
will accommodate deep draft conuiiner ships, and a multi-facility rail yard with
capabilities to process 42 double stack ttains over 8 miles of loading ttacks wilh a 1.6
million armual container capacity, when it is completed in 2005 {Journal of
Comme'ce. .Apnl 30. 1997 -Waterfront Facelift Gives t.ie Port a New Look.' p. 1).
In fact, a memorandum of understanding was executed in .April 1994 between the
Port and both the UP and SP railroads lo facilitate constmcdon of the $80 million
joint intermodal terminal (San Francisco Chronicle. April 6. 19':-;. "OakLind Port
Project.' p. C2).
""Compledon of the Port expansion will more than triple die Port's capacity- to handle
mantime cargo. The Port is aggressiv ely pursuing die consO\iction of these facilities
to maintain its posidon as one of die major west coast port facilities, along with Los
Angeles Long Beach and Seattle, to accommodate die exponendal growth in Pacific
Rim shipping iraffic,
"To fi.rther document the significance of the Port's expansion project, the State of
Calif;imia Empioyment .Development Department. Labor Market Informadon
Division has projected that 5.00U new transportation jobs, pnniarily attributable to
the Port expansion plans, will be added lo .Alameda Countv by the year 2001 (LDD,
1994). The majority of these jobs will be in container repair and leasing. Imcking,
warehousing, freight forwarding and container crane operations.
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""The JIT project is to be consttticted in diree phases, widi phase 1, which is currently
ongoing, to include dredging of die bay from 38 feet to 42 feet deep to accommodate
deep draft container ships, .A majority of this dredging has been completed, with the
entire project scheduled to be completed in 2005 (42 feet to 50 feet). It is clear that
the project is on fast track, in order to maximize the Port's competitive edge against
other west coast facilities (Len Cardoa. personal communication. March 5. 1997),
""Chief Executive Officer Dick Davidson has stated lhat the UP-SP merger was die
"only way UP can fill gaps in our system between Texas and Califomia Los .Angeles
and Oakland—or improve the efficiency between the California ports and the
.Mississippi River gateway s' (official L'P World Wide \^'eb Site—Union Pacific 1996
.Annual Report—The .Merger of Union Pacific &. Southem Pacific).
"Reno reque.sts that the Port expansion project be given a fully evaluated *ha»-d look'
by SE.A. and factored into the model that calculated system-wide rail traffic
disuibution. to establish a realistic future rail iraffic project for daily through ttains
in Reno."
3.4.2

Response to Comments

Government officials and citizens commented that the FMP should address the additional
Q-ainttafficdirough Reno diat w ould be caused by the planned consttoiction of the Joint Intemiodal
Terminal (JIT) at the Port of Oakland The JIT terminal would be a major expansion project for the
Port and w ould provide addidonal capacity for diettansferof containers betw een intermodal trains,
trucks and ships.
The JIT project is not a part of the UP 'SP merger and no major expansion of the Port of
Oakland rail intermodal facilities is scheduled before die \'ea- 2000. die end of die Reno .Mitigation
Smdv projection penod, .Moreover, the proposed changes to this intermodal facility are still in the
planning stages and the effects on train traffic levels in Reno are not reasonably foreseeable.
The JIT IS planned for construction in two separate development programs. Phase 1 and
Phase 2, Phase 1 is further subdivided into the "initial constncdon phase' (inidal Phase la) and
Phase I build-out. The initial Phase la consmiction is an intermodal facility dial is planned for use
by the Burlington NorthemSanta Fe (BN SF). This will enable die direct routing of BN/SF
intermodal trains into the Port of Oakland rather dian operating from Richmond as is the cunent
practice. The initial Phase la facility is modest, consisting of no more than fourttacks.each
averaging about 3.000 feet. In effect, this facility will replace Richmond for die Oakland bound
BN SF intermodal ttaffic. Dunng die same time, die existing LT intermodal yard will be closed and
all L P SP intermodal operations will be consolidated at the present Oakland SP intermodal yard.
The initial Phase la intermodal facility is scheduled to be operational in February 1999, These
BN SF and UP SP interim operational artangemenls will serv e the Port until the completion of the
Phase 1 build-out program, scheduled for completion no earlier than the Year 2002.
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.Aldiough no definitive ttaffic studies hav e been completed, it can be argued that intemiodal
train traffic through Reno could actually decrease during the initial Phase la period. For the first
time, the BN 'SF will have direct access to the Port of Oakland and will be able to compete wilh
LT SP on an equal basis. And. because die initiai Phase la penod has no net expansion of facilities,
the L P SP and BN'SF will compete for the same traffic base. It can be expected that BN'SF will
attract intermodal ttaffic from die UP/SP because of its enhanced competitive position at Oakland.
Further. BN'SF has mentioned its intention to route intermodal trains over its own ttacks through
.Arizona and Texas rather than use UP SP settlement agreement trackage rights over the Central
Corridor dirough Reno, For these reasons, it is unlikely- that intermodal iraffic serv ing the Port of
Oakland that is routed through Reno will increase during die initial Phase la period. It is more likely
that this intermodal traffic would actuallv decrease during the initial Phase la period.
There is no firm consttticdon schedule for the Phase 2 dev elopment program. Phase 2 is the
full build-out of the JIT to its maximum capacity. Construction of Phase 2 is dependent on ttaiTic
and economic growth. In addition. Oakland is currently dredging its ship channel to 42 feet:
however, to be fully conipetitiv e vvith the other major west coast intemiodal ports. Oakland must
dredge its ship channel to 50 feet. This is because a 50-foot channel is required to handle the newgeneration of large container ships. The 50-foot dredging project is scheduled for completion in
2005. although permits have not yet been acquired.
As seen in the overall JIT construction schedule, the first element of the first development
program, iruiial Phase l a is scheduled for operations in February 1999, This is within SEA's fiveyear analysis period which ends at the year 2000, The initial Phase 1 a constmcdon. however, is not
an expansion of facilides. but a replacement of capacity lost with the closure of the UP intermodal
facility. The Phase 1 build-out is presently scheduled for 2002. and it is very unlikely that this
expansion could be accelerated and take place in die 11 mondis benveen February- 1999 and January
2000. In addition, the consuiiction of Phase 2. the full JIT build-out. is unscheduled and is
dependent on economic conditions beyond the year 2002. Thus the JIT program is not part of the
UP SP merger application ar.d die JIT impacts will occur bey ond SEA's sttidy period. Accordingly,
no further consideration is appropriate.
3.5

Train Length
3.5.1 Summary of Comments

Sev eral parties submitted comments addressing the length of trains running through Reno
in the future. While most of those expressed general concem lhat longer trains could cancel the
mitigating effect of increased train speeds tlirough Reno, a few commenters specifically addressed
techjiical issues related to ttain lengths, such as the use of ""Distributed Power." which allow s longer
trains by placing locomotives at different locadons along the ttain, rather than only at the front of
the train.
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Future Trains Lengths
.A few parties made specific comments about die length of trains traveling through Reno in
the future. Many of those were mentioned in the context of the average number of trains per day
trav eling through Reno as it relates to total crossing gate down time: longer ttains mean more down
lime, more vehicle iraffic delay and emergency vehicle blockage.
Nevada Govemor Bob Miller staled: "Furthermore, there was no account taken for the
expected lengthening of trains."
Thomas and Priscilla Bauer commented: ""The anticipated increase in rail Iraffic will cause
unpleasant situations in Reno that [we] find absolutely unacceptable. (1) Longer ttains. We
understand that some of these trains will be up lo 6500 feet long! This would block all 10 major
crossings at the same dme: (2) More trains. This would increase air pollution tremendously, both
from the trains themselves and the enormous increase of idling automobiles waidng at blocked
intersections. Noise pollution would also increase and create additional disturbance lo both our
residents and tourists,"
Distributed Power and Train Lengths
Guy Zewadski. a railroad engineer and public commenier al the October 8. 1997 Task Force
Meeting, staled lhat >\idi distributed power the railroad can run trains two or three times as long as
the 5.000-foot average, and that in actuality there is no physical limitation on the train length.
According to Carl Bradley. Superintendent of the Roseville Serv ice Unit for Union Pacific
Railroad: ""One of Union Pacific 's engineers said that Union Pacific is training its engineers to use
Distributed Power, with locomotives spaced throughout the ttain. to run trains two to three limes
longer than we run today, We do use Distributed Power to runs trains up to 135 cars long out on die
plains, but that will not happen dirough Reno because of the grades over Donner Pass. Union Pacific
has been using Distributed Power on most trains through Keno for months. The ttain lengths have
not changed and will not change, because we don'i want the uains lo be too heavy for the mountain
grades, .Also, many of our sidings and y ard ttacks in this corridor do not have the capacity to handle
longer trains The oidy thing we are doing differently is that we are using nevver locomotives—the
most modem power on the Union Pacific system—which are equipped for Distributed Power
operatton. These locomotiv es hav e the lowest emissions of any engines on our system."
Jerry Lang, the Acting Director of Transportation undtr Carl Bradley, clarified how the
Union Pacific Railroad is using disLributed power. A distributed power unit, or DPU, is an engine
added to 'he rear end of a train for added power on steep grades. Currently, DPUs help replace
helper units located in Colfax and Tmckee. thus distributing manpower and engine resources
throughout the system.
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3.5.2

Response to Comments
Future Train Lengths

Based on all the information av ailable to SEA. the average length of future trains within the
study merger timeframeis not expected to be longer than projected by UP. UP's train projections,
as verified by J>£.A. show an anticipated train length average of 4.300 feet. To be conservative.
SE.A's vehicular ttaffic delay analysis used an average of 4.600 teet per ttain. which was the average
length of the 140 trains that passed through Reno during SEA's train survey week of February 3,
1997. (See Secdon 5,3 of the PMP), Figure 3,5-1 illustrates the dislributton of lengths for the
observed 140 freight trains.
As noted during the survey, some trains were 6,500 feet long or longer. However, this fact
does not mean that the av erage length will be 6.500 feet per ttain. Only two of 140 trains were that
long during the week of February 3. 1997. and that included ev ery train on the UP system crossing
the Sierta Nev ada. because the Feather River rail line was closed. During lhat week, one train was
6.615 feet long and one w as 6.698 feet long—! .4 percent of the total. This low percentage cannot
be used as a basis to suggest lhat the average length will be 6.500 feel long.
Distributed Power
As noted in the comme.ns by the UT in Section 3.5.1 above, distributed power is ciurently
used on freight trains through Reno and is not anticipated to have an effect on the length of the
trains, given the difficulty of ttaveising the grades over Dormer Pass.
3.6

Cap on Number or Length of Trains
3.C..

Summary of Comments

Numerous parties submitted comments on the issue of imposing a cap on the number or
length of ttains running through Reno. Many citizen corrunenters said the present level of iraffic is
already intolerable, and any increase will have significant safety or ""quality of life" (traffic dek.y.
noise, etc. > impacts. Some comments from agencies and citizens were more specific, such as from
the City of Reno, which noted sev eral limes that decreasing the number or length of ttains going
through Reno would provide the same benefits as speeding up the trains through Reno. The City
stated:
""Of the options SE.A reviewed, increased speed is the only "ttain operational change'
listed. There is nothing mentioned about shortening train lengths by 50 percent or
reducing the number of ttains by 50 percent even though Appendix E of the P.MP
incorrecth states this is discussed in P.MP Section 'in 7-1.'
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Figure 3.5-1. Train Length in Data Base
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".As is clearly demonsttated by the above passages. SEA understands the relattonship
between ttain frequency, speed, and length, and increased ttaffic delay time in Reno.
The only question left to ask is: If the STB can order UP to operate at a particular
speed, why won t they order UP to operate less or shorter trains also? It is easily
understood by die City diat manipulating any one of die above variables (50 percent
less trains [frequency]. 50 percent faster trains [speed], or 50 percent shorter trains)
can accomplish essentially die same outcome. 50 percent less delay time. SEA must
lake a "hard look' at these operational change as well as speed.
'"As with Comment *67.l above. SE.A notes "those that reduce the amount of time
the trains block the crossings' and just two paragraphs later the discussion only
addresses speed. The City can offer a suggestion: "those' which were forgotten in
SEA analysis are frequency (50 percent less trains) and length (50 percent shorter
ttains) which can accomplish basically die same outcome. 50 percent less delay dme.
"The PMP text notes that there are two types of mitigation measures which would
decrease or eliminate railroad related vehicular and pedestrian delay; I) elimination
of at-grade crossings and 2) reducing the time that at-grade crossings are blocked.
L'sing this rationale SFA must equally investigate all railroad operational factors that
result in delay time, including train speed, train length and the number of trains
SE.A chose to evaluate only the potentiallv mitigating affects [sic] of increasing tfie
speed of trains through the downtown core to reduce tolal v ehicular and pedestrian
delay time. Manipulation of either of the two other identified operational factors
(ttain length and or the number ofttains)would result in identical reducdons in delay
time, while at the same time reducing impacts to public safety, noise, and air
quality."
Speaking at a meeting of the Reno .Mitigadon Sttidy Task Force. Task Force member Sreve
Bradhurst staled: ""[W]hat I'm hearing is what's important is to keep the system moving, even
through it may bnng the community to its knees .. . [Y]ou said y ou're not interested in a cap. and
I'm sav ing that if you were to take a look at what this community could sustain, what it could
accommodate by way of rail ttaffic. you may find that there is a limit, It may be lhat 70, 80, 90
trains a day- brings eveiything to a grinding halt and has a significant adverse impact lo the
community. But what I'm hearing from you is. well, we don't want to put a cap on a community
be(.;iuse if we do that, we'll be looking at other communities, and our primary- objective here is to
make sure the system operates and is healthy."
3.6.2 Response to Comments
Traditionally, the Board does not dictate die number or lengu. of ttains. As part of Decision
No. 44. however, die Board placed limits during the 18-month mitigation study period on the
increase in the number offreighttrains allowed dirough Reno to ensure that tbe environmental status
quo would be preserv ed in Reno pending the determination of the further addiuonal mitigation
measures required. The limit imposed by die Board during die study restricts die daily average count
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to 14,7freightttainsper day. This daily average limit represents the 1995 baseline average of 12.7
trains per day plus an average of two additional freight ttains. It does not include .Vmttak operations,
local sw itching :rains. ""helper" locomotiv e units, or the operation of emergency ttains.
The Board permitted UP to add only an average of tw o additional freight trains a day to the
affected rail line segment, because this increase is below the threshold level for environmental
analv sis in die Board's env ironmenud regulations. For air quality nonattainment areas such as Reno,
the Board"s environmental rtiles permit railroads to operate up to three additional trains per day.
The rail traffic through Reno is a v ital link in the overall rail system in the United States.
Placing a pennanent cap on the number or length of trains going dirough Reno would have ripple
effects throughout the entire system, and could lead to gridlock of rail iraffic. Railroads are an
integral part of die economic system in dds countty, and are a large factor in achieving die standard
of liv ing that Americans enjoy, as are highwav-. airway, and waterway caniers. Decreasing the
ttaffic in one recion on one canier will merely shift ttaffic lo another region or camer. or act to place
a resttiction on the economv. It is well settled diat Congress made clear diat railroads must have die
flexibility lo operate dieir systems as business demands, providing all safety regulations are sadsfied.
SEA is sadsfied that UP's five-year train projections represent the reasonably foreseeable
futtire under die merger. (See Section 2.3.) SEA. dierefore. concludes that a pemianent iraffic cap
on the number of trains is not wartanted. However, SEA recommends Condition No, 25 which
states lhat " i f there is a material change in the facts or circumstances upon which the Board relied
in dev eloping localized mitigation measures for Reno, the Board, upon petition by any party who
demonstrates such matenal changes, may rev iew die final midgation measures, if w-artanted."
3.7

Observed Speeds Higher than 20 mph
3.7.1 Summary of Comments

Some parties submitted comments about observ ations showing dialttainsdirough Reno were
already u-av eling fa.ster dian 20 miles per hour, die curtem limit. Sev eral asserted dial die speed data
and or mediodologv SEA used m its analysis were inaccurate, and dierefore die calculation of benefit
prov ided bv increasing ttains speeds through Reno was also inaccurate. The Citv- of Reno was
especiallv concenied that its observations showed that many more ttains were traveling over die
present 20 mph limit dian SEA estimated from its obsei-valions. The City also asserted lhat gale
equipment was updated since SEA made its observations.
Accuracy of Speed Data
Bob Miller. Govemor of die Stale of Nevada, stated: " A sttidy conducted by die Section on
Environmental .Analvsis (SEA) earlier d-iis year revealed as many as 30 percent of die ttains already
travel faster than 20 miles per hour, diis study shows either a gross ertor in the data on which die
benefits are based, or it shows dial 30 miles per hour is not as far from the status quo as presumed.
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In the October 8. 1997 Task Force Meeting, the City of Reno's envirorjnental consultant.
Mark Demuth. stressed that the database given to him for analysis is either incortect or UP is
exceeding posted speed limits 38 percent of die time. He went on to say that die entire report hinges
on either a correct or inconect set of assumptions. Mr. Demuth believes that increasing the speed
by 10 mph is questionable when the speed is already above the 20 mph speed limit, Furdiennore.
Mr, Demuth highlighted concems over the variation in train speeds in tiie database and the 27
percent of data consisting of trains over 20 mph.
Adequacy of Study Methods
Of the few comments submitted on this issue, the following three quotations are
represenlativ e. The City of Reno stated:
"As noted in the PMP (1997:7-5): " Variattons in the gate time data resulted in a fewtrains wilh calculated speeds higher than the UP established limit of 20 mph. and
these are considered to be anomalies in the survey data.' The City noted that 38
percent of all calculated speeds are higher than the UP established limit of 20 mph
(see Figure 1), This was confirmed by Gui Shearin of DCCo [De Leuw. Gather &
Company ] at the October 8. 1997. Task Force meeting when he stated dial his own
database indicated 27 percent of ihe speeds were above 21 mph.
•"The City- is critically concemed that although SE.A has stated that"... NEPA , . .
served as SE.A's guide in conducting the Reno Midgation Study , , ,' (STB,
1997d:ES - 2). it would appear dial this most basic of scienttfic data required for the
reliable and v alid determination of impacts and subsequent miiigation is seriously
flaw ed, lacking " , , . the professional integrity including sciendfic integrity, of the
discussions and analyses . . . ' required under CEQ reguladons (40 CFR 1502,24)
How can the City and the citizens of Renottoistan agency 's "hard look' w hen die data
presented is questionable at best."
.Also, at the October 8, 1997 Task Force .Meeting. Mark Demuth slated: ""1 guess we are
asking the question, and we're certainly very eager to have y ou answer it right now. is what part of
diese assumptions are wiong. [and] what parts are cortect? Everything in the entire report hinges
on diis one diing, Onlv if the speed is die w ay it is during that penod of time does everything else
calculate out. So if this is not the speed and our assumption's incorrect and what was done in diis
report is based on those incorrect assumptions, then the benefits that are calculated later on would
have the same type of ertor."
James Rogers of Hartah's stated: ""In our reading of die PMP. at best die only factor which
is mitigated is ttaffic delay, The City "s response raises serious questio.is as to die scienttfic integrity
of ev en die ttaffic delays. Since dus appears to be die key stone upon which all die odier mitigation
is premised, if diis is flawed, it would appear to Hartah's that the rest of the report must be flawed
and diat a cntical look must be taken by die STB during die time between the closing of the

Final .MUigatwn Plan

3-19

Reno Mitigation Study

comment period and issuing of the Final Mitigation Plan ("FMP'), Addidonally. it not only does
not mitigate any safety issues, it creates safety issues,"
Use of 10 mph Increase

The City of Reno also stated: ""The above two passages appear to indicate that the inflated
calculated speeds were then increased by 10 mph for each event. There is no explanation if train
ev ents already exceeding 20 mph were capped at 30 mph or, for the purposes of SE.A's analysis,
allo-wed lo increase above 30 mph. Again, diis data can not [sic] be used for any subsequent speed
increase analyses vvhen the inflated calculated speed error is now compounded by the inflated 10
mph speed increase. The City has requested die FR.A expressly respond to diis phenomenon, SE.A
must also prov ide a detailed explanation in the F.MP,"
Radar Gun Speeds

The City of Reno slated: ""It should be noted diai only four train event speeds were
determined by radar gun cortesponding to data SE.A collected in Febnaary-. Events #4 & #31 on
X'irginia Street: al 17 mph & 20 mph respectively on radar gun: and Events «37 & =38 on Vine
Stteet: at 18 mph &: 22 mph respectiv ely on radar gun. .As indicated in Table 4 below, diere appears
to be no correlation between the speeds recorded by radar gun and die calculated speeds by SE.A (see
Speed Calculation Comment =22.1 on page 2-22 of diis comment document, reladve to Data
Collection Comment =2 1.1 on page 2-20 of diis comment document)."
EXCERPTED FROM PRELIMIS.ARY MITIGATIOS PLAS
Table 4
T r a i n Speed .Measurements
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Train Speed Distribution

Also in die October Task Force Meeting. Mark Demuth of the City of Reno and Gui Sheariri,
SE.A's consultant, discussed the disuibution of train speeds during lhe February- 1997 train survey.
Mr. Dernudi asked why he had calculated more trains over the 20 mph direshold dian did Mr.
Sheann. Mr. Shearin stated diat his train speed data showed 27 percent of diettainsttaveling
21 .mph or over. .Mr. Demudi said diat his data showed 37 percent of die ttains going 20 mph or
over.
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status of Gate Equipment du, ing Survey Week
Mr. Demuth suggested that, because the crossing gate trigger mechanisms were based on
distance and not speed at die time of die field study, die data are ertoneous. The Arlington crossing
was noted lo have longer gate down limes dian the remaining downtown crossings, and Mr. Demuth
suggested that all the crossing gate trigger mechanisms in downtown Reno were replaced to the
speed ev aluator ty pe after the February study penod.
Understanding of Model Calibration Procedures
Also, at die October Task Force Meeting. Mr. Demuth stated: "•[Y]our data was so wrong
that you did not use y our data and you went lo and timed every- single event from the videotape?"
Mr. Demudi concluded: ""[C]learly your mediodologies are not clear from diis document and there
are things that hav e happened in the methodology lhat are not stated cortectly in the document,
because every thing is dependent on speed. Don't y ou feel ihere's some obligation dial the speed
section be as clear and simple of a process as possible?"
PMP Description of Higher Speed Trains
Mr. Demuth also inquired about the variatton intt-ainspeeds in die database and how SEA's
consultant De Leuw . Cadier & Company came up widi 27 percent of the data over 20 mph and not
38 percent.
3.7.2 Response to Comments
Accuracy of Speed Data
The City has commented on calculated ttain speeds above 20 mph for die February-1997 ttain
surv ey-. Two factors account for SE.A's calculation of speeds over 20 mph: (1)ttainsactually going
faster dian 20 mph. and (2) refinements lo nine data entries that were made by SE.A.
Based on SE.A's review of die data, about 25 percent of die 140 observ ed freight ttains were
likely going 21 mph or faster through downtown. Two of the 140 ttains (1 percent) appeared to
exceed 25 mph (i.e,. about 27 mph). There are some probable explanations forttainsttavelingfaster
than 20 mph. Trains can and do increase speeds once the front end of die train passes duough
downtown. Therefore, long ttains dial are accelerating could be measured at a speed faster dian 20
mph at some crossings. Also, v ariability around the LT established speed limit is expected, even
if the trains were not increasing speed.
SE.A did refine nine gale down times, or 1,3 percent of die 700 February 1997 freight train
observ ations contained in die data set that was p-'ov-ided to die City of Reno in March 1997. Five
of these mne refinements were made on die basis of comparing gate closed dmes at the five surveyed
stteets for die same ttain and adjusting an intenor street entty that appeared to be inconsistent with
the other gate down times.
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The other four refinements were made after SEA computed train speeds for the 700
observ ations, .As part of its rev iew . SE.A carefullv examined trains computed tc be ttaveling over
30 mph. U'pon inspection. SE.A noted that, in each ca.se. the speed for a giv en train at one crossing
was highly inconsistent with the computed speeds for the other crossiiigs. The fo-or refined gate
times were for relatively shon trains of between 420 and 2480 feet in length. Because shorter trains
hav e smaller gate closed times, a minor error in a recorded gate closed time has a disproportionate
effect on the calculated train speed. Refining each of these four data points lo be consistent with
other street observ alions for the same train produced a more plausible description of the cortecl
speed for that train.
TTius. if die City were to use the original database, excluding these nine oKsen ations. along
with the gate time constants from the PMP (Table 6.2,1-1 on p, 6-3) to calculate speeds for nonov eriap freight trains, the City's calculations should b; the same as diose calculated by SEA, The
mne adjustments were fally appropriate to eliminate ni-e clearly implausible entries in die database.
Moreover, the adjusted v alues constituted only a small fraction (1.3 f>ercent) of the database and had
oidv negligible effects on SE.A's delay calculation, while creating a more likely descripdon of these
nine gate time observ aiions.
SE.A has concluded diat its calculations are reasonable estimates of the speeds of UP trains
dunng the week of February 3. 1997 and lhat L P was operating some ttains at speeds somewhat
higher than 20 mph.
Regarding the effectiv eness of increasing ttain speeds, SE.A notes that a much higher portion
of vehicular ttaffic delay i', caused by slow-movingttainsthan bv faster ttains. Thus, increasing the
speeds of the slower ttains is subsiandally more effective at reducing vehicular ttaffic delay than is
increasing the speeds of the faster ttains.
More important, SE.\ has found that an average speed of 24.3 mph for all ttains would
reduce post-merger delay to the pre-merger level, .An average speed of 27.5 mph by ttains would
y ield die v ehicular delay savings documented in the PMP,
Finally. SEA recommends Condition No. 3 to assure compliance wilh the increased train
speed mitigadon, (See Secdon 2.5)
Adequacy of Study Methods
SE.A believes that its approach to estimating speed and delay is scientifically accurate and
sufficient. For example, to ensure accuracy of the data dunng the calibradon of the delay model.
V ideo tapes were systematically rev iewed resulting in a delay model that was calibrated to within
2 percent of die observ ed delay for die major ttain ev ents on most downtown streets (Center Street
w as calibrated to within 5 percent,) SE.A deems dus lev el of accuracy as high, especially for a ttaffic
model.
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The City suggests dial v ariations in the average gate activation limes yield calculations of
ttain speeds lhat are not accurate and lhat should dierefore not form the basis for estimating changes
in delay vvith increased train speeds. The suggestion is also made by the City of Reno lhat use of
calculated speeds invalidates SEA's analysis and conclusions. In response. SEA notes:
1.

Since the PMP. SE.A has calculated pre-merger and post-merger ttaffic delay independently
of the estimated train speeds. SE.A instead used the observed gate down times from the
database for the unmitigated case and used a constant, uniform speed for the post-merger
mitigated case. This separate, independent analysis cortoboraied die delay reducdon benefits
(previously estimated in die PMP for a 10-mph speed increase) with a uiuform speed of 27 5
mph for all post-merger trains. Section 3.20 discusses this subject furdier.

2.

The City assumes that the gate activ ation times during die February- 3 survey week varied
with train speed. This was not the case. As explained below under ""Gate Time Upgraded
After Surv-ey Week." the gate equioraeni was upgraded on January- 16, 1997, to give a
constant gate time regardless of tra-ln speed,

3.

The delay model included all ^00 train observations, taking advantage of repeated
observ ations ofttainsto av erage out anv estimation ertors to a lev el that is insignificant for
the analysis and its conclusions,

4.

The prior subsection discusses the calculation cftt-ainspeeds over 20 mph and notes the
reasons for these observations and calculations.
Use of 10 mph Increase

Because of the minimal delay reduction benefits from increasing speeds oftt-ainstraveling
at 20 mph or higher. SE.A did not initially cap the speed at 30 mph. In response to the City
conmients on die PMP. SEA computed an additional case wilh a 10 mph increases for all ttain ar.d
a cap of 30 mph. The result was generally equiv alent to the speed mitigation documented in the
PMP. widi post-merger delay ttaffic estimated to be 30 hours less per day dian pre-merger condidons
(as compared lo 35 hours in the P.MP),
SE.A notes that the benefits identified in the PMP would be realized with an average tt-ain
speed of 27.5 mph, SE.A also computed a case widi all 24 post-m.erger trains running at 30 mph
through downtown Reno, The resulting ttaffic delay was 55 hours less per day than pre-merger
conditions doci' '"nted in the PMP.
Rcidar Gun Speeds
Because Washington Stteet was not one of the five stteets surveyed during Febrtiary- 1997,
\'irginia Stteet was the only stteet for which there were bodi directly observ ed ttain data and a radar
gun reading. For the Virginia Street observation (train al8). the radai- gun speed was 17 mph and
die speed calculated from die database observadon was 17.1 mph. Comparing the Washington Stteet
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radar gun readings widi die average speeds calculated over five streets from the database for ttains
»37 and #38. die observed (calculated) speeds were 18(17,9) mph and 22 (20.7) mph. respectively.
The sample is v cry small, but the agreement is good.
Train Speed Distribution
.At the October Task Force Meeting. Mark Demuth of fne City- of Reno and Gui Shearin.
SEA's consultant, discussed die disuibution of tra! speeds during die February- 1997 ttain survey.
Mr. Demudi asked why he had calculated more trains over the 20 mph threshold than did Mr.
Shearin. Mr. Shearin stated that his ttain speed data showed 27 percent of the trains ttaveling
21 mph or ov er. Mr, Demuth said that his data showed 37 percent of the trams going 20 mph or
over.
The difference appears simply to be two different ways of summarizi.-ig the data. As noted
in the ttanscript of the October Task Force Meeting, the PMP database of calculated ttains speeds
contained 27 percent of the ttains trav eling 21 mph or over. This statistic is not inconsistent wilh
the City's statement that 37 percent of the trains were calculated to be traveling 20 mph or over,
giv en dial approximately 10 percent of die ttains were calculated to bett-avelingbetween 20.0 and
21,0 mph.
Ststus of Gate Equipment During Survey Week
.According to telepi-.one conversations with Richard Stevens of the UP on March 20 and 24,
1997. LT changed the gate equipment to the speed evaluator type for all of the downtown Reno
crossings on January 16. 1997. Th'.is. all crossings were sei prior to die February o-ain surv ey to give
a constant w arning time independent of ttain speed There were subsequent problems widi the gate
equipment at .Arlington Street that caused it to giv e gate times higher dian normal for this ty pe of
equipment. The UPttaceddie problem to a faulty setup and cortected die problem after die February
ttain survey.
Model Calibration Procedures
SE.A offers die following clanficaiion regarding calibration and modeling procedures. The
primary conclusion of SE.A's delay analysis is diat the ttaffic delay that would be caused by the
addition of 11 3 daily freight trains through Reno can be mitigated to a delay level better than diax
caused bv 12.7 pre-merger freight ttains ifttainsare operated at an average speed of 27.5 mph. SEA
has v enfied diis conclusion independently of any calculation of die initial speed of the ttains and has
matched die results documented in die PMP. As in die PMP, die inidal delay for 12,7 ttains was
calculated from the eale closed times in the database.
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PMP Description of Higher Speed Trains
The City has observed that any speed over 20 mph is ""high," As discussed in the first
subsection of Secdon 3.7,2. there were ttains during the week of Februaiy 3, 1997. that were going
faster dian 20 mph. SE.A concluded dial about 25 percent of the freight trains were likely going 21
mph or faster, but lhat only 1 percent were traveling over 25 mph. The remaining scatter in the
computed speeds was the ""few"' high train speeds referted to in the PMP.
3.8

Can UP Maintain Train Speeds of 30 mph?
3.8.1 Summary of Comment.!

Several commenters. including the City of Reno and others, raised the question of whether
UP can maintain train speeds of 30 mpn. The City of Reno staled:
•"The PMP has introduced "increased train speeds' as the principal mitigation
measure. Speed has always been treated as an operation?.! characteristic of the
v ehicles as w ell as ttains and it is not an appropriate measure of mitigation. Speed
by nature is not a constant parameter. It could change due to sev eral factors which
are not conttoliable. Factors such as acceleration, deceleration, horsepower, grade,
ttailing tonnage, stopping distance, weather, and emergency situations such as rightof-way trespass'* could affect the sf>eed (Hunter. 1997) (see z memorandum from
Gary \'. Hunter to Stev e Varela in .Appendix F of this comment document). It is.
theretore. a stochastic factor. The City's field observ adons. as well as the PMP itself
indicates great veination in speed (from 5 mph to over 30 mph) during the video
taping and SE.A field survey.
"Assuming a 30 mph speed as a "required" mitigation measure is therefore not a
realistic solution. There is no guarantee that speed will be ". . .consistentlymaintained . , , [for] all ttains through downtown Reno at 30 mph' (STB. 1997d:8 6), The City believes that a probalistic model needs to be developed to identify- the
speed distribution over time (under various environmental conditions) and establish
the randomness of this parameter.
""Increasing speed, if it happens, may improv e the total delav . but the occurtence of
that is not by any m.eans under control, Increasea ttain speed may also have other
ttaffic-related impacts at at-grade crossings that are near signalized interseclio:i ai\d
signal preemption are [sic] in effect. The PMP needs to consider a comprehensive
ani detailed analys's of preemption condidons at those locations and incfade the
impact of increased speed on preempuoii sttategies, Widi increased speed, more time
may need to be given to motorists to clear the track environment prior to train
arrival,"
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The City's footnote for the preceding passage stated: "'"The right-of-way though fenced is
not -ecured and does allow for trespasses in a poorly illuminated environment where trains pass
through a building that forms a tunnel limiting v isibility wilh a mixture of neon lights or no light at
all contribudng to very poor visibility, "
At the final Reno Mitigation Task Force meeting. Gui Shearin of De Leuw Gather &
Company, the independent third-party- conttactor. suggested diat die limited speed of trains through
Reno ""is not a maner of power. It's a matter ofttackgeometry and signaling that causes them to be
going slowly in the first place, and operating procedures, too." Craig Wesner of the Nevada Public
Utilities Commission (KPUC). formeriy the Nev ada Public Sen-ice Commission C-.'PSC). responded
to this statement stating:
"It might help as an independent indiv idual odier than the railroad to v erif>- that your
[Gui Sheann's] statement is correct, that it's not power, it's the track geometry- and
ttack structure. We at the PSC. PUC now. have looked into that fact and have been
talking to railroad engineers that operate the trains through Reno, and our analysis
of lhat is that most trains that operate through Reno now- can operate at 30 miles per
hour with current power configurations. lt"s the signaling sy stem and the consttaints
in die yard that cause them to not operate that speed . . . Eve heard this discussed
numerous dmes here at this table, and diere seems to be some concem. or at least my
impression is diat there's some unwillingness to accept what information is being
prov ided out. I'm just try ing to say. look. I'm an independent party here that looked
into this issue and found and verified the information that is being passed out, so I'm
just trying lo help. I'm not try ing to create any more conttoversy."
In written comments. Task Force member John Frankovich. representing Nevadans for Fast
and Responsible .Action, stated:
""In addition, the speed ofttainscannot be adequately conttoUed. .Many factors will
affect the speed of trams through the Reno area, including pedestrian and vehicle
congesdon. weather, ttain weight,ttainlength and the subjective percepdon of the
ttain engineer. Thus, it does not appear that an increase m lhe speed limit will result
in permanent or effecdve midgation.
"While the Railroad has indicated that it believ es it can increase the speed of trains,
it has prov ided no substantiation The PMP does not provide for any consequences
for the failure to maintain die increase speed, .At the very least, the PMP should be
modified to provide for additional mitigation in the event lhat an increase in the
speed either cannot be obtained or is not an effective midgadon,""
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3.8.2

Response to Comments

SEA has a v erified statement from UP lhat prov ides documentation that train speeds can be
maintained at an average of 30 mph on a consistent basis for the rail segment. Section 2,4.1
summarizes SEA's proposed increased ttain speed mitigation measure and documents the feasibility
and benefits of the increased train speed mitigation, SEA has also proposed midgation lo assure
compliance with the increased train speed requirement, (See Section 2,4.2)
3.9

How Will Speed be Enforced?
3.9.1 Summary of Comments

Several parties, mostly representing the city or some other governmental agency, expressed
concem about whether and how- the 30 mph minimum speed limit would be enforced. Nevada
Gov emor Bob .Miller stated: ""Not only are the benefits of increasing speed unknown, there is no
guarantee lhat die Union Pacific will indeedttavel at faster speeds." Reno Mayor Jeff Griffin asked:
•'Is it [the City s] obligation to make sure diey are going 30 miles an hour, or is it a hoped for upper
limit, or what?"
John Frankovich. who represented the Nevadans for Fast and Responsible Action on the
Reno Mitigation Study Task Force, stated: ""An increased speed ofttainsis simply not enforceable.
Many factors will affect the ability of a train to obtain die speed necessary- to achieve die limited
mitigation benefits set forth in the PMP, It will be v irtually impossible for any independent entitv
to effectively monitor the speed of trains through Reno, In addition, there is no penally or other
enforcement mechanisms set forth in the PMP in the event lhat the proposed train speeds cannot be
attained."
.Mr, Frankovich added: '"The PMP does not provide for any consequences for the failure to
maintain the increased speed, .At the very- least, the PMP should be modified to provide for
additional mitigation in the ev ent that an increase in speed either cannot be obtained or is not an
effective mitigadon."
3.9.2

Response to Comments

To assure compliance with the increased train speed requirement. SEA has proposed the
following measure pertairung to enforcement: UP shall provide a report to the Board on a monthly
basis containing: (1) the speed of each ttain subject to Condition No. 2 (see Table 2.5-1), and (2) the
monthly average speed of all trains subject to Condition No, 2, Copies of the report shall also be
prov ided lo the City of Reno and Washoe County, If an interested party demonstrates to the Board
that L P IS not in substantial compliance vvith Condition No, 2. the Board may reexamine
Condition No, 2 and reconsider the issue of requiring vehicular grade separation(s), if wartanted.

Final .Muigatwn Plan

3-2-

Reno .Mitigation Study

3.10

Safety of Increased Train Speeds
3.10.1

Summary of Comments

Several commenters, including Senators Richard Bry an and Harry- Reid. Chairman .Arlan
Melendez of the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony. the City of Reno and some private citizens, questioned
the safety of increased train speed. The City of Reno stated:
"SEA knowingly acknowledges that severe, increasingly fatal accidents are more
likely lo occur widi increased speed and still has recommended a mitigadon me?oure
that increases the speed ofttainsthrough the dowTitov-n area of die Cit-v- from 20 mph
to 30 mph. The City is outtaged by the fact diat SEA has recommended a mitigation
measure that will have implications to the health, safety, and welfare of Reno"s
cidzens and tourists.
'"It has ceruinly been the Reno City Council's, the City Manager's, the staff s. and
the citizen's (who spoke out at the October 9, 1997 STB public meetings) position
that increasing the speed ofttainswould exacerbate an existing problem (i,e., create
additional impacts) and then by definition would not midgate impacts of the merger.
.As with all potential mitigation that would increase one impact to potentially offset
another the City would not consider the proposal mitigation,"
Chairman Melendez stated " The report largely ignores public healdi and safely issues.
These impacts may be more severe wilh the increased train speeds recommended in the report,"
-Addressing the proposal to increase train spe d through Reno. Reno City Councilor Dave
.Aiazzi wrote:
•"Two things come to mind:
"1.

This is not required in die [PMP]. just su .gested. That being the case, no
midgation is involved.

"2.

I f the concept of increasing speed to increase safety is going to be the
national norm, p^erhaps we should increase the speed limit in school zones to
45 mph, .According to [the PMP]. diere wiil be fewer accidents (by the way,
there will be more fatalities, but that's apparently okay)."

Speaking at an October 7. 1997 Reno City- Council meedng. Reno Mayor Jeff Griffin slated:
""I'm more concemed about de-ailment, Lm more concemed about one of those propane tanks or
sulfdnc acid lank cars, .And my concem is diat if we've got a hot box [and] diis thing is moving at
twice the speed that it potentialiV was before, the reaction time is obviously cut in half the ability
to actually slow this monster dc wn, 1 would imagine it is a little bit geomettic in the sense diat
slowing down [somedung] dial's that massive and [has] that momentum at 30 [mph] is considerably
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longer than it is at 15 [mph] , . . I would think if a train derailed, you're going to be in a lot worse
shape at 30 [mph] that you would be at 10 or 20 [mph]."
Jim Gallegos of the Nevada Department of Transportation stated:
"The train speed is regulated by the class of track as determined by the Railroad,
Since the State doei; not regulate ttain speeds, our comments have been restricted to
operatton of existing waming devices and other human factors,
"The approach speeds of the trains provide the necessary- warning time for higher
speeds, .According to the UPRR, the proposed circuitry has already been installed
for all crossings impacted by the higher speeds. The automatic warning dev ices
compensate for changes in speed. Traffic signal preempt timing is automatically
adjusted for those iraffic signals close to the tracks.
"Reaction time for vehicle and pedestriantt,.*spassers(those who choose to violate
the warning devices) will be reduced. Preventing the opportunity for these
occurtences is addressed in other areas of the plan."
A typical ciuztn comment on the issue was this, from 45-year Reno resident Betty Collins:
"The idea of bigger ai.a faster trains is fnghtening . . . With touiists going across the ttacks. there
is a very- great added danger with ttains going faster,"
Reno cidzen Phillip J, Wendt stated: " The speed limit in Reno school zones is 15 mph. It
is difficult lo gel your car to creep that slow, Expecting a train to creep under 20 mph is dumb. Of
course we now- hear from Reno management that at 30 mph we hav e high speedttainsracing through
Reno, That is really stretching it, Reno does have a major downtown problem, but it is not the
trains. The railroad has been a good neighbor. The problem downtown is the bums and the
panhandlers that consistendy- harass and abuse the tourists by asking for money, (These people are
not to be confused wilh true homeless people that deserv e help, i These bums do this intentionally
for a living. They are a major problem for Reno and the casinos,"
Rich \'itali. a Reno Mitigation Study Task Force member representing the River Banks
Home Owners .Association, slated: "Just cn the speed issue. I had the same questtons that have been
raised so I won't raise those, but on the page that talks about ttaffic delay , the statement's made that
30 miles an hour is reasonable through Reno. Lm just interested to know-, is that based on the
opinion of consultants? Is that based on an operating manual? Is it based on railroad safety? I just
don't linderstand who made that determination,"
On January 21.1998. the City- of Reno submitted a comment letter on the P.MP regarding the
application of Conrai) Draft EIS ev aluadon criteria to the Reno .VJitigation Study. The City stated:
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"SEA's criteria for mitigation via ""increasing train speed" in the Conrail Draft EIS
is given as:
"'W^ere local operating conditions allow for increased train speeds
without compromising safetv. . .. SE.A recommends that the Board
impose on any decision approv ing the proposed Conrail .Acquisition
a condition requiring the acquiring railroad to implement the
necessary physical and operating improvements to increase train
speeds , , , ' [emphasis added] (Conrail Draft EIS. Vol. 4. chapler page
7-5)
"It appears lhat die SE.A's safety increased speed criteria in the Conrail Draft EIS
would be inconsistent to SEA's criteria used in the Reno PMP. For example. SEA
concedes lhat "accidents are likely to be more severe with increased ttain speeds."
However. SE.A has recommended increased speed through downtown Reno as
mandatory mitigation in the PMP, Pkase refer to Figure 7.2.1-2 which show s dial
andcipated fatality rales (number of fatalities per accident) increase as train speeds
increase (Reno P.MP. page 7-10 and page 8-8). The City subm.its that the proposed
train speed increase in downtown Reno does compromise safety,
"The City respectfully requests that this criteria be used to determine tne feasibility
of increased ttain speed through downtown Reno as a mitigation measure.
Specifically, a cntical element of the Reno FMP must include a determination of
whether an increase in ttain speed duough downtown Reno can occur widiout
compromising safely."
3.10.2

Response to Comments

.As noted. FR.A establishes die required condidons to assure safe operations at various tt-ain
speeds, SEA believes diat. if FR.A requirements are met and SE.A's additional mitigation mt-sures
are implemented, train speeds can be safeiy increased to an average of 30 mph dirough downtown
Reno, In addition to the increased ttain speed midgadon measure. SEA recommends the following
safety-related mitigadon measures:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Four-quadrant gates (at nine locations),
Pedestrian grade separations at \"irginia and Sierra stteets.
Pedestrian crossing gate "skirts" and electronic wamin^z signs for pedestrians (at six
locations),
Safety training programs for students and downtown employees,
Installation by UP of a Centtaiized Traffic Conttol (CTC) svstem in Reno for U-ain
operations,
Installation of additional ttain defect detection devices.
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SEA believes the addition of these specific mitigation measures would lessen die safety
concems associated widi an increase in ttain speeds to a reasonable 30 mph in Reno. Please also see
Section 2,4,1 of the FMP for additional discussion of vehicle-train accidents, vehicle-pedestrian
accidents, die requirements forttainwaming dev ices and die 20-second minimum advance warning,
other applicable safety regulations, track classifications, ttain speeds in other communities, die
ov erall reasonableness of a 30 mph train speed in Reno, and die benefits associated with increased
train speeds.
3.11

Public Safety — Pedestrians and Vehicular Accidents
Summary of Comments

3.11.1

.A number of parties commented on the safety of at-grade pedestrian and vehicle crossings
ov er the LT ttacks in Reno. Specific topics included: die yearly pedesttian counts used in the PMP
analysis: pedesttian behavior at grade crossings: v ehicle dnver behavior at grade crossings; whedier
enforcement may be necessary to achiev e midgation benefits: consttaints and limitations of PMP
safety measures; die danger to publicttansportation(Ciiifare) and school buses when crossing ttacks;
die increased number and speed of trains will significantly increase the risk of an accident because
of the large numbers of tounsts in the area: the need for maintenance of safety-related equipment;
the need for more crossing gates and pedesttian separations; and die need for grade separations or
the depressed railway to ensure safety.
Senator Harry Reid noted: ""The safest way to accommodate the merger is lo depress die
tracks through downtown Reno, y et the plan does not address dus proposal. The increase in die
number oftt-ainsand die speed widi w hich diey may operate could significantly- increase die number
of vehicular and pedestrian accidents."
Pedestrian Crossing Locations
The City of Reno stated: '"It is unclear from diis general explanatton of pedestrian counts in
February 1997"how SE.A complied with Decision No. 44. Condidon 22c "It shall include a final
mitigation plan based on a further study of the railway , highway and pedesttian ttaffic flows and
associated env ironmental effects on Reno' [emphasis added] (STB. 1997d: Appendix A. p. 16). An
explanation how this data was interpolated into pedesuian counts for an entire year in Reno is
needed in the FMP."
Pedestrian Behavior at Grade Crossings
The City of Reno stated:
"".As a scheduled agenda item at die Reno Mitigation Task Force Meedng #5 held
Mav 14. 1997, Anita Boucher, State of N'^vada Railroad Safely Coordinator (Safety
Engineenng Division. Nevada Department of Transportation [NDOT]) conducted a
presentation to die entire task force on pedestt-ian behavior al at-grade crossings to
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em.ohasize the necessity of train homs in downtown Reno, she slated ' i f there is a
problem at a crossing, the engineer must blow his hom. regardless [of any vvhisde
ban which may be in place]'. NDOT studied the City's Virginia Street crossing
video tapes for a period of one w eek of ev ents in February- 1997. .Ms. Boucher found
lhat in 121 times out of 165 train events, a train hom would have to be blown (73.3
percent of the time) due to intrusions onto the right-of-way. a tolal of 1.350
pedestrian intrusions in the week studied. The City would offer lhat these results
clearly indicate more dian "a number of v iolations of pedesuian crossing gales' or as
Ms. Boucher notes in her data:
pedestrians lift gate arms;
pedestrians stand on opposing ttacks:
pedestrians walk down the middle of the roadway;
pedestrians in roadway on wrong side of gate arm;
pedestrians walk aroimd gate arm after it is down;
pedestrians lift gate arms:
pedestnans run lo get across tracks;
pedestrians run in front of train (2nd closest call): and
pedestrians walk under gate arm (closest call)."
In a related comment die City stated: ""The City would like to thank Ms. Boucher and her
staff for dieir work on dds suidv . as it is die only known survey of pede.sttian behavior in downtown
Reno which should and must be fully ev aluated by SE.A as part of their "hard look.'"
Rosalind Kjiapp of die U.S. Department of Transportation stated, ""Crowds at periodic special
events downtown would exacerbate possible safety impacts."
.A number of indiv iduals sttessed that more or longer or faster ttains would only make die
alreadv dangerous situation in the Reno Sparks area worse. The Reno/Sparks Chamber of
Commerce suted that Reno is unique for a small city because die influx of tourists effecdvely
increases the population.
Vehicle Driver Behavior at Grade Crossings
The Citv of Reno stated: "".At die , , , Reno Mitigadon Task Force Meeting *^5 held May 14.
1997. .Anita Boucher. State of Nev ada Railroad Safety Coordinator (Safety Engineering Division.
Nevada Department of Transportation [NDOT]) while making her presentation to die entire task
force, noted a total of 144 vehicular inoiisions in die week studied, including "a gate arm resting on
the roof of car.' There is no discussion of dus data in the P.MP nor is there any quandfication of
these numbers versus pre-merger."
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Enforcement to Achieve Mitigation Benefits
.According to Jim Gallegos. Chief Safety Engineer widi NDOT. enforcement of die following
safety measures would be critical to make them effective. Gallegos stated:
"•

Train location video displays

•"Video displays and detection may ultimately facilitate signal coordination which
could reduce congestion and related traffic crashes. The displays could also wam
pedestrians of the oncoming trains in some areas. However, w ithout enforcement,
the safety benefits may- not be achieved.
Cameras and Monitors showing Rail Line
""These devices could be utilized to enforce right-of-way violations. Enabling
legislation w ill be required but has been successful in Southern Califomia. Providing
lighting and signing to dissuadettespassersshould also be considered. Again,
without enforcement pedestrians will continue to take risks in front of oncoming
trains."
In the Special Session of die October 7. 1997 Reno City Council Meedng, Deputy City
.Attorney Merri Belaustegui expressed the need for SE.A to make prov isions for monitoring and
maintaining the monitors highlighted above and related equipment training.
Comments on PMP Safety Measures
Jim Gallegos. Chief Safety Engineer widi NDOT. highlighted concems and presented ideas
on v arious PMP m.easures:
Four-Quadrant Crossing Gates at Nine Locadons
"The proposed FR.A cnteria for four quadrant gales include median barriers. Median
bartiers were not proposed by the City since traffic flow on Third St. and
Commercial Row will be inhibited, to the dettiment of casinos and their valet parking
services, .Additionally, the proposed FR.A regulations preclude four-quadrant gates
when preemption for ttaffic signals exists. The regulations do allow for regular gales
with median barriers. This will "be less expensive and require no additional
maintenance,
" The concept of preventing vehicles from bypassing the w armng devices is good but
four quadraiit gates are not acceptable in many of the suggested locations.
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Pedestrian Crossing Gate Skirts
"The pedestrian gates were installed under the Railroad Salety Program, Like all
material installed under this program. ;\'DOT maintains authority- over the use and
disposal of the property. The skirts will add weight lhat could run down the
emergency- battery system in die gates. Battery operalio.i is required by the FR.A.
which would be extremely expensive with heavy gates. Pedestrians ride the gates
vvhen diey ascend. There is space tor jjedesttians to walk between the gates and the
fence. Gates only serve as a waming. not a blockade. The skirts will not improve
this. The bizarte pedestrian behavior, captured on video and presented to the STB.
demonstrated that skirts will be ineffective. Educational billboards and active
enforcement are more likely to have an impact.
Electronic U'ammg Signs for Pedestrians
"This is an enhancement for pedesttian safety but will have a minimal impact on
pedestrian behav ior.
"•

Pedestrian Grade Separations

"It is quesdonable whether the availableright-of-waywill allow for the construction
of "effecdve' overpass or underpass pedestrian facilities at the suggested locations.
Escalators and elevators would be required to meet .AD.A requirements. Proper
design and locadon will encourage pedesttian use only by restricdng access to the
roadway,"'
Merri Belaustegui. the City of Reno's Deputy City .Attorney, also expressed concem about
whether the underpasses would be effective if located in the mid block, .Attorney Belaustegui
likewise qu.;stioned whether pedestrian gate skirts would be effective in keeping pedestrians from
going under the pedestnan gates because it left room to craw l under.
Potential Bus Safety Issues
Jack Lorbeer of die Regional Transportation Commission expressed concem with the number
of Citifa.'-e buses that cross the ttacks alreadv and die effeci of increased train speed. He stated that
some buses have been hit by the crossing gates because the buses could not accelerate quickly
enough to avoid the gates. One individual also expressed a similar concem about school buses.
Maintenance
Bob Webb widi the Washoe County Department of Community Development stated: "The
Preliminary Mitigation Plan inadequately addresses public safety, specifically with regard to
response fc- maintenance and preventive maintenarice,"
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Need More Crossing Gates, Pedestrian Separations
Some individuals expressed suppon for installing more crossing gates or for building
pedestrian grade separations to improve safety.
Need Grade Separations or Depressed Railway for Safety
Some individuals expressed support for grade separadons or a depressed railway downtown
to improv e pedestrian and v ehicular safety.
3.11.2

Response to Comments
Pedestrian Crossing Locations

On the basis of almost 9(j percent of the delay ed pedestrian movements occurting at Virginia
and Siena Stteets. SE.A concludes that these are the pnmary stteets of concem. SE.A concludes lhat
the survey of pedestrians delayed by trains during the seven-day. 24 hours per day survey in
February 1997 is sufficient to detennine the primary pedestrian crossing locauons and their reladve
use by pedestrians. The primary crossing locations were ftirther confirmed from site inspections and
rev iew of local land use lhat generates pedestrian flows.
Pedestrian and Tourist Behavior at Grade Crossings
Special events held in the downtown central business disttict create additional concems
regarding pedestrian ttain safely. These events attract large numbers of people. According to the
Reno Police Department, intoxication is sometimes a problem. There are special events almost
ev ery weekend throughout the summer, L'p to 100,000 people hav e attended ""Hot .August Nights"
in the past, and, according to the Reno Police Department, the event places a major burden on local
public safety officials. Local officials are concemed with ttains operating with these crowds present.
Pedestrian accidents may- also result from pedestrian failure to heed waming lights, barriers, and
warning sounds,
SE.A acknowledges that pedestrians sometimes enter the right of way at the downtown
crossings, SE.A has addressed this problem by recommending mitigation that would provide
warning and information and would deter pedestrians from entenng the right-of-way in front of
trains. For example. SE.A is proposing pedestrian grade separations at X'irginia and Sierta .Stteets
specifically to provide pedesttians a means to cross the ttacks safely when a tt^n is present, SE.-^.'s
recommendation for four-quadrant gates would further improve pedestrian safety at nine locations,
including \ irginia and Sierta streets. Electronic signs vvould additionally warn pedestrians of the
oncoming ttains. SE.A proposes electtonic waming signs together with skirls on pedesttian crossing
gates at four more stteets to enhance pedesttian safety. Togedier with the recommended rail safetyeducation programs. SE.A concludes that these measures would adequately mitigate any increased
hazard to pedestrians crossing the tracks in downtown Reno.
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Aldiough FRA has no quantitativ e mediodology for ev aluating pedesttian accident potential.
SE.A concludes that its proposed mitigation measures would reduce the pedestrian hazard to premerger levels. Train speed is also not a factor in the expected accident rate for crossings that have
gates andflashingwaming devices, as exist at all Reno public crossings. Waming devices supply
a mimmum 20-second warning regardless of die ttain speed. SEA notes dial its proposed measures
will not fully eliminate the potential conflict between Reno pedesttians and trains that exists in
downtown Reno a.s a result of die preexisting proximity of die railroad and downtown development.
For additional discussion of die safety of increasedttainspeeds, please see Sccdon 2.4.1 of die FMP.
Vehicle Driver Behavior at Grade Crossings

SE.A has addressed die issue of polendal vetticle crossing accidents by analyzing the ch^ge
in accident potential for all of die Reno crossings and by- proposing additional appropriate mitigadon.
The FRA accident prediction mediodology d^at SEA used takes into account vehiclettafficvolumes,
die amount and di.sttibution ofttainuaftlc. crossing protection, crossing accident history , and other
factors. Baseu on FR.Afindings,about 15 percent of the vehicle-train accidert- occur from drivers
dnv ing around die gates. SEA has proposed four-quadrant gates at die mne two-waytt-afficlocadons
in die downtown area. These four-quadrant gates will reduce the potential for vehicle accidents at
nine crossings.
Enforcement to Achieve Mitigation Benefits

SE.A notes diat public safety enforcement nonnalh is the responsibility of the City. SEA's
proposed video displavs and monitors are cun-ently planned to improve die City's emergency vehicle
dispatching. In addition, per the request of the City of Reno. SE \ has inttoduced in this FMP die
requirement diat UP hav e die responsibility for die equipment maintenrjice and staffttainingfor use
of the video displays and monitors.
Comments on PMP Safety Measures

Widi respect lo four-quadrant gales, die ""proposed FR.A cnteria and regulations" referted lo
by NDOT were developed for application in Flonda. which wanted a unique set of criteria for ils
own railroad "quiet zone" program. FR.A has not yet proposed final regulations for nationwide
application; and such nationwide regulations are likely to differ from diose proposed stncdy for
Florida.
Based on recent discussions widi FR.A. die regulations are not likely to deter die combinadon
of fo'JJ-quadrant sales and traffic signal preempdon. nor is FR.A likely to require median bamers
widi fcur-quadrant gates. In fact, traffic signal preemption and four-quadrant gates are
complementarv measures. Furdiemiore. four-quadrant gates acuiaily obv iate die need for a median
bartier. the purpose of which is to prevent motonsts from driving around two-quadrant gales.
\\'idi respect to pedesttian crossing gate skirts, die add-tional weight added by die pedesttian
skirt IS not significant. What requires power and c-leclrical curtent is die torque required to rotate
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the gates. The gates have adjustable coimterweights which are set to almost balance the gales on
their pivots. W ith the addition of the pedestrian skirts, the counterweights C£m be adjusted to
etTectively eliminate any increase in required torque.
Each railroad has its own standards for the amount of battery backup for grade crossing
warning device operation in case of power failure. Typical reserve is eight to 72 hours, and the
reserv e battery capacity is based on the expected number of times that the gates are expected lo be
operated within lhat time period. There is a low -lev el ambient curtent draw for the operation of the
track circuits and equipment that detect the train, plus short duration peak power draws lo operate
the gates, bells andflashinglights. How much additional current would be needed due lo the heavier
gates depends on the amount of ttaffic and the relativ e amounts of cunent used during the ambient
and operating times, and the relativ e amounts of current needed for the opening and closing of the
gates with respect to the operation of the flashing lights and bells. Whatever additional current
reserv e is needed, if any. can be easily added w ith additional batteries.
SE.A believes that providing pedestrians vvith the altemative o*" crossing the tracks via a
pedestrian grade separation would result in an improvement in the right-of-way violations by
pedestrians. The gates and signs are meant as warnings and incentives to change behavior, bul
admittedly cannot force a behav ior change. Howev er. this mitigation vvould clearly be a delertent,
e.g.. by forcing adults to craw 1 under the pedesttian skirt as opposed to ducking under it.
Potential Bus Safety Issues
SEA can appreciate the potential safety concems of having buses cross in front of ttains. The
increased number of trains will increase the frequency of buses approaching a crossing with
oncoming trains. The proposed increased train speed will not, however, reduce the gale warning
time before arriv al of a train. Therefore, if buses are curtently having problems cleanng gate in
adv ance ofttains.bus crossing procedures should be ev aluated. The minimum 20-second warning
(regardless of ttain speed or crossing location) is uniform throughout Reno. Washoe County-, and the
nation,
SE.A also notes that the proposed speed mitigation will reduce overall delay and bus delay
as well to below pre-merger conditions. These benefits apply to school buses as well. SEA
concludes that ils proposed mitigation measures vvould effectively reduce the vehicle-train accident
rates lo lev els approaching pre-merger.
Maintenance
The merger conditions do address maintenance. In accordance with Decision No, 44 and ils
own procedures, the UP is conducting an extensive track rehabilitation and maintenance program
between Roseville and Reno, l i e replacement and rail renewal are ongoing. In addition, the UP is
replacing wooden ties with concrete ties in cridcal sections, SE.A has not observed ""rotten des," and.
based on SE,A"s field obsen ations, none a e currently visible in the corridor except on an abandoned
right of way.
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Need More Crossing Gates, Pedestrian Separations
SE.A concurs vvith this comment and is recommending the installation of four-quadrant gales
at the nine two-way streets downtown. The additional gates will reduce ihe post-merger accident
rate fcr Reno to 0.8715 yr. which is 9.6 percent above die pre-merger rate, or one additional accident
every- 13 years. Likewise. SE.A is proposing pedestrian grade separations for Virginia and Sierta
Streets, w hich hav e most of the pedestrian traffic in the downtown.
Need Grade Separations or Depressed Railway for Safety
SE.A has extensively evaluated train speed safety and grade separations and the depressed
railway option. Please see sections 2.4.2 and 2.7 of the FMP.
3.12

How Will Mitigation be Enforced?
3.12.1

Summary of Comments

Several parties expressed general concem about how additional mitigation measures
established for Reno vvould be enforced, Mark Demuth. vvho advises the City of Reno on
enviromnental issues, expressed concem lhat reporting requirements for transport of hazardous
materials are not enforced. Speaking at a Reno City Council meeting, Demudi said UP frequently
has ""a difficulty telling us what's even on theirttains.let alone vvhere they 're placed, and diough you
might hav e require.ments diat suggest certain things [about how to mitigate potential safety hazards],
whether they are being complied wiih. we are not aware of that."
Spealving at a Reno Task Force meeting. Task Force member Paula Berkley, representing
Native .American interests, stated: ""The hazardous materials, the mitigation in that was to improve
the rail qual'.iy and increase the inspections. We don"t know how many train tracks are going lo be
improved, how many inspections are going lo occur, or w hat would happen if they didn"t,""
.At die same meeting. I'nited Transportation L nion state legislative director Jack Fetters
stated: ""Who makes sure that ihey comply ? Do they fill out a piece of paper and say. oh, yeah,
we've complied'^ Vt'ho's going to say. well, let's take a look and let's see if you actually did comply
with all this stuff?"
Spe,aking at a public meeting held to take comments on the PMP. retired tmck driver Hugo
Hernandez stated: ""This Board has not proposed any type offines. . . How- are you going to police
diis'^ .Are you going lo have police watchdogs giv ing diem tickets every- time diey go over the speed
limit or any time they have a bad placard or somedung that's not right on the rails'!' .Are you going
to stop them and fine them on the spot and dead iine them like y ou do tmcks?"
In written comments. Task Force member Richard Vitali. representing River Banks W^est
homeowners, stated: ""Regardless of the mitigation measures ordered by the STB. the PMP is
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seriously lacking in an ability to enforce those measures. Without such enforcement, why would the
railroad adhere to the mitigation measures?"
3.12.2

Response to Comments

SE,A has recommended sev eral additional mitigation measures to ensure enforcement. Please
see Secttons 2.4.2. 2,4,13. and 2,5, In addition, to provide the opportunity to review the adequacy
of these localized mitigation measures for Reno, SEA has recommended the following condition;
"If there is a material change in the facts or circumstances upon which the Board
relied in dev eloping localized mitigation measures for Reno, the Board, upon petition
'oy any party vvho demonstrates such material changes, may review the final
mitigation measures if wartanted."
3.13

'Hard Look" at Grade Separations and Street Closures
3.13.1

Summary of Comments

Sev eral commenters expressed concern about the adequacy of SE.A's review of grade
separations and the fact lhat SE.A's preliminary recommendations in the PMP did not include any
V ehicular grade separations.
"Hard Look" in PMP

The City of Reno stated: ""The PMP states that NEPA requires that agencies take a "hard
look' at environmental consequences of their decisions and dial this directive served as SEA's guide
in conducting this mitigation study, The City can only interpret this statement to mean that SEA
took a "hard look' at the increased speed mitigation option, and the other mitigadon options received
a "softer", less discerning "look'. This is evidenced by the lack of specific analysis reported on both
grade separations and the depressed railway mitigation options . .."
Decision No. 44 Requires Grade Separations

The City of Reno stated:
""SE.A has completely ignored a critical mandate contained in Decision No. 44, which
Slates:

•""The sole purpose of the midgation studies w ill be to arrive at specifically tailored
midgation plans lhat will ensure that localized env ironmental issues unique to these
two communides are effectively addressed. For example, with respect to v.'ihicular
and pedestrian safely, SEA has determined lhat separated grade cro'-'ngs and
pedestrian ov erpasses and or underpasses will be needed to address safety icems
on lhe existing rail lines in Reno and U'ichila, Accordingly, the studies will identtf>Final .MUigatwn Plan
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the appropriate number and precise location of highway/rail grade separations and
rail pedestrian grade separations in Reno and Wichita,'"
The City noted lhat .Appendix B in the PMP contains ""a handout (Mstribuled by SEA to Task
Force members expressly stating that the mitigation study goals include "indendfy [ing] the number
and precise location of liighway rail grade separations and rail pedestrian grade separations. No "if
warranted' disclaimer is included in either Decision No, 44 or the documents disttibuted by SEA
dunng the 7 ask Force process. Clearly. the PMP fails to address a mandatory directive of the STB,
and this ov ersighl must be conected in the FMP."
Speaking H an October 7. 1997 meeting of the Reno City Council, City Councilor Pierte
Hascheff stated that according to Decision No, 44, ""studies will identify the appropriate num.ber and
precise locations of grade separations and pedesttian grade separations in the City of Reno and then
also there must have been some other studies with grade crossings, etc."
City of Reno's Position on Grade Separations
The City stated it has not taken a position for or against grade separations, bul rather has
stated: ""The City must first know the impacts to the resources pnor lo determining the necessary
Lsid appror«riate mitigation. It is difficult and unreasonable to request the City "s opinion regarding
specific mitigation options when a complete impact analv sis has not yet been set forth , ,""
The City also stated: ""SE.A concedesttainhoms could be eliminated with grade separadons
due to the elirrunation of the FR.A requirement for hom sounding at that particular grade separated
crossing. Unf&itunately. SE.A does not offer this option or any combinadon of the grade separadons
at any of the roadw ays in either Reno or any crossing in Washoe County. The City- requests lhat this
opdon be given equal consideration (i.e.. a "hard look") and analysis in the FMP and recommended
as Tier I mitigadon."
Reno citizen Frank Napierski. who is president of N.APZ Drayage and a regular attendee of
die Reno .Mitigation Study Task Force meetings, stated: ""The City of Reno refused, and I was at the
meetings so I know. they refused to giv e any help whatsoev er lo the Surface Transportation Board
in evaluating undercrossings or ov ercrossings. Now Fm listening today to kind of a two-faced, in
my opiidon. people saying. "Hev. you people didn"t do what you were mandated to do." Well. lhal"s
bull."
Bob Slarzel of Uruon Pacific Railroad stated:
"The STB will not have before it a basis upon which to order a priority of
underpasses or ov erpasses to determine w hat it is that the community wants, and they
ha' e before them, the stated opposition from the city to anything other dian a
depressedttainwayand no facts to assist them from the City in setting out which
would be adv antageous. o---erpasses. underpasses.
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"'So we think it is improper for there lo be any consideration of -jnderpasses or
overpasses. .And indeed for those who argued diat diis is a vvay for the City to obtain
leverage on the railroad, to make it more costly by inserting the requirements for
underpasses or overpasses is more than improper. I believe it"s unlawful. "
If Grade Crossings are Proposed, Other Streets Should be Closed
The Nevada Department of Transportation stated that ' whenever grade separations are
constructed, they should occur with the closure of adjacent crossings. The pxissibility of closures
is never mentioned in the study. In the past, the City vvas reluctant to close even the least used
crossing. The national policies al! indicate closure of crossings that are close together with low
ADT. Crossings suggested for closure in the City of Reno include:
Needs to be closed i f the Sutro Grade
Separation is constructed.
Likely candidates for closure i f grade
separations are constructed at Keystone
Avenue and Arlington Street."

Sage Street (1.500 .ADT)
Washington Street (2.000 ADT)
Ralsion Street (4.000 ADT)
West Street

Underpasses not Effective. Implement the Depressed Railway.
John Frankovich of Nevadans for Fast and Responsible .Action stated: "The PMP concludes
diat underpasses will not provide effectiv e mitigation of die merger impacts. At die public hearings
on die PMP. it was indicated Lhat d.. merger impacts would not be ftilly mitigated even if seven (7)
separate underpasses were required. It would therefore appear diat the only effective mitigation for
the merger is to depress the tracks; this measure should be ordered by- the STB even though
depressing die ttacks will also mitigate pre-merger conditions. The STB should be more concemed
about mitigating the merger impacts and preserving the Reuo comm.-anily than not providing
mitigadon of pre-merger conditions,""
Reasons Not Clear for not Recommending Grade Separations
Govemor Bob Miller staled: "Most fiiisttating is the fact dial many midgadon opttons such
as grade separations were simply discarded by die SE.A, The P.MP was designed lo be the product
of the Mitigation Task Force: however, no one on the task force agreed to discontinue consideration
of grade separations,"
The City of Reno staled: "The PMP's approach appears to be diat when typical construction
project impacts s'uch as dust noise and potential prehistoric and historic resource clearances are
present, diese impacts are used as an excuse to justtfy the discontinuance of that "hard look' and
need for further study', such is the case with grade separations and the depressed railway.
Ironically, a "no further smdy required' determination was made by SE.A relating to the building of
pedestrian overpasses which would have the identical dust/noise and potential prehistoric and
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historic resource clearances (the identical basis for 'needing further study' determinations by SE.A
for grade separations and the depressed railway).''
Jack Lorbeer. a Task Force member and plarmer for die Regional Tran poriadon
Commission's (RTC) Planning Department, staled: "We feel that grade separations need lo be
[studied] more in depth and not just eliminated because of the cost figure. We are very- concemed
that just because we may have an expensive grade separation or one grade separation may be more
expensive than another, than that should not be eliminated."
Gregory H. Kxause. Planning Manager for the RTC. added: "RTC staff, as part of die
.Mitigation Task Foice. feels stronglv that the P.MP removes viable mitigadng measures such as
grade separations from serious consideration. The installation of grade separations can reduce delay
and increase safely by eliminating train vehicle conflicts."
Provide Grade Separations Where Sight Distance Problems Exist

The Regional Transtx)rtation Commission suggested lhat grade separations shouid be
ev-aluated where sight distance problems exist, e.g.. at Center and Lake stteets.
Others

Thomas Johnson, a cidzen and long time resident of Reno, stated that the Railroad owns the
right-of-way and "[vv ]e cross the railroad at their convenience. If we want to cross the railroad, it's
up to us to build the crossings, it's not up tc the railroad."
Other commenters. including Scott Hutcherson of Eagie-Picher Minerals. Greg Nova'- if die
Federal Highway .Administtation and F.M, Ivan, stated that two or three grade separations should
be built (e.g.. at Key stone, .Arlington, and .Aans). .Anodier citizen, JohJi Pedersen. said the Cityshould have built separadons earlier.
3.13.2

Response to Comments

SEA has conducted extensive evaluation of grade separadons. Please see Secdon 2.7 of this
FMP, SEA is not proposing stteet closures as mitigation, given die effectiveness of the proposed
mitigation measures and die need for such proposed closures to be part of a local integrated land use.
traffic, and circulation plan.
3.14

UP's Safety Record and FRA Review
3.14.1

Summary of Comments

Manv- parties comjnented on the recent announcement by the Federal Railroad
.Admin siration that it is investigating UP's operations because of several recent derailments and
iccidents. some inv oK ins fatalities. The Cit} and a few other commenters said the FRA's review
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must be included in die FMP. and die Board must account for FRA's conclusions when it approves
die Reno-specific mitigation measures next year. Sev eral citizens commented on alleged dmg and
alcohol use by UT employees: odiers asserted diat UPttacksand equipment are in disrepair. Several
mentioned a derailment in Califomia that destroyed fish and w ildlife along many miles of a major
river, while others noted the possibility of the same thing happening near Reno,
FRA's Assessment of UP
The City of Reno stated:
"SE.A states diat die FR.A is conducfng a safely review which includes the rail line
dirough bodi die Reno. Sparks Truckee Meadows area and die larger Washoe Countyarea. The City is unaware of die scope and extent of diis safety review because SEA
addresses diis critical issue vvith only one line of text in die PMP without any
explanation SE.A does not mention or address any of the senous safely issues and
problems dial cau.sed die safety rev iew m die first place. This is another ex.dmple of
how SEA and ils environmental consultants are bias [sic] towards die UP and do not
prov ide an adequate analy sis of this issue. The Ciiy has directly requested the FR.A
to include the Reno Sparks Truckee Meadows area in its iii-dcpdi study of UP
operations. To date, the City has not receiv ed a response.
"UP had a fundamental breakdown in basic railroad operadng procedures and
practices, essential to a safe operation.
""Recent history of Union Pacific demands further research.
""Togedier die FR.A repon and die Good Neighbor Project report paint a picture of a
railroad which is careless and unresttained. The -vvay that Union Pacific operates ils
railroad, especially the way iltteatsits workers, put [sic] the rail workers at nsk as
well as the people who liv e near the ttacks "
Manv commenters discussed newspaper articles lhat described FRA's recent UP Safety.Assurance Assessment and die possible relationship of its safely record to die merger. Their
concems included recent UP train accidents and resuluint fatalities and injuries, safety violations,
a 57 percent defective locomotive -ate. fatigued and stressed employees, railroad car tracking
problems, harassment and intimidatton of employees, and management deficiencies.
Speaking at an October 7 meedng of the Reno City Council, City Councilor Bill Newberg
stated: ""[Tlhere's been a lot of attention, especially nadonally now with the H all Sued .Journal
bringing 'his about, with the Union Pacific's safety problems and the handling of the merger. . .
[T]hev had cut dirough the muscle I dii:ik at dus point, and they're having a lot of difficulty to die
point of where diey don't know where all die cars are, diey don't know what cars are on what siding,
so von don't actually know what produn .vould be at what siding."
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A Union Pacific representative descnbed the action being taken as a result of FR.A s findings
in the evening public meeting on October 9. 1997, Robert Slarzel of UP slated: " But overall, die
safety record of railroads has been very- sttong. and die Union Pacific's safety record has been among
die '.-es?. In this decade diere has been an improv ement year after yea- on a 20 percent compounded
average trend. .And this year. 1997. is no different. We a'e going to have lhat oame level of
ittiprovement in diis year over 1996 that we had in the years prior." Henry Garell, Reno citizen,
doubted Mr, Sttu-zel's statement, because " if this 20 percent improv ement per year continues diere
would be zero accidents" four y ears f'-om the inception of the merger.
Employee Issues Related to UP Safety

A few individuals commented that employees are professional, conscientious and well
qualified and conttibutt positively to UP's safety: two of the commenters. bodi private cidzens.
noted that train employees are only as good as the trains they operate.
Two indiv iduais. Jack Fetters, the state legislative director for the United Transportation
Union, and Dav id Cameron of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, commented lhat UP
downsizing has contributed to their poor safety record,
UP Track and Equipment Maintenance

Reno cidzen William B, Konlmoos stated: ""The most serious problem you have, which
could easily lead to a derailment, a major wxeck. and release of hazardous material is tolal lack of
maintenance on large sections of your main line," Kohlmoos submitted several photographs
showing what he stated were ""rotted ties and missing spikes . . . on a down-grade, high speed,
mainline curve several miles from Reno."
Reno cidzen Harold Francis stated: ""The Union Pacific has always been a well-managed
railroad, with excellentttackand roadbed, and all down dirough die years die mottve power has been
in top condition lo expedite their greatfreightbusiness,"
Two individuals. Richard Snow and James Kemsey of the Citizen's Advisory- Board,
provided testimony alleging that violations, of bodi Federal regulations and Associatton of American
Rjiiiroad certifications (coveringfreightcar brake components), are roudnelv- occuning, which coula
lead to a derailment or collision.
UP, Pittsburg, California 9/13/97 Train Derailment

Two commenters. Jack Cam.pbell and Bob Sandufan. discussed die reported four-hour delay
of the UP in notify ing emergency re sponse personnel about the derailment of cars containing
explosiv es as an example of a lack of concem by the railroad for public safety.
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Hazardous Materials Safety Issues
The C ity of Reno and one individual referenced the findings of the July 27. 1997 ""Good
Neighbor Project. Hazardous Materials on Rails" report. David Cameron of the Intemational
Brotherhood of Teamsters discussed the findings extensively. including UP's recent hazardous
materials release history-, downsizing of the UP work force, the lack of cooperation wilh local
emergency response planners, and the results of an equipment inspection in Fort Worth. Texas,
which found a 40 percent freight car defect ratio.
Response to Comments

3.14.2

Please see Sections 2.4.1. 2.4.8. 2.6 which provide responses lo dus subject area. Responses
to the more detailed comments are provided below,
SE.A was not aware lhat Reno Washoe County had requested the FRA to include the
Reno 'Sparks Truckee Meadows area in its Safety Assurance Assessment of UP. As slated on page
6-21 of the PMP. it was SEA's understanding that the FRA was looking at systemic safety- issues
on the LT railroad in its Safety Assurance .Assessment. Specifically. SE.A understood dial FRA was
investtgating UP's dispatching practices and engineer fatigue, which affect all of the main lines of
the L'P Railroad, SE.A did not address any of the issues reported by the FILA during its
September 10, 1997 press conference because of the preliminary- nature of die infonnation provided
at lhat press conference and the requirement to publish the Reno Washoe County- P.MP by September
15, 1997,
Employee Issues Related to UP Safety
Three indiv iduals testified that in dieir opinion UP employees were professional in carry ing
out their responsibl'ities. One individual testified lhat drug use is rampant on the rai'road, FRA's
latest available report, which covers 1994-95, on random and reasonable cause drug test results for
the railroad industry indicates that the positiv e test rate of employees is approximately 1 percent.
In diose nvo y ears, a total of 88.123 employees were tested, subject lo FR.A regulations, and a total
of 870 were found positiv e. Further, the FRA has a comprehensive drug an^ alcohol reguladon
requiring post-accident, testing for cause, and pre-employment testing for all employees.
Two indiv iduals testified lhat the UP has downsized to the point vvhere diey do not have
enough employees to operate the railroad safely, FR.Afindingsin ils Safety .Assurance Assessment
of UP to date indicate that some officers do not have time to conduct meaningful operational tests;
that hazardous billing staff was inadequate: and that there were insufficient Crew Management
System personnel, .According lO FR.A, these are die sy stemic 'safety issues that UP has agreed to
cortect in its Action Plan,
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UP Track and Equipment Maintenance
Two commenters presented testimony suggesting that die tracks approaching Reno were
unsafe. One of the individuals presented photographs and the other referenced a videotape
highlighting rotting ties and unsafe condidons. The Federal Railroad Adniinisiradon (FRA) is the
Federal agencv vvith plenary audiority over die safety- of die riilroad industty, .Accordingly, the FRA
is the appropriate agency to assure that L P is adhenng to the minimum track safety standards that
it has promulgated,
FRA has a comprehensiv e set of regulations addressing die sttuctural requirements of track.
In gen .A. the higher the speed of the ttains. the more stringent are the geomett-ical ttack
requirements of the regulations. The regulations require, for main track carry ing passenger ttains,
that L P inspectors must inspect the track twice a week to determine compliance with FR.A
regulatic.s, > ~ inspection records are faulty or defects are found by FR.A or State inspectors. UP
vvould be liable for sigmficant monetary penalties for each defect found, .As a matter of infonnatton.
FR.A regulations pennit one or more ties to be split, broken, or deteriorated in a 39-fool rail segment
as long as other standards are maintained. Accordingly tne presence of an occasional rotted lie or
raised spike does not automatically denote an unsafettackcondition in noncompliance v.idi Federal
regulations.
Two commenters also provided testimony that LP is routinely replacing brake valve
components in v iolation of Federal regulations by using potentially faulty reconditioned brake valve
components. .As explained above. FR.A is rhe Federal agency widi plenary audionty over die safety
of die railroad industty, .Accordingly. FR.-A is the appropnate agency to assure diai UP is adhering
to die minimum mechanical safety standards that it has promulgated.
FR.A has a comprehensiv e set of regulations requiring the periodic tesdng of all pneumatic
brake equipment on freight cars and locomotives, \'alves and components must be replaced widi
certified components when found defective dunng testing or when components have failed during
train brake inspections, .Also, as explained above, if inspection records are faulty or defect.> a-?
found bv- FR-A or Stale inspectors. UP would be liable for significant monetary penalties for each
defect found.
UP. Pittsburg, California 9/13/97 Train Derailment
Testimony was provided that indicated that the L'P delayed reporting a derailed freight car
containing Class I explosives to Pittsburg. California local emergency response personnel for four
hours after a derailment. The connotation of the comments was that UP vvould intentionally
withhold safety concems from the public. The facts of the accident, as reported by the California
Public Utilities Commission, indicate d-iat t.he UP train vvas involved in a derailment while picking
up 17 cars in East Pittsburg. Calitbmia on a priv ately owned indu:?ttial ttack. Two cars of s:rap and
one car of Class I explosives derailed during the switching mov e because of a split ttack switch. The
cars derailed, but remained upnght and die derailment occurted at 5:50 p,m. Tlie Sheriffs office
was notified at approximately 8:25 p,m and an evacuation was ordered at 10:00 p,m.
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The Califomia Public Uulides Commission investigated this accident, and it will decide
whether UT did not respond appropriately to this derailment.
Hazardous Materials Safety Issues
Two commenters referenced the July 27. 1997 Gov.d Neighbor Project. Hazardous Materials
on Rails report. One of the commenters paraphrased the report regarding UP's failure lo provide
information regarding die shipment of hazardous materials, and die results of inspection reports and
env ironmental audits. He further stated lhat local officials have a lot of problems getting this
information vvhen preparing emergency response plans, SE.A agrees that certain information is
critical to emergency respo.ise planning, .Among the severa! system-wide miiigation measures
imposed on L P v ia Decision No, 44 was a prov ision to develop hazardous materials and emergency
response plans, which w ould include the ty pes and quantities of materials traversing Reno and
Washoe County. .Additionally. SE.A proposes in Section 2.4.8 of the FMP that UT establish a
Community .Adv isory Panel lo review safety. environment, and health issues associated with rail
operations, particularly as they relate to the uansport of hazardous materials.
This same corr.menter referenced another portion of the report indicattng that the rail car-toempioyee shipment rado on LT went from 85:1 in 1985 to ; 70:1 in 1995. SEA does not aispute
these sladstit
The implication by the commenier was lhat these statistics represent an unsafe
environment due lo downsizing of railroad personnel.
\\'ilh rega-'d to salety on the L P railroad, the FR.A is the agency vvith primary expertise and
jurisdiction. It has issued regulations to assure safe operadon on all railroads as descnbed in the
RenoA^ ashoe County PMP on page 4-1. As leccnlly publicized, ihe FRA routinely monitors all
aspects of railroad operations, including employee stress and fatigue. WTien railroads are found to
be in violation of Federal regulations or are permitting unsafe practices, the FRA implements
correcdv e action, including monetary fines if necessary. .As a matter of information, railroads have
increased employee productivity through mechanization of track and equipment maintenance
funcdons. labor agreements reducing crew- sizes, and automadng office functions, as other industries
have.
The commenter testified that in the four years prior to lhe UP'SP merger, the two railroads
averaged around 400 chemical release incidents per year. He stated that the UT alone had 28 train
accidents that spilled or released hazardous materials into the environment. .Again. SEA does not
dispute these statistics. The same section of the report states that UT hazardous materials shipments
have increased from nearly 350.000 to 450.000 between 1993 and 1996, with nearly a 50 percent
decrease in derailments involving hazardous materials during the same period.
Railroads are required to report all chemical releases, regardless t f amount or cause, to the
U.S, Department of Transportation, Statistically , approximately 90 perct ni of these releases are less
dian 100 pounds, gallons, or cubic feet of material, SE.A addresses die Reno/'U'ashoe Countyaccident statistics and the proposed .'nitigation measures for hazardous matenals in Sections 2.4.8
and 4 of this F.VT.
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The commenter referenced anodier section of the report dial stated that almost 40 percent of
cars inspected in Fort Worth Texas in February 1995 were defective. SEA does not dispute diese
statistics. These cars were identified as the result of an FR.A inspection activ ity. This function is
the responsibility of die FRA. and as stated previously, when railroads are found in violadon of
Federal regulations die agency responsible (FRA) must and does take appropriate corrective action.
3.15

Hazardous Materials, Water Quality, Natural Resources
3.15.1

Summary of Comments

Few topics drew more comments than the issue of hazardous niaterials and ils possible
impacts on water quality and biological resources in the Reno area. Most of those focused on lhe
merger-related increase in ttansport of hazardous and toxic materials and its possible effects on:
endangered and threatened species, such as cui-ui and Lahontan cutthroat trout, in Pyramid Lake,
the Truckee River and its tributaries: drinking water intakes along the Tmckee River; and on the
human population of the greater Reno area. Several parties, primarily the City- of Reno, commented
on whether the system-wide miiigation measures ordered by the Board when the merger was
approved, such as area contingency plans and ongoingttackimprovement, are applicable to the Reno
area.
Native .An-ierican tribal officials especially focused on these issues. Craig C. Downes,
Environmental Director for the Pvramid Lake Paiuie Tribe (PLPT). stated:
'"We note the ertor to exclude from consideration Pyramid Lake for its distance of 15
miles from the railroad, while only considering ecosystems within 5 miles. The
effects of a toxic spill could easily extend to the Lake from an even much greater
distance than either of the above.
"Conceming the endangered Cui-ui and threatened Lahontan Cutthroat Troul. the
recov ery- program for these two species involv e the whole Tmckee River, as the plan
is for their eventual restoration at spawning sites throughout the Tmckee. This is
direcdy related to the Pyramid Lake fish populations. In this regard, and also since
Pyramid Lake is the ultimate destination for Tmckee waters, at least in dieir original
natural course, is a definite oversight not to have involved the PLPT. ils
environmental, water resources, aid fisheries department, in this major
env ironmental-affecting merger of two railroads, which will approximately double
the traffic on the railroad and greatly increase risk of toxic spills.
"V.'e consider the H.AZNLAT spill response to be inadequate. This needs to be much
more concrete so spills will not end up poisoning the Py ramid waters and ecosystem.
The endangered Cui-ui is endemic to Pyramid i^ake and die lower Tmckee. A toxic
spill could easily lead to die extinctton of diis rare species. This species is culturally
very important to die Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, was one of dieir chief staples, and
the tribe was named for the fish, i.e., the "Cui-ui eaters.' To tteal this increased
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likelihood of extenninaling diis species lightly is lo disregard issues that touch on die
very cultural identity of the ttibe. Were hazardous matenal to reach the delta where
the Tmckee Riv er joins Pyramid Lake and die Cui-ui do their spawning, die species
could be effectively prev ented frcm reproducing and driven into extinction.
""We are also concemed about y our ireattnent of the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout and
how the increa.sed chance of toxic spill jeopardizes its future surv ival. It is a very
important source of livelihood for the ttibe. and the fact lhat it also occupies other
parts of die W^est in no way abridges its local ecological and cultural significance and
the obligation for die federal gov ernment to fend for the population."
Bob Webb. Community Coordinator for the Washoe County Department of Economic
Development, recommended several specific actions he believes would improve the effectiveness
of the miiigation measures proposed in the PMP:
"Develop a plan to respond to HAZMAT spills/accidents in or near Gerlach.
""Develop a plan to address the impacts of spills and leaks of HAZMAT along
railroad tracks and in railroad yards (e.g.. catch basins).
"Dev elop a plan to address ttain derailment and or RAZMAT spills in die proximity
of the Tmckee River (includes control of train speeds and locadon of appropriate
spill containment equipment in the Tmckee Meadows).
"'The system-wide midgadon measures numbered .Al. .A2, A7. and A12 in Decision
No. 44 address safety and potential H.AZ.MAT spills. According to the PMP. SEA
believes that these system wide mitigation measures "provide a high level of
protection from hazardous matenals events in the Reno and surtounding area."
However, in order to augment these system wide m.easures. Tier 1 mitigation
measures 13 and 14 would require SP to install additional high. wide, shifted load
detectors and a hot box detector at milepost 40 (about three miles west of Reno).
These additional measures would provide -optimum deiecdon capabilit. ' m die Reno
area.
""The PMP does not indicate whedier any of the sy stem wide measures have been
implem.ented in the Tmckee .Meadows. The PMP does not addrt ss miiigation
measures for potendal contamination of surface and or ground water dirough nonnal
operations along die rail lines nor at die railroad yards in Sparks. Additionally. the
P.MP does not evaluate the Feather River route and any potential H.AZMAT
occurtences in the vicinity of Gerlach."
Speaking at a meeting of the Reno Task Force. Webb added that SEA should pay special
attention to how a toxic spill into the Tmckee River would affect dnnking and irrigating vvalei
supplies. He also recommended diat SEA specify in die FMP die ttack inspection requirements for
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die railway along theriver,as well as identify exact ttack segments lhat will be upgraded to a higher
ttack classification, and require LT to beef up its spill reporting procedures beyond what is required
in the Code of Federa] Regulations (CFR). He stated: ""Right now. the reporting requirements in
the CFR are pretty \?\ and 1 don't think really adequately address the safety concems of the City
dealing with poter
nills in the river."
Speak'iig ai
Jity Council meeting. Mark Demuth, env ironmental consultant for the City
of Reno, expressed concem about SE.A's spill evaluation methodology, which uses 200 feel as the
distance a toxic spill could ttavel from its point of origin, w hich he stated should perhaps be invalid
in the steep Tmckee River canyon, where spills could flow downhill for much farther than 200 feet.
.Also, at the City Council meeting. City Council member Candice Pearce staled: ""My other
question is. how in the world can you ignore a negotiated settlement [the Tmckee-Carson-Py ramid
Lake Water Rights Settle, -•ent .Act of 1990 (see 3.17.2)] that has taken the amount of dme this has
taken and had taken Congress iuid ev ery 'txjdy else in the world to get it done, how do you just ignore
the quality of our water'!* This isn't like die Sacramento River or something; I mean, this is the
Tmckee River, and we've gone through millions of dollars and years and years of negotiations, and
It's a very tenuous situation with the Native .Amencans, and they have the right to set the quality.
-And the railroad may want to fight with us, but I don't think they 're on real good grounds with the
Native -Amencans. 1 mean, when is somebody going to sit down and be realisdc about what we have
at risk."
-At the same meeting. City Council member Tom Flemdon stated: "1 don't see anything in
my reading of the [PMP] diat covered the actual makeup of the trains. The reason that's important
is lhat in a crash, w hen this thing compresses, if there axe empty cars in the middle of lhat ttain wilh
heavy cars behind them, they tend to get popped out. if y ou vvill. in any son of emergency slop, .And
I didn't see anything lhat would require the railroad to put all die empty cars on the back of the ttain
and then take the extta step of them hav ing to sort it out wherever they're doing their switching,
rather than just putting them wherever it's convenient for them in their operation and distribution.
.And it seems to be that if we're going to address salety in midgation. that would be a factor, a large
factor."
.Among priv ate citizens: many commenters were concemed with the possibility of toxic
spills contaninating the Truckee Riv er: many were concemed that spills of gaseous poisons could
harm people in or near Reno: and sev eral specifically mendoned the possibility of a spill of nuclear
waste material turning dow-ntown Reno into a wasteland, .A few citizens specifically mentioned a
report by the Good Neighbor Project, entitled "Hazardous .Materials on the Rails. .A Case Study of
the Union Pacific Railroad. The Nation's Largest Chemical Hau.er." which named Reno as the most
at-risk urban area in the nation for a major hazardous matenals accident,
.A few private cidzens submitted detailed comments on hazardous materials issues, such as
this, from Lawrence Torango:
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"The potential impact on human life and property caused by delays of emergency
vehicles, collisions between irainj and other vehicles or pedestrians, pale in
significance with the potential of a derailment anywhere in downtown Reno or in a
place that results in the contamination of the area's drinking water. In a worst case
scenario, a derailment during a special event, the cost in human lives could be in the
thousands of casualties, .Any scenario that impacts the almost Si billion dollar a year
gaming industry in this area which is the mainstay of the downtown portion of Reno,
would be an economic disaster seriously affecting the lives of thousands of people.
"As for toxic spills, the water system lhat supports the local and tourist population
of this area is a closed system. For example, the toxic contamination that occurred
near Shasta Lake several \ ears ago vvas eventuallyflushedinto the Pacific Ocean.
Were a similar spill to happen here, the contaminates vvould end up in Pyramid Lake,
in die famifieldsof Fallon and in the Stillwater refiige. There is no flushing action
available, it is a closed system.
"The report findings on derailments, summarized on pages 8-13 through 8-17 with
specifics in .Appendix N. does not. in my opinion, give the issue of major accidents
the importance it deserv es. .According lo the data in the report, the conclusions of the
computer models (please see my summary statements on computer models)
consistently state that die increased ttaffic will have a serious effect on the expected
frequency of these disasters. Unfortunately the statistics are related to esoteric lime
frames of "once every 77,3 years,' Ihe authors then attempt to blow off the problem
with statements such as "Thus, w hile the likelihood of a spill orrivercontamination
is increased for post-merger condidon. die probabilities are still remote.' (page 8-15
durd paragraph).
"Statistics and probabilides can be a very dangerous thing and this is a classic
example of misuse. To really evaluate the increased danger to the population of this
area we need to know the likelihood of an accident happening ov er the next 5. 10. 15
and 20 y ears pre- and post-merger The railroad has been operating for a number of
years now and that has to be factored into the algorithms.
"Another important item in the evaluation is the potential cost in human lives and
property for each instance, .A problem involving hundreds or thousands of people
once ev ery 77 y ears is much more important than a problem involving ! or 2 people
a y ear. This is especially tme when the greatest factor in the relatively minor
problems are associated with stupidity on the part of the injured party, such as
ignoring waming signals, ducking under oi going around barricades, eic."
Speaking at a meettng of the Reno .Midgadon Sttidy Task Force. Frank Napierski. president
of N.APZ Drayage and a regular attendee of the Task Force meetings, stated: " I want you to know
I understand, and I dunk most people do. diat you've got a hard decision to make, which way to go
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on HazMat It's safer on die ttain. whether it's Feather River or here. If you deci-ie to kill
Califomians instead of us. I'd love it. bul we've got to make dial decision.
Mr, Napierski also stated: "But Union Pacific is one of the smartest railroads. They are a
survivor and diey do it well. That says to me they are a safe railroad. You can say whatever you
want about the local conditions, but we're talking about somediing for 150 or 200 years."
The City- stated SE.A's conclusions in the area of possible impact from hazardous materiiils
spills were not accurate because the third party consultant who produced the PMP had previously
worked for UP. The City specifically staled:
"The City, on the other hand, has nofinancialrelationship wilh die audior of the
above referenced unpublished study. Development of un Integrated Computer
Platform for the Evaluation of Containment Mitigation Scenarios along the Truckee
River: Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances Adjacent lo the Truckee River by
Umv ersilv of Nevada Reno. Geological Engineering Professor and stattsdcian James
R. Cart. Ph.D., P.E, (commissioned by and independently completed for Sierta
Pacific Power Company) estimated that a rail accident dial spilled hazardous
substances into the Tmckee River could happen once every 53.1 years (Cart,
1996:26). [sic] The study vvas based the [sic] 1996 rail iraffic of 14ttainsper day;
however, based on die UP's proposed 25 trains per day or the City estimate of
approximateiv 35ttainsper day. thereby increasing [sic] die statisdcal certainly of
contaminadng the Tmckee Riv er ev ery 29,4 years and 21,0 years respectively [sic]
(Cart. 1996:19. 29. 30) (see Table 9 below for a complete summary of Cart's [1996]
findings). Risks of accidents increased with steeper grades, stt-onger curves, and
highertt-ainsspeeds, .All diese factors are most prevalent in die upper Tmckee River
cany on between Tmckee, Califomia. and Veidi. Nev ada where die probability of a
spill is dierefore greatest (Cart. 1996:18, 19, 21).
"Initially when Cart's report was released. UP embraced the reoort claiming die
railroad industty "s supenor safetv in transporting hazardous materials, as evidenced
bv die July 28. 1996. article entitled Rail study River spill odds fairly low: 'There
is no accepted mediod that we are aware of to accurately predict any ftittire event,
certainly including the possibility- of toxic spill into the Tmckee River.' said Mike
Furmey' Soudiem Pacific spokesman. "But having said dial, we are impressed by die
positive nature of L'NR's stadsttcs.' (July 28, 1996:C1)."
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EXCERPTED FROM CITY OF RESO COMMENTS

Table 9
Summary of FiDdin{;s from Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances
-idjaccnt to the Truckee River (C arr. 1996)
I ruckfc River upstream (if
CAJW r.<irdcr from VtP 106-22X

Truckee River downstream of
CA'NA border form MP 229-257

Truckee River
entirety from MP 106-257

T^-PE OF RISK,'
No, of Trainj p«r Da>

Maximum Absoluii- Risk (mirumum) - rail cars carrying ha/aijous substances (for N freight trains per day;
have a siatiLcCal ccnainry of an accidcnlevcri! wcvy
N = 14 freight trai OS day
(Can, 199b 19-20)

2.6 years' or 944 davs

7.5 years" or 1.300 days

1.5 years
N - 25 freight Iraias oay
(Can. 1990 29-30. lables
A-I &. A-2)

1.4 years' T 523 dav;

N = 35 frcigbt trains Ja\
(Carr. 199b 19. -to Tabic
A.2)

.'74 days

2.0 years' or 723 davs

304 days
1.4 years" or 516 days

217 days

I cvoii in 'M4 djyi - i6> cUvc vcv - 1 cvcfu in 2.6 vii.
1 cvCTi in 1.300 divs 365 d i n year I cvcM in 3 5 yrt.

The probability (actual nsk) lo the Truckoc Rjvcr upstream of CA.'NV border DE probability (nsk actiial)
to the Trucko- River dov^-nstrcam of CA/NV border £OUAIi» the loLal probability (total risk) lo the enure
Tnickoc nvc LI-SS llic pro'^abiluy (aciuji nsk / of the outcomes common lo bolli events In ihjs case the
two events arc mutually cxcliisivc and cx]ual zc-ro
IIA

Dl

P(A)-P(Bl-P(A'

Pl rtrfer Tr.h.,»« River I = Pl u

djv&ycAr

• Pini 0- P(Ai- PlHl
n) - I (944dayt) • I'dJOOdiytl

I 547 days <x I . Kit in S47 d«y( - 3«5

1 evmiffiI 5 yn

I ^5:3d«yii - I ( TTI dayt 1 l '304dayf or I even in 304da«
I (374 dayii • 1 (516 days) ' 1 CIT dayt oc 1 evnx m 21" dayt
|,(80.8yTt)- I 1154 75 ym ' = 1 53 I yrt or I rvtnl m 53 I yrt
1 (44 7 yrt ) - 1 (86 1 yrt » ^ 1-Ty 4 yrs or 1 cvnK ai 29 4 yrt
I (32 0yTt) - 1 (61 4 yrt) - 1'21 Oyrt or 1 evern m 21 0 yrt.
(KRO.S yn ) • I (45.2 yrt)] - (1 (154 75 yrs i • l'(93 0yr' ) • 1 (383 5 yrt)] I I'i 4 yrt ot 1 C K M ir Ifi 4 yrt
II (44.7yrs.) • 1 (45.2 yrt )1 • |1'(8« ' yrt l < 1 (93 0 yrt I • I (383.5 yn, )] - r 14 4 yrt or 1 rvcnl in 14 4 yrt
(l'(3:.0yTt.)» l'(45.2y« )] (l'(6l 4ytt ) • I (93 0yn i • I (383 5 yrt )i - 1 11 0 yrt or 1 evcm in 12 0 yrt
I Pl OOI9I18)- 1 n-oKui 523d«yt 365 divtye«r 1 rvcni ir I 4yrt
1 P( (K(l3833i -. I rwan m ''Zl days 365 dayt.year - I evert m 20 yrt
I - P( 0019367) - ; fvov m 5l6da,« 365 day» year I oeni m 1 4 yrt.
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Table 9
Sum maty of Findings from Risk o f Transporting Hazardous Substances
.4d/accnt to the Truckee River (Carr, 1996)
Truckee River upstream of
C/VNA border (rom MP 106-228
T^ PE OF RISK'
No. of Trains per Day

1 ruckre River dowoslream of
CA/NV border form .MP 229-257

Truckee River
tntirctv from MP lOfr-257

Actual \ alues of Risk or Relative Risk (maximum) - rail cars carrying hazardous substances (for N Ireigtu
trains pa day) fhase upon the probabilitv ol breach could be 3 2% (CA) and 2 3% (NV) of the accidents/events)
have a siaiislicai cenainlv ofcontaininalini; the I ruckee Kivei (including locauon and scvcniy) every
N = 14 frricbt (rains day
(Carr. 199b 2b)

154.75 years or 56.522 days

80.8 years or 29..SOO days

53.1 years
86.1 years' or 31,435 davs

N = 25 freight trains day
(Can. 199b 29-30. Tables
A-l & A-2)

44.7 vears' o: lb.:'44 days

N = 35 freight trains day
(Carr, 1996 19. 30. Table
A 2)

32.0 years" vr 1 1 ,b8H days

29.4 years'
61.4 years' oi 22.435 days

21.0 years

Actual % alues of Risk or Relative Risk (maximum) ^ trucks carrving lia/ardous substances by highway (bi^upon the probability of breach coulJ be 1 4"o of lhe accidents-events) have a slausucal ccnaLnty of
conlaminaimg the Truckee River (including hxaiion and severity) evcr%
Interstate 80 (1-80)
(Can. 1996 28)

45 2 years or 16.492 days

383 5 years or 140,058 8 days

r s Hu-v 395 a.'S-395)
(Can. l9<Jb 28)

1 CVCTii m 532 davs - 0 032 '
1 event in 723 days 0.023 I event m 374 days - 0 032 '
I evoM in 516 days - 0 023 -

Final Muigation Plan

93 0 years or 33,982.7 days

i cvoil m 16.^44 davs 36* davt year
I event tn 31.435 days ~ 365 dayt. year
I evail m 11.688 dayt 365 dayvyear •
I eveni ir 22.435 dayt - 365 daviycar -
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EXCERPTED FROM CITY OF RENO COMMENTS
Table 9
Summar> of Findings from Risk of Transporting Haz/trdous Substances
Adjacent to the Truckee River (Carr, 1996)
Truckee River upstream of
CA/NV border from MP 106-228
TV'PE OF RISK/
-No. ofTraios per Day

Truckee River downstream ol
CAyTW border form MP 229-757

Truckee River
entirely from MP 106-257

Total Risk (cumulative) = rail cars carrying ha7ardous subslaiKCS (fcr N freight trains per day) (based upon the
probability (actual nsk] of rail [l'(A))) OK trucks canying hi/.ardoi^ substances on 1-80 (based upon the
probability (actual nsk) of '-80 (I'd))]) OK Uiicks canying ha/ardou; substances on US-395 (based upon the
probability (actual risk] of US-395 (l'(C)]) have a statistical ccnauity i f contaminating the Truckee River
(including location and seventy) evcfy
N = 14 freight trains'day
(Can, 1996 39)

29.0 years"

50.5 years"

18-4 years
N -- 25 freight trains/day

22.5 years'"

40.0 years"

14.4 years
N - 35 freight traios/day

187vears"

33.7 vears"

12.0 years
Source Adapted from Can, 1996

The prohabilily (aCual risk) lo the Truckee River upstream of CA/NV border from rail QS. probability (actual
nsk) to ilic 1 ruckec Ri- cr upstream oCtSfuVX' border Irom trucks on 1-80 liQUALS the tola! probability (total
nsk) to tJic enure Fruckec nver LliSS tlic probabiliiy (actual nsk) of outcomes common to both In this case
the two events arc mutually exclusive and c>qiial zero
PtAuti) •P(A)i P(B) - P ( A n n ) - P(A) P(n) - 0 ' P(A) • Prtl)
Plenw Tmclec IWr) ' P i m n m ) - P(l,»o) ' 1/(81.8 yrt.) < I (45.2 yrs ) - I '29 0 yrt or 1 event in 29.0 yrt
1/(44 7 y r t ) ' 1/(45.2 yrt.)- 1/22.5 ytt or 1 evert in 22 s yrt
1/(32.0yrt.) > 1/(45.2 yit.)» 1/18.7 yrt or I cvcni in I8 7yit
llic prohatiilirv (actu?l nsk) lo lhc Tnjclcec Kivcr upstream ofCA-W border from nil ORprobaliiiity (actual nsk) lo the Truckee
RjvCT upArcam ofCA.'N'V Ixirda from trucks on 1-80 OR^Mcbability («clual nsk ; lo lhc Ifuckcc Rjvcr upstream olCiV/KV border
Irom IrVKkj or LS 395 LQltALU (he tolal prnhabiliiy Kolal nsk) lo UK ,nlirr Truckee nvei U £ S the proi>ab)lif> (actual nik) of
oulcomes common lo any events In Ihiv cate lhc three events are miuually c^'cluslvc and ei^ual zero
l^rwif» lnx*» tiYt,)
50 5 yrs

P(<i™™m«nii • P(l-to) * P(iJS»5)- 1 (154 75 yrt) » 1 (93 0 yrt.) * 1/(383.5 yTt.)« 1/50.5 yrt. or I event in

1/(86.1 yrt ) • 1/(93.0 y r t ) < 1/(383.5 yrt.)
l/(61.4yrt-)* l/(93.0yrt )< 1/(383 yrt.)

Final .MUigation Plan

1/40.0 yrt or I evert in 40 0 yrs.
1/33 7 yrt. or 1 evert m 33 7 yrt.

3-55

Reno Mitigation Study

The City clarified in a footnote:
"The reported [sic] noted that the Hkelihood of a toxic spill was once ever>- 80.8
years along the Truckee Ri\ er abo\ e the California-Nevada border and once every
154.75 years below the border. With respect to interpreting the probability of
occurrence, the author noted that "There are people who ha\e li\ed on the Mississippi
River for 30 years who ha\e been through tive 100-year floods." The most likely
substances in a spill, listed in decreasing order included; (1) sulfuric acid:
(2) phosphoric acid, diesel fuel, ammonium nitrate: (3) anhydrous ammonia:
(4) sodium h> dioxide: and (5) butyl ether. Other likely substances of equal but lesser
[sici likelihood included butane, calcium carbide, carbon disulfide, methyl alcohol.
meth> 1 ether, naphtha potassium, h\droxide and propane. In a related incident, on
July 14. 1991. seven cars of a slow Southem Pacific Railroad train derailed near
Dunsmuir. California, dumping 19.000 gallons of a fungicide and herbicide (Vapam
or metam sodium) into the I pper Sacramento River. The river carried the chemicals
into Lake Shasta, located nearly 40 miles downstream. .According to the Califomia
Department of Fish and Game, that spill virtually killed all aquatic animals and
tiiousands of plants along the n\ er"s 37-mile course. More than 1 million fish were
killed, including 275.000 wild trout. Also killed along the river were as many as
250.000 willows and 300.000 cottonwoods. uhich would not regrow for 14-16
years,"
The City also stated: "Determination of the 'affected enviionment" required "description of
environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the altematives" (40 CFR 1502,15) including
a biological assessment of the Tmckee Riser (see Se^^tion 3,8 - Biological Resources on page 3 - 25
of this comment document for detailed comments from the City)."
The City concluded: "Throughout the Reno mitigation Study process, the City requested
that SEA put the issue of endangered species inhabiting the Truckee River (the endangered cui-ui
and the tlireatened Lahontan cunhroat trout [LCTJ) on the Reno .Mitigation Task Force agenda so
that this critical issue could be publicly studied and reasonable mitigation solutions could be
discussed, SE.A failed to honor this request,""
The US Department of Transportation recommended that UP. the City and the County- work
together lo de%-elop effecii\ e means to respond to hazardous waste spills. The Department slated:
".Although the increased risk is still slight, the potential risk to endangered fish species and other
impacts of a release lead the Department lo suggest that the City of Reno and W ashoe County join
with the UP as participants in "Operation Respond." This FR.A program is designed lo reduce the
impact of accidental releases of hazardous inatenals through an inipro\ed information system, -which
provides tire and police officials quick, accurate inlormation on the correct contents of rail and motor
vehicles, as well as information on emergency procedures. FR.A will provide technical assisf.ance
to the parties in this area, as needed.""
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Larrv- S. Parr. Fire Marshal for the City o..

suited:

"Potential hazardous materials spills along the Tmckee Ri\er corridor are not
adequately identified. .Again, without properly identifying the impact a mitigation
cannot be recommended. Howe%er. 1 do believe the Railroad should develop a
comprehensix e contingenc> plan to pro\ ide dnnking water to the City of Reno. The
plan should identify the feasibility of constnicting an emergency pipeline from the
Boca reservoir to Reno. The plan should identify the route, pipe size, pump size,
number and locations of pumps, coiisimction time and cost. I he cost lo develop a
contingency plan is small and is sound emergency planning.
""The contingency plan is a must, since we know it is onl\ a matter of time before
there is a hazardous material spill on the Trackee Ri\ er corridor.
•"The railroad should also be required to pro\ide hazardous material emergency
response equipment, in addition to the training the\ are ofTenng. When a hazai lous
material spill does occur, it will be the fire department responding and trv i ig to
mitigate the danger.""
David R, Cowperwaite of the Ne\ ada Department of Conserv ation and Natural Resources.
Division of Environmental Protection, added: "The Di\ ision in conjunction wilh the US EPA and
the State of Califomia have been cooperating in the development of a spill contingency plan for the
Truckee Riser, The Surface Transportation Board is reminded tliat increased rail traffic on the
corridor will substantiall> expand the potential for i:pills into the Truckee River, The river is ver\'
important to Northem Nevada, since it is the prime drinking ^vater source for the Reno metro area.
In addition, lowering the railroad tracks will likely encounter polluted groundwater in the affected
corridor,""
3.15.2

Response to Comments

In response to public and agenc\ comments on the P.MP. SE.A has conducted an expanded
analv sis of the potential risks of hazardous materials transport. Please see Section 2.4.8 and
Section of this FMP,
Man> of the comments compare Professor Carr's and SE.A's analysis regarding the potential
for a hazardous materials spill and the associated effects. The principal differences between SEA's
anaK sis. as presented in Section 4 of this FMP. and Professor Carr's analysis relate to the estimates
of the conditional probabilit> of contamination, i.e.. how often a hazardous materials release w ould
enter the riser i f a release were to occur. Professor Carr's method was verv- consersative. assuming
a vers high likelihood of contamination reganiless of the size or type of release.
SE.A's method, as described in detail in Section 4. takes adv antage of large databases, namely
the FR.A accident incident data and the HMIRS (Hazardous Matenals Incident Reporting Ss stem),
in conjunction with detailed terrain data fbr the corridor. This infonnation was used to build a more
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detailed estimate than w as done earlier of the potential for contamination if a release were to occur
resulting from a train accident. Based on these extensive data. SEA includes in its esaluation not
OP1\ lhe likelihood of a tram incident, but also such factors as the distance that rai! cars are likely
to travel in the event of an incident, the likelihood that a tram incident would actually result in a
spill, and the likelihood that such a spill would enter theriver,laking into account the distance from
the rail line to theriver,the topography benveen the rail line andriver,and the likeh size of the spill.
Because SE.A"s analysis is more detailed and therefore more representative. SEA is relying on its
own methodolog> and anal> sis. not on Prof"essor Carr"s. However, SEA notes that it used some of
Professor Carr s information where appropriate.
3.16

Coordination with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Summary of Comments

3.16.1

Several commenters raised questions about SE.A"s consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS).
The City of Reno stated: "It would appear that the public vvho has indicated ttiis is a priorityenvironmental concem for the communit> will hav e no opportunity to ev aluate that consultation
process prior to the end of the comment penod. This is unacceptable to tlie citizens of Reno and the
Citv, The adequacy of the proposed "mitigation" cannot be evaluated without the complete
consultation process of the USFWS,""
The City also stated: "Nonetheless, on June 17. 1997 (prior to SEA's abmpt cancellation of
the August and September Task Force meetings) SEA sent a letter request lo the Nevada office of
the U,S. Fish and Wildlife Service seeking their concurrence in SEA s conclusion that "The UP/SP
railroad merger-related train traffic increases through Reno and Washoe County would have a
nealigible im'pact on the cui-ui or the Lahontan cutthroat trout, , ," SE.A did not invite the public,
including the Nativ e .Amencans. to participate in this process. Please refer to the June 17, 1997 letter
from Elaine Kaiser. Chief Section of Environmental Analysis, to the USFWS. as well as all other
con-espondence related to this matter placed in the record by the City, as set forth in Appendix F ot
this comment document,""
In addition the Cit\- noted:
•"The USFWS agreed with SE.A via ils July 9. 1997 informal consultation process
(File No. 1-5-97-1-28 1), This informal consultation finding was not forwarded by
SEA to the City until August 18. 1997. In their informal consultation, the USFWS
concluded:
"""Based upon the information provided in [SEA's] letter, UP/SP
Progress reports . . . and the discussions w ith Harold McNulty of the
Section of Environmental .Analysis the [Fish and Wildlife] Serv ice
concurs lhat thincreased traffic from the UP SP merger is not likely
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to adverseh affect the cui-ui and LCT as long as the train safety
improvements are continued and the emergence response plan is
implemented as needed. Therefore, formal consultation pursuant to
section 7 of the [Endangered Species] .Act is not required,"
•"A review of SEA"s request to the USFWS reveals that certain misleading,
information vvas given to the U'SFWS to consider. This misleading information was
in the form of an incomplete summarv of a studv conducted bv James Carr. Ph.D,.
P.E.. of the University of Nevada. Reno. SE.A reported that based upon Dr. Carr"s
findings, the probability (risk) of a contamination ev ent in the Truckee River was
once in ev erv 154.15 v ears. This finding was not based on the increased train traffic
(post merger 24 trains per dav per UP), but rather it was based upon existing baseline
train u-affic (14.7 trains per dav ( and only the Nevada portion of the Tmckee River,
In a September 2, 1997 letter to the City. Dr, Carr verified that the summarv
information from his report provided by SE.A to the USFWS was in fact misleading
(see Appendix F of this comment document for a complete copy of Dr. Carr's letter).""
The City of Reno also noted:
" The City met with the USF\^'S - Nev ada office on .August 26, 1997 to discuss these
concems. ITie City- provided the USFWS with the full text of Dr. Carr"s report (not
previously provided bv SE.A) and asked the USFWS to request that SE.A authorize
a formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species .Act (ESA). On
.August 29. 1997 the Reno-Sparks Indian Colonv forwarded a similar request to the
USFWS.
""On September 8. 1997. the Citv .Attorney's Office was copied with a letter from
USFWS to SE.A reiterating that the Citv had prov ided information to them which had
not previously been provided by SEA. Further, the USFN\ S pointed out the
discrepancies in the statistics provided bv SE.A, The USFWS concluded "[b]ased on
our receipt of Dr Carr s rejxirt. our conv ersation w ith your staff, and the impending
report that you will provide to explain your assessment of the likelihood of a
hazardous spill occurring, we recommend an exchange of infomiation detailing your
mterpretation of this additional information and how that interpretation coincides
with earlier information present and our 'not likely to adversely affect"
determination,
•'On October 7. 1997. the City .Attorney's Office was copied with a letter to USFWS
from SE.A requesting re-initiation of the informal consultation process based upon
information not previously provided lo USF\^"S.
"The Citv also informed U.S, Secretary of Transportation Rodney Slater. Senators
Reid and Br>an. and Representatives Gibbons and Ensign of these serious
env ironmental concems. Senators Reid and Brv an hav e sent letters to the STB and
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to CEQ expresslv requesting their oversight on these important efi-v ironmental issues
in the Truckee Meadows .All conespondence referenced in this comment appears
in .Appendix F of this comment document.""
3.16.2

Response to Comments

The USFWS has identified two species of concem in the studv area: (1) the federally listed
endangered fish, the cui-ui (Chasmistes cujus) and (2) the threatened Lahontan cutthroat troul
{Oncurhynchus clarki hcnshaai. also known as Salmo clarki henshawi). which inhabit Pyramid
Lake, a inbutarv of the Tmckee River, In response to this concem, SEA prepared a technical
memorandum documenting the status and locations of Lahontan cutthroat trout and cui-ui. The
memorandum is attached as .Appendi.x P of the P.MP,
SEA has conducted extensive consultation vvith the USFWS, This consultation followed
standard procedures for federal agencies to consult with each other. The consultation process begiui
dunng preparation of the Env ironmental .Assessment on the UP/ SP merger. SE.A submitted formal
requests on January 29. 1996. lo the USFN^ S and the Nev ada Department of Conserv ation and
Natural Resources for input regarding endangered species. These agencies did not submit any
comments to SE.A during the environmental review period for the overall merger. SEA also
transmitted an informatior package to the nine area offices of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).
SEA also consulted with Native American representativ es regarding the issue. (See Section 3,17.)
SE.A also conducted additional consultation widi the USFWS during preparation of the PMP.
During the P.MP process in a June 17. 1997 letter. SE.A submitted information to the USFWS
seeking concurrence that merger related train traffic increases would have a minimal impact on the
cui-ui or the Lahontan cutthroat trout. The USFWS agreed with SE.A in a letter dated July 9, 1997,
which lliey issued as part of the informal consultation process (File No, 1-5-97-1-281). The USFWS
concluded:
•'Based upon the information provided in (SE.A's) letter. UP/'SP progress reports .. .,
and the discussions with Harold McNulty of the Section Environmental .Analysis,
the (Fish and Wildlife) Service concurs that the increased traffic from the UP/SP
merger is not likely lo adversely affect the cui-ui and LCT as long as the train safety
improv ements are continued and the emergencv response plan is implemented as
needed. Therefore, formal consultation pursuant to section 7 of the (Endangered
Species) Act is not required,""
.After the Julv 9 letter. SE.A determined that the information supplied to the USFWS was
based on existing baseline train traffic and not on the increased post-merger train traffic. In addition.
Dr, Carr wrote a letter lo the City objecting to SE.A"s use of data contained in a report he prepared.
On August 26. 1997, the City met with the USFWS to discuss the City's concems.

Final .MUigatwn Plan

3-C'

Reno Mitigatwn Study

On September 8, 1997, the USFWS wrote a letter lo SEA reiterating that the City had
provided information lo them that was not previouslv provided bv SEA. The USFWS also pointed
out the discrepancies in the statistics provided by SEA.
Based on these factors. SEA conducted its own independent analysis of derailments and
potential impacts on endangered species, and this information was provided in the PMP. On
September 18. 1997. SEA staff met with the USFWS to review SEA's independent analysis
prov ided in the PMP. At that meeting USFWS staff requested additional areas for analysis in the
Final Vlitigalion Plan. Based on this meeting. SEA agreed to expand the analysis and the expanded
analysis is contained in Section 4 of this FMP.
On October 7. 1997. SEA wrote a letter to the USFWS fonnally requesting re-initiation of
the informal consultation process w-ith the USFWS. As part of the additional analysis. SEA
conducted two field v isits with the USF\^'S (on October 23. 1997 and November 21.1997) to re-.'iewvanous technical issues. In late December 1997 and early Januarv 1998. SEA conducted additional
consultations with USFWS regarding SEA's expanded analysis of hazardous materi-ils risk and
mitigation. USFWS then requested refinements to the information on the potential risks to the
species of concem in the Tmckee Riv er.
Section 4 of the F.MP includes SEA's substantial expanded analysis of the potential
hazardous materials nsks and mitigation, including all information requested by USFWS. Overall,
SEA's technical analysis has been expanded from the PMP lo include:
An environmental assessment of the project corridor to determine conditions relevant to
potential risks for humans and biological resources.
A determination of the probabilitv of hazardous material release for specific types of
commodities and portions of the rail corridor,
.An evaluation of chemical and physical properties of individual hazardous commodities to
identify potential impacts or effects if a release occurs,
A review of emergency response measures and plans to minimize the potential consequences
of a release.
An ev aluation of potential hazardous material relea'-e/impact scenarios including releases to
the Tmckee River potentially affecting protected fish species or the potable water supply,
and releases potentiallv affecting humans in the Reno'Sparks area.
A discussion of mitigation measures.
This FMP is being provided to the USFWS and the public so that all parties have an
opportunitv lo review and comment on SE.A"s proposed additional mitigation measures and
hazardous materials analvsis.

Final .Mitigatwn Plan

3-61

Reno Mitigation Study

3.17

Native American Consultation
3.17.1

Summary of Comments

The Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 1ribalCouncil, die Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe (PI PT), the
City- of Reno and two private citizens expressed concem about the Native American consultation
process. All the comments state that SE.A and the Board should have consulted directiv with the
tribes before producing the EA. as well as the PMP,
.Arlan Melendez. Tribal Chairman of the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony, stated:
""The Board issued its Env ironmental Assessment on the merger and did not even
bodier to include the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony on the serv ice list. The Board did
not bother to even send us a copy of the document, though they provided the other
local governments and other organizations a copy.
"•We are also verv disappointed that the Surface Transportation Board issued its
decision not to prepare an environmental impact statement on the merger-and in fact
issued its decision lo approve the merger-before it initiated any consultation
whatsoever with our unbal government. Not onlv is this inconsiderate treatment of
the original inhabitants of this valley, it is a clear violation of d-.e federal imsl
obligation the fed-^ral agency owed to our Tribe and a clear violation of National
Environmental Policv .Act which mandates earlv consultation with affected Indian
tribes.
""Tomorrow- w e will file our amicus brief in support of the City of Reno in their
challenge to the Board"s decision in Federal Circuit Court in Washington. D.C. We
point out in our amicus bnef that the Board has v iolated o ir rights bv- failing to
consult w-ith our Tribe and bv not preparing an EIS on this major federal action.
••President Clinton and all three branches of the Federal Government acknowledge
that the Federal-Tribal relationship is "Government to Government," Why is this
concept so difficult for the Surface Transportation Board to understand? Our Tribe
is not just an "interest group" on this matter. We are a sovereign government with
recognized rights under the L'nited States Constitution,
""We object to the Board beginning its consultation with our Tribe aftgr it has
approv ed the merger and made the decision to not prepare an EIS. It is like inviting
us to the treaty making after the document is signed.
••Julv 10. 1997 consultation was inadequate and was conducted bv consultants. This
was the first attempt at tribal consultation and occurred nearly one year afifil the
Board approv ed the merger. It should have occurred at the front-end of die process
before the environmental assessment was hurried through.
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"The report makes it appear that the Colony would be opposed lo depressing the
railroad tracks downtown because of potential cultural impacts. That is not the case.
The Colony supports the City"s efforts to seek depressed trackage,""
1 he Pv ramid Lake Paiute Tribe stated:
••\^'e feel that insufficient attention has been given to the Tmckee River below the
Reno-Sparks area and ask that the Pvramid Lake Paiute Tribe be given more
opportunity to work with you on developing belter altematives. including the
possibilitv of disapproving the merger. We are particularly concemed that PLPT was
not contacted for the Env ironmental .Assessment of .April. 1996. There are many
points we vvould like to have raised on this important step which affects the future
of lower Tmckee Riv er w aters and the Pyramid Lake. We note the error to exclude
from consideration Pyramid Lake for its distance of 15 miles from the railroad, while
onlv considenng ecosystems w-ithin 5 miles, llie effects of a lo.vic spill could easily
extend to the Lake from even much greater distances than either of the above.
•"Concerning the endangered Cui-ui and the threatened Lahontan Cutthroat Troul. the
recoverv- programs for these two species involve the whole Tmckee River, as the plan
is for their eventual restoration at spawning sites throughout the Tmckee, This is
directly related to the Pyramid Lake fish populations. In this regard, and also since
Pyramid Lake is the ultimate downstream destination for Tmckee water, at least in
their original natural course, it is a definite ov ersight not to have involved the PLPT.
Its envirorunental. water resources, and fisheries departments, in this major
environmental-affecting merger of the two railroads, which will approximately
double the iraffic on the railroad and greatlv increase risk of toxic spills.
•'We consider the H.AZ\LAT spill response to be inadequate. This needs to be much
more concrete so lhat spills will not end up poisoning the Pvramid waters and
ecosystem. The endangered Cui-ui is endemic lo Pyramid Lake and the lower
Truckee, .A toxic spill could conceiv ably lead to the extinction of this rare and
unusual species. This species is cultural!) v er> important to the Pyramid Lake Paiute
tribe, was one of the chief staples, and the tribe was named for the fish. i.e.. the •Cuiui eaters'. To treat the increased likelihood of exterminating this species lightly is
to disregard issues that touch on the verv cultural identity of the tribe. Were
hazardous matenals to reach the delta vvhere the Tmckee joins the Pyramid Lake and
the Cui-ui do their current spawning, lhe species could be effectively prevented from
reproducing and driven lo extinction."
The City of Reno slated: '"SE.A indicates lhat they have consulted wilh all potentially
af^'ected Nativ e American representativ es as pan of preparation cf the P.MP, Required consultation
was never conducted during the E.A and Post E.A NEP.A process, and as ev idenced in the PMP. has
not been completed during the preparation of the PMP, All attempts to conduct Native American
consultation were imtiated follow ing completion of the E.A NEPA process which is a violation of
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NEP.A. It is the City's understanding that only one meeting was held with Reno-Sparks Indian
Colonv and no direct meetings or contacts hav e been completed with the Washoe or Paiute Nations,
The Citv requests that SLA olTicially start the Native .American consultation process arid complete
the process like all other Federal, state, and local agencies are required to do."
The City also stated: ""The referenced July 10. 1997 consultation wilh the Reno-Sparks
Indian Colonv. was not "formal" consultation, and was conducted manv months after die completion
of the NEPA process wiiich is a violation of NEP.A.""
Tlie City added: '•SE.A stales grade separations or a depressed railway have adverse impact
on historic and cultural resources and if these options are used, more consultation is required w ith
Nativ e .Americans. This statement is entirely without basis, Onlv upon surv ev of cultural resources
and completion of the Section 106 consultation provision of the National Historic Preserv ation Act
(NHP Ai, would a determination of significance be completed and resources determined eligible to
die National Register of Historic Places (^•RHP), If disturbance was unavoidable, die resource could
require mitigation upon completion of die 106 consultation process. The likelihood of encountering
cultural materials associated w-iui constmclion cannot be determined at the time, and should not be
used as a factor lo discount the feasibi'ily of this or any mitigation option.""
Reno citizen Elmer Rusco stated: •'You should know dial the Pv ramid Lake Tribe is a semisovereign entity within the American governmental system. Only part of its audiority to govem
comes from the .American gov emment. and its status a' a gov emment with which the L'nited States
g- emment deals on a govemment-to-govemment basis is acknowledged by the President and
Congress. In other words, it is not just anolhci group or person which might have an interesl in these
matters."
3.17.2

Response to Comments

The following response documents SEA's consultation proce.s widi Native American
interests. During die preparation of the Environmental .Assessment (E.A) and Post E.A, SE.A relied
on die Bureau of Indian .Affairs (BI.A) for consultation on die potential impacts on lands governed
bv Native .Amencan tribes, SE.A sent consultation letters to BI.A area leaders in Phoenix. AZ;
Sacramento. CA: Minneapolis, MN: Billings, MT; Albuquerque. NM; Gallup, NM; .Anadarko. OK;
Muskogee. OK; Portland, OR: .Aberdeen. SD; and .Arlington. V.A, As shown in Appendix D of die
E.A. SE.A solicited comments from die BI.A on several general environmental issues, and specifically
asked for comments on ""impacts to Amencan Indian populations, lands and culture." and
""information on sensitive resources,"
Following normal Board procedures, the E.A was distnbuted to all area offices of the BIA
for their rev iew and comment. In addition, the Post E.A was distributed to 31 Native American
tribes, including to .Arlan Melendez. Director of die Reno-Sparks Indian Colony, also seeking
comment, SE.A also conducted extensive consultation widi local, county, and state governments.
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During preparation of the PMP. SEA conducted site visits lo the Reno area including a
meeting in October 1996 with Paula Berkley, representing the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony, In
December 1996. SE.A esta'iMished the advisor. Reno Mitigation Task Force, which included Paula
Berklev as a representative for Amencan Indians, Ms, Berkley attended most Task Force meetings.
Arlan D, Melendez. Chair of the Reno-Sparks Colony, was Ms, Berkley's altemate on the Task
Force, Both Mr, Melendez and Ms, Berkeley received materials distributed to the Task Force, In
addition. SEA added lo its sUidv- team a subcontractor from the Reno area. Mary- Ru-sco. to address
Native .American issues, .Ms, Rusco is an archeologist with extensive experience consulting widi
Native American Tribes in Nev 'da on proposed dev elopment projects.
In Mav 1997. SEA sent letters to the chairs of die Native .American councils in die Reno area
(Reno-Sparks Indian Colonv, Pyramid Lake Paiute. and Washoe Tribal) of"fering an opportunity lo
consult regarding Native American issues. Of the three tnbal representatives. Mr. Melendez
attended a Julv 1997 meeting and adv ised SEA diat he had consulted vvidi Merv in Wright. Jr,. Tribal
Chair of the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe,
During these consultations. Native .American representatives raised a number of
environmental issues. Those issues aie listed on page 6-33 through 6-35 of the PMP. and were
addiessed in die PMP, The FMP contains further discussion of issues related to potential impact on
Native American lands, people, and culture, especiallv as related to endangeredlhrealened species
issues (see Section 2,4,8 and Section 4), The PMP was disuibuted via certified U.S. mail or Federal
Express overnight delivery- to all 31 tribes on the Post EA distnbution lift. One tribe in die Reno
region, the Carson Colony Council in Carson City, declined receipt of die PMP: and another, the
Yomba Tribal Council in Austin. NX', did not receiv e its copy because it had apparently moved its
headquarters, SEA contacted the U.S. Postal Senice and was told that there was no forwarding
address on file for the tribe,
SE.A acknowledges that Nativ e American tribal gov ernments have considerable audiority
widi respect to protecting the waterways in western Nevada, The Tmckee-Carson-Pvramid Lake
Water Rigliti. Settlement .Act of 1990 settled many disputes inv olv mg water nghts in die region, and
contained numerous provisions designed to ftirther protect endangered or threatened species and
Nativ e .American cultural resources.
Some commenters expressed concem that Native American culniral or historical resources
would be harmed if die depressed u-ainway option were consu-ucted, SEA also notes the support of
die Reno-Sparks Indian Colonv for die depressed trainway option. If parties agree to mov e forward
widi the depressed trainway. the applicable pemiitting and regulator}- agencies must approve the
project and diis approval process would include appropnate environmental review. The applicable
agency would consider Native Amencan and culturalhisioncal resource issues during that
environmental review.
In public comments made to SEA in October 1997. Tribal Chaimian Arlan Melendez noted
that the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony was filing an amicus brief in support of die City of Reno s
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challenge to the Board decision. This challe'>ge is currently in Federal Circuit Court. SEA notes
that this amicus brief was filed and w as not accepted by the court.
3.18

Use of 1995 Vehicular Traffic as Baseline
3.18.1

Summary of Comments

A few^ commenters. primarily the Citv of Reno, expressed concem about lhe number of trains
through Reno used by SEA as the baseline of its projections for train traffic through Reno in the
future, fhe Citv was especially concemed widi the figure used for representing ""pre-merger" traffic
lev els. The City stated: ""SE.A would have you believ e lhat somehow the pre-merger conditions are
the year 2000 vehicular uaffic. Hov, can this be pre-merger? It is the City"s understanding that premerger would have to be some time prior to .August 12. 1996. when the STB approved the UP/SP
merger. Post-merger would have to some time after September 12. 1996. the merger consummation
dale. The entire PMP and all of its analyses are missing comparisons between the "pre-merger
existing environmental conditions" with 1995 vehicle traffic (ADT) and 12,7 through freight trains
per day and the post-merger conditions with year 2000 vehicle traffic (ADT) and 24,0 through
freight trains per day,""
Addressing text on pages 6-3 and 6-4 of die PMP, the Citv- also staled:
•"The .above passages are a few of the many examples of SEA's use and mis-use of
the terms "pre-merger conditions" and "post-merger condition," It should be noted
that the aifTerence between SE.A s pre-merger trat'fic delay based upon the year 1995
and the year 2000 represents a 14 percent inflation of the actual pre-merger traffic.
The City offers the following information which is part of the record (see
.Appendix .A of this comment document) from the Reno Mitigation Task Force
meeting held June 11. 1997:
••Though we do not have complete methodologies or assumptions from De Leuw.
Gather «fc Companv. based upon our initial analysis of the data presented by Gui
Sheenn [sic] at the June 11. 1997 Task Force meeting [see handouts in Appendix B
of this comment document], we have documented the following discrepancies in their
methodology:

•

•

pre-merger acttially represent die cumulative affects [sic] of the environment
with the no action alternative (no merger) [year 2000 vehicle traffic (ADT)
and 12,7 through freight trains per dav ].
post-merger represent the proposed action as defined by UP (the fully
implemented merger) [year 2000 vehicle traffic (ADT) and 24.0 du-ough
freight trains per day].
All analyses are missing items labeled pre-merger existing environment
condidons in 1995 [year 1995 vehicle traffic (.ADT) and 12,7 through freight
L-ains per dav ].
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"Please refer to the June 20, 1997 letter to Elaine Kaiser. Chief Section of
Env ironmental Analv sis from Charles McNeely. City Manager for the City, placed
in the record hv the City on August 8, 1997 as sel forth in Appendix A of diis
comment document,"'
The City also slated: "SEA has assumed vear 2000 traffic as the baseline condition (premerger) and therefore no analysis has been done for conditions prior to year 2000 (year 1995), The
City understands dial "[fjor purposes of comparison, the SEA study team has provided an evaluation
of potential traffic delay impacts using 1993 v ehicular traffic v^th pre-merger train levels and Year
2000 v ehicular traffic wilh post-merger train lev els. This analysis is contained in Appendix J of the
PMP" (STB. 1997d:6-4), Unfortunately. SE.A does not provide the actual traffic counts, only
summarv delay information, which is dien not used. The differences is [sic] significant (14 percent).
As the Citv- does not have access to the traffic counts used by SEA lo determine these delays,
replication of the SEA study team"s work is not possible.""
3.18.2

Response to Comments

The City suggests that vehicular iraffic delay at the crossings resulting from the mergerrelated increase on trains should be calculated using Year 1995 vehicular traffic levels and the premerger train counts of 12.7 and that this traific delay should be compared against the Year 2000
v ehicular traffic levels and the post-merger train coimts of 24 trains. (The City also slates that
additional future years should be evaluated, which is responded lo in Secttons 3.2 and 3.19.)
Conducting an evaluation using 1995 traffic data would have the effect of attributing
vehicular traffic increases between 1995 and 2000 to rail activiues. Such an approach would imply
that the merger of UP and IP is responsible for the growth of vehicular traffic on Reno streets
between the Years 1995 and 2000. and SE.A rejects this implication. Those vehicular traffic
increa.ses are not attributable to the merger, and such an approach would artificially exaggerate
potential post- merger impacts wilh no rational basis for comparison.
.More appropriately. SEA compares vehicular L iffic delay using Year 2000 vehicular traffic
wilh and without die merger trains (i.e.. with 12,7 pre-merger trains and 24 post-merger tt-ains).
SEA"s approach is fully consistent with the corrmion practice under NEPA of evaluating impacts
with and without the project—in this case, widi pre-merger and post-merger trains—so that actual
impacts attributable to the project can be identified. This standard practice under NEPA
appropriatelv isolates the effects of die project from those of other factors in the same env ironment
(40 CFR 1508.7).
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3.19

I
I

Use of Year 2000, 2007. 2015 Vehicular Traffic
3.19.1

Summary of Comments

Several parties stale lhat SE.A must project train iraffic and other data out as far as the year
2015. rather than to just die year 2000. In addition to asking for an extended study lime-frame, the
City of Reno notes lhat its estimates for traffic flows in the Year 2000 differ significantly from
SEA"s, Odier parties state dial uaffic impacts will increase greaU> in die early part of Uie 21st
centurv-.
Year 2000 Traffic

The City of Reno stated: "Table 5 below, is a comparison between traffic volume for year
2000 as forecasted by the SE.A study team in die PMP and forecast completed by Meyer, Mohaddes
.Associates (MMA), The differences, aldiough not large, are significant and need to be idendfied and
discussed."" (See Table 5 on following page.)
Traffic Impacts in Future Years

.According to Reno cidzen Frank Turek: "As to traffic impact considerations, such impacts
could easily become double, uiple. or even quadmple infifteenyears" lime, over and above what
vvill be felt over the next four years."
Train and Vehicular Traffic Beyond Year 2000

Jack Lorbeer. a principal planner with the Reno area Regional Transportation Commission,
was concemed that the PMP forecast data for bothtt-aii and vehicular traffic only goes to the year
2000. .Anodier indiv idual. Reno citizen Gene Gardella, expressed the same concem.
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EXCERPTED FROM CITi OF RENO COMMENTS

Table 5
Comparison Between Traffic Volume for year 2000
Rail Crossing
Location

MMA Traffic
Volume
Vear 2000

PMPTramc
Volume
Year 2000

DifTerence

28.017

24,300

3.717

Vine

3.946

4.600

-654

Washington

1.891

2.100

-209

Ralston

3.654

4,200

-546

Arlington

9.254

16.700

-7.446

West

4.783

3.500

1.283

Sierra

20,982

21.700

-718

Virginia

1.^.551

15,400

-849

Center

14.351

12.800

1,551

8,069

8.300

-231

13.380

-13.380

515

300

215

12.051

12,900

-849

121.064

140.180

-19.116

Keystone

l^e
Evans
Morrill
Sutro
TOTAL

.Source MMA. 1997, STD, 1997d Table 6.2.1-2

Final Mitigation Plan

3 - 69

Reno Mitigation Study

Response to Comments

3.19.2

Year 2000 Traffic
There are several important differences between the PMPtt-afficfiguresand the City 's traffic
figures for Year 2000. as follows:
•

The City assumed 80 percent morett-afficcrossing die ttacks on Arlington Avenue than did
the PMP, This factor was based on the City's assumption that Arlington .Avenue ttaffic in
1995 was 80 percent higher dian NDOT"s count, resulting in about 5.000 more vehicles per
day crossing the tracks in the downtown than counted bv- NDOT,

•

B> adding a new crossing at Evans .Avenue and by escalating traffic on all other stt-eets al
2 percent per year, the City arrived at a total screenline ttaffic across the tracks that was
19.000 ADT higher than PMP traffic in 2000,

•

The City"s iraffic growth rate between 1995 and 2000 was 4 percent per year, which was
greater than both the RTC ttaffic data given as its source and the growth rate staled bv the
Citv- of Reno of 2 percent per year. The RTC data projected traffic growth of less than 1
percent per year between 1997 and 2007, (The PMP used an average growth rate of 1.8
percent per year between 1995 and 2000.)

Thus the City-"s assumption of higher 1995 traffic on .Ariinglon Avenue and a much higher
growth rate were the main factors leading to about 19.000 more ADT in die City"s projection
compared widi die ttaffic used by SEA in die PMP, The Citv "s Year 2000 projection assumed tt-affic
growth of over 25 percent from the NDOT 1995 counts.
Traffic Impacts in Future Years
One comment received anticipates a ttaffic growth rate far greater than even that assumed
bv the City and suggests lhat ttaffic mav quadmple. The Citv assumed a ttaftlc growth of 1 percent
per v ear after the Year 2000. equivalent to a traffic growth of about 16 percent between 2000 and
2015, SE.A used a growth rate of 1,8 percent per v ear. equivalent to a traffic growth of 31 percent
between 2000 and 2015. Eidier set of growth assumptions would lead to a ttaffic growth of around
40 percent between 1995 and 2015. bul neidier SE.A nor die City have projected that ttaffic vvill
quadmple.
Train and Vehicle Traffic Beyond Year 2000
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 discuss the reasons for limiting the ttme frame for ttain traffic
projections to five years. Section 3,18 discusses the reasons for use of the Year 2000 vehicular
traffic to ev aluate potential delav impacts both with and without the merger train traffic.
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3.20

Vehicular Traffic Ddlay
Summary of Comments

3.20.1

Numerous comments concemed vehicular traffic delay caused by merger-related train ttaffic.
The Citv of Reno focused its comments on SE.A"s mediodologv and calculation of total crossing gate
down time. The City suggests lhat SE.A did not account for die delav caused bv die fact that vehicles
vvill back up behind the crossing gates enough that traffic vvill also back up al near'oy major street
or highway intersections. leading lo longer clearing times at those intersections.
Data Verification Activities
The City of Reno expressed concem on how the Febmarv- 1997 train survey data were
verified. The City commented on the limitations, discrepancies, and methods involved with
verify ing and finalizing the data for the five grade crossings studied (Center. .Arlington. Sierra,
X'irginia. and Keystone) as part of the Febmarv 1997 train survey. The City of Reno stated:
".As sel forth in a report from Mark ,A, Demuth of The Environmental Team lo Merri
Belaustegui-Traficanti. Deputy Citv .Attomev. the following validitv and reliability
informadon was noted during the data venfication acttv ities (DV.As) which began on
Friday. Februarv 28. 1997. at DCCo"s office in San Francisco by Dave Mansen and
David Tait from DCCo. D, Pattick Jumper from UP. and Mark .A. Demudi from The
Environmental Team representing the Citv:
•"The initial DV.As included verify ing the correlation between the
observ ed ttain ev ents and the acnoal consists prov ided bv UP. as well
as noting gate down times which appeared bv inspection to be
unwarrantedly high or low. These suspect limes were verified by
viewing and liming the gate from the tapes: corrections were made as
noted , . .
•"The final activity- of the dau v alidation was to create event records
for missing events which could be created from the tapes. Data forms
were completed and the records added noting the obsenation was
from video tape."'
Others stated dieir opimon dial die mitigation measures recommended in the PMP vvould do
little to reduce potential vehicle delay, and that only constmclion of grade-separattons vvould
effectivelv mitigate dus impact. While some commenters said they are alreadv often delayed, nearly
an equal number said the delay has never been a problem, .A few commenters asked whether UP
could avoid moving ttains through Reno during the moming and evening msh hour. Two
commenters stated diat their onlv route out of their neighborhood was often blocked, and diey could
not eet information on when it would clear.
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City of Reno and NFRA Traffic Delay Calculations
The City of Reno and SE.A employ ed different assumptions to arrive at delay projections.
The Citv of Reno stated: ""Increased traffic delav time: Idling vehicle delay time will more than
double from 188 hours to 473 hours."
Bob Bum of Nevadans for Fast and Responsible Action (NFR.A) stated: "•These Reports
show discrepancies and inaccuracies in the analyses and methodologies utilized in die PMP.
Specificallv. diese Reports indicate dial die post-merger conditions have been under esttmated in die
PMP. and. dierefore. die proposed mitigation vvill not be effective or otherwise mitigate the merger
impacts. These Reports indicate that the vehicle delay time in the post-merger condition will be
substantiallv greater dian set forth in die PMP. dial die increased air pollutton vvill exceed acceptable
limits, dial the noise impacts will be significantly greater, that more emergency calls will be
dismpted or delayed and that die number of accidents will increase."
.A few odier individuals raised questions on die validity of die vehicle ttaffic delay numbers
and the methodology used.
Delay from Overflow Through Signalized Intersections
The City of Reno suggested that SEA did not include the traffic delay from the overflow
tlirough adjacent signalized intersections. The City stated:
•'The mediodology used, in general, is not quite clear. Howev er, it seems lhat the
delav mediodology calculates only die following nvo components of vehicular delay:
"•
•

Delay dunng die blockage of grade crossing by t tin (down time of the gale)
and
Delay during the dissipatton time,

"However, diere is a diird component of die delay diat die report has not included in
its delay calculation mediodology. This component is the delay as a result of die
ov erflow of die slopped v ehicles into adjacent signalized intersecttons (see Figure 2.
for a graphical representation of delay components).
""This added delay will be dev eloped while vehicles are waiting for die queue to clear
the intersection, MM.A's analv sis indicated that the overflow would occur for die
following intersections:
""•
•
•
•
•

2nd Street / Virginia Street:
2nd Street Center Stteet:
Commercial Row Sutto Stteet:
4th Stteet Sierra Street: and
4th Street ' Virginia Street,
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"MMA's analysis showed that the sum of tolal delay for Virginia. Center. Sutro and
Sierra crossings, as a result of this ov erflow component increased by approximaiely
30 percent for 1995 (12.7 trains) and 40 percent and 49 percent for 2000 (12 7 ttains)
and 2000 (24 trains), respecdvely."
Delay Methodology
Rich Vitali. who represented the River Banks Home Owners" association on the Reno
.Midgation Study Task Force, questioned how waiting time would be cut bv a third when ttain length
is doubled and train speed is increased.
According to Nev ada Gov emor Bob .Vliller: ""Mv concems about public safetv- have noi been
appeased. The primarv mitigation feature in the PMP increases train speed from 20 mph to 30 mph,
Consequentlv-. delays at ttain crossings vvould diminish from 3,4 to 2,8 muiutes per ttain. This 33%
sav ings is overestimated and does little, if any thing, to reliev e delav s caused by the merger.""
Another individual. Lawrence J. Torango. stated: ""I have this nagging thought in the back
of my head the authors of the report use the computer simulations to justify predetermined outcomes,
not raise the confidence of the outcomes. In essence. I have the feeling the use of computer models
was an attempt to gain credibility. "
The City of Reno stated:
'"The SEA study team's model calibration has been based on the Febmarv 1997
survey and field observations. Particularly, the gate down ttme is a function of the
train speeds at v arious .iccasions which might have been greater than 20 mph (see
Speed Calculatton Comment K22,1 on page 2 - 22 of this comment docimient.
relative to Data Collection Comment P21.] on page 2 - 20 of this comment
document). MMA's analv ses are based on a 20 mph ttain speed and an average train
length of 6.500 ket.
"The SEA study team has assumed a uniform vehicular arrival during the day and
Ignored the heav-v- traffic .olumes during the AM and P.M peak hours. Furthermore,
the distribution of train arrivals during the day is not clear. These two factors
combined vvill hav e a significant impact on lotal calculated delav.'"
The City also slated:
".A comparison of delay measures between the P.MPfindingsand MMA's analysis
is shown below in Table 6,
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Table 6
Comparison of Delay Measures
2000 Traffic

1995Tramc

mi'

12.7 Trains
12.7

Delay Measures

MV..^

PMI'

IraitLS

MMA

24.0
Trains

12.7
Trains

24.0
Trains

Toial daily number of vehicles
crossing iraclts ai-pradc
• I'MC has assumed 16 lociuons

Tot<*l d^ily hours of delay

1

115,2{K)

• MMA has assumed 13 locations

1

124.400

113.700

166

Tolal number of vehicles delayed by
trains (cars in queue)

140.200

\%»

189

37.-?

250

473

4,542

5.740

il.I30

5.574

10.534

Source: MMA, 1997; STB, 1997d: Table 7.2 1-1

".As shown by SEA, the lotal daily pre-merger vehicle delay (v ear 1995 not year
2000) is esttmated at 166 hours, w hile die total post-merger vehicle delay is projected
lo be 373 hours, an increase of 207 hours of delav. .MM.A indicates a higher increase
betw een pre-merger and post-merger of 307 hours of delay w ith the i.nclusion of die
overflow component.
"It should be noted that the PMP also reports the misleading calculatton of average
delav per vehicles [across all vehicles], resulting in an absurdly low- delay in all cases
(see Table 7 below ). This has been easily explained bv die Citv, as in die case where
one car arriv es exacdv- as die gates begin to come down and die odier car arrives just
b^-fore the gates begin to go up. Thefirstcar waits for 5 minutes and the second car
waits for 1 minute, vet the "average delay per vehicle" is 3 minutes. Clearly the
citizens of Reno realize this is not a tme picture of the delay in Reno, Only total
dailv hours of delav are meaningful."
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Table 7
Sirapiifled Delay Statistic*; for 16 Grade Crossings in Reno
I inrrutigaicd
Pust-mcrpcr

lYc-merpcr

Increased Speed 30 mph
Post-merger

Gate down time

3,38

3.45

2,28

Delay per vehicle

1.9S

2.01

1.27

Source: S FU. 1997d 7 - 7. Table 7,2,1-1

Traffic Delay a Concern

Overall, several individuals were concemed with ttain delay and the inconvenience of
stopped trains. Some w ere also concemed about thefrequencvof slopped trains and the associated
delay , especiallv during the peak hours of downtown v ehicular traffic.
Paul Larson commented: "'One last thing For 17 y ears I hav e been late to work because thev
always send a ttain right at msh hour, eight in the moming. five in the aftemoon. Can't they
possibly reschedule that, give us a 15 minute leeway. Because people are going to get killed try ing
to beat that train .so thev don"t lose their job. okay, Tm senous, That"s going to cost people their
lives sometime."'
Traffic Di^lay Not a Concern

There were many comments stating that the delav caused by train traffic, even if the ttain
ttafTic increases, is not a big concem in Reno, Reno citizen Carl Carter stated: ""I have lived in Reno
for over 45 v ears. m.ost of that time, vvorking within one block of the railroad ttacks. To my best
recollection Eve never had a problem waiting for a train. Maybe 10 minutes at the most, and that
wsiiing for .Amttak to load and unload,""
Alan Crawley stated: ""Well, it shows in here that it is two hours and 35 minutes out of a day
that we"re going to take up the crossings here in Reno, So that leaves 21 hours and 25 minutes that
ever.thing is going tc be open and free,"
Bill Newman slated: ""! have lived bv Idlewild Park for years, I grew up here. And I'm
familiar with the trains. How many times do you cross the railroad tiacks? Once, twice a day?
Three, four, five minutes there is the max you sit and watch the train go by.""
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John Wright stated: "Mv wife works downtown. She is an employee of Washoe Countv- and
works at die courdiouse. Our home is on die odier side of the tracks from her work. Each working
dav . wc cross die railroadttacksa minimum of six times. During each week, we may have to wail
one or rwo times f"or a ttain to clear a grade crossing. The longest delay we hav e had for a 'real* ttain
was slightly more than diree minutes. The actual longest delay was a "phantom" train that the city
council and Mayor presented to us more than a vear ago. That train lasted for eight and a half
minutes. It onlv existed in die minds of our elected officials, but w e were prevented from crossing
ttacks during our "msh" hour. That action took a lot of heal and only showed us how silly our citygovernment is and the fear thev are U^'ing to create in the minds of the citizenry."
Kaylene Wood, a priv ate citizen, echoed this same opinion.
Blocking of Only Exit a Problem
One individual questioned how single-point-access residential areas can communicate with
railroad dispatchers lo av oid delay when entenng or exiting dieir comm.unities, Juanita Ccx stated:
""1 have called a number of times to ask vvhen the train is going to slop blocking my only exit, lo
hav e the dispatcher tell me lhat thev cannot communicate with the tt?in while il is in the canyon.
How is this going to change with the greater traffic?""
Application of Conrail Draft EIS Criteria
On January 21. 1998. the City of Reno s-abmitted a letter regarding application of
significance criteria contained in die Conrail Draft Env ironmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to die
Rene Mitigation Study. The City stated in this letter:
""The Citv of Reno (""The City") has on numerous occasions (both orally and in
written form) requested from SEA critena for assessing all poientially significant
impacts with particular emphasis on ttaffic at highway rail at-grade crossings which
would require midgadon. The Ciiy has oft.'-n noted dial die increase in average delay
per stopped vehicle is one such criteria which must be considered by SE.A, Furdier.
the Level of Service (LOS) as defined by die Transportatton Research Board's
Highwav Capacity .Manual (1994) should also be considered.
""SEA defined traffic delay significance criteria in the Conrail Draft EIS as follows:
""...SE.A established criteria for assessing potentially signifirint impacts on iraffic
delay at highwav rail at-grade crossings ,, , For average delav for all vehicles, SEA
considered die impact significant if the post-.Acquisition traffic level of service at a
highway rail at-grade crossing would be a Level of Service (LOS) " E" or " F
regardless of die pre-.Acquisition LOS, or would decline from a pre-Acquisitton LOS
of ""C"" or better to a post-.Acquisitton LOS of ""D."" (Conrail EIS Vol. 4, chapter page
7-4 to 7-5).
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"The City's October 16, 1997 comments lo the PMP incorporated by reference
Appendix D, a lengthy report completed by Meyer, Moh.addes .Associates, Inc., in
1997. entitled I 'P/SP Railroad Merger Impact Analysis: Traffic/Delay Analysis.
This study specifically analyzed the LOS changes in Reno, Table 1 below
summarizes the changes in LOS for the Citv of Reno pre-Merger and posl-.Merger.
"Applying SE.A's definition of significant impacts on ttaffic at highway/rail at-grade
crossings (set forth in the Conrail Draft EIS). it would appear that 10 out of 12 of die
downtown Reno at-grade crossings will qualify as significantly impacted by the
Merger which must be mitigated by the UP'SP, The City respectfully requests lhat
identical critena be cnticallv evaluated by SE.A for each grade crossing in the Reno
mitigation study,
EXCERPTED FROM CITY OF RENO

COMMENTS

Table 1
Comparison Between Pre-Merger Post-Merger
Level of Ser\ice at 12 Downtovsn At-grade Crossings
Pre-Merger

Level of Service

1995 LOS w ith
12 7 trains da>

2000 LOS with
24 0 trains dav

Keystone

C

D

SIGNIFICANT

Vine

C

D

SIGNIFICANT

|

Washington

C

D

SIGNIFICANT

1

Ralston

C

D

SIGNIFICANT

Arlington

C

D

SIGMFICANT

VVest

r

D

SIGNIFICANT

Sierra

D

0

SIGNIFICANT

Virginia

C

D

SIGNIFICANT

|
|

Rail Crossing
Location

Level of Service 1

Center

D

E

SIGNIFICANT

Lake

C

D

SIGNIFICANT

Momll

D

D

SIGNIFICANT

C

D

SIGNIFICANT

Sutro

|

Source. .MM.A. 1997; Figure 4-16, Figure 4-20
".Additionally, many of the criteria for significance established by die STB in the
Conrail Draft EIS for safety. energy, air quality , noise, culttoral resources, hazardous
waste, natural resources and land use socioeconomics differ markedly from diose
employed in die Reno Preliminary Midgation Plan (PMP), The City respectfully
requests that these differences be explained in detail in the Reno Final Mitigation
Plan (F.MP),
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Mitigation of Significant Impacts
The City's letter goes on to state. '"SE.A states in the Conrail Draft EIS:
•",.,[SEA] developed three cnteria to identify the highway/rail at-grade crossings
where a separated grade crossing appears warranted. SEA's preliminarvdetermination is that a separated grade crossing may be warranted i f each of the
following criteria is mel:
1.
2.
3.

.Acquisition-related train iraffic vvould increase by at least eighttt-ainsper
day,
Estimated post-.Acquisition roadway ttaffic LOS would fall to an "E" or "F"
because of increased post-.Acquisition train traffic.
Sufficient increase in train speeds needed to mitigate .Acquisitton-related
traffic delay impact vvould not be leasible (Conrail Draft EIS Vol. 4,
chapter page 7-6 lo 7-7;

"The Citv submits that had this same criteria been applied to the Reno PMP.
SEPARATED GRADE CROSSINGS WOl l D BE W ARR.ANTED TO MITIGATE
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS FROM THE INCREASED MERGER RELATED
TRAIN TRAFFIC I NDER REOV IRED MITIGATION.
"For instance, the City will experience at least an 11.3 train per day post-Merger
increase in train ttaffic (Reno PMP page 4-5) with roadway ttaffic LOS falling to an
LOS "E" (Center Street) because of increased post-Merger train traffic (Reno PMP
Comments. .Appendix I). Figure 4-16 and Figure 4-20), Further, sufficient increase
in train speeds is not feasible under SE.A's cnteria that anticipated fatality rates
(number of fatalities per accident) increase as train speeds increase thus
compromising safety (Reno PMP. page 7-10 and page 8-8),
"Because SE.A's new criteria was only recently disclosed to the public via the
Conrail Draft EIS. die Citv requests dial die above discrepancies between die Conrail
Draft EIS and die Reno PMP be dioroughly discussed in a response letter to die Cityprior to the issuance of the Reno FMP. Specifically, the discussion should include
the criteria for determining significance: the establishment of 10 out of 12 of Reno's
at-grade crossings as significantlv impacted: the establishment that increased ttain
speed through downtown Reno would compromise safetv: the establishment of 1 out
of the 10 significandy impacted at-grade crossings meets the cnteria fbr a separated
grade crossing: and lhat the other 9 out of 10 significantly impacted at-grade
crossings, in the absence of a separated grade crossing, would sttll be problematic
and require further mitigation to bring the level of impact to pre-merger conditions.""
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3.20.2

Response to Comments

There were five niajor reasons whv the City's delav results or methodology description
differed from SE.A's:
1.

The City used 1995 as a base year instead of 2000. leading lo delay caused by Reno
V ehicular traf*^ growth being attributed to the merger.

2.

The Citv us' J a higher vehicular traffic estimate for vehicles crossing the tracks, wilh an
assumed 4 percent annual growth rate between 1995 and 2000. SEA's analysis of the
av ailable ttaftic data and projections does not support this high traffic growth rate.

3.

The City- used an average train length of 6.500 feet instead of lhe current average of about
4.600 feet. Less than 2 percent of the 140freightttainsobserv ed during the w eek of 2,'3 '97
were as long as 6.500 feet.

4.

The City suggests that SE.A did not account for the delay caused by vehicles lhat w ould back
up behind the crossing gates enough to affect nearby major street or highway intersecttons.
causing longer clearing times at those intersections. However. SE.A's analysis did account
for this component of delav.

5.

Rather than using lT"s verified estimate of 24ttainsper day. die City often assumed that as
many as 38ttainsper day would travel through Reno as a result of the merger. The City's
higher estimate is unsupported bv the v erified UP rail ttaffic projections that SEA used in
aev eloping its vehicular Iraffic delay estimates.

.As the following shows. SE.A does not concur vvith the C-n- of Reno"s methodology and
consequently its higher vehicularttafficdelav results.
Data Verification Activities Relating to Seven Day Train Survey

SE.A has engaged in careful data verification activities, including spot checks of various data,
to assure the accuracy and validity of SEA"s seven-day. 24 hour per day ttain survey that occurred
in Febmarv 1997 (see Sectton 3.7.2). SE.A is therefore convinced lhat the data used in ils ttaffic
delay model are therefore both accurate and valid.
City of Reno and NFRA Traffic Delay Calculations

.A major difference between the delav projections bv the Citv and those in the PMP appears
to be tJie assumptions that the Citv employed. To confirm this statement SEA applied the City of
Reno"s higher Year 2000ttafficvolumes, and the vehicularttafficdelay results are verv- similar: 240
hours of delay with 12,7ttainsin 2000 compared with 250 hours for the City-, and 473 hours of delay
wnth 24,0ttainsin 2000 compared with an 'dentical 473 hours for the City, There are some minor
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street-to-stteel differences, but these appear lo result from different proced'ores for modeling
individual streets as well as different model stmclures.
SEA believes use of its Year 2000 iraffic distribution, discussed in Section 3.19,2. is
appropriate because it assumes a reasonable growth rate in the short nm: 1.8 percent per year,
instead of the 4 percent per year assumed by the City in its analysis.
But use of the City"s own traffic projections does not affect SEA"s conclusion in bodi the
PMP and this FMP that a modest increase in train speed would mitigate the potential traffic delay
impacts of the merger. Using die City"s Year 2000 traffic dislributton, SEA determined lhat an
increase of trains speeds bv 10 mph w ould reduce the expected post-merger traffic delay down lo
199 hours per day, 40 to 50 hours less than the per-merger condidons.
Reasons to not use 1995 traffic as a baseline are discussed in Section 3.18.2. The primary
reason is that the comparison of 1995 and 2000 is not appropriate, because Reno"s anticipated
vehicular traffic growth is not part of the merger-related impacts. Hence the City"s statement that
delay time will more than double from 188 hoars to 473 hours is not persuasiv e. However, even
using City ttaffic levels, increased train speeds would reduce vehicular traffic delay to below prem.erger lev els,
NFR.A statements regarding inaccuracies in delav. effectiveness of mitigation, air pollution,
noise impacts, emergencv response, and accidents are based on assumptions about increased
vehicular traffic levels with which SE.A disagrees, .Moreover, they assume that UP is respionsible
for vehicular ttaffic growth in Reno, which is not the case.

Delay from Overflow Through Signalized Intersections
The City assumed that SE.A did not include the traffic delay from the overflow through
adjacent signalized intersecttons. However. SEA did include this component of delay, though it used
different procedures than emploved by the Citv-"s consultant. Specifically, delav- from the overflowwas included ihroug a calibration of the effective queue dissipation rates (Table 6,2,1-1 in the
PMP), These rates we., established by SE.A on a slreet-bv-stteet basis from videotape and field
observ ations by observ ing how manv cars were in a total queue and how long it look all of the cars
to cross the tracks after the gates went up. The dissipation rates used by SEA accounted for cars
caught upstteam in the queue bv signals as well as cars in the queue that are delayed try ing to cross
the ttacks bv the backup of cars from downstteam signals. These dissipation rates were lower (and
therefore more conservative) than those used in the City"s analysis and effectivel> captured the
overflow delay.

Delay Methodology
SE.A addresses manv of the City 's delay methodology comments in previous sections, e.g.,
please see Section 3,7,2 for responses on the use of speed in the delav methodology. The discussion
of additional comments follows in the order of the comment summanes above.
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In terms of Govemor Miller"s statement, the savings in total delay from -inmitigated lo
mitigated post-merger would be 59 percent (from 373 hours to 154 ho-ars of delay).
.As discussed in Sectton 3,7,2. gate activation time is not a fiincttor. of ttain speed as assumed
by die City, .And as discussed in Section 3.5.2. the City"s assumption o. an average ttain lengdi of
6.500 feet is not realistic and serves to exaggerate the delay. SLA notes that the City has
misinterpreted SEA"s statement about unifonn v ehicle arrivals. The delay equations utilized bv bodi
SEA and die Citv- were derived ass-oming unifomi vehicle arrivals. SEA simulated vehicle arrivals
bv 15-minule interv als, which is more detailed than the City 's use of peak and off-peal periods.
SEA likewise used the train arrivals exactly as they were recorded during die seven-day survey
period in Febmarv 1997. As discussed at the beginning of this section, the most likeiy reason for
differences in delay calculations using SEA"s and die City's procedures is die choice of assumpdons,
particularly about traffic.
Regarding die City's comment about average delay being misleading. SEA offers the
following clarification, Madiematicallv. die total delay and die average delay are relate<^ by die total
number of v ehicles delayed. The av erage delay is the only number lhat conesponds to the driver's
experience of ttain delay.
Traffic Delay a Concern
Trains do pass through Reno dunng the msh hours, and SEA's proposed increased L-ain
speed mitigation measure vvould prov ide the most benefit during these peak traffic periods, Bodi
the total hours of delay and die average delay per delav ed vehicle would be reduced with die
increased ttain speed mitigation. This mitigation measure would also obviate die need forttainslo
stop or ev en slow down due to ttain ttaffic congestion and signaling problems, dius reducing die
delav from stopped trains, Finallv. it should be noted diat widi die installation of Centtaiized Traffic
Control bv UP. ttains diai needed to be stopped could be stopped outside of die busy portion of
Reno.
Traffic Delay Not a Concern
A number of people indicated dial delay from die railroad is not a problem in Reno. Clearly
there is a range of perceptions about die importance of iraffic delay associated widi crossing die
tracks.
Blocking of Only Exit
The crossings widi low ttaffic volumes outside die Reno City- limits have much higher ttain
speeds that minimize the gate closed time in comparison to the downtown crossings. The much
lower vehicular ttaftic volumes at diose crossing outside die citv- core also mmimize die comparattve
exposure and delav, Consequently, no mitigation is proposed for low- volume crossings widi die
exception of N^'oodland Avenue, which had a problem with slopped ttains.

Final Mitigation PUm

3-82

Reno Mitigation Study

Application of Conrail Draft EIS Criteria

The Conrail Draft EIS analyzes railroad grade crossing level of service (LOS) as if the
crossings were signalized inter.sections (p 3-18. DEIS. Finance Docket No. 33388. "Proposed
Conrail Acquisition"). The delay criteria for signalized intersections are defined by the Highway
Capacity Manual in terms of average stopped delay per vehicle as shown in Table 3.20-1.
Table 3.20-1
Level of Serv ice Definition
Level of Serv ice

Stopped Delay per V ehicle (sec)

A

^5,0

B
C
D
E

>5,0 and ^15,0
>I5,0and <,25.0
>25,0 and ^40.0
>40 0and <,60,0
>60,0

Sourtc

//.c'lM.ji Capacm Slanual. Specie:'. Report 20'2 Third Fxluion.lTsmponaiion
Research Bnard. National Research C ouni.il. W ashineton. D C . 1*^94 p 9-(y1-

As requested in the City of Reno's Januarv 21.1998 letter. SEA has applied die Conrail Draft
EIS level of serv ice criteria to the grade crossings in Reno. Table 3.20-2 provides the results of
SE.A's application. Vehicular traffic data in the table are from the PMP (p. 6-5) and are based on
NDOT 1995ttafficcounts, and. at some locations,fromthe FR.A data base, plus growth rates from
RTC's regional iraffic model. Traffic delay values in Table 3.20-2 are from the PMP, pages 6-7,
6-8. and 7-6.
L'sing the Conrail Draft EIS approach. SE.A calculated the delay per vehicle hv dividing daily
Vehicularttafticdelav bv the dailv- vehicular ttaffic. SE.A then classified this delay per vehicle using
the Conrail Draft EIS level of service critena (Table 3.20-1 > as contained in the Highway Capacity
.Manual (see Table 3 20-1).
.As shown in the Table 3.20-2. using the Conrail Draft EIS criteria the railroad crossing level
of service for grade crossing in Reno under post-merger conditions without mitigation would be no
worse than LOS B or C, ^'ith SE.A's proposed increa<;ed train speed mitigation measure, the levels
of serv ice at Reno grade crossings vvould be .A or B at all streets, the same as with pre-merger
conditions.
Because the City- of Reno's letter refers to arterial levels of service calculated in the peak
periods. SE.A also applied the Conrail Draft EIS level of serv ice approach to the p.m. peak houi .
Crossing levels of serv ice were found lo be either A or B with the post-merger number of ttains.
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l a bit .^.20-2

Application of ( onrail Draft I IS Level of Serv ice C rileria to Reno At-grade Kail ( rossings
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In the Conraii Draft EIS. SEA considered an impact to be potentially "significant if the
increase in average delav- per v ehicle results in (1) a posi-.Acquisition [merger] lev el of service E and
F regardless of the pre-Acquisition (merger] condition, or (2) a reduction from pre-.Acquisition
[merger] level-of-service C or better lo a post-.Acquisition [merger] level of serv ice D"' (p. 3-19,
DEIS. Finance Docket No. 33388. "Proposed Conrail Acquisition""). As shown on Table 3.20-2,
none of the Reno crossings meets these criteria for potential significance.
In ils calculattons. the City also used 1995 iraffic vvith the pre-merger number ofttainsand
year 2000 traffic with the post-merger number of trains, SEA finds this approach to be
inappropriate, as explained in Section 3,18,2,
.Another difference between SEA"s analysis and the City of Reno's is that the City- reported
arterial level of serv ice, not level of serv ice at the grade crossing as defined by SEA in the Conrail
Draft EIS, .Arterial lev el of serv ice is based on the travel speed throughout the street and is not
specifically focused on the grade crossing.
The City of Reno states in ils January 21,1998 letter diat application of the Conrail Draft EIS
significance criteria would lead to the conclusion lhat grade separated crossings are required in Reno.
But. as described abov e. this clearlv is not the case, Finallv. it should be noted that in the Conrail
Draft EIS. grade separations were recommended only in those instances vvhere increases in ttain
speed were found lo be not practical. In this case, of course SEA believes that increased ttain speeds
vvould be safe and vvould enttrely mitigate the potential adv erse impacts of the increased train ttaffic
on vehicular delay at the grade crossing in Reno, (See Sectton 2.4.1.)
The City of Reno letter of Januarv 21. 1998 also addresses significance criteria for other
topics. As the Conrail Draft EIS and the Reno P.MP and FMP show, the criteria for significance are
not inconsistent. The significance criteria for cultural resources, hazardous waste, natural resources
and land use socioeconomics used in the Conrail Draft EIS are irrelevant to the Reno Midgation
Study, because those issues apply only to constmctions or abandonments of rail lines, neither of
which are at issue here, Energv- vvas handled on a system-wide basis in both the Conrail Draft EIS
and the L'P SP merger EA and Post E.A, In both cases. SE.A"s analysis looked at whether there
would be system-wide net increases or decreases in diesel fuel consumpdon.
Similarly, in the uvo cases. SE.A applied die thresholds in its environmental rules in asses.sing
air qualitv and noise. Regarding noise. SE.A has taken the same approach in both cases, concluding
that the primarv source of railroad noise is from the sounding of the locomotiv e homs w hich cannot
be mitigated because of safety concems, With respect lo air quality. SE.A conducted a system-wide
and county-wide analysis in each case to determine the nel changes in air quality- that would result
from the proposal before it. (Compare PMP TMP analysis with Conrail Draft EIS volume 1.
p. 3-29.)
The Board's environmental rules do not specifically contain significance criteria relating to
safety issues such as hazardous materialsttansport.highway rail at-grade crossings, and rail freight
ttain safety. SEA developed appropriate significance criteria to guide its analysis of these issues in
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die Conrail Draft EIS. Those criteria had not been developed when the EA. Post EA or PMP were
issued in the UP/SP merger case and therefore could not have been used in diose documents.
While the Conrail Draft EIS was issued prior to this F.MP. SEA sees no reason why those
criteria should be applied in die Reno Midgation Sttidy at diis late date. As die record in the UP/'SP
merger case and this ongoing mitigation sttidv show. SEA has done an exhaustive analysis of safety
issues. Moreover, the environmental record before the Board indicates that with the system-wide
mitigadon from Decision No, 44 and die localized muigation recommended in the FMP. there will
be no potential significant impacts on safety or any other environmental issue resulting from the
UP/SP merger in Reno or anywhere else.
Because safety- has been dioroughly :nudied in die EA. post E.A. PMP. and again in this FMP,
no practical purpose would be served by now- applying in this case the significance criteria utilized
in the Conrail Draft EIS, Rather. SE.A already has done at least as much analysis of safety-related
matters along the UP rail line passing through Reno as it w^uld have done had the significance
critena in the Conrail Draft EIS been used in the Reno .Mitigation Study,
SE.A refers the reader lo the extensive safetv -related sections of the 5-voIimie EA. the Post
E.A. the PMP. and the FMP for SEA"s evaluation of potendal safety issues associated widi
highway rail at-grade crossings, rail freight ttain safetv, and hazardous materials ttansport. In
particular. SE.A has provided a specifically tailored ev aluation of die potential risks and appropriate
midgation measures related to hazardous materialsttansportalong the rail line through Reno, This
hazardous materials analv sis is comprehensiv e in its evaluation of die nsks associated widi potendal
impacts to aquatic life, potable water, and die populatton in die Reno/Sparks area (e.g., see secttons
2.4.8 and 4 of diis FMP).
SE.A notes dial, had die Conrail Draft EIS cnteria been applied to die Reno Midgation Study,
the significance criteria would have been exceeded in onlv one instance, that of hazardous materials
ttansport with respect to ""Kev Route"" designations. However, the recomn.ended measiu-es in this
F.MP to mitigate env ironmental impacts related to the transportation of hazardous materials well
exceed those recommended in the Conrail Draft EIS,
3.21

Emergency Vehicle Blockage
3.21.1

Summary of Comments

-nergency v ehicle blockage by trains passing through Reno was a major
TTie potential '
concem raised bv a larg. umber of commenters. Some of the key comments are provided below.
Relation of Train Counts to Emergency Vehicle A c c e s s
The PMP sets forth a measure of impact of average daily gate down lime per crossing on
major crossings. On this approach, die City of Reno stated: ""SEA uses the measure of impact of
an average dailv gate down time per crossing on major crossings. The City does not consider this
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appropriate. If the existing potential for blocked emergency response vehicles is 12 times a day
under current conditions, then the post-merger 24 times a day is a 100 percent increase in blockage.
The fact lhat the current 12 blockages total 42,9 minutes per day compared to the mitigated 24
blockages totaling 54,8 minutes or 27 percent increase is not comparable, as each emergency
response which is blocked must be either reassigned or re-rouied-emergencv vehicles do not wail
at crossings during an emergencv response.""
Tlie City of Reno also stated: "SE.A concedes that increasing the speed of trains still leaves
the problem of increased numbers ofttainsgoing through towr. -.vhich will continue lo delay tourists,
residents, and emergencv v ehicles. If the UP doubles the number ofttainsa dav- through Reno, then
the number of times emergency vehicles w ould be blocked increases proportionally.""
UP noted: "L'sing the PMP"s conservadv e calculattons. total "gate down" lime after a 10 mph
average speed increase will grow by less than 3 4 of a percentage point, which does not justtfy
imposing millions of dollars in costs on the railroad. The City"s claim that total "gale down" time
is irrelevant to emergency vehicles, and that only train counts matter, is demonstrablv wrong,
because the question is howfrequentlyan emergency v ehicle will encounter a blocked crossing (an
event that can be avoided entirelv with new monitoring equipment prescribed in the PVIP). Under
Reno"s logic, die problem would be virtually solved if UP SP and BN SF combined all their trains
into one long ttain each wav per day. no matter how long it blocks crossings,""

Use of Gate Down Time As a Measure
The City stated that 564 police calls. 168 ambulance calls, and 108 fire calls will be delayed
per V ear by the increased ttain iraffic through Reno
The Citv- also stated:
•"SE.A concludes the gate down time analysis does not accuratelv reflect actual
emergencv delays based upon several reasons. The Citv believes lhat because the
analysis does not accurately reflec* actual emergency delays, the impacts are even
greater and must be analyzed and additional mitigation offered,
"The informadon on the facilities is partially accurate, the P.MP fails to indicate that
five of the fire station districts are bisected bv the railroad tracks, as well all
downtown fires require assistance from fire stations located on both sides of the
tracks. For example, on September 30. 1997. a 3-alarm fire broke out at the
EI Dorado casino hotel which is located imjnediately north of the railroad ttacks (see
the Reno Gazette-Journal newspaper articles about the fire contained in Appendix E
of this comment document). Six fire stations (three of the stadons are located on the
south side of the ttacks) were required to respond. In addition, the Reno Fire
Department (PJ'D) had to contact the L'P to prohibit anv trains from entering the
downtown area for the remainder of the ev ening because fire tmcks were parked
within the UP right-of-wav and fire hoses were draped across the tracks because of
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a fire hydrant located on the south side of the tracks. The RFD could not have
contained the blaze without the assistance from all sixfirestadons. If the El Dorado
casino'Tiotelfirestarted w hile a train was blocking traffic, eq.iipmenl andfirefighters
from three of the fire stations located on the south side of thettackswould of [sic]
experienced 3 to 5 minute resfKinse delav s which would have caused possibly a loss
of life and additional property damage at the El Dorado casino/hotel.
"Second. SEA concludes the gate down time analysis does not accurately reflect
actual emergencv delays because emergency runs are at random times and ever>' rail
crossing blockage does not necessarilv delay emergency vehicles. According lo a
surv ev conducted in Febmarv of 1997 by the Citv . emergency delays occurred 70
limes in 28 days,'' Table 8 and Figure 3 below indicates the num'oer of delays
experienced bv each emergencv sen ice provider during Febmarv 1997:
E.XCERPTED FROM CITY OF RENO COMMENTS

Table 8
Summarv of Emergency Calls Delayed
Emergency Service Provider

Number of Calls

Reno Police Department

47

REMSA

14

Reno Fire Department

9

Source CilyofKcno. 1997

"The third reason that SE.A concludes the gate down time analysis does not
accittately reflect actual emergency delav s is lhat emergency vehicle drivers are
likely to be "aggressiv e" in seeking unblocked rail crossings and not being hampered
bv traffic (and train) restnctions. This does not acknowledge that most fire
equipment cannot maneuver out of ttaffic at a blocked rail crossing, SEA must
acknowledge this fact and recommend mitigation measures to mitigate these impacts.
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EXCERPTED FROM CITY OF RENO COMMENTS

Figure 3
Emergency Vehicle Delays - Feb 1997
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The City clarified in their footnote:
In a memo dated Januarv 7. 1997. from
Charies McNeely. City Manager. City of Reno lo Reno Police Department (RPD),
Reno Fire Department (RFD). REMSA. and Regional Transportation Commission
as well as other agency [sic], the City asked each agency to maintain records of
delays of day-to-day deli verv of services during the month of February, The RPD
and RFD data were collected bv the emergency dispatchers when a call was reassigned due to a blockage at a crossing which was judged to delay the call."
Larry Farr. Fire .Marshall for the Citv of Reno, stated that delays to fire trucks are most
important because of their first responder status.
Train Blocking Large Number of Crossings
Eric Seltzer. Reno citizen and Vice President of Toppo Manufacturing Corporation, stated:
" I am writing to v oice my concerns over your recent recommendations for handling
the increased railttafficthrough Reno due to this merger, it seems to only addre.5S the
immediate safety concems at each grade level crossing, but it doesn't address the
larger issue of blocked crossings through a fairly large downtown city- area.
"The blocking of our major north-south stteets du ough downtown Reno could cause
critical delays for safetv vehicles such as ambulances, fire tmcks. and police cars.
I have sat for 10 minutes or more many times as it is. I can"t imagine how- bad it"s
going to get with increased rail traffic caused bv diis merger.""
Increase Delays to Emergency Vehicles, Access to Hospitals
Jeff Bills, the President and CEO of St. Marv "s Healdi Network, stated:
-We consider the Preliminarv Mitigation Plan (P.MP) to be woefully deficient in the
area, among others, of safe and predictable access to the physician and emergency
room serv ice which we provide twenty four hours per day.
''Daily, lives are saved when critically ill patients anive at our emergency room doors
in lime for our doctors and nurses to administer their vital skills. Many of these
patients are delivered by ambulances but there are a significant number who arrive
in private vehicles.
"The P.MP does not provide a realistic solufion lo the verv- real issues surrounding
access to hospitals and odier serv ices provided in and near downtown Reno. Longer
trains will be a reality. Increased numbers ofttainswill also be a reality-. Faster
trains will be achievable only if safety and power conditions periit, which under
even the most ideal conditions will not be achieved bv everv u-ain. Theretore.
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increased numbers of blocked crossings will be a reality, as will increased duration
of blocked crossing limes,
"This will. then, result in difficulties for ambulances, even with the video displays
which are suggested to be located in the emergency dispatch center. It will also
result in greater difficulties for diose priv ate v ehicles attempting to reach die hospital
in time to prevent stroke or heart da-nage or to deliver a baby in a safe, clean
environment. Further, those phvsicians who have been called to the hospital lo
provide the expertise to save dieir patients" lives and healdi will be impacted in their
journeys to the hospital.""
Joe Bohl. with the Northem Nevada Center for Independent Living, staled: " I feel the
increased speed and the number of trains through our valley is a threat lo people in general, locals
and visitors die same, I for one often take people with disabilities on social/recreational outings in
our downtown area, faster and morettainsis a hindrance. The safety issue alone, the response lime
of police and ambulance calls is an inconv enience.""
Health/Safety Considerations Not a Concern; Services on Both Sides
of Tracks Built for Less Money
Brandon Kincannon. a Reno citizen, stated: ".As for heallh and safety considerations. I
believe there are none. Passing ttains don"t contribute to disease and I have never heard of an
emergency v ehicle waiting for a train to pass,""
John and Pat W right. Reno citizens, stated: " If the City of Reno was tt^Iy concerned about
public safetv as they are claiming to be. il seems to me that first they should fullv fund the fire
departtnent and die police department as budgeted by the fire chief and chief of police. We hav-en"t
had a fullv funded police department in manv years, y t this merger is a threat lo our public safety.
More smokescreen and rhetonc. The Citv- of Reno has hospital facilities on bodi sides of die ttacks.
We have fire stadons on bodi sides of die ttacks. \\ e hav e police officers assigned to bodi sides of
die ttacks. We have ambulances scattered all over the citv, Where is the direat lo public safety?""
Reno cidzen Bill Newman stated: " fhe Citv of Reno has got brc^hures. every one is bringing
diese brochures to die meeting, I also have die paper for diis moming"s diing widi die city manager
talking about iniured children from Verdi and Sparks, First of all, you just come down Interstate 80
and go right off to St, Marv "s Hospital, Sparks has dieir own hospital. This is just a ploy.'"
Reno citizen Charles .Albnght stated: "'If die citv is -concerned' about safety, build a much
cheaper costing EMT. Police Fire [sic] stafion on die other side of the ttacks.""
Sparks citizen Terr> Frank stated: " I diink die railroad should be allowed lo run longer,
faster ttains Fire tmcks and ambulances should be stationed on both sides of the ttacks. NMiy
should die public suffer, because of diose [explettve]birds at Citv Hall, \^'hen diings get tight, get
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panickv and cut die fire dept.? If it weren't for the railroads. Reno would probably be just a wide
spot on the road."
Reno citizen Evelyn Scott staled: "They complain about die emergencv vehicles. We have
them on both sides of die track. We have a hospital on the north side of the tracks and we have a
hospital on the south side of the tracks. And we hav e fire departments on both sides. We have
REMS.A on bodi sides of the tracks, .And there"s so much scare tactics going on that I diink i:"s
totally ridiculous.""

Safety and Effectiveness of Increased Train Speeds
Pattick Smidi. President of die Regional Emergency Medical Serv ices Audiority. staled:
"The Regional Emergency Medical Serv ices .Authority (REMS.A) is dismayed and
disappointed at the Surface Transpor'iition Board's Section of Environmental
.Analysis (SE.A"s) -Union Pacific - Reno Preliminarv Midgation Plan", specifically
regarding emergencv responses.
"The proposed mitigation of speeding up trains and installing a video monitoring
sv stem to alert emergencv crews that ttains are approaching is extremely short
sighted, dangerous lo bodi die public and emergencv responding crews, and ignores
long-term uncertainties ofttainfrequencyand lengdi. This proposal assures nothing
t"or die public's healdi and safetv, No one can predict vvhen and where emergencies
will occur, how manv ttains will pass through Reno over die next five. ten. or rwentvyears, how- long diose ttains will be. or how many emergency responses and rga]
people's liv es will be adversely affected,
"Our collective focus should not be to -mitigate', but rather to 'eliminate" wherever
possible die problems created bv die merger, especially where human life, suffering,
and safely- are involved. The old saying in medicine 'that an ounce of prevention is
w orth a pound of cure" is quite applicable here,""
Larrv S, Farr. Fire .Marshal of die City of Reno, stated: "My primary- concem is public
safetv, In die report, on page 6-15. diere are six bullet points diat are idendfied as -potential impacts
, , , on emergency vehicle response". Bullet points one and six are impacts, die rest are general
statements diat seem to be made to justify die reports [sic] findings. The real impact of emergency
vehicle response is not identified. The real impact is. die Reno Fire Departtnent currently has
approximately 3.700 emergency serv ice calls that require emergency vehicles to cross the railroad
tt-acks. Those calls for serv ice are currently impacted by an average of twelve trains daily. The
merger vvill impact diose calls bv twentv -four ttains per dav av erage. Tram speed is not going to
mitigate die impact of die frequency of ttains versus emergency calls for serv ice. Addidonally.
vehicle gndlock created by railroad crossings being blocked by a passing ttain has not be [sic]
examined. The impact of vehicle gridlock on emergencv v ehicles respond'ng. happens on bodi sides

Final .Muigatwn PUm

3-92

Reno Mitigation Study

of the railroad tracks and hamjjers quick response w hether or not emergency vehicle [sic] must cross
the tracks."
Grade Separations or Depressed Railway Would Help
Gregorv H, Krause. Plaiming Manager for the Regional Transportatton Commission, stated:
"Concems over emergencv vehicle access with additional train traffic are important. The PMP
identifies actions such as more aggressiv e behav ior bv emergencv vehicle driv ers, the random nature
of emergencv calls, and emergencv- operators already hav ing plans in place avoid trains [sic]. The
PMP does not mention real solutions to emergencv access, such as the benefit of additional grade
sepaiations. so that there vvould be no chance that emergencv vehicles would be delayed by ttam
ttaffic even on a random basis.""
.A number of indiv iduais expressed support for grade separations or a depressed trainway to
help relieve potential problems, including emergencv response.
Mitigation Needed for Stag, Del Curto, and Canal
Bob Webb. Community Coordinator for the Washoe Coimty Department of Economic
Development, staled:
"The PMP should provide specific mitigation measures to provide for emergency
access to the residential communities serv iced bv die following roads: Stag Lane. Del
Curto Lane, and Canal Road, The PMP does not evaluate emergency access for
eidier Stag Lane or Canal Road, .Although the PMP does ev aluate emergency access
for Del Curto Lane, the plan does not provide costs nor altematives to provide
emergency access to that area, .Additionally, the conclusion of the P.MP to not
mandate the constmcdon of an emergency access route for the Del C urto Lane area
is unacceptable.
"The Washoe Countv Sheriff s Office has rev iew ed die Preliminarv- Mitigation Plan
and considered the impact the proposed merger and mitigation measures may have
on the communitv w e serv e and on oar deliv erv of serv ices.
"The Sheriff's Office prov ides police serv ices to residences on Del Curto Lane, The
increased ttain ttaffic at this crossing caused bv the merger vvill delav non-emergency
and emergencv responses into this area. The Sheriff s Office feels that crossing
delav s at Del Curto caused by the merger need to be mitigated, however, the Sheriffs
Oftice takes no position on which mitigadon measure should be implemented at this
crossing,"'
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Mitigation Needed to Respond to Train Emergency In Downtown

Robert Bergdahl. a private citizen, stated: " I see nothing in any report or plan which
specifies equipment, personnel, and procedures for such emergencies. These should be in place
before any changes to the present v olume of traffic or to the configuration of routes are made."
Mitigation Needed Downtown for Emergency Response or Prisoner
Transfer

Franklin Barnes. Captain. Patrol Div ision Commander of the Washoe Coimty Sheriff s
Oflice. stated: "The Sheriff s Office is a second responder to emergencies in the City of Reno,
assisting the Reno Police Department on critical incidents or major criminal events. The Sheriffs
Office transports approximateiv 30-50 prisoners everv day to three downtown locations, the Washoe
County District Courthouse. Reno Justice Court, and Reno Municipal Court. The Sheriffs Office
feels the increased crossing delav s need to be mitigated so as not to delav emergency responses or
the transport of prisoners.'
Video Monitors and Train Displays not Helpful, Uncertain Effect

Larry Farr, Reno Fire Marshal, stated:
"The installation of video monitors and train displays in the dispatch center does
nothing but add work and confusion to the process of dispatching emergency
v ehicles. Tnere are all sorts of issues related to this proposal, not the least of which
is additional training and or staff required to properly use the sv stem and the most
important; [sic] will it work and add to longei and or [sic] inconect dispatches.
"Video monitors andttaindisplays are not mitigation. They are. additional costs to
the City of Reno and confusion for those Irv ing to oispalch emergency vehicles."
3.21.2

Response to Comments

In Section 6.2.3 of die PMP. SEA provided a comprehensive review of die effects of mergerrelated increased train traffic on emergency response in Reno. In this FMP. specifically in
Section 2.4.7. SE.A discusses emergencv vehicle access and recommends additional midgation
measures to address emergencv response issues. The following responses addres.-> individual public
comments made on the PMP,
Relation of Train Counts to Emergency Vehicle Access

The probability of any emergency vehicle being delayed is the probability that ils desired
crossing will be blocked if it has to cross the railroad. Because ttain arrivals are landom. that
probability- is the percentage of the lime that the crossing is blocked by trains. .A given crossing is
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projected to be blocked by freight trains 3.0 percent of the day for pre-merger conditions. In the
mitigated (increased train speeds) post-merger conditions, this percentage changes to 3,8 percent,
a 0,8 percent increase ov er pre-merger conditions. Regardless of how emergencv- response calls are
generallv distributed over time, the expected chance of delay from freight trains for a given
emergency response would be 3,0 percent under pre-merger and 3,8 percent imder mitigated postmerger conditions. The fact that emergency vehicles may be rerouted upon finding a blocked
crossing does not change die probabilitv of finding a blocked crossing. Figure 3.21-1 illustrates the
change in gate blockage time and probabilitv of delav or reassignment lo emergencv v ehicles.
Use of Gate Down Time As a Measure
Please see Section 2.4.7 for a discussion of emergency vehicle access. As noted in lhat
section, emergency vehicles will be stopped byttainsonlv- when the gates al the crossings are down.
The average gate down time per train for both pre- and post-merger levels is estimated at
3,4 minutes, Vt'iih increased train speeds, the average gate down time per train is estimated at
approximateiv 2,28 minutes. Thus, at an> one crossing under pre-merger conditions, the average
daily gale down ttme vvould be 3,4 minutes per train times 12.7 trains, or 42.9 minutes per day.
representing 3,0 [percent of a 24-hour dav, For post-merger conditions, the average dailv gate down
ttme (with increased ttain speeds) would be 2,28 minutes per train times 24 trains, or 54,8 minutes,
representing 3.8 percent of a 24-hour day.
Using these figures and the Reno Fire Department"s estimate of 3.700 calls per year lhat
cross the ttacks. SE.A estimates that approximateiv 110 fire vehicles per year may encounter a train
at an at-grade rail crossing under pre-merger conditions (3,0 percent X 3.700). and approximately
140 fire vehicles per vear may encounter a ttain at a crossing per under post-merger conditions (with
SE.A"s proposed increased ttain speed mitigauon ~ 3,8 percent X 3.700), This represents an increase
of approximateiv 30 additional fire v ehicles pier year, or less than three additional v ehicles per month
increase. In response to this potential increase. SE.A has proposed that the Board require UP to
install train location monitors and camera equipment showing the rail right-of-way to assist the
emergencv dispatchers (see Section 2.4.7).
SE.A notes that the estimated annual 110 fire vehicles encountering trains under pre-merger
conditions represents approximately 9.2 fire vehicles per month, which is similar lo the City"s nine
v ehicles recorded as stopped during the month of Febmary 1997 (See City"s Table 9). SE.A notes
that, dunng the full month of Febmarv . UP was running more ttains than the 12.7 pre-merger levels.
Thus, fewer fire tmcks were stopped during this month than vvould have been expected using this
prediction methodology.
Finallv. should a fire tmck be caught in traffic, it vvould experience w hat happens to nonemergencv v eludes dunng a gate closure. W ith increased ttain speeds, the delav would be less than
post-merger condidons. given that the gate would be down for a shorter ttme period for any given
train, and that the overall traffic delav for trapped v ehicles vvould be reduced to below pre-merger
levels.
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1
Figure 3.21-1. Gate Closed Time Over 24 Hours
% Close(j = Probability of Deiay or Reassignment of Emergency Vehicles in 24 Hours

'
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Train Blocking Large Number of Crossings

The proposed train speed mitigation uould have the effect of clearing an average train out
of the downtown area more quickl v- than imder pre-merger conditions. Total and average vehicle
delay vvould likewise drop lo levels lower than pre-merger. SEA"s proposed train location
monitoring sv stem would help emergencv v ehiclesfindan open crossing more easih thanrniderpremerger conditions, .All of these actions vvould reduce the potential effects of additional trains.
Increase Delays to Emergency Vehicles, Access to Hospitals

The first response prov ided in this Section 3,21.2 addresses emergency vehicle response
delavs, \'ehicular delays for motorists, whether medical personnel or those seeking medical
assistance, vvould be lower under miiigated (increased train speed) post-merger conditions than under
pre-merger conditions, because these delays are similar to the general traffic delays.
Health/Safety nota Concern. Services on Both Sides of Tracks or Built
for Less Money

The public commenters who feel that no serious health or safety problems exist in Reno,
because of the existing infrasimcture. demonstrate the v aried local opinions on this subject.
Safety and Effectiveness of Increased Train Speeds

SEA"s proposed speed mitigation vvould be effective in reducing potential iraffic delay,
increased crossing blockage, and associated emergencv response delays from the expected increase
of 11,3 freight trains. The lime frame of SEA"s analysis is explained in Section 3.2.2.
Responses prov ided in the first three subsecttons of this Sectton 3.21.2 apply to the Fire
Department"s comment. In particular, the gate down time measure was shown lo be a conservative
measure of thefrequencyof delay to emergency vehicles dispatched b> the Fire Department, SEA
does not believ e that the recommended use of increasedttainfrequencvas a sole measure of impact
would be appropriate. Train speed increases were found to be an effecdv e midgadon, especially for
reducing gridlock to pre-merger levels.
Grade Separations or Depressed Railway Would Help

The P.MP did ev aluate the effect of grade separadons and a depressed railwav on emergency
response, e.g.. Section 7.3, The F.MP provides addiuonal discussion in Section 2.7. As described
in die P.MP. grade separations vvould improv e v ehicle safety at indiv idual crossings. SE.A. however,
did not find grade separations or the depressed railwav as appropriate mitigadon (See Section 2.7
of this FMP).
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Mitigation Needed for Stag, Del Curto, and Canal
The railroad crossings were rev iewed in die P.MP, ,All hav e relativ elv high train speeds and
lew traffic volumes. Stag and Del Curto have train speed limits of 40 mph while Canal Road has
a 60 mph train speed limit. Projected traffic v olumes are less than 200 vehicles per day for Del
Curto and Canal, while Stag is estimated at less than 50 vehicles per day and appears to be a priv ate
crossing, .Although all three roadways are the sole access route across the railroad for some people,
the degree of potential impact is much less than manv urban situations reviewed because of relatively
lovv blockage times (gate down times less than two minutes on the average) and relatively few
households serv ed. The probability of a crossing being blocked for an emergency vehicle would
increase from 1.6 percent to 2,7 percent for Slag and Del Curto. and from 1,1 percent to 2,0 percent
for Canal, The same probabilities also applv to the possible delav of non-emergencv vehicles. The
ov erall probabilities of delay remain v erv- low even with the higher train iraffic. Consequently,
emergency access or other mitigation is not recommended tor Stag Lane. Del Curto Lane, and Canal
Road'
Mitigation Needed to Respond to Train Emergency in Downtown
Please see Sectton 2,4,8 and Section 4 of this FMP,
Mitigation Needed Downtown for Emergency Response or Prisoner
Transfer
The stattstics discussed at the beginning of Section 3,21.2 for emergency response apply to
the backup serv ice bv the Sheriff Transport of prisoners would be subject lo general traffic delay,
for w hich SE.A"s proposed mitigation vvould improv e the post-merger conditions to better than premerger conditions.
Video Monitors and Train Displays not Helpful, Uncertain Effect
.Assuming the City agrees to accept the equipment. SE.A recommends in this FMP that the
Board require UP lo prov ide training and lo maintain the equipment (see Secdon 2.4.7).
3.22

Air Quality Issues
3.22.1

Summary of Comments

Numerous parties submitted comments conceming the impact the L'P'SP merger will have
on air quality in the Reno area. Most of the comments on this topic were general in nanire. but a fewcommenters discussed other specific related issues, such as: whedier the PMP does or should
address the air quality of the entire Tmckee Meadows area, as well as the Reno air basin: whether
the Storey Countv "Buffer Zone Source"" should be included in the analysis; whedier the Sparks
switchyard should be included in merger-related emissions; whether STB is subject to general
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conformity: general refutation of PMP emissions estimates: the impact of train speed on emissions:
other sources of pollutants are m.uch larger and much more significant than merger-related sources:
and that insufficient attention was paid to locomotive emissions and mitigation options.
General Air Quality Concern
Several individuals stated thev- a.'-e concemed about the impact increased emissions from
ttains and v ehicles mav hav e on the qualitv of life. .Another indiv idual expressed concem about the
impact of emissions on the forests and wanted to see a study performed lo address this concem.
Martha Gould. Reno citizen, stated: "Within the City of Reno addidonal train traffic vvill
impact traffic fiovv. causing additional delays with traffic sitting idle, and pouring additio.ial
pollutants into our air. .As we do not yet meet federal air quality standards, this will further
exacerbate the problem. Perhaps Union Pacific plans on paying whatever fines are leveled against
the City and the Coimty.""
Bob Webb of the County Department of Community Dev elopment slated:
".And they specifically talked about , , , system-wide mitigadon measures,
particularly for the newer engines, and they feel that those midgation measures, ii
applied, would adequately address the concems of nitrogen oxide contamination.
" I talked to Brian Jennison. who"s the air quality officer for Washoe County, and he
specifically brought up nitrogen oxides from locomotiv es, and he and staff looked
at the P.MP, They"re not making formal comments because they feel that the
mitigation measures proposed both in Reno and system wide, based on the models
that are contained in the report, are adequate and use the standards that thev- would
use.""
Area of Analysis: Truckee Meadows Non-attainment Area vs. Washoe
County
Mr. Webb also stated that according to Dr. Jennison (.Air Quality Officer for the Washoe
Countv District Health Department): "The railroad currently represents between 4 and 5 percent of
the lotal inventorv of oxides of nittogen in Washoe County, If the Union Pacific Railroad increases
the number ofttainsin the Tmckee Meadows (Reno. Sparks and south VKashoe Countv). there will
be a concentration of the impacts of emissions from locomotives in the area where the majority of
our citizens live,""
The Citv of Reno slated;
"The P.MP notes that the freight iraffic on the existing U. "'ather River route,
passing through northem Washoe Countv vvill decrease, but the emissions from these
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trains will not affect the location where ozone violations were measured, in the
Reno/Sparks Tmckee Meadows area.
"SEA"s statement provides the proper logic for focusing attention regarding the NO^
emissions increases caused by the merger on the Tmckee .Meadows basin rather than
the enttre county. This statement makes the conclusion in page 6 - 55. paragraph 3
of the PMP irrelev ant. That conclusion slates lhat since county-wide NO, emissions
increases are about 1.5 percent of the inventorv-. ' . . . the SEA study team believes
that the NO, increase resultingfromthe increased levels of through train traffic due
to the merger is unlikely, by itself to result in a change from attairmient lo
nonattainment.
"In fact, the NO, emissions increase in the Tmckee Meadows relative to the total
inventorv is provided in .Air Sciences Inc, (ASI). recently released report in
Table 3.io (ASI. 1997) summarized in Ta'ule 11 below.
E.XCERPTED FRO.U CITY OF RENO COM.MEXTS

Table 11
Net NO, Emissions Increase (tons per year)
Trains / Day

199.^

2000

2007

2015

12.7

(1

—

—

—

24.0

—

390

390

6X

X05

805

320

36.0
Sourc- ASl, 1997 Ta'-le 3 10

"These tables demonsttaie that at 24 trains per da> through Tmckee Meadows there
is an expected 5 percent increa.<-e in Tmckee Meadows NO, inventorv- and with 36
trains per day there is an expected 10 percent increase in the inventorv-. These are
significant emissions in^'reases in the basin where the ozone violations were
measured.""

J

The Citv also stated: "The table tide indicates these are N^'ashoe County emissions.
However, diev appear as Tmckee Meadows emissions. The pre-merger locomotive NO, emissions
of 44.; .4 tons per year in this table appear to be representative of the Tmckee .Meadows locomotive
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emissions (see WCAQMD. 1996b:Table 4-19. Southem Pacific Transportation Freight Train
emissions of 449 tons per year). Furthermore, the countv-vvide NO, emissions have already been
listed in the PMP. Table 6.2.11-3 as 929 tons per year, Tne post-merger emissions of 838 tons per
year are similar to diose in ASTs Table 3.9 at 829 tons NO, per year for Tmckee Meadows (.ASI.
1997)."
The City added: "The pre-merger Tmckee Meadows locomotive CO emissions (16.1 tons
per year) are low by a factor of at least 3, For a comparison (see Table 4-19 of N^CAQ.MD. 1996b)
where Tmckee Meadows CO emissionsfru.-nfreight trains are 57 tons per year. .Allemativelv. note
from the PMP Table 6.2.11-4 that the ratio of CO to NO, emissions per unit of fuel consumed is
0.13. This same ratio must hold for die annual emissions of the two pollutants as both are based on
the same amount of fuel bumed. Thirteen percent (13 percent) of 443,4 tons per year of NO, is equal
to 56 lons per year of CO. Wilh diis error corrected, die Table 6.2.11 -6 CO lotal resulting from the
merger vvill be larger by about 40 lons per year (a tolal of 77 lons per year).""
Buffer Zone Emissions
Tne City of Reno staled: "Current diesel emissions of NO, in Washoe County are 929 tons
per year. In the r'MP this quantity is incorrecth compared to a lotal of 17.261 lons per year. The
correct number (subttacting out die Storev County -Buffer Zone Source" of 13.351 lons per year, as
shown in WC.AQMD-B. Table 1-2) is 13.910 tons per year (also see WCAQMD. 1996a:
•Maintenance Plan". Table 3. Total NO,). The countv -vvide locomodve emissions are 6.7 percent
of the county lota'. This is a significant contributton to the county inventory ,""
Inclusion of Sparks Switchyard
The City also stated: "The PMP states that the Sparks switchyard operations are not
associated widi die merger. In fact, if the increase infreigh'tttainsdirough die Reno'Sparks Tmckee
Meadows area increases die switchyard acttv ity levels, then the increase in switchyard activities and
associated air emissions are an effect of die merger, just as the increase in emissions due to vehicie
delav s is an effect of die merger. The Sparks rai! v ard impacts from increased traffic must be given
a 'hard look" in the F.MP,""
General Conformity
The City added: "Contrarv to the P.MP. the STB is subject to general conformity as
discussed in AS'fs recently released report (ASI. 1997:Sect, 5), The STB's ability to limit freight
train iratfic through Tmckee Meadows during the mitigation study period isee STB. 1996c:222) is
evidence of the STB"s program control over railroad emissions,""
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PMP Emissions Estimates

The City of Reno noted: "The City would submit the follow ing CO emissions increases in
the Tmckee Meadows relativ e to the total inv entorv- as prov ided in .Air Sciences Inc. (ASI), recently
released report in Table 3.8 (ASI. 1997) summarized in Table 12 beiow."
E.XCERPTED FROM CITY OF REN J COMMENTS

Table 12
Ne( CO Emissions Increase (tons per year)
Trains / Day

1995

2000

:!007

2015

12,7

(I

—

—

—

24.0

—

68

66

72

36 0

—

144

138

147

Source: ASI, 1997 l able 3 «

Bob Webb of the Countv- Dep:irtment of Community Development stated that according to
Dr. Jennison (.Air Quality Officer for the \^ ashoe County District Health Department): "Washoe
Countv District Health Departmer' would like to see an air qualitv- model run to characterize the
possible impacts of the increase in oxides of nittogen. This model vvould preferably be included as
part of an EIS on the merger."
The City of Reno sta'ed: "Carbon Monoxide (CO) will increase by 68 tons per year and
Nittogen Oxides (NO,) by "90 tons.""
The City- also stated: "The City [of Reno] has reviewed SEA's methodology for estimating
emissions from vehicle:, and concurs vvith the methodology. Unfortunately, since the emissions
calculations are dependent upon the average daily total hours of delay, total daily delay hours, and
the number of vehicles delayed, the City would dispute the results of the vehicles emissions studied
based upon substandard delay data as well as anv- mitigation gained by the increased speed of trains
using the same inf ;rior delay data,""
hnpact of Train Speed on Emissions

LawT'..nce Torango. private citizen, stated:
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".Air qualitv- is a big issue. The topologv of the Tmckee Meadow s area is naturally
conductiv e to bad air because it is a relatively small v allev surrounded by mo-ontains.
Unfortunately there are no mitigation measures associated vvith this issue. The
voluminous statistics and numbers presented bv the authors of the report are. in my
mind, suspect due to die problem of associating an increase in speed of 20 mph to 30
mph as a constant. \Miile the report dev otes lots of words to die possibilities of many
solutions it reaches no conclusions. In fact, it appears to deliberately misrepresent
die problem with statements such as: 'At the Countv Level, die analysis shows that,
under bodi pre- and post-merger conditions, locom.otiv e emissions heav ily outweigh
vehicular emissions. However, tolal emissions generated by the increase in i"reight
trains associated vvith the merger are quite small vvhen compared vvith the total
emissions inventorv for the County.' (page 6-55 paragraph 3)
"In this case they were talking about a 1.5% increase for the whole Washoe County.
.An> vv-av- you look at that, il is a big increase in air pollution. If this were some other
industrv m.ov ing into die area, this alone should be a show stopper. In any case, this
is another indication of the author's attempt to rationalize biased results.""
Kevin Weiske asked: "Does a train traveling at a higher rate of speed actually bum and emit
less fuel or emissions?""
Other Sources of Pollutants Larger than Merger-Related Sources
.An individual stated that the pollution from automobiles waiting al the ttaffic signals in Reno
was greater than emissions coming from v ehicles waiting at railroad crossings.
Frederick Clavion stated: "Exhaust emissions: a railroad spokesman has been heard lo say
that highwav div ersion of diis addidonal [rail] ttaffic vvould put 27.000 more tmcks on die highways
ev erv v ear. My thinking is that this would produce far more additional exhaust pollution . . than
the additional trains.""
Locomotive Emissions and Mitigation Options
Gregory- Krause of the Regional Transportation Commission stated: "The air quality- portion
of the P.MP admits the small but a significant rise in post merger emissions from addidonal train
traffic. However, the mitigation measures contained in the report discuss 'options." not
committnents. by die railroad lo convert to cleaner burning locomotives. There is no cost associated
with tlus conversion and no commitment from the railroad to change to different locomotives. .As
a primarv air qualitv- modeling agency. RTC staff ib . oncemed about any in;rease in emissions that
are not fully mitigated through a dedicated process paid for by the merging companies."'
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Bob Webb of the County Department of Community Dev elopment stated lhat according to
Dr. Jennison (.Air Qualitv Officer for the Washoe County District Health Department):
If additional train traffic is approved as part of the merger and Reno Mitigation
Study, then mitigation measures should be enacted which will require the Union
Pacific Railroad to only use their most modem and 'cleanest" locomotives in the
Tmckee Meadows area (Reno. Sparks, and south Washoe County).""
Craig Wesner of the Nevada Public Utilities Commission staled:
".As far as the air quality issues go. it doesn"t appear to me that the proposed
mitigation plan addressed poliuiion. particularly to the Reno area. In other vvordi..
it looked at accumulation of pollution, addition of pollution due to locomodves.
increased locomodves in Reno, but used a system-wide midgation to handle those
problems,
".And Tm not sure that really mitigates the emission problems in Reno, and I think
that you ought to be looking at niav be some pollution trading or Irv ing to look at
some other pollution sources to improv e to come back to zero.
"It only looked at... some improvements to locomotives, some throttle modulation,
which 1 don"t think is goi.ng to be in an issue that"s going to help Reno, particularly
with the train speed>. at 30 miles an hour. I think vou're going to see additional
increased pollutionfromlocomotiv es trv ing to get up to 30 miles an hour before they
hit town.""
3.22.2

Response to Comments
Genera! Air Quality Concern

SE.A has analv zed ca'-efullv- the potential increase in emissions from trains and v ehicles and
has concluded that this increase is unlikelv. bv itself to resuit in a change from attainment to
nonattainment of federal ambient air quplity standards. See PMP Sectton 6,2,11, p, 6-55,
In the PMP. SE.A calculates that, without m.itigation. NO, emissions would increase by
approximateiv 395 tons per vear in \\'ashoe Countv m 200C due to the merger. This is an increase
of about 1.5 percent of the Washoe County emissions inventor.-, UTiile the increase in emissions
is not negligible. SEA concludes lhat this increase is unlikelv. by itself to impact the attainment
status of the county (see PMP. p. 6-55).
SE.A did not analy ze the potenti;^! impact of merger-reLted emissions on forests in Jie PMP.
How ev er, since the majority of the forests are primanlv upwind of die Reno area SE.A believes fhat
forests are unlikely to be significantly affected.
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Area of Analysis: Truckee Meadows Non-attainment Area vs. Washoe
County
The pre-merger locomotive NO, emissions for the entire county are 929 lons per year, as
shown in Table 4-19 of the "Washoe County. Nevada. Ozone Non-.Attainment Area. 1993 Emission
Inventor, of Ozone Precursors,"' The PMP restates diis in Table 6,2,11-3, Of this total amount, the
Washoe County invento.rv attributes 449,3 tons to the freight trains passing along the old SP line,
which is the rail line that passes dirough Reno, In Table 6,2,11-5. the P.MP esttmates 443,4 lons of
NO, attributable to the pre-merger SP line from the east Washoe County border to the west County
border, and this 443,4 tons value closely matches the Washoe County inventory value of 449,3 tons.
Emissions estimates w ere calculated by SE.A for the old SP line in Reno and Washoe County
(i.e.. for the SP line all the way through the county from the east county border to the slate line).
Emission estimates were not calculated by SE.A for the Pv ramid LakeTeather Riv er line.
The geographic limits of the Truckee Meadows air basin are smaller than Washoe County.
Therefore. SE.A's calculated emission values were for lhat portion (approximately \ 1 , of the old SP
line within the Tmckee Meadows air basin, which includes approximately 12 miles out of 42 miles
of old SP line within Washoe County,
Similarly, to calculate pre-merger locomotive CO emissions in Tmckee Meadows, SE.A
multiplied the 126,7 tons NO, per day increase by the 0,13 ratio of NO, to CO mentioned in the
Cit> "s comment (actually, the ratio is 0.127) to obtain a value of 16,1 tons of locomotive CO
emissions per v ear shown in Table 6.2,11-6 of the PMP, Calculations of both pollutants are based
on fuel consumption estimates provided by UP. and EP.A-approved emission factors,
SE.A concludes lhat the merger would result in an emissions increase of approximately 395
tons of NO, per year in Washoe Countv and 33 tons of CO per year in the Tmckee Meadows air
basin (see PMP Tables 6.2.11-5 and 6,2,11-6). SEA acknowledges lhat locomotive emissions vvould
be concenttated along the rail line, rather than distributed throughout the County-, Howev er, of the
395 tons NO, increase per year shown in die P.MP. only 112 tons of this increase vv ould occur widiin
the Truckee Meadows air basin, vvhere most of the \\'ashoe County population is concentrated.
-Again, this is because the length of the old SP line w ithin Tmckee Meadows is only about one-diird
of the entire SP line from the east county "oorder to the w est county border.
Buffer Zone Emissions
SE.A concurs vvith the comment lhat the Storey County buf??r zone NO, emissions constitute
a major portion of the total emissions i:-,v entory for the Washoe County ozone nonattainment area.
However, because ozone is a transport pollutant. EP.A guidance documents require that .arge
emissions sources close to tiie nonatiairiment area boundary be included in emission inventories for
that nonattainment area. The Storev Countv buffer zone emissions aie correctly in cluded in the
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emissions inventory for die Washoe County nonattainment area, and SEA believes that the official
emissions inv entory- is the proper basis for comparison.
Inclusion of Sparks Switchyard
SE.A concurs vvith die comment dial the UP SP merger could affect switching operations at
Sparks, Howev er, die UP 'SP operating plans call for an increase of only 15 cars switched per day,
a relativ ely small increase compared to cunent lev els. Further, the 1993 'ashoe County emission
inventory-estimates dial yard locomotives conttibute 2C.8 lons per year to die NO, inventory (versus
929 tons'per year from lire-haulfreightactivity ), Therefore. SEA believes dial the potential mergerrelated change in these emissions is negligible.
General Conformity
The Federal Clean .Air .Act (CAA) requires states to adopt State Implementadon Plans (SIPs)
for implementation, maintenance and enforcement of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
CNAAQS) at 42 U.S.C.§7410(a)(2)(.A). In 1997. Congress amended the CAA lo require Federal
agencies to detemiine whether proposed activities conformed to the SIPs (42 U,S,C,§7506), See.
ppner.-iiiv. Environmental Defense Fund v. EPA. 82 F.3d 454 (D.C. C-r. 1996)(Defense Fund). EPA
has adopted mles for making such "conformity determinations."" (40 CFR 51.) EP.A's conformity
rules apply. howev er. only to the actions that the Federal agency "can practically control and w ill
maintain control over due lo a continuing program responsibility . , , " 40 CFR 51,852. Defense
Fund. 82 F, 3d at 463-464, .As the court noted in Defense Fund, other Federal actions are exempt
from compliance.
In the Post E.A. SE.A found that "[t]he Board ha,-, tio ongoing enforcement authority in air
qualir. matters."" and diat accoidingly. die conformity guidelines under the CA.A do not apply. See
Post EA. Volume 2. .Appendix A. at AG-225 (J .A, ). and Post E.A. Vol-ome I . al 4-18 (J.A._).
The Board adopted SEA"s position. The Board noted that, while EP.A filed a comment conceming
the E.A and Post E,A addressing clean air matters. EP.A did not object to or even mendon SE.A"s clear
determination lhat the CA.A confomiity guidelines do not apply in this case. (Decision No. 44. at
224 and note 273.) The Board specifically adopted SE.A's reasoning dial die confoi-mity guidelines
do not applv because the Board does not maintain program control over railroad emissions as part
of Its continuing responsibilities. The Board's program responsibilities relate to financ d
ttansactions. rates and line abandonments of rail carriers, and not to assunng that rail operations are
conducted so as to miniimze adverse impacts on air quality.
Although die confomiily guidelines do not apply, the Board has already imposed several
broad and substantial conditions relative to air quality in Decision No, 44, In addition. SE.A's
proposed increased ttain speed mitigation would reduce emissions from idling vehicles to less dian
pre-merger levels.
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PMP Emissions Estimates
SEA has reviewea die report developed by Air Sciences. Inc. (.ASI) entitled ".Analysis of .Air
Emission Increases Resulting From, the Union Pacific and Southem Pacific Railroad Merger and
Effects on die Management of die Air Resource of the Tmckee Meadows Nonattainment Area"" and
concludes lhat .ASFs NO, emissions estimates for Tmckee Meadows are overstated because diey- are
deriv ed from die Washoe County emissions inventory. which does not account for die fact that only
a portion of the SP line in Washoe County is within Tmckee .Meadow s,
SE.A did not perform regional airshed modeling for the Reno Mitigation Study because of
the reladvely small size of the emissions increase.
Impact of Train Speed on Emissions
UP prov ided fuel consu.niption esttmates to SE.A for air quality analysis for various average
speeds. Based on these esttmates, the impact of the different speeds on fuel economy and on
locomodve emissions is negligible within the speed ranges analyzed in the PMP.
The P.MP compares the estimated merger-related emissions impacts to the Washoe County
and Tmckee Meadow s inv entories as a gauge of the significance of the increase. Each pollutant was
compared to the nonattainment area inventory pertinent to that pollutant (e.g.. Washoe County for
NO, since it is an ozone precursor, and Tmckee Meadows for CO), This comparison allows SE.A
to ev aluate the potential impact of the merger on the air quality attainment status of ^\•as!'ioe Coanty.
Other Sources of Pollutants are Larger than Merger-Related Sources
SE.A did not analyze die emissions implications of thettadeoffsbetweenttoickand rail freight
in the Reno area for the PMP, SE.A did not analyze the air quality impacts of the traffic signals
throughout Reno in the PMP. since diis is not directly related to the merger.
Locomotive Emissions and Mitigation Options
SE.A"s mitigation plan for locomotives requires UP SP to comply- with the South Coast Air
Quality Management District"s standards for visible smoke reduction. These regulations prohibit
excessiv ely smoking locomotiv es from operating through Washoe County-, Tiie mitigation plan also
recognizes that EP.A locomotive emissions standards wil! become effective beginning 'n 2000.
These emissions standards will substantially reduce NO, emissions from UP s locomotives, and the
cost of meeting the standards will be borne bv UP,
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.As noted, system-wide air quality measures have already been imposed on UP in Decision
No. 44, These measures, which reduce the lev el of emissions from the locomotives as they pass
through Reno, include:

•

Use of throttle modulation.
Use of dynamic braking.
Increased use of pacing and coasting trains.
Isolation of unneeded horsepower.
Shutting down locomotives when not in use for more than an hour at temperatures above
40° F.
.Maintenance and upgrading of SP locomotives to UP standards.
Closing of boxcar doors to decrease wind resistance.
Conv ersion of all locomotives to South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
standards for visible sm.oke reduction.
L'lilization of newly manufacttored or rebuilt locomotiv e under EP.A mles that are more fuel
efficient and produce less emissions and assignment of these locomodves on a priority basis
to specific corridors, including the Reno corridor.

SE.A believes these sy stem-wide mitigation measures will positively- affect Tmckee Meadow s
air quality. and help to offset the emissions increase associated widi the merger. For additional
discussion of the air quality, see Secdon 2.4.13,
3.23

Noise Issues
3.23,1

Summary of Comments
Noise increase

.A large number of individuals expressed concem with the expected noise increase from postmerger train operations. They highlighted that the existing train noise and hom noise are already
annoy ing and train operations should not be allowed to increase. Some individuals specifically
questtoned the validity of STB's 3 dB Ldn increase sigruficance threshold.
Thomas L. Melancon. a Reno citizen, stated: "Six years ago. the train whistles were
infrequent enough to be -quaint." .More recently, they are becoming 'tiresome." If the number of
trains increases to 25 a day. the noise will be intolerable.""
.According to the City of Reno: ".A total of 118 homes. 185 apartment units. 1.136 hotel
rooms, and 1 church vvill be impacted by train whistles noise; interior noise levels in hotel rooms
would increase by 2.7 dB. agg.'avating the existing unacceptable condition; the increased number
of train [sic] is expected to caust a 90 percent increase in awakening."'
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Reno citizens David and Dina Fiore stated: "As homeowners across die Tmckee River from
die ttacks west of U'est McCarran (Edgevvater Subdiv ision), we are v ery- cc-.cemed that the im.pacl
the increased rail iratTic vvill have on those of us who liv e near the tracks is not being adequaiely
assessed and mitigated. Our concems are primarily- centered around the noise from the trains - the
impact this will have on our family's ability to sleep at night, to relax, and to enjoy our home . . ."
Bob Webb. W ashoe County Department of Community Development, noted: '"I should note
that no noise analysis was conducted in the Verdi area, though even if such analysis was done it is
likely that the PMP recommendations would remain the same."
Definition of Noise-Sensitive Receptors
The City of Reno stated:
"SE.A notes definition of sensitive noise receptors but no hotels are listed as
requested by the City- (Appendix E of the P.MP says this was addressed, but it is not).
SEA offers no explanation why hotels are not included and in f^.t never raise [sic]
the issue except in .Appendix E of the PMP.
"However, based upon the noise contours Brown-Buniin Associates. Inc. has
prepared (BB.A. 1997). it appears that the PMP significantly understates the number
of people and hotel rooms affected by both pre- and post-merger railroad operation
noise exceeding 65 dB Ldn. Thus, die change in noise level, whatever ils magnitude,
could sdll impact a significant number of residents and hotel guests.""
Noise Attenuation Rates
The City of Reno questioned the validity of the attenuation rate used in estimating noise
levels and stated dial the measured noise attenuation rale was different from previous methods and
theoretical approaches (from BBA report).
Noise Preciction Model
The City of Reno suggested that the PMP noise contours in the downtown area are
generalized and not representative of all of die downtown area due to various conditions of shielding
and lack of shielding. The City thinks that using a specific computer noise model (Environmental
Noise Model) is more definitive than the PMP method.
Assumed Day/Night Split for Train Operations
The City of Reno stated lhat SEA needs lo provide the assumed day/night split for rail
operations and the rationale for it.
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Effect of Speed Increase on Noise
The City- of Reno expressed concems with die hom noise lev els with aji increase in railroad
speed They indicated that although the speed increases and the train passing lime is reduced, the
tr^may start "blowing" earlier in its approach lo the grade crossing. Bmce MacKay with the
' . >, i. T Hotel staled: "Noise considerations-if we do increase the speed of the trains and the ttains
iu^
required to giv e a 20-second waming pnor to reaching a crossing. , , , they w ill have to give
that warning much further away from the crossing. Probably what that's going to end up
[happening] is that you'll have a continuous hom from west of Keystone on an eastbound train all
the way- through downtown, which obv iously is going to increase the decibel lev el throughout the
entire area, .Also., , , the study indicates that we're anticipating an increase in the average decibels
of 2,7.1 believe, which is below the 3 dB level [threshold]; however, w ith the number of trains, if
we only had an increase of one or two trains a day. that"s going to increase and il may push it over
the 3 dB 'evel."
Ron Paletta. Reno citizen and a locomotive engineer, responded: "Not tme. We are required
to blow one-quarter mile approximately from the crossing until we foul the crossing. Therefore,
increasing the speed, obviously you are not going lo blow the whistle that long.""
Depressed Rail Would Reduce Noise
Two individuals, John Evanoff and Evelyn Summers, commented that noise would be
reduced if the rail line w as depressed in downtown Reno,
Why Not Use Noise Barriers?
One individual thought that noise could be reduced i f noise barriers (sound walls) were
constmcied in some areas. The Fiores (noted above) stated: "Looking for a long-term solution, we
believe that soundwalls should seriously be considered for the tracks near neighborhoods like ours.
We understand that sound walls are not inexpensiv e vvhen done correctly (and what point is there
in not doing them correctly 'i'). but as a Icng-temi soludon we believ e they vvould be cost effective."
Why Not Use Stationary (Posilioned at Grade Crossing) Horns
One individual. Thomas L, Melancon. mentioned that stationary- homs at some grade
crossings could lead to overall noise reduction.
Automated Horns and/or Directional Horns
A few individuals saw possible noise reducdon if engines could have automated or
directtonal homs. The Fiores staled: ".At the v ery- least, we would like to suggest that "automated
homs" be added to thettainsso that die engineers are not over-using the homs (something thai seems
to be occurring recendy).""
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Nighttime Operations
Two individuals slated lhat limiting the nighttime operation would reduce the noise levels
during sleeping hours. The Fiores stated:
".Also, we would like to suggest that Union Pacific makes an effort lo limit the train
traffic at night, perhaps between 10 pm and 6 am,""
Grade Separated Crossings or Quiet Zone
Sev eral indiv iduais expressed die need to eliminate hom blowing at grade crossings to create
quiet zones, but the US Department of Transportation (DOT) noted lhat eliminating homs could
create serious safety concems, DOT stated:
""The SE.A quotes the Board"s view, expressed in Decision No. 44. that 'any attempt
significantly to reduce noise lev els at grade crossings vvould jeopardize safety-, -.vhich
we consider to be of pa-amount importance," PMP at 8-28, As a consequence, the
SE.A did not seek to reduce merger-related noise impacts because of any decrease in
the sounding of homs vvould lead to an increase in safety nsk, DOT agrees lhat a
reduction in this particular noise, whether in loudness or duration, may have a
negative impact on safety under existing circumstances,
"We also appreciate the difficulties facing the SEA and the Board on this subject.
The most noteworthy source of train noise in Reno is required to continue in the
i.xierest of safety, In these circumstances DOT believes that die STB should not now
reach a final decision on this point, but should retain jurisdiction of at least this
aspect of the instant proceeding until FR.A completes its impending mlemaking.
Once FR_A has assessed the ev idence, arguments, and alternatives relattng to the
creation of quiet zones, its final decision should clarifi.- the extent to which such
zones maybe available to midgate the noise at issue here. At that time. SE.A can
assess the cost and effectiv eness of any options provided for establishing quiet zones
in the subject communities and make recormnendalions to the Board, Since the noise
impacts at issue are a direct consequence of the merger, assuming the actions
required lo implement quiet zones meet die standards established in Decision 44. UP
should be responsible for funding such improvements, unless the cost of such
modificadons. 'anduly interferes widi UP"s nght to co.iduct business and prov ide rail
freieht sen ice to its customers, FMP at 8-3, .Aldiough the Department understands
the desire of the Board, the UP. and the communities to resolve this issue
expedittously. die fact dial die Board retained oversight of the entire proceeding for
five years indicates that in a matter of dus complexity, a rapid resoludon of all
problems is not always possible,""
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Vibration

.A few indiv iduals expressed concem over vibration levelsfromincreased iiain activity. The
v ibration levels are not expected to increase; therefore, the concem is with the frequency of
V ibration. There are several mines within a hundred yards of the tracks, and many old historical
structures made of concrete and stone will be adversely affected.
The Railioad No'se^'ibration Assessment Report. UP^SP Merger (10/97) prepared by BBA
states that "v ibration from train pas.sages is not expected to be significant in terms of the criteria used
by the Federal Transit .Administratton,'" (Page^ nine and 15 of BB.A Report)
3.23.2

Response to Comments
Noise Increase

The Board"s regulations require identification of sensittve receptors within areas lhat vvould
experience increases under the following criteria:
•
•

.An incremental increase in noise levels of 3 dB (Ldn> or more, or
.An increase lo a noise lev el of 65 dB Ldn or greater.

Based on an increase in the number of trainsfrompre- and post-merger le^•els. the potential
increase in train noise is projected to be 2.7 dB Ldn, Consequently, no exceedence of the Board"s
criterion of a 3 dB or greater increase is projected for Reno and Washoe County.
In response lo a concemed commenter. the Verdi area was not addressed for noise impacts
because it w as outside of the specified study area.
Definition of Noise-Sensitive Receptors

T he Board regulations provide examples of sensitive receptors, which are: "schools, libraries,
hospitals, residences, retirement commimities. and nursing homes."" .Aldiough the Board regulations
do not specifically identify hotels and hotel rooms as sensittve receptors, the P.MP report includes
hotels and casino parcels as noise-sensitive receptors (see Table 6.2.9-3 in the PMP). The PMP does
not identify individual hotel rooms for each of the hotel parcels.
Noise Attenuation Rates

.Actually, the difference between SE.A's and BB.A"s methods is not just the attenuatton rale.
SE.A"s method used the actual Sound Exposure Level (SEL) values measured at a particular site as
well as the measured attenuation rate at dial site. This was done to accc -ant for the different manner
in which homs are sounded asttainspass by die measurement site. The distances lo the 65 dB Ldn
contour reported by SEA were actually measured at each site.
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Some attenuation rate values (actually. the associated distance to the 65 dB Ldn contour)
were discounted where after inspection they were determined not to be represenlative of the site.
Non-representative SEL values vvere determined by comparing the resulting distances to the 65 dB
Ldn contour w ith each other for consistency and rcsonableness. If the distances did not appear to
be consistent or reasonable, time histories of hom soundings w ere examined lo verify SEL values
associated with only hom soundings at each mea.surement location.
Noise Prediction Model
The PMP noise contours do take into account shielding, since the measurements upon which
the contours are based take into account various effects, including shielding and reflections. A total
of 15 hom sounding SEI values were collected in shielded areas: North Virginia Street. South
Virginia Street, and North Washington Stteet. UTiile contour distances could hav e been developed
separately for each of these areas, the a'nount of vanation in SET v alues indicated that they vvere all
reasonably representative of urban building shielding areas. Consequently. data collected from these
areas were used to represent the downtown areas vvhere there is .-shielding (and reflections) due to
buildings, ana then those results were applied ov er the represented area. Vanation in these measured
data reflect the variability- of the actual events and conditions (such as eastbound versus westbound
trains, and actual acoustic variations in train events). The empirically derived existing impacts
(noise contour^) vvere then adjusted using proposed increases in rail activity, SE.A believes lhat the
empirical approach used by SE.A. where actual measured distances to the 65 dB contour line were
used, is representative of the actual hom operation variation and site conditions.
Day/Night Split for Train Operations
The day/night split used for pre- and post-merger noise an?lysis was based on an existing
weekly operations schedule provided by De Leuw Cather and Company.
Noise Effects of Increased Train Speeds
Recent grade crossing hom noise measurements do not indicate any relationship between
hom noise level and train speed. Therefore, the speed increase mitigauon measure should not
increase noise levels near grade crossings.
Depressed Rail Would Reduce Noise
.A depressed railway from Keystone to Sutto would eliminate the need for hom sounding in
that area, .A depressed railway vvould reduce noise impacts to 62 properties (i,e.. this would result
in protecting 33 properties), which include many hotels and casinos.
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Why not use Noise Barriers?
Noii^ barriers are effective for reducing wheel.'rail noise that reaches the c^ nmunily.
Because frain hom noise is the dominant noise source, noise barriers would be useful only in those
areas where hom noise is not present. An analysis was conducted using the Geographic Informadon
System to determine whether noise barriers would be effective for affected locations in the study
area.
Stationarv l

oned at Grade Crossing) Horns

The Federal Fail •
.ministratton (FR.AI and UP have been assessing the viability of
altemativ e local grade crossing waming devices, such as locating a hom or loudspeaker at the grade
crossing. The benef t of such a device would be lo limit the extent of the affected com.munily.
Currently, train homs are sounded 1 4 mile from a grade crossing, resulting in noise exposure lo
.esidences in a fairly large area. Since the sole purpose of the hom is lo warn motorists and others
at the crossing, a device dial delivers hom noise only lo the area at or near die crossing is preferable.
The FR.A has tested a prototype automated hom system (.AHS) designed lo increase the
warning effectiveness at grade crossings while minimizing community noise impact. The system
consists of a single electtonic hom placed directly at a grade crossing and directed along approaching
roadway s. Si.nce the hom is located at die grade crossing, die community- noise exposure due to hom
noise on a moving ttain is eliminated. The directiv ity of the system results in sound levels that are
higher directly in front of die horn and lower to the rear and die sides. Consequently, not only is the
area of community impact reduced, but the hom is more effective oecause of its greater audibility
to motorists farther down the road,
Ho-vvever. FR.A has not reached any conclusions regarding the effecttveness of automated
homs. In ius la'esl published report (DOT FR.A ORD-93'25. Study of the Acoustic Characteristics
of Railroad Horn Systems. M y 1993). FRA states diat: "the data from tests conducted will be used
in later reports lo (1) determine the effectiv eness of railroad hom systems in penettaling a vehicle
waming a motorist of the impending arrival cf a tr'-in,""
If die AHS were used at all of the grade crossings listed in Table 7,1 of die PMP. die number
of affected receptors
'Td be reduced to 39 properties. The approximate cost of an AHS
installation at a grade ci ..ig is S12.000 lo Sl5,000, The range in cost depends on whether or not
the road is two lanes or a div ided highway; this affects the complexity of the installation. This cost
assumes that the crossing is state-of-the-art with appropriate circuitry- for the .AHS.
Automated Horns and/or Directional Horns
Train hom types include the three-chime (i.e,. three discrete tones) Leslie and five-chime
Nadian. One of die Leslie homs. die RSL-3L-RF (used on die Union Pacific GE Dash-8 locomotive)
is more efficient toward the sides and rear of the engine than the front. The sound level measured
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in front of the engine is approximately 6 dB lower than that at the sides and 8 dB lower than that
measured at the rear, because of ils physical location on the roof of the locomotive. Therefore, in
order to meet the FR.A"s requirement of 96 dB measured at 100 feet in front of the engine, this
particular hom produces 102 dB at the sides and 104 dB at the rear of the engine. Clearly, if the goal
is to direct as much sound energy to the front of the engine as possible, this particular hom design
IS not opdmal. This example shows that mitigation might be achieved by assessment and
modification of the hom designs. However, this modification would have to take into account
possible noise impacts to the crew located in die locomotive cab as well. This issue is being sttidied
bv FlCA for possible future regulatory requirements. Reducing hom noise at die source can be costeffective even i f a large number of locomotives are involved. There are an eslim.aied 23.000
locomotives in the U,S,; a fraction of this number is Dash 8 locomotives. The cost associated wilh
this mitigation option -.vould include the redesign and installation of the hom system and vvas not
quantified as part of this study.
Nighttime Operations
WTiile restricted nighttime operations would reduce noise levels during the nighttime hours
in Reno, railroad operations are conducted on a system-wide basis 24 hours per day. .Accordingly,
time restrictions on train operations in one specific location could disrupt efficient and timely rail
operations. Because of the nature of interstate rail operations, this is not a practical, or reasonable
meisure.
Grade Crossings and Quiet Zones
Please see Section 2.4,9 for a discussion of noise safety issues and "quiet zones."" which may
be applicable lo such areas as Del Curto.
Vibration
Ground-bome v ibration levels expected from individual freight train pass-bys are expected
to be substantially below cosmetic damage cntena which are lower dian sttnctural damage criteria.
It is V ery unlikely lhat vibration levels vvould exceed any damage criterion, and il is thus unlikely
that freight train activity al any level will cause damage to buildings in Reno,
Existing v ibratton impact criteria assess the potential impact of vibration levels at a sensitive
receptor for a single event only, so an increase in the number of freight trains does not affect the
v ibration levels per event nor die likelihood of exceedence of the single-event criterion. Stated
differently, there are no impact guidelines that assess potential vibration impacts on the basis of
increases or decreases in number of tram operations (also see BB.A report).
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3.24

Adequacy of PMP
3.24.1

Summary of Comments

.A numDe- of parties commented on die adequacy of die PMP, Most parties commented dial
SE.A used incomp.ete or improper analysis or data in die PMP lo assess impacts. The City of Reno
raised manv concems about the adequacy of the data and field work conducted to reach die proposed
mitigation measures in the PMP. The City of Reno slated: "Appendix E of the PMP (ostensibly)
lists all of die issues raised (and a number of items are indicated as discussed). To die conttary-. diey
are not , , Table 3 below indicates a number of issues identified from .Appendix E of the PMP,
which are either not discussed as indicated or indicated 'comment noted.""'
The Citv also noted: "These items were raised in 38 requests by the City in numerous
con-espondence placed in die record by the City on .August 8. 1997 as set fordi in .Appendix .A of this
comment document and hav e not been addressed, resolv ed or mitigated to levels below significant,"
The City- stated: "SE.A has staled diat die Post E.A is a complete analysis sufficient to reach
a FONSI [finding of no significant impact] detennination. Thus, a mitigation study appears lo be
an undefined attempt to suppon a previously reached FONSI conclusion, rather than a scientific
studv based upcn established NEPA procedures to resolve identified serious environmental impacts
in the Reno , Sparks T ruckee Meadows area resulting from the merger,"
The City- also stated: "Section 5 3,1 (Methodology) of the PMP attempts to summarize the
methodology employ ed to conduct the train and traffic survey, vvith the summary on Page 5 - 7.
paragraph 5 indicating an average train length of 4.600 feet. The survey data actually indicates a
me.-ui lengdi in feet of 4.600 with a S.D, [Standard Deviation] of :t 1.283 feet and a ± 1 S.D, range
of 3.317 feet to 5.883 feet, a minimum of 420 feet, and a maximum of 6.698, This range of lengths
should be included and analyzed in the PMP, Figure 4 indicates the differences in distribution of
the UP"s projected average as indicated on die P.Mr"s Table 4.4.1-1 and the actual dislributton of
the survey data trains.""
Converselv. the City indicated that the PMP contained information and analysis that were
improperly- included in the document, especially any mention of pnvate negotiations on 'Luther
mitigation measures.
The City stated: "SE.A"s reference to perceived details of private negotiations, and
speculation as lo the status of such negotiations, are inappropriate and hav e no place in a federally
mandated environmental mitigation sttidy, SEA does not set forth dieir authority for discussing the
perceived details of pnvate negotiations, nor does SE.A explain why such information is useful or
relevant to the STB mandated environmental (vs, economic) mitigation study. Further, SEA can
onlv . at best, speculate as to die status ot priv ate negotiations between the City and the UP because
It is not a participant in thos. negotiations. .Any reference to details of priv ate negotiations between
UP and the City must be deleted in the FMP,"
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EXCERPTED FROM CITY OF RENO COMMENTS

Table
Summary of Key Issues not Discussed In PMP as Indicated
K*}

liiitt

Aiit

1 DMronmenlal
ImpacK

lopk

S.iret>

Sab- repir

(sptcinc C t m m m i Qstit^oa / or lira*

Emergency
Response Delays

Wtial tt :ll happen with emergen.y seivices and public transportation access for perpie
living d >wT,iown?

Stct:r>n

62 1 & 62 1

I>ic Old Reno Casino has drc trick access problems

72 1

Air Q'jalit)

What ar4 the air quality impacts of incrc-ised train trafTic''

62 11 & •'2 I

Noise

The rambling of the tjains (cspcci.illy ho'e traveling; a slo" speeds) and tram homs ari 6 ? « & 7 2 6
holli a soiiTce of annoyance, espeC Jlly during cveni.-.g houis c w train hom noise he
miligalel'
Noise from train homs affects residents a ong the tracks, especially in the Verdi area

629

Waicr Qiialiiy

Wh il steps has iJV taken regarding the potential for fiilurc flooding'' What impact m i l
ITAIA regulations have on the integnly of raill-ed in the Truckee River canyons''

Heyond scope
of study

Native
American
Issues

The City supports comniete inv -hemeni ,ind consultation with Native Amencans
during the study, the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony plans to join the City of Reno's
lawsuit.

62 7

niolofiical
Resources

SHA should provide information regarding consultation with US I-uh and Wildlife
Senice (l;SFWS) regarding endangered species

62?

Oiher Polcnlial
Inipacis

Problems in
Surrounding
Areas

None of the m.itigation options seems lo address blocked access to the 27 residences m
the West * St via Del Curto neighborhood

7,26

Irain Opcraiions

Increised
Train Numhers

Although m the past there were noie (runs coining through Reno and no complaints, it
should be noted that Reno was much smaller the, with less pedestn,in and vehicle
uafTic. and freight trains i i d rot c a m the tonic matcnils they c i o y today.

Comn'.ent noted
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r

Table
Summary of Key Issues not Discussed in PMP as Indicated
Diicomd In rvir
Tvpie

Iriin Operatioui

Projections

(CODt'd).

Unohed Parties

Miiig.ition Stud>

SteUoo

Spicule CMUBttI / QvtillaB t tt 1MB»

Sgb,T«rl<

What is meant by "Puture" projections''

44

v'/hat assuiar.ces does the City have that train traffic will not increase a:ler 5 years'

44 1

How many other towns have similar problems because of the merger''

Deyond scope
of study

Union Pacific/
City of Reno
Relations

According lo city stafT, "UP has reportedly attempted to meet pnvately with downtown 29
businesses lo buy them ofT " and the City objects lo this.

Ihird Piny
Contractor

Ihe City has stated thcie may be a potential conflict of interest regardmg Sli As
independent third-party contractor and/or its sulxontractors.

261

lhe City requested that the third-party contractor project director discusi wilti tlie task
force and provide detailed infonnation concerning potential confiicts of interest of all
parties involved in the Board's enviionmental investigation m connection witli the
preparation of the PA, the Post-PA, and/or the Keno Mitigation Plan

26 1

lhe C Ity of Reno submitted the following comments on methodology and study
process
•
Determination of the "affected environmenl" requires "descnption of
environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives"
(§ 1,^02 15)

Comment noted

Methodology
& Process

26 1
Ilie City requested that UP provide detailed mlonnation lo the task fore; regarding
compensation and fees paid to third-party contractors and lelated issues regarding othei
contracts and limitations imposed by the Board

NLPA Study
Scheduling

et al

llisioncal Data/
Preexisting
Conditions

Final Mitigation Plan

lhe UP submitted a study and letter indicating that development patterns allowed by th }
City have conlnbuted to lhe existing land use and train conflicts, long before the
meiger lhe UP letter notes that the City of Reno voted down the funding of a
depressed railway in 1980
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l able 3
Sumrjary of Key Issues not Discussed In PMP as Indicated
Ktf l,iii,

Mitigation Study
(Cont'd)

Sptdflc C c m a f O I ' Qttt(li<m / or I M B I

Sub-Iuplc

Attt

Study Data

P'.iblit
InvoKenieni'
Public Review
Schedule

DUruiMd la f l i t
StcQoo

rtains

If the study investigates the elTeclive mitigation potential of manipulation of train speei , m7 1
a similar evaluation of the manipulation ol tram numbers per day and length of trains
should also be perfomied

Noise

rhat is the Hoard's defimtion of noise receptors'' It seems the Board uses a very narrow
definition, noise receptors analysis should mdude consideration of hotels and other
commercial properties adjacent to UP's trackage in Reno

6 2.9

Ni(!ht-weighleJ averages ire not rcievant m Keno because it is a 24.hour day cily

629

lhc sensitive receptor inventory should be provided for review

629

lhe mitigation study and task force schedule should be extended up to 90 days, can sea 272
recoinineiid to die Hoard that tlic study schedule be extended''
I ask Force

Ihe City staled its view that "Ihe mission of tlie task force should be to ensure that all 2 7 2
adverse unpacts associated with the merger are mitigated to less than significant levels,
and ti.at mitigauon proposals do not in and of themselves create additional adveive
impacts
Ihe City WTOte a letter stating tlieir view that the task force meetings seem to focus on 27,2
mitigation options and do not mdude full discussion of possible merger-related
enviromnental impacts ui Reno;
Can the Board control train speed'' Length of trams'? Numbers of cars'"

Doird
Junsdiition

Mitigation

Final Mitigation Plan

22

Can tlie Hoard unpc-se funher caps or limitations on the number of trains as a long-iem 22
solution'
Pvaluation
Cntera

Ihe City should look ahead 20-40 years when thinking about mitigation options

Comment noted

Impacts of
Mitigation

Consider time and costs necessary lo build various miugalioD options, some parties
noted that five years of construction is "unthinkable"

7A8
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Table }.
Summary of Key Issues not Discussed in PMP as Indicated
r>i*nu*H IB ftiir
K*r Iiiut

Mitigation
(Cont'd)

Krt.

Tople

Mitigation
Options

SpccUlt C « m i D r o l Q a t i i m / er liioc

Siib,Ie^e

Sec (1*0

City Preference

In task force meetings, the City stated that underpass/overpass m;:igation options are
unacceptable and the City expressed reservations about speeding up the trams

2.8

Impressed Kail
Corridor

Are there examples of successful uses of depressed corridor in other cities''

Beyond study
scope

Can all of the ti affic be rerouted to the Feather River route dunng construction"' What
factors determine lhe raaxiraimi capacity of the Pealher River route, and what is
required to increase the capacity if necessary''

Beyond study
scope

Noise impacts can be mitigated by creating sound buffers

7.26

Options for
Mitigatmg Noise
Impacts
Scheduling Trains

(irade separations

Decrease number of trains at night

8

Noted in the study a system should be provided which alerts emergency responder
dispatch centers as to when trains arc on the tracks

7 26

1,'nderpasses. such as the one on W Second St. make people feel "trapped"' and at
risk""

Comment noted

Underpasses should be built at the following stteets one at a lime lo avoid
inconvenience"" Keystone. Arlington, Washington, Ralston, and Pvans

Comment noted

Source SlB, 1997d: Appendix E
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Figure 4
Freight Train Lengths - Teb 1997

500-1000
1501-2000
2501-3000
3501-4000
4501-5000
5501-6000
6501-7000
1001-1500
2001-2500
3000-3500
4001-4500
5001-5500
6001-6500

Length (500 ft. intervals)
Number from UP in JVS m Number from Monitoring
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The City acided: ••\Mien SE.A. initiated a series of meetings w ith separate, private business
interests and citizens in Reno. Nevada on October 22. 23 and 24. 1996. SE.A expressly requested that
the City representati\ es be excluded from the meetings. However. 16 out of the 17 groups with
scheduled meetings with SE.A invited representatives of the Cit\ to attend the private meetings (see
summaries of these meeting as set forth in Appendix B of this comment document). During 16 of
the meetings that the Cit> representativ es attended. SE.A repeatedh expressed their opinion as lo the
benefits of individual. pri\ ate negotiations with the UP. For example. .\ls. Elaine Kaiser extensively
repeated the details of the private negotiations between the Tov\'n of Truckee. California and UP
wherein the UP agreed to purchase obsolete wood burning stoves in an effort to help resolve air
qualitv issues resulting from increased train traffic through trie Town ot Truckee. Califomia, .A,gain.
speculation on the merits of private negotiations are inappropriate in a federally mandated
environmental mitigation studv, SE.A does not set forth their authority to discuss private
negotiatioub. nor does SEA explain wh> such information is useful or relevant to an Sl B mandated
environmental mitigation study,"
The City also feels that discussion of existing safety devices in the PMP Section entitled
"Evaluation of Potential Environmental Impacts" was not proper.
The City stated: "The PMP documents the location of the existing railroad accident
prevention equipment, including hot box detectors, high wide shift load detectors and dragging
equipment detectors. The discussion of "existing" railroad accident prevention equipment is not
appropnate in Section 6 (Ev aluation of Potential Environmental Impacts) of the PMP and provides
no meaningful analv sis of potential environmental impacts. The City requests that the applicabilit>'
of this information be substantiated, or the referenced statement remov ed from the FiMP."
Numerous commenters stated that the PMP does not adequately address health, safety and
environmental issues, U S, Senator Richard Brv an stated:
"The draft recommendations do little to address the safety, environmental, and
economic impacts of the L'mon Pacific Soi'them Pacific merger in downtown Reno.
Simply increasing train speeds, constructing more gates and building a few
pedestrian overpasses is not the kind of mitigation Reno Citv leaders believe will
adequately address the impacts of the merger,
"The Board's proposed mitigation plan ignores the Union Pacific Railroad's
responsibilitv to mitigate the impacts of its merger, and leaves the City of Reno with
the difficult, and expensiv e. task of dealing with the expected dramatic increases in
train traffic. In addition to the obvious inconvenience to citizens trying to drive
across town, the increased trains will hav e serious impacts on air quality and noise,
and win complicate and delay the communitv's ability to respond to police, fire, and
medical emergencies. The Board's mitigation plan insufficiently addresses each of
these areas of concem.
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" I itrge the Board to reconsider its proposed muigation plan, and to develop a plan
that is more sensitive to the needs of the local communitv, The City of Reno is
willing to work with the railroad and the Board to develop an alternative that
adequately mitigates the burden placed on the Citv" bv" the merger, but the extremely
low baseline measure suggested in the Board's draft report, a mitigation that is even
lower than previously offered by the railroad, seriously compromises the City's
ability to negotiate a more beneficial agreement vvith the railroad.
"The Board's draft proposal is seriouslv deficient, and needs drastic improvement
before it even comes close to mitigating the consequences of the merger to the
citizens of Reno,"
U.S. Senator Harrv Reid stated:
"While I appreciate the STB s review of the potential impact resulting from the
Union Pacific'Southern Pacific merger. I believe a more through [sic], specifically
an Envirormiental Impact Statement, is not only warranted, but necessarv.
"The broad array of citizens who testified at last week's hearing in Reno is strong
eviden:e of the senous concem that Nev adans' [sic] have about the ramification of
this merger. While we all appreciate the hard work that went into the drafting the
"Preliminarv Mitigation Plan.' it insufficiently addresses the many environmental
problems facing Reno as a result of this merger, .Additionally, it sends the wrong
message to the principals negotiating the financing of the mitigation necessar)' to
accommodate this merger.
•"While there are a myriad of environmental impacts in need of greater attention. I
encourage the STB to include ir its consideration of the following points as it
finalizes this plan:
•
•

•

•
•

"The safest wav to accommodate this merger is to depress the tracks through
downtown Reno, yet the plan does not address this proposal.
"The increase in the number of trains and speed with w hich the [sic] may
operate could significantly increase the number of vehicular and pedestrian
accidents,
"".Absent proper planning, the longer operating trains running through Reno
could hinder the ability of emergency vehicles (e.g.. ambulances, fire
engines, police) to respond to emergencies,
"Effons to complv with Clean .Air regulations will be undermined as a result
of the increased train traffic and longer trains.
""In light of the proximity of the train tracks to the Truckee River. Union
Pacific's plan to transport hazardous waste through the region must be given
strictest scrutinv.
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" I recognize the limitations of the STB. That said. I believe that it could do more to
examine the man> enviroitmental issues raised bv this merger. 1 unde'-stand that the
STB is unable to impose mitigation requirements on anv- party other than the railroad
and that, under your charter. > ou are unable to impose requirements or costs for any
mitigation other than the incremental difference in trains before and after the merger.
•"In most circumstances. I would agree that this approach is appropriate. In this
instance, it is obvious that the City of Reno is dealing with an aggregate problem,
rather than an incremental one. The city is facing env ironmental and quality of life
problems that are more than the sum of a handful of additional trains. Without
further mitigation, the train traffic goes bev ond a tipping point, , , "
Nevada Govemor Bob Miller stated:
•"Increased train traffic from the merger will create further delays threatening the
health and safetv of those who need immediate assistance from emergencv- medical
teams, police, fire crews, etc The greater probability of pedestrian accidents and
derailments is also significant.
•"WTiile there is no dispute over the harmful effects of increased traffic, there are
many views on how to mitigate these effects, I would like to thank the Surface
Transportation Board (STB) for convening a Mitigation Task Force to pinpoint the
best methods of minimizing the effects of the merger. When properly mitigated, the
increased rail service through Reno will be an enhancement to Northem Nevada's
economy. In fact, there are wavs to mitigate the new traffic that will benefit
evervone affected, I am pleased that the STB has given all interested parties an
opportunitv to explore a win win outcome,
•"The Preliminarv Mitigation Plan (PMP). however, falls short of creating a positive
situation for everv one , , .A more thorough, conclusive examination of mitigating
the train merger is necessarv, Relief must be given to the longer delays at the train
crossings, which are the result of the train merger,"
The City of Reno .stated: "".As established in this comment document and demonstrated in
SE.A's PMP. public health and safety concems have been largely ignored by SEA. For example,
SE.A concedes (STB. 1997d:7 - 10. 8 - 8) that "accidents are likely to be more severe with increased
train speeds. Specifically. Figure 7.2.1-2 [of the PMP] shows lhat anticipated fatality rates (number
of fatalities per accident), increase as train speeds increase.""
Several commenters said SE.A did not follow the cequirements of NEP.A during preparation
of the P.MP.
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The City stated: ""The primar. measure proposed in the PMP to mitigate vehicular and
pedestrian delay, increasing train speed in the downtown core from 20 mph to 30 mph. is an
operational change w hich amends an important component of the proposed action, as evaluated in
the E.A and Post EA. in accordance with the requirements of NEP.A, Part 1502,9(c)( 1) of Chapter
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, requires supplemental NEPA documentation vvhen the lead
agency n.akes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concems.
and or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concems
and bearing on the proposed action or it's [sic] impacts. Based on these procedural NEP.A
requirements, the Citv requests that Post E.A be revised to reflect the operational changes
recommended for the proposed action and recirculate the Supplemental E.A for public review and
comment."'
Paul Lamboley. an attomey in Washington. D.C, hired to represent the City before the Board,
stated the PMP vvould uniawfuliv delegate "environmental investigation and documentation
responsibilities under NEP v" to the railroad, Lamboley added: ""It is now painfully evident that
because of the unstructured, ad hoc nature of the Reno .Mitigation Studv' to date, the parties and the
Board are no closer to a rational, responsible approach to mitigation of the significant adverse
impacts to public health, safety and environment in the City of Reno. Surelv . the PMP cannot be
fairlv constmed as reducing or minimizing the significance of the impacts to support the [finding of
no significant impact] determination as anticipated in Decision .\o, 44, Indeed, the proposed
increase in train speed, which was not subject to serious review by the Studv Task Force, creates
more problems than it remedies,""
The Citv also stated that SE.A used incorrect assumptions or an incorrect baseline in the
PMP: ""The PMP attempts to provide information on dailvfi-eighttrain data through the City, based
on 1996 UP operational data. Four months, or 30 percent of the baseline data has not been prov ided
bv UP. making the information suspect and statistically inv aiid. The four months of missing train
data could easilv skew the information on the number of trains per dav, making the documented data
meaningless. The Citv requests that the missing dailv train data be prov ided bv and incorporated
into the FMP. or a disclaimer inserted indicating that the data is incomplete and that UP is unable
to accuratelv keep track of its own train counts,""
The Citv added: ""Current information pertaining to construction activities associated with
the Roseville rail yard (Califomia) and Sierra Nevada tunnel expansion is not documented in the
P.MP, Without this infomiation. the "gradual rate of increase' statement is unreasonable and made
without anv basis. The Citv requests that this information be prov ided in the FMP,"
The City also stated: ""SE.A notes that the Citv questioned whv there were differences in
information being disclosed to Wichita than to Reno throughout the task force process, SEA
responds to this inquirv bv stating that "the studies have different issues and somewhat different
schedules," In fact, both the Reno P.MP and the Wichita P.MP were issued bv' SE.A on the same da.v.
September 15. 1997. Further, of the 11 mitigation measures required of UP for Wichita. 7 of these
measures were identical to those required of UP for Reno (see Table 2 below)."
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Table 2
Comparison of Wichita vs. Reno Mitigatioo Measures
Wichita Mitigation

as compared to

Reno Mitigation

I , Improved tracks and a centralized train
control system thai would allow increased train
speeds and a reqiuremerii to operate at those
higher speeds

! IIP shall make the necessary operating
changes and capital improvements .to enable
irain-s to operate over the rail line segment
[through Reno] UP shall then operate, and
require BN 'SF lo operate, all trains over the
descnbed rail lme segment at a speed of 30
mph consistent w iih safe operating pracuces
dictated by conditions present at the umc each
train traverses the segment

2 Elinunaticn of crew changes for through
trams ;n Wichita

4 l)P shall discontinue the practice of addmg
"helper" locomoiivcs in Woodland Ave. area

3 installation of a commurucauons sysitTn lo
inform the emergency dispatch center of train
locauons on UP rail line

2 and 3 Subject lo City agreement, l.rP shaJl
mstail color video displays coordinated with
the UP signal system circuity showmg locauon
of each train present on the rail line segment

7 bvhoo! safety education program conducted
twice a year

6 Pjihanced rail safety program
Supplemcntmg existing school educauonai
programs

8 kail safety informauon lo employers
employees, and residents adjacent to tlic I T
rail line

6 Jistablishing a safety traming program for
Reno's downtown employ cs

9 Train detectors to idenufy potential
problems and reduce risk of derailment

13 and 14. Installation of a high, wide, slufted
load detector and insiallaiion of a hot box
detector al MP 240

10 lislablishmem of a corrununily advisory
panel

15 Establishment of a community advisory
pane!

11 Ouancrly motutonng rqjorts to be
submiiled to the City of Wichita and Sedw-ick
Counrv'

17 Quarterly moniionng reports provided to
City of Reno and Washoe County

Sources STO, 1997d, 1997e
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The City also stated: "".A.lmost everv concem raised by the citizens of the Reno ' Sparks /
Tnjckee Meadows area were not addressed in the Tier 1 (required) mitigation for the UP, Rather,
the concems raised vvere summarily addressed as Tier 2. (or shared tunding) mitigation. Please refer
specifically to the City's summarv of issues and concems. w ith supporting letter requests, placed in
the record throughout the task force process and again placed in the record by the City on August
8. 1997 as set forth in .Appendix .A of this comment document,"
Several other commenters requested that their comments on the ''MP be considered during
preparation of the FMP and in formation of SE.A's final recommendations, Jeff K, Bills, president
and CEO of Saint Marv "s Health Network, stated: ""We urge v ou to revisit the PMP and address U^e
concems of this community. There is everv indication in the PMP that these concems have been
Ignored."'
The US Department of Transportation stated: ""The Department is concemed about a number
of issues that have been raised about the accuracy of the analysis on w hich the choice of mitigation
measures is based and on the adequacv of the coordination process that was used in preparing the
PMP, We believe that in a matter vvhere such serious public health and safety concems are raised,
a careful rev iew of the studv. including the adequacv of the limited obser\ations conducted to predict
the potential health, safetv. and delay impacts, and a broader examination of mitigation options is
w arranted. W e urge that SE.A address the issues raised to assure the citizens of Reno that the UP 'SP
merger w ill not cause them harm."'
UP and some private citizens said the PMP was more than adequate, Ray Bacon of the
Nevada .Manufacturing .Association stated: ""We believe STB did a good job of dealing with facts
and reasonable resolution ideas for the UP Reno situation. The merger did not create the
fundamental problem. Reno has ignored the RR issue for decades. It is not reasonable to lay the
burden for resolution on the UP. \\'e support the STB Mitigation Plan.""
3.24.2

Response to Comments

\'arious parties hav e stated that the ''MP is adequate. Others hav e commented on the alleged
inadequacies of the scope of the studv. data, and proposed mitigation. SE.A disagrees. During the
Reno Mitigation Study. SEA conducted extensive analysis of the potential environmental and safety
impacts related to the'increased train traffic through Reno caused bv the merger. Topics analyzed
included traffic delay, pedestrian safety, emergency vehicle access, train-vehicle accidents,
derailments hazardous niaterials spills water quality, location-specific train operations (such as at
Woodland .Avenue). Native .Amencan issues, biological resources, noise levels, vibration and air
qualitv. The analysis included observ ation for 24 hours per day for sev en days during a period of
high rail traffic through the city, as well a'^ a mile-bv -mile examination of the railroad"s right-of-way
in^much of western Nevada and the Donner Pass area from the summit to the Nevada State line.
SE.A has never conducted a more thorough examination of any other rail mainline section for any
other environmental studv. including for any previous Environmental Impact Statement.
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NEPA does not require that all experts agree on any particular issue. Nor does the Act
require that all controversial issues be resolved through the environmental review process. Section
102( 2 )(B) requires federal agencies to ""develop methods and procedures"" to ensure that unquantified
environmental amenities and values will be given appropriate consideration in decision making,
along with economic and technical considerations, NEPA also states in Section 102(2)(C) that
environmental documents ""shall accompanv the [federal agencv ] proposal through the existing
agency rev iew processes."' meaning lhat the Board is required only to ""give consideration" to
envirormiental issues in its decision making process.
In previous 9* Circuit Court of .Appeals cases on this issue, the court mled, ''NEP.A does not
require lhat we decide whether an [environmental document] is based on the best scientific
metliodologv available, nor does NEP.A require us to resolv e disagreements among vanous scientists
as to methodology" (Friends of Fndanoered Species. Inc, v, .lantzen. 760 F.2d 976. 986 (9'*" Cir.
1985)). Rather, the courts ""defer to agency expertise on questions of methodologies unless the
agencv has completelv' failed to address some factor, consideration of which vvas essential to a truly
infomied decision whether or not to prepare an EIS" (N, .Am, W ild Sheep v. United States Dep't,
of .Agric. 681 F.2d 1172. 1178 (9th Cir. 1982V). Courts do ""not second guess methodological
choices made bv an agency in its area of expertise" (Inland Empire Public Lands Council v. Schultz,
992 F.2d 977 (9'-'' Cir. 1993)).
The City stated that the mitigation studv appears to be an attempt to support a previously
reached FONSI conclusion, rather than a scientific study based on established NEP.A procedures,
SE.A disagrees with this assertion. While the Board appropnately made a FONSI in Decision
No, 44. tlie Board decided that SE.A should conduc i further, morefine-tunedmitigation study for
Reno to develop additional mitigation for that Cit> to add to the mitigation that had already been
imposed. The City did not explain why it believes the PMP was not a ""scientific studv.'" The City's
basis for challenging SE.A"s approach seems to be based primarilv on the fact that the Citv does not
agree with SE.A"s conclusions.
The Citv' also asserted that SE.A must analv ze a range of train lengths within the standard
deviation. SE.A did analyze the entire range of train lengths, from 420 feet to 6.698 feet, observed
during its week-long survey in February 1997. Please see Section 3.5.2 of this FMP.
The Citv did not cite any case law or regulation that support its assertion that SEA
"impropedy included"" discussion of the status of private negotiations in the PMP. SE.A considers
this clearly relevant information, SE.A is unaware of any restrictions on summarizing that
information. Standard policy of the Board and SEA is to strongly encourage parties to reach
V oluntarv- agreements whenever possible Such private negotiations have proved beneficial in m.anv'
prev ious cases before the Board, and the Board and SE.A will continue to encourage such negonation
in the future.
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Similarly, the City did not cite any case law or regulation to support its argument that SEA
"impropedy included"" discussion of existing railroad accident prevention equipment in the P.MP,
To the contrarv-. discussion of UP"s existing train detection equipment clearly is relevant to SEA
taking a "hard look"" at safety concems and ev aluating if additional equipment is needed.
Regarding Table 3 in the City "s comments. SEA believes that the topics are addressed in the
PMP as noted in the lable and in some cases further addressed in this FMP.
Senator Brvan asserts that the PMP is inadequate because it ""ignores the U^ion Pacific
Railroad"s responsibility to mitigate the impacts of its merger, and leaves the City of Reno with the
difficult, and expensive, task of dealing with the expected dramatic incre,T;es in train traffic,"" Tiie
City"s attomey in Washington. D,C,. Paul Lamboley. made a similar assertion, saying the P.MP
vvould unlawfullv" delegate ""environmental investigation and documentation responsibilities under
NEP.A"" to the railroad*^ SEA believes that the Tier 1 mitigation it is recommending is appropriate
under these circumstances, Moreovei. UP will have the responsibility, both financially and
operationally, for implementation and financing all Tier 1 miiigation measures mitigating the
impacts of the increased train iraffic through Reno related to the merger. Senator Brv an also stated
that the ""e,Ktreniely low baseline measures"' in the PMP "senously compromise the City's ability to
negotiate a more beneficial agreement vvith the railroad," This as.senion. which vvas repeated by the
City and others, is addressed in Section 3.38 of this FMP.
Mr, Lambolev also asserted that SE.A"s recommendation to increase train speed through Reno
"creates more problems than it remedies," Mr, Lamboley did noi 'detail these alleged problems, so
SE.A cannot specificallv respond to his assertion. However. SE.A has conducted a verv- thorough
analysis of ils recommendations and believes that the increased train speed will effectively mitigate
the problem of traffic delay, without creating additional impacts requiring further mitigation, (See
Section 2,4.)
Nevada Govemor Bob .Miller asserted that "".A more thorough, conclusive examination of
mitigating the train merger is neccssarv . Relief must be given to the longer delays at the train
crossings^ which are the result of the train merger," However. Iraffic delay was given a verythorough examination in PMP Section 6,2,1. and in this FMP. and the mitigation measure
recomrnended by SEA to alleviate traffic delay is extensively discussed in Section 7.2.1 of the PMP
and in Section 2 of this FMP.
Similarly, the City asserted that SE.A ""largely ignored" public health and safety concems in
Reno dunng preparation of the P.MP, In fact, public health and safety concems were the major focus
of the P.MP and this F.MP. as shown in the discussions in Sections 6. 7 and 8 of the PMP. and in
Sections 2 and 4 of this FMP. Many of the recommended mitigation measures are intended to
improve public safety and health.
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At the request of SEA. UP again researched the SP data regarding train counts for the montli
of March 1996. UP informed SE.A that this data is not readilv av ailable, bul could be retriev ed from
extensive back-up computer tapes if necessarv, SE.A determined that the eight months of data
prov ided in the PMP are sufficient to prov ide a reasonable analysis of the statistical variation in the
number of trains ov er an extended period of time.
The Citv also objected to the fact that many of the miiigation measures recommended to
address local im.pacls in W ichiia. Kansas were also recommended for Reno. SE.A made those
recommendations for both cities because thev vvould be effective for both cities.
The U.S, Department of Transportation made reference to the ""limited obsen ations""
conducted for the PMP analysis. In fact. SE,A conducted more direct observ ation for the Reno P.MP
and FMP than it has for any environmental studv it has ever conducted. Observations included, but
were not limited to: a four-month survev performed by UP (Mav through .August 1997). a one-week
inventor, of rail car traffic perfomied by UP (October 16-24. 1997). a one-day survey reported by
Carr (1996). and a one-week. 24 hours per day. on-site study of train and vehicular tralTic in
February- of 1997 vvhen train traffic was higher than nomial because of a washout on an alternate
route. Finally. SE.A verified and relied on the UP train traffic studies that are based on a one-year
(1995) evaluation of even, train car moved on the combined L'P SP system.
In conclusion. SE.A emphasizes that the mitigation measures in this FMP are SEA"s
recommendations at this lime, and SE.A inv ites public rev iew and comment. SE.A encourages broad
participation in the review and comment of this FMP. and vvill carefully evaluate all comments
received before making itsfinalrecommendations to the Board. Based on the PMP. FMP. SE.A's
final recommendations, and public input, the Board vvill issue a decision on what additional
mitigation measures to impose upon UP in Reno in addition lo those imposed in Decision No. 44.
3.25

An EIS is needed
3.25.1

Summary of Comments

More than one hundred commenters. including the Citv of Reno, stated that SE.A'STB should
conduct a full Enviromnental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Reno Mitigation Study. The vast
majority of those vvere one or two-sentence statements, such as comments made by private citizen
Martha B, Gould: ""Union Pacific has a responsibility- to this communitv. and to all communities that
will be impacted by this merger, to honestly address mitigation by doing a full Environmental
Impact Statement, and then, and onlv then, sitting down with all interested parties to address
mitigation in an honest and forthnght fashion," .A large number of those comments came on a form
cut out of a Reno newspaper, which had also suggested what citizens should tell the Board, Most
of those forms were submitted with nearly identical language requesting an EIS. demanding
construction of the depressed trainway and asserting that UP should pav more or its ""fair share" of
the costs of the depressed trainway. Thr ;e private citizens expressly stated that an EIS is not needed.
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In requesting and EIS for the Reno Mitigation Study, the City of Reno stated: "SE.A staff
member and study director Harold McNulty stated at the SEA public hearings held in Reno on
October 9. 1997 that SE.A has studied the rail line through Reno "more thoroughly" than any study
has ever been done on any stretch of any other rail line and that "we've gone far beyond the EIS
process". The City, and the numerous citizens who presented testimony at the public hearings,
emphaticallv' disagree that this mitigation studv has gone "far bevond" the EIS process as evidenced
by the facts and scientific ev idence presented for consideration in :his comment document. A full
EIS. following establLshed NEP.A procedures, and based upon sound scientific data, must be
conducted by SEA rather than this undefined mitigation study which appears to reach conclusions
contrarv to sound scientific evidence, common sense and logical [sic] itself.""
Other commenters did not mention the need for an EIS for the Reno Mitigation Study, but
rather stated that the Board should have conducted an EIS oefore approving the merger. U.S.
Senator Harrv Reid stated:
•"It is difficult to overestimate the significance of this merger. There is a lot at stake.
While the railroad stands to realize significant profits and growth, it also assumes a
new. and arguably greater, responsibility to this community. To the extent that
problems involving health, safety and the environment arise as the result of this
merger, they have a responsibilitv to participate in resolv ing them,
" I believe the STB must take a closer examination of the manv health, safety and
environmental issues necessarily associated with this merger, 1 believe a thorough
review vis-a-vis an Environmental Impact Statement is necessan." and [1] strongly
encourage the STB to require such an examination. The Board has a responsibility
to protect the interests of this community. In my capacitv as the U, S, Senator vvho
represents this communitv. 1 intend to do my best to ensure the STB meets this
responsibility.""
The City of Reno stated:
•".As the V en. nature of an E.A is to determine the necessitv of an EIS due to the
significance of the impacts of the acnon. the City finds it difficult to reconcile the
STB"s opposiuon to the preparation of an EIS for the Reno Sparks Truckee
Meadows area in the t'ace of ov envhelming evidence of significant impact on the
human environment. On the other hand, tlie STB predetermined the need for an EIS
in the CSX Corporation and CSX Transportai'on. Inc.. Norfolk Southem Corporation
and Norfolk Southem Railway Company—Control and Operating .Agreements—
Conrail. Inc and Consolidated Rail Corporation (STB Finance Docket No, 33388)
as demonstrated by the STB 's statement in the July 7. 1997 Federal Register:
", , , [t]o evaluate and consider the potential environmental impacts
that m.av result from the proposed transaction, the Board's Section of

I
I
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Environmental .Analysis (SEA) "^ill prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS) [emphasis added] (62 FR 36332)."
"The statement itself indicates both SE.A's and the STB's current lack
of knowledge of environmental impacts that may result from the
proposed Conrail transaction. "I'he Reno / SparksTmckee Meadows
area desenes this same consideration,"
The Citv continued: "'Throughout the PMP. clear mandates of the STB's Decision No. 44
are completely ignored by SE.A. while other mandates of the STB"s Decision No, 44 are .~,teadfastly
embraced, ,An EIS is necessarv for the Reno Sparks Truckee .Meadows area to insure that all
altemativ es. including relocation of theright-of-wav . are fullv considered. Please refer to the STB's
Decision No. 9. issued June 11. 1997 in F.D. No, 33388 ordering a systemwide EIS for the recent
merger application of CSX^Norfolk Southem'Conrail."
The Citv added: ""SE.A notes that no EIS is needed for the Reno ' Sparks; 1 mckee Meadows
area because mitigauon measures imposed are "far-reachiiij and comprehensive." Yet the entire PMP
reiterates that only Tier 2 mitigation is "far-reaching" (which is not mandaiorv nor recommenJed for
Board approval), as indicated above by merelv 2 of the nearlv 15 references to Tier 2 mitigation's
•far-reaching and comprehensive' benefits. Either the EIS is not reeded because mitigation is "farreaching' or it is needed because this PMP does not prov ide those "far-reaching and comprehensive'
mitigation measures,""
David Cameron of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters stated: "The Teamsters
Union, representing 2.626 workers at Union Pacific com.panies. agrees with the civic and community
le-iders of Reno. Nevada who have decried this Preliminarv Mitigation Plan as inadequate and that
it opens afloodgateto serious environmental problems for the City, We believe that your agency
made a verv serious mistake vvhen v ou permitted the merger between Union Pacific and Southem
Pacific to go fonvard without an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), We all know- that this
merser will significantlv increase the amount offreighttraffic going through downtown. What we
do not know—because there vvas no EIS—is how much of this traffic is likely to be hazardous
substances, possibly even nuclear waste.""
3.25.2

Response to Comments

Because the review and approval of the merger ts a Federal action, the proposed merger is
subject to the env ironmental rev iew requirements described in the National Env ironmental Policy
.Act (NEP.A), The Surface Transportation Board has adopted enviromnental rules consistent with
NEP.A to guide its environmental review of proposed mergers (49 CFR 1105i, The Board"s Section
of Env ironmental .Analysis (SE.A) is responsible for the environmental review of the UP, SP merger.
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Follow ing the environmental guidelines of the Council on Environmental Quality and the
Board. SE.A prepared an environmental assessment (E.A) to evaluate the potential impacts of the
proposea merger.
Section 2,3 of the PMP. Env ironmental Review Process, notes, "In compliance with the
Board's enviromnental mles [49 CFR 1105 6(b)(4)]. SEA prepared a comprehensive environmental
assessment (E.A) of the proposed m.erger. which included an extensive public outreach program."
SE.A established a toll-free environmental hotline; prepared and distributed fact sheets and
infonnation packets about the merger: notified more than 500 Federal, state, and local agencies: and
conducted phone consultations and more than 150 site v isits. On April 12. 1996. SEA issued the ^.'\
and a press release announcing availability of the E.A for public reviev*. and comment.
SE.A then reviewed the public comments and performed additional environmental analyses
in response to the comments received. SEA published the results in a detailed post environmental
assessment (Post EA) issued on June 24. 1996. In the Post EA. SE.A revised its recommended
conditions for the Board's approval of the proposed merger. On July 3. 1996. the Board voted
unanimously to approve the UP/<^P merger, subject to various conditions and mitigation measures.
Section 2.4 of the PMP. Merger Conditions and Mitigation Measures, notes. ""In its
.August 12. 1996 vsTitten decision approving the merger (cited as Finance Docket No. 32760.
Decision No. 44) the Board imposed system-wide and corridor-specific mitigation conditions on
UP " These measures were developed to mitigate potential system-wide and corridor-specific
environmental impacts throughout the UP system, including environmental impacts on Reuo.
The svstem-wide mitigation measures address safety, hazardous materials.emergency
response, air quality, and noise. System-wide and corridor-specific mitigation measures are listed
in the P.MP on pages 12-14 of,Appendix A, In addition. Condition No, 22 pertains specifically to
Reno, Condition'No, 22 directed SEA to conduct an 18-monih study to develop a specifically
tailored mitigation plan that further addresses the env ironmental effects of the merger-related
increase in rail u-affic on the existing UP nght-of-way through the City of Reno, Condition No, 22
also required UP to limit train uaffic through Reno to an average of two additional freight trains per
dav during the mitigation studv penod.
In Decision No, 44. the Board reaffirmed that no Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
required for the UP SP merger and did not order one for the Reno .Mitigation Study, As the Board
explained, its environmental rules provide that an EA is normally sufficient in railroad merger
proceedings to pennit the agencv to lake a ""hard look" al the proposed action as required by NEP.A,
(49 CFR 1105.6(t))(4)) "The Board compiled a verv- e.xtensive and comprehensive E.A and post E.A.
and those documents and Decision No 44 thoroughly demonsuate lhat the Board took the hard look
and propedv identified environmental issues as NEPA requires. Thus, no EIS was required, Reno
prev iouslv filed a mandam.us petition in a United States district court seeking to force the Board to
prepare an EIS for Reno in this case. The court dismissed for lack of jurisdiction in City of Reno
^ STB. No, C\ -N-96-441-HA.M (R.A.M) on September 17. 1996, Reno has appealed that decisions
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to the Ninth Circuit in No. 97-15562. Citv of Reno v, STB (pending), Reno has also requested an
EIS for the Reno Mitigation Study in it pending appeal of Decision No. 44 ("No. 961373 et al.,
\\'esiem Coal "raffic League v, STB).
The Board did not admit lhat the impact on the environment was substantial by the very act
of instituting its special study to develop further mitigation for the Reno region. It may be that
without the substantial mitigation that the Board has already im^posed and without such further
mitigation as it may impose following completion of the Reno .Mitigation Study, the impacts on
Reno could be substantial. But the fact that the Board undertook this additional study to fine-tune
mitigation for potential impacts in the Reno area is not an admission lhat those potential impacts
cannot be adequately mitigated.
Moreover, vvhen the Board made its FONSI in Decision No. 44. it alreadv had sufficient
information to know that the impact of the merger on the broad area (including Reno) served by
these carriers (UP and SP) vvould not be severe because il could be successfully mitigated to
insubstantial lev els. .As the Board noted there. Reno has grown up around this rail line, and over the
vears the City has permitted casino and other entertainment industry development immediately
abutting the railroad right-of-wav. The Board noted the agencv 's long-standing policv- of not
imposing merger conditions to attempt to rectify preexisting conditions, but only to mitigate
potential merger impacts. The Board explained that the merger will merelv- result in increased train
traffic over an existing main line and that anv additional impacts caused by the merger on Reno's
environmental problems in the area of pedesuian safety, air pollution, and noise can effectively be
addressed with conditions. The fact that an EIS is being prepared for the Conrail merger does not
mean that an EIS is required in this case.
SEA evaluates each merger application on its own merits. In the case of the Conraii merger,
SE.A staff concluded an EIS should be prepared because the impacts would be concentrated in the
highly populated Northeastern US region, and because of the potential of the merger to impact
Amtrak sen ice and commuter sen ice, especially on the Northeast Corridor. The record was not
comparable here.
Finallv. SEA notes that the extensive environmental and exhaustive analysis of Reno in both
the E.A and Post EA and now this PMP and FMP go far beyond the analysis conducted for a typical
EIS. SE.A has conducted a comprehensive 18-month fine-tuned study evaluating the potential
impacts of the merger in Reno. .As part of this study. SE.A will have examined UP's. formedy SP's,
mainline segment in Western Nevada and Eastern Califomia more thoroughly than it has ever
examined any mainline segment for any past environmental stud>.

Imal .Mitigation Plan

3-134

Reno Mitigation Study

3.26

Mitigation Issues
3.26.1

Summary of Comments

Numerous parties either proposed new mitigation measures or commented on the mitigation
measures proposed in the PMP, The Citv of Reno proposed several new mitigation measures.
The City stated: "SEA concludes that because the City has recently widened and pav ed the
:-. cess road that parallels the tracks, there is no need for UP to mitigate the impacts that have been
ide. 'ified in the Woodland Avenue area, which involve providing a secondarv emergency access.
The road that mns parallel to and south of the tracks connecting Woodland .Avenue w ith MaybenyDriv e has recently been paved but is not a public access road, nor has it been constructed to City
standards. Onlv the Fire Department personnel control access and access which is not guaranteed
on a permanent basis. SEA must require UP to obtain a permanent access and make necessarv
improvements to mitigate the freight trains blocking school buses in the moming and residents
throughout the da.v. This impact needs to be addressed in the F.MP and mitigation offered to
alleviate the impacts."'
The City added: ""To mitigate this safety impact, the UP must be responsible for the
installation of at-grade safetv- features at all at-grade crossings in the downtown area or eliminate the
need for pedestrians to cross the uacks at-grade by constructing the depressed railwav option,""
Sparks citizen T, W, Invin recommended: ""Move large rail traffic to the northem portion
of the County with new uacks. paralleling the uacks located in the Black Rock Desert, thence over
the Sierra (mavbe through Henness Pass or similar route). This would also bypass the City of
Truckee. (who must be troubled with the same issue) and divert the major (hazardous materials, etc.)
traftx awav from the water supply (the Tmckee Riven of Reno and environs. This is a vervexpensive but in a long term 20-50 vears probably makes more sense than other solutions. The
existing road bed could be retained and used bv .Amuak and for local railroad distribution.""
T,W, Invin also recommended: ""Elevate the railway through the City, This would be the
least e.xpensive but does little to anrielioraie the problems associated with the solution proposed 'oy
burv ing the railbed. Other than the noise and the greater havoc from a major derailment 1 suggest
this would be better in all respects than depressing the railbed."
Bob Webb. Communitv Coordinator for the Washoe Countv Department of Communitv
Developm.ent. stated: ""No time limit is provided in the PMP for the Union Pacific Railroad to
complete its inspection of railroad uacks and railroad crossings within Washoe County.
.Additionally, the P.MP should contain specific mitigatior, measures requinng the Union Pacific
Railroad lo repair anv noted deficie.icies within a specified time period. The P.MP should include
a specific mitigation measure to inform residences and businesses on the south side of the railroad
tracks sen iced bv Woodland Avenue of the emergency access route available should the railroad
crossing be blocked.""
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Mr, Webb also stated: ""An additional reason to not proceed with increased train traffic
through Reno and Washoe Countv. and to illustrate the inadequacy of the P.MP mitigation measures,
is that the PMP does not take into account that the existing rail systemi is inadequate for present
levels of train traffic. The evidence shown in the video ;tai;en along the railroad tracks form the
Nevada State line toward Reno) highlights rotting railroad ties and totally imsafe conditions next to
our water supplv, Tlie Southem Pacific Railroad knew that it vvasfinanciallvin trouble, so they v ere
not making adequate repairs nor were they improv ing their sv stem because thev were short of cash
flow. The Board of County Commissioners is opposed to expanding the train traffic levels on a
system that is already inadequate for its current train traffic loads,""
Sneaking at a meeting of the Reno Mitigation Study 1 ask Force. Task Force member Steve
Bradhurs: said the Board should establish an upper limit on the number of trains passing through
Reno in the future. Bradhurst stated:
•"[T]he analogy might be a human being. We can take 70 degree temperatures, we
can take a hundred degree temperatures. There comes a point when you can't take
it anymore and our qualitv of life goes down very quickly when you get up to 110.
120. and then beyond that we have a slowdown and we actually have paralv sis,
""So the problem I see is that here we hav e no analysis in terms of what"s the worst
case, that is. what can the sv stem bear here in the Tmckee .Meadows, And so the way
I have read this is after a period of time w e could see 50. 60. 70 trains,
•"There is nothing here that says there"s a limit to the number of trains that comes
through the Truckee .Meadows, and 1 think we're doing a great dissenice to the
community as well as the Surface Transportation Board by not telling that there is
a limit to how much the communitv can withstand.
•"So the first thing 1 w ould do w-lth an analv sis li!- e this would be to say or the outside
it appears from the data we've collected that v ou would hav e total paralysis or vou"d
have significant impact to the community if you had X number of trains coming
through the commimity.""
.A few other commenters stated that ftirther mitigation is needed, but did not propose specific
new measures. Task Force member Paula Berkley suggested that SE.A craft a new mitigation
measure that vvould kick in once a certain level of train traffic is reached in Reno. ""Maybe you
could put something to the effect that if it got to be 40 trains a da> . the railroad should additionally
mitigate that in some form or fashion." Berklev stated at a Task Force meeting, Nevad.'-Jis for Fast
and Responsible .Action made a similar suggestion: "".Assuming that the number of trains thirough
the Reno area cannot be restricted, the Mitigation Plan should require additional mitigation if and
when the number of trains through the Reno area does increase. This would at least give this
comm.imitv the opportunity to sun ive in the event that there is a significant increase in the number
of trains throuch Reno,"
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The City of Reno also stated that several proposed mitigation measures are too vague to be
effective. The City stated: ""This [refening to the pedestrian grade separations] is t.he most
undefined of all the Tier 1 proposed mitigation. SEA says if UP can get »he Fitzgerald property to
agree to modifv the jointlv- funded overpass to feed pedestnans to the street, then that vvill suffice
(at a cost of $800,000) for Virginia Street. If not. another $2.5 million pedestrian underpass or
overpass is required on Virginia, L'P must also build a pedestrian underpass or overpass costing S2,4
million on Sierra Street, Initial reaction frcm Fitzgerald's management indicate no interest in any
tvpe of joint "public access", and for that m.itter any additional use of their propert)- between Virgima
and Sierra for any additional pedestrian overpass,"
The City added: ""SEA suggests a "reasonable' miiigation measure to educate the drivers and
prospective driv ers in the Reno Sparks . Truckee Meadows area by recommending enhanced rail
safety program which would educate the area's voulh (through drivers training programs) and the
emplovees who work in downtown Reno, However, this program would not reach out to the
hundreds of thousands of tourists who v isit downtown Reno (Reno is a major tourist destination)
throughout the year. This matigation measure would not sene lo mitigate safety impacts associated
with tourists visiting the downtown area and crossing the numerous at-grade intersections that
traverse downtown Reno,""
The Citv- stated: ""SEA notes adding a hot box and a high, wide load detector at .MP 240
would prov ide some mitigation. The City would note that MP 240 is 11 miles downstream of the
Califomia'Nevada border, 3 miles from the Kev stone .Avenue crossing. Clearly as indicated from
the work of Carr (1996) the greatest risk to the Truckee River exists upstream of the
Califomia'Nev ada border. It is therefore questionable the tme benefit of this mitigation measure.'"
TTie Citv continued: "SE.A"s suggestion that the formation of a "Communitv- .Advisor.- Pane!"
would some how mitigate the increased risk of contamination to the Tmckee Riv er is w ithout basis
and appears to be an appeasement policy wilh little lo offer the ecosystem or habitat which could be
impacted bv- the increased number of trains."
James Rogers of Harrah's Reno staled: '"The pnmarv miiigation proposed bv- the PMP is lo
increase the speed of the trains which now- go through Reno as well as those trains which will go
through Reno once the merger is put into full effect bv- 10 miles an hour, Harrah's appreciates the
efforts which have been put in by a great number of interests in Irv ing to reach the appropriate
mitigation for the impacts of the merger, Harrah's has followed closely with great interest the
efforts, .After hearing of the v anous solutions, relocation of the uacks to 1-80. grade separations and
a depressed railway, the proposed miiigation of increasing train speed seems to be somewhat meager
and ineffective.""
The City also often questioned Lhe analysis that led to the miiigation measures, including the
balancing of costs versus benefits.
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The City slated:
""SE.A is staling that thev are not proposing any mitigation al Del Curto because of
issues inv olving costs and impacts to parkland and or the Tmckee River which must
not be factors vvhen mitigating the additional impacts created by the merger. There
are other streets constructed through paiKlands in Reno including roads through
Idlewild Park located across the Tmckee River from the neighborhood off of Del
Curto. In addition, there are several bridges recently constmcied over the Tmckee
River that were constmcied without impacts to the River, the most recent example
involving the bridge on While Fir Street off of Woodland .Avenue, Therefore, the
argument involving costs and impacts lo parklands and or the Tmckee River are
inaccurate or unacceptable, Cosrs is not an issue. Feasibility is, SE.A must evaluate
either a secondarv- access road or a bridge and upgrading the existing at-grade
crossing at Del Curto.
"Please note that SEA has indicated "economic' factors (ostensibly cost) are not part
of the mitigation study as mandated under Decision No, 44."
The Cily added: ""The PMP's assumption here is that any type of mitigation for noise would
be based upon change or reduction of the noise source. The Cily acknow ledges that "lo alter noise
would jeopardize safety which is of paramount importance', bul there are other ways, including other
miiigation options, to mitigate the increased number of sensitive receptors exposed to post-merger
noise which must be given a "hard look' by SE.A.""
The City also stated: ""The PMP has ignored the analysis of levels of sen ice under v arious
scenarios. Level of sen ice for roadways that cross the railroad tracks is an indication of the
operating condition of the facility al pre-merger and post-merger conditions. This index could be
later used in establishing a threshold for implementation of the mitigation measures, such as grade
separation improvements,"
The City also staled: ""SE.A sav s thev recommend "numerous general and regional miiigation
measures' addressing safety, hazardous materials, air quality and noise that pertains lo Reno, The
City requests specific mitigation measures to mitigate specific merger related impacts in Reno,"
The Cirv also staled: '".According to the PMP, UP is required lo install, with the concunence
of the Cily. displays and v ideo monitors in Reno's future central emergency dispatch facility at a
cost of S300.000 which depicts the approach or presence of a train. However, this mitigation does
not include any provisions to maintain, educate. Uain. or staff the v ideo monitors. The Cily does not
have the financial resources to maintain, educate, train, and staff this equipment. In addition, the
City does not and will not accept the additional liability of managing the nsks associated vvith
monitoring the increase in trains which is a safetv miiigation "requirement' lo be completed by UP.
This is solely the responsibility of the UP and must be addressed by SEA.""
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The City also slated: ""The estimated cost for four-quadrant gales at the seven identified
streets is S1.21 million which is the only required mitigation. The median barriers for the seven
identitied streets is SO,7 million and gate violation enforcement cameras al the seven identified
crossings is Sl,4 million which are not required mitigation. The PMP needs lo consider a
comprehensive and detailed analysis of preemption conditions at Virginia and Sutro Streets of lhe
seven locations and include the impact of increased speed and four-quadrant gales on preemption
strategies, W ith increased speed, more time may need to be given to motorists to clear the track
environment prior lo train arrival,"
The Cit>- also stated: "The depressed railway is provided a cursorv- discussion (a "soft look')
emphasizing the property acquisition costs as the main impact of the miiigation, Wlien justly
compensated, land used in a project is typically not considered an impact. The depressed railway
receives only the most basic of evaluations—then it is summarily dismissed. Table 13 [on following
page], provides a comparison of each mitigation option and the degree lo which the miiigation
measure would reduce potential environmenial impacts (decreased) and introduce potential
envirorunental impacts (increased) from post-merger increase in freight train traffic.""
The City also staled: "'First, system-wide and corridor specific miiigation measures imposed
in Decision No, 44 are measures that are required to be implemented throughout the countrv- and can
not be considered as mitigation to offset the specific merger-related impacts in the Reno / Sparks /
Truckee Meadows area without absolute quantifiable results. Certain presumed benefits of these
sv stemvvide and corridor specific mitigation measures mav not produce the offsetting benefits
equally throughout the countrv- or corridor, and therefore mav actually prov ide no benefit to Washoe
County, the location of the impact."
Franklin N. Barnes. Captain and Patrol Division Commander for the Washoe Coimty
Sheriff s Office, questioned the accuracv of the description of one mitigation measure, and
recommended improvements. He staled:
"TTie increased train uaffic at [ihe Woodland .Av enue] crossing caused by the merger
will delay non-emergency and emergency responses into this area. Table 7.3.1. page
7-65. shows the proposed miiigation measure of widening, paving, and dedicati' g
an existing road south of the tracks has already been implemented, I inspected the
site and found that this is inaccurate. The existing paved one lane access road that
is south of the uacks. runs parallel lo Sup»erior Mini-Storage, and connects While Fir
Sueet to Mav 'oerrv Drive has not been widened. Signs are still in place at it's [sic]
intersection with White Fir that show it as one way [sic] street. Signs are still in
place at it's [sic] intersection with Mavberrv Drive that indicated wrong way do not
enter. The gales are open and unlocked, but still in place at each end of thus road and
could be closed and locked witho'ut notice bv- malicious third parties.
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EXCERPTED FROM CITY OF RENO COMMENTS
Table \y
Mitigation Measures nhich would Reduce Environmental Impacts (1 decreased) and Introduce Potential
Environmental Impacts (1 increased) from I'ost-merger Increase In Freight Prain TralTic
Re!0urc«8
Impscis 1 c1«re«cd or
ImpacU 1 increased
1 rafl'ic ticlay
Safely - PeJestnans

Safely • tmerjiericy Vehicle Acces<

Safely • Train Vehicle Accidents
Safety • Derailment/Spillj

niclooical Resources
Noise'vihration

Air Qualiiy • Trains

Alf Quality

Vehicles

Property l,anJ t.'se

Post-merger
Unmitigated

Increased Speed 3*^ mph

Grade Separation(s)

Depressed Railway

t delay

1 delay

idclay

• delay

* frequency

T frequency

1 frequency

• frequency

I blockages

I blockages '

'blockages

•blockages

^ frequency

^ frequency ^ seven y

1 frequency

i frequency

t frequency

f frequency ^ seventy

1 frequency

J frequency

tnsk

T risk

i nsk

I nsk

T noise 1 vibration

^ noise 1 vibration

1 noise

1 noise

I NO. (tSQ! tons)

t N f ) . (•)8»tons)

iNO,

.NO, (+394 tons)

I CO

I CO (•10 « lons)

• CO

• C O (-1 5 tons)

none if compensated

none if compensated

NA

5 tons)

NA

Source Adapted from STB. 1997d

''SI; A uses a measure of impici of average daily gale down lime per crossing on major crossings Plc.ise see Section 3 I of this comment document The City
of Reno does noi consider ihis measure appropnate, when dealing »ilh public health and s.'.fcty
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"The intersection of this access road w ith .Mayberrv Drive is not easily visible lo east
bound traffic because Mayberrv Drive curves, goes down under the railroad track.
The road design or configuration and the 'Dridge abutments cause the poor \ isibility.
At night, the visibility is worse because there is no street light at this intersection.
"The point at which this access road intersects vvith Mayberrv- Drive is a location that
has beenfloodedand closed due lo high water dunng limes of heavy- rainfall. If such
flooding occurs, then the only access will be by way of the W oodland Avenue
crossing.
"The Sheriff s Office recommends the following immediate actions be taken for this
access road provided it is a dedicated road:
"Current signs be removed and replaced with signs indicating a narrow one lane road.
"Removal of the gates at each end.
"The Sheriffs Office recommends the following additions to the proposed mitigation
measure of widening and pav iiig of the existing road:
"Installation of a sign on east bound Mav berry Drive at least 100 feel or more west
of the intersection of the access road, w arning of a "T" intersection.
"Installation of a street light at the intersection of the access road and Mayberr>
Drive,"
3.26.2

Response to Comments

SEA has reviewed all comments to the P.MP and has addressed those comments in this FMP.
SE.A has chosen to recommend some new mitigation measures based on comments received on the
PMP, See Chapter 2 for a summarv of SEA's proposed recommended mitigation measures. See
also Sections 2,7. 2,8,1. 2,8,2, and 2,8,4 for a review of SEA's extensive analysis of the grade
separation, depressed railway, and 1-80 bypass options.
U'ith regard lo the access road off of \\oodland .Ave,, SEA notes that this road is on a City
of Reno easement, and street signage and lighting would be the responsibility of the City, SEA is
recor
nding that the Board require UP to notify- area residents and business of the presence of the
new a.
. route in the Woodland area and to permanentlv- cease adding "helper" locomotives in the
Woodland .Avenue area, which in the past caused vehicular traffic delay al Woodland Ave.
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3.27

Economic Impacts
3.27.1

Summary of Comments

.Many parties commented on the effects the merger-related uain Uaffic will have on the local
economy in Reno, especially as related lo the city's tourism business. The Cily of Reno especially
emphasized that the PMP did not address llie effect of the merger and the proposed mitigation
measures vvould have on the tourism inaastn. in Reno.
The City stated: "SEA failed to conduct an economic analysis outlining decreased
performances of the entire downtown area which will occur even after implementation of the
miiigation measures identified in the P.MP, Some of these impacts will occur due lo resuicted access
and impaired utilization which vvill financiallv affect the downtown casinos and businesses, SE.A
does not address the fact that downtown casinos and businesses represent a major source oi funding
for cultural activities, parks, schools, police and fire protection, and other sen ices offered bv the
Cily and if casinos and businesses located downtown are financially affected, so are the financial
resources lhat help lo fund those services. The Cily requests that SE.A address the implications if
all of the mitigation measures are not complied with due to the fact that many of the measures are
self regulating. The Cily requests that the FMP address these economic issues,"
.Addressing the PMP at an October 7 meeting of the Reno Cily Council. Reno Cily Council
member Tom Hemdon stated: "There is nothing in there that deals vvith our economy, specifically
the part of the environmenl. and one of the things that clearly sets us apart, for instance from
Wichita, is our 24-hour tounsm. .-And ihere's nothing in there to address the economic impact of any
sort of accident on that 35 percent of our economy . . . I believe it would be affecting home v alues
and the eq\i\t\ of everv one within miles aroand. and to me lhat is a huge environmental impact that
IS not only possible but quite likely at some point to happen.""
The Washoe County Department of Community Development slated: "There are serious
and real economic damages resulting from increased train uaffic through Reno and Washoe County
that need to be mitigated, whether tlirough the Reno Mitigation Study process or outside of the
process, but in some definitive manner. " .Added James D, Rogers. Senior Vice President and
General Manager of Harrah"s Reno: "It seems illogical to indicate that grade separations or a
depressed railwav would not be considered because of cost, yet the economic cost to the Citv of
Reno occasioned by increa.sed train traffic was not part of the analysis,""
Reno citizen Richard Vitali. who was a member of the Reno .Mitigation Task Force, staled:
"Economic ,Analvsis - This is one of the most disturbing inconsistencies in the entire process. The
PMP is abundantly clear that economic burden on the railroad vvas a primarv reason not lo consider
izrade separations or a depressed railwav, Howev er, vvhen Reno sought the inclusion of the negative
impacts on the City as a factor dunng the Task Force meetings, il vvas told this would mitigate premerger conditions and therefore would not be considered. The logic in this thought process escapes
me.""
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.Added John Frankovich. a Task Force altemate representing Nevadans for Fast and
Responsible .Action: "The PMP acknow ledges that il has not evaluated the impacts that the merger
will hav e on the tourism industrv, This is an unfair and unreasonable limitation in the scope of the
PMP, The tourism industrv is the principal industrv w hich supports the economic v iabilily of this
community. The Railroad has no right to materially injure or otherwise impact any community's
principal industrv, The Reno economv should not be sacrificed for the greater good of the Railroad
system,"'
One commenter. Reno citizen Darv I Drake, discussed in detail the issue of liability as related
to impacts on the local economy: "Page 6-59 of the PMP asserts that 'Railroad profitabiliiv is not
germane to the environmental review process and is clearly beyond the Board's directive for this
study. I do not disagree with this premise; howev er, dismissing this aspect of the issue should not
relieve STB of the responsibilitv for measuring the damages lo incidental business activity and
mitigating such damages fairlv . even if the damages exceed the net benefit to UP, If the damages
are not readilv apparent, as in this case, should there not be reserv ations for future liabililv ? If there
are mutual beneficiaries lo the miiigation. such as capacity improvements, should they not. by all
rights, be compelled to participate in the improv ements as well?"
.Another Reno citizen, Lawrence Torango. commented on the potential economic impact
caused by a derailment or other accident: "The potential economic impact of any kind of disaster
affecting the tourist population or [Reno's drinking] water sources are enormous. There is no
reference at all in the [PMP] that even addresses this problem,"
.At the Task Force meeting, member Bill Osgood, representing the Reno Downtown Business
.Association, noted: "We have a verv- real opportunitv for a recession in a macro-economy right here
in the Truckee Meadows if our major tourist industrv is severelv damaged and impacted by the
increased train traffic from this and the uncertainties that it reallv causes for investment."
3.27.2

Response to Comments

Some comments on the P.MP suggested that the mitigation studv should ev aluate the impacf^
of the increased uain activity on the tourism industrv and downtown businesses, NEP.'\ and other
federal laws or regulations contain some reference lo the requirements for Environmental Impact
Siatem,enis and lo a lesser extent for Env ironmental .Assessments, bul neither NEP.A nor anv other
law or regulation address the requirements for docum.enis such as the PMP, However. SEA
conducted extensiv c analysis of the potential environmental impacts (such as Uafllc delay, pedestrian
safely, emergency vehicie access, noise vibration, and air quality) that could directly affect the
economic conditions in Reno and Washoe County, That analysis can be found in Section 6 of the
PMP; potential mit'galion measures to reduce those impacts are discussed in Section 7 of the PMP.
and preliminarv recommended mitigation measures funded by UP to address those impacts are
prov ided in Section 8, This F.MP further supplements the analysis in some cases. Public comments
during the studv process often staled lhat SE.A should use UP's profitability as a criterion for
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evaluation of potential mitigation measures. Railroad profitabiliiv is not germane to the
environmental review process and is clearly beyond the Board"s directive for this study.
3.28

Depressed Railway
3.28.1 Summary of Comments

Parties submitted more comments on the depressed railway option than on any other issue.
An extensiv e number of private citizens submitted nearlv identical comments '"demanding"" that the
depressed railwav be built at UP's expense, or urging the Board to make the depressed railway a
required mitigation measure, w ith most using a form cut out of a Reno newspaper and copying
language recommended bv the new spaper editorial board. Of all lhe public citi/en comments on the
issue, a sizable majority said UP should pay the entire cost of constmcting the depressed railway;
sev eral commenters said the Citv and the casino owners should pay for the depressed railwav-; and
a few said UP, the City. and casino owners should split the cost. Many citizens said they are in fav or
of the depressed railway but gave no opinion on who should pay for il, while many others, like
Robert W, .Adams, said UP should "negotiate w ith the City and pay its fair share of the cost of the
railwav plan." .A few citizens said the depressed railwav should not be built because the cost is loo
high; a few others rejected the option because thev felt it would harm the env ironment more than il
would help.
Reno citizen Virginia .Akridge stated:
"There are also manv financial concems on the part of Reno residents. In a citv as
small as this there is no tax base to support an expenditure of the size required lo
depress the uacks. We believe the onlv solution is lo depress the tracks. In light of
the large number of pedestnans strolling in our downtown area twentv four hours a
dav . the issue of safety needs to be addressed as well as the impact on emergency
serv ices possibly being held up al the crossing in a life or death situation or a serious
fire,
"The railroads must be required to fund the major portion of the necessarvconstruction, in the same way anv other private enterprise lhat is looking to expand
must find a w av to pay for it. Il is ludicrous to ask the taxpayer to pay the cost of a
deal that will net the railroads more profit per v e?.- than the entire five-year budget
of this small city."
From Reno City Councilor Dave Aiazzi: ".All we are asking the STB to do is to require [UP]
to help pay for mitigation of the increased traffic. What should the mitigation be? .A verv' good
question bul one w hich vvas answered months ago. Union Pacific and the City of Reno BOTH agree
that the best solution is lo depress the railway through the Reno area, I understand that this report
was started long before we agreed to this and it is mv hope that the STB thanks the authors and
shelv es this report. Since evervone concemed has agreed to the solution. I would urge the STB to
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step in and help us come to an agreement as to how- this already agreed to solution can be carried
out,"
Patrick Smith. President of Reno Emergencv Medical Serv ices Authority (RE.MSA). staled;
"We believe the SE.A could and "must" propose a depressed railway through the Reno area. We
believ e this option is not in conflict wilh meeting the Board's directives above. A depressed railwavclearly solves the majority of "merger related" problem: confronting the community. This
requirement would not be in conflict with the SE.A's mission especially considering the city's
willingness to fund a share of the cost. The cily"s funding offer for a depressed railway frees the
SE.A from the pre-existing, pre-merger de\ elopment restriction and should allow full consideration
of this better option for the communitv and the railroad."
The City criticized SEA for not properly considering the depressed railway option in the
PMP as a Tier 1 mitigation measure. The Cily stated; ""The City finds SEA's explanation and
historv of the depressed railway lacking factual analysis. During the Febmary 13. 1997 STB Public
meetings. UP presented a model of tlie depressed railwav- and made statements to the public and the
media touting the benefits of the depressed railwav. Due to VP's Januarv- 31. 1997 proposal to
provide the depressed railway at no cost lo the City, the Cily Council subsequently (Feb 18, 1997)
directed the Citv .Manager to e-iphasize the depressed railwav as the City-'s primary objecti\-e. UP
has strongly advocated the construction of dep-f-essed railway as demonstrated by UP's lobbying
efforts the week of March 17-21. 1997, w hen UP again presented its model of the depressed train
and lobbied state legislators for a week regarding funding options."
The City also stated; '"SE.A discusses the temporarv- "shoofly" proposed by UP under the
heading of maintenance of vehicular and train traffic during constmclion. bul fails to note that rerouting of Uaftic to the Feather River route is feasible, just as re-routing of traffic from the Feather
Riv er route to the central corridor when the Feather Riv er route was closed for repairs,""
The City added: "SEA says 'several potenfial environmental impacts" from constmcting a
depressed railwav- exist. The Citv believes this statement is misleading and incorrect—these are not
potential environmental impacts, thev aie normal, tem.porarv constmclion impacts which are
mitigated thiough existing City permitting processes and required Washoe County Health
Department .Air Quality Constmclion Permits . . . "
The Citv aijo stated: ""The depressed railwav actuallv has the potential lo offset the impacts
of the proposed 24 trains as well as anv future increase in freight train traffic, as w ell as incidental
pre-existing uaffic. The secondarv- mitigation effects of the depressed railway do not diminish the
fact that the depressed railwav is bv definition traffic mitigation: , , [rjeducing or eliminating] the
impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action .
[emphasis added by the City] (40 CFR 1508.20)."
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The City also staled: "SEA concedes that implementation of the depressed railway option
would remove the potential conflicts between the trains and pedestrian resulting in a substantial
reduction in pedestrian safetv- concems. The secondarv mitigation effects of lhe depressed railway
do not diminish the fact that the depressed railway is by definition safety miiigation [rjeducing or
eliminating] the impact over time hy preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the
action . . . (40 CFR 1508.20)."
The City repeated the abov e comment several times, substituting the impact area identified
in the first sentence with other impact areas, saying the depressed railway;
•
•
•
•

"vvould eliminate any blockage of emergency vehicles. . . "
"would reduce the projected post-merger total tram-vehicle accidents. . ."
"mitigates noise on surrounding sensitive receptors.. ."
"is by definition air quality mitigation..."

3.28.2 Response to Comments
SEA did take a hard look at the depressed railway option in the PMP and ftirther discussion
is provided in Sections 2.7,3. 2,7,4. and 2,8, lof this FMP, While consimction of the depressed
railway would mitigate manv of the identified impacts of increased rail traffic through Reno caused
by the merger, il would do much more to alleviate the existing impacts caused by development of
properties near the rail right-of-way. As stated previouslv and based on Decision No. 44. STB
cannot require UP to mitigate conditions resultingfi-omthe existing de\ elopment of hotels, casinos,
and other tourisl-onented businesses on both sides of the existing Southern Pacific line in Reno. The
City of Reno and the railroad have coexisted for more than 100 years. The City of Reno was aware
when it allowed development near the railroad right-of-wav- lhat as many as 40 trains per day ran
through Reno in v ears past, and that the railroad ould again achieve that lev el of traffic. The City
w as not influenced bv the proximilv of the railroad vvhen it allowed new development. The Board
has no authority to revisit previous decisions by a local government and modify local planning
decisions.
STB has authority- to impose conditions that w ould mitigate the impacts of the increased train
traffic caused by the merger, but its authority is not without limit, and all conditions imposed must
be reasonable. .At an estimated cost of S 182.63 million, requiring UP to pay the entire cost of the
depressed railwav vvould not meet the standard of reasonableness. In addition, constmclion of the
depressed railway would create its own impacts, which some local businesses have noted as a
concem.
Because no party disputes the fact that the conflict between rail operaUons and adjacent land
uses pre-dates the merger. SEA does not believe that requiring UP alone to absorb the costs of
consuucting the depressed r ulway is appropriate. Neverlfieless. the Board strongly encourages the
panies to meet and negotiate priv ately on further mitigation measures for the City of Reno, including
financing the depressed railv ay option if that is desired. Nothing in anv Board decision or directive
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prevents the constmclion of the depressed railway, providing parties can arrange voluntarv'
agreements on terms and financing.
3.29

UP Should Pay More or its "Fair Share"
3.29.1 Summary of Comments

While most commenters were referring to the depressed railway option when they asserted
that UP should pay more or its fair snare of mitigation measures, numerous other parties slated lhat
UP should pay more or its fair share, bul did n^x refer lo anv specific mitigation measure. Of those,
many seemed lo be referring lo all costs associated with the merger application and mitigation
measures, such as paying for production of a full Env ironmental Impact Statement and any separated
grade crossings
.A ivpical citizen response was this, b' C. D. Boatwright: "The Union Pacific should
negotiate with the cily and pay its fair share.' Dozens of other citizens made nearly identical
comments. .Another citizen. Elizabeth M. Collins, Ph.D. stated: ""What is this? Union Pacific can
spend S5.4 billion to buy Southem Pacific, bul can't add 1.5"'o to that cost to provide Reno with
adequate safely'!" Would the merger haw- failed if the final price had been S5.5 billion?"' Staled
Elizabeth Gledhill. Citizen .Alert Board Member; "UP should honor its original offer to depress the
tracks "at no cost lo the City of Reno. "
UP Slated: ""[.AJlthough fundini: of rail-highway projects is govemed by constitutional,
slatutorv and regulator, law that limits railroad exposure and recognizes the benefits of such
inv estments flow mainly to the public, the policv direction reflected in the mitigation studies would
impose the costs on the pan that receives verv- few- benefits—UP 'SP. This is fundamentally unfair
and of dubious legality."
Several private cinzens backed the railroad's position, including Bemie Christensen. who
stated: "Last year, the Railroad offered a good soludon. w hich included a series of underpasses and
ov erpasses. If Reno had accepted iJiis plan ihev would be belter off than thev ever have been.... The
Railroad has been generous in their olYers lo mitigate the impact of more uains running through
Reno. Reno, on tho other hand, wants to suangle the Goose that laid out the town in the first place,
and has been laying the Golden Eggs 'jince 1868."
3.29.2

Response to Comments

The Board, through ils Decision No. 71. indicated il will decide what mitigation is mandatory
because of the increased raii traffic resulting from the merger; and the Board will require UP to
solely and fully fund that required mitigation, defined as Tier 1. baseline or mandaiorv mitigation.
The Board, however, cannot decide what UP or others should pay as part of private negotiations, or
as part of a broader v oluntarv' mifigalion package.
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The Board has determined il has no authoritv- to require UP to pay the cost of measures that
would mitigate the impact of preexisting conditions. Parties areft-eelo negotiate privately to arrange
funding for more far-reaching Tier 2 mitigation measures, or anv other further measure that vvould
mitigate the impacts of merger-related rail iraffic. and the Board encourages such negotiations.
3.30

1-80 Bypass Option
3.30.1

Summary of Comments

Some parties addressed proposals that would bypass train traffic around Reno, either on a
new bvpass constmcied along the I-80 corridor or along an existing route along the Feather River.
Several parties noted that if ihe 1-80 bv pass option was constmcied. UP could sell ils downtown
right-of-way. which would substantiallv offset the costs of constmcting the bypass.
Reno cinzen and professional engineer Rov Hibdon slated: ""The Cily of Reno should not
cave in lo the STB or the Railroad in accepting the "lowenng of the tracks' in a channel in the
existing right-of-way. The City- should slick lo its original stance on relocating the railroad as earlier
proposed. Vhe cost difference should not be used as a reason to choose the trench over relocation.
There are many reasons lo justify relocation as the best choice, other than initial capita! cost.
Granted the railroad was probablv here first and the Citv grew up around it. However, the City
should aggressively pursue "Relocation' as the prefened choice. The City of Elko had a vision of
•Relocation" several years ago and aggressive!) pursued it to completion, and successfullv, Fighting
never resolves anything. Creativity and resolve to pursue what"s best for the Cily should be the
ov erriding goal to achiev e,"'
Other comments on the issue bv priv ate citizens were similar in nature, such as this from
Reno citizen Rosemary Lamberson: ""I think the railroad is going lo quadmple the train traffic
through Reno, They should move the tracks by Hwy, 80,"' Reno citizen John R Pierce succinctly
stated: "'Get the uacks out of the downtown area,"" Pastor Robert Owens stated: 'We - -ed to go
back and gel an EIS and say let"s go look at the 1-80 option and get the trains out of downtown,"
.A few specifically favored the bvpass option over the more popular depressed uainwav option,
mostiv because of the impacts that consuuciion of the depressed uainw ay vvould hav e on downtown
irafTic flows. Stated Reno citizen Bill Newman: "You vvould have a huge nightmare. Just look at
the nigbunare we hav e on X'irginia Sueet. or repav ing of Wells,"" Others stated the opposite, saying
thev vvere against the bypass option and in fav or of the depressed uainw av,
Reno cinzen Lawrence Torango wrote extensiv ely on the 1-80 bv pass proposal, even offering
an analysis on routing and engineering of the bypass. He stated: " I believ e there is one consensus
lhat can be agreed upon by all parties. The City of Reno and the railroad have a long historv of
contention. There have been studies and proposals over manv years that have uned to do something
about the problem.s created vvhen a city- grows up around the railroad u-acks. There is only one long
term solution lhat will improve the situation without creating headaches. That is to move the tracks
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to thefi-eeway.It will certainly be the most expensiv e, but il is also Uie most practical and best long
term solution."
The City of Reno slated: " When discussing re-roufing. SEA only discussed 1-80. not the
Feather River Route. The issue involv ing safely with hazardous commodities associated with the
1-80 reroute option was not addressed in the PMP and the City requests that this issue be given equal
analysis and consideration in the F.MP,""
Reno ciuzen David-Kim Simpson asked: "WTiy can"t the northem branch of the railroad
track mnning from Wirmemucca lo Gerlach to Herlong be used for the extra freight irains?"
3.30.2

Response to Comments

The Citv of Reno and others hav e requested lhat the Board consider constmclion of a nev
rail line thai vvould bypass the Citv as a potential mitigation measure. However, the Board has no
authority under tederal law to require a railroad seeking aulhontv to merge to constmct a new
railway to bypass a ciiy. Private parties could decide to pursue and fund a bypass option. If the
parties did agree on such a proposal, the Board would consider an application for authority lo
construct the new line, .At that time, the Board vvould undertake the appropriate environmental
review for a bypass proposal.
SE.A did not consider a mitigation measure that vvould direct UP to alter its operations so all
hazardous material would be transported through the Feather River route because that route is
generally considered riskier due to the curv ature of the uacks and frequent w ashouts along the route.
It should be noted that routing of all hazardous materials over any other route would involve the
movement of such commodities through other cities and towns.
3.31

Using Right-of-way for Intended Purpose. Mitigation Study is Poor Public
Policy and Bad Precedent
3.31.1 Summary of Comments

Union Pacific commented lhat the mitigation study is not required by environmental law.
UP notes that the merger-related increase in trains is within the range of daily v ariation in train
frequency on many of UP SP's mainline tracks.
UP noted: "'.Although the National Env ironmental Policy .Act ('NEPA") was adopted in 1971,
neither the ICC nor the Board has ever before concluded that changes in the number of uains on an
existing railroad line require mitigation of conflicts between rail operations and the highways and
related development that has sunounded the nation"s railroads."" UP argued lhat a change in the
number of trains that maintains the status quo. continues existing operations, or merelv restores preexisting conditions does not require mitigation even when that change causes adverse environmental
effects.
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UP also stated; " By its terms. [STB] Decision No. 44 relieves UP/SP of all responsibility
for pre-merger development, v el the PMP does not recognize Reno"s responsibilitv- for development
and places all responsibility for mitigation on the railroad. Al the verv least. UP'SP should not be
allocated an> greater responsibility forfinancingmitigation of Reno"s dev elopment impacts than the
PMP proposes.""
3.31.2

Response to Comments

Contrarv to UP"s claims, the Board did not exceed its authority in imposing a condition
instituting this Reno Mitigation Studv. The authority of the Board to impose conditions governing
the merger transaction is found in 49 U.S.C. §11324(c), In addition to that statutory provision,
which gives the Board broad discretion lo shape reasonable conditions in railroad merger cases, the
rail u-ansportanon policy articulated in 49 U.S,C, §10101 (8) slates: "[I]t is the policy of the United
Slates Gov ernment to operate such activities without deuiment lo the public health and safetv."" .As
an overiay to those staiutorv prov isions. Section 101(b) of the National Environmental Policy .Act
of 1969 (42 U,S,C, §4321) provides that the Federal Government has the continuing responsibility
to use all practicable means lo assure safe and healthful surroundings and to attain the widest range
of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to healih or safetv . or other
undesirable or unintended consequences. The NEP.A implementing regulations, in 40 CFR
1505.3(a) direct Federal agencies to "include appropnate [mitigation] conditions in grants, permits
or other approv als."
The UP response suggests that the law does not require the imposition of mitigation when
""a railroad intends to use an existing rail line in the manner ongmally intended and as the railroad
is ft-ee lo use it without federal review.""' This statement is not applicable to the circumstances
presented. Here, the Board had before il an application for merger, the approv al of which was
subject to reasonable conditions to be imposed bv the Board, Under NEP.A. tlie Board was obligated
to ev aluate the potential environmental impacts of the action fbr w hich ils approval w as sought. To
ftilfil! ils obligations under NEP.A. the Board, in its Decision No, 44. properiy: (I) imposed systemwide and regional mitigation measures pertaining to Reno and other areas potentially affected by
increased rail iraffic as a result of the merger, and (2) instituted this mitigation study for Reno to
dev elop localized mitigation to add to the miiigation that had already been imposed. As the Board
specificallv made clear in Decision No, 44. the agencv "s intent properly has been lo mitigate the
potential environmental impacts directly related to the merger, not to mitigate preexisting conditions.
The Board's conditions (and SE.A's recommendations in this FMP) do not deprive the
railroad of beneficial use of its property and do not constitute an improper or inappropriate
infringement upon the use of priv ate property. Nor do the conditions constitute an inappropriate
imposition upon the railroad's right to engage in its legitimate business activities.

'r-age 3 of comments of Union Pacific Railroad Companv and Southem Pacific Railroad Transportation
Companv on the Reno Preliminarv Mitigation Plan dated 16 October. 1997,
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Potential adverse impacts identified by SEA would result from the merger. The mitigation
measures imposed and recommended are specifically tailored to the nature and intensity of the
potential impacts identified dunng SE.A's env ironmental rev iew and are calculated to reduce or
eliminate such impacts to the extent that the Board and SE.A consider reasonable and appropriate.
Because there is a clear nexus between the potential impacts in question and the mitigation measures
lhat hav e been imposed and recommended, the conditions are a legitimate exercise of the Board's
conditioning power in this railroad merger case.
Finallv. UP suggests thai neither the ICC nor the Board have previously required mitigation
as a result of an increase in the numbt of trains. In fact, howev er, this proceeding is entirely
consistent vvilh prior merger cases, where the agencv has imposed conditions affecting a railroad"s
operations, w here appropriate.
In short. SE.A believes lhat the agency's environmental review process has been fully within
the law and appropnate f'or this case.
3.32

Comments on UP
3.32.1

Summary of Comments

Many parties submitted general comments about Union Pacific that did not address any
aspect of the PMP. the merger, or the matter before the Board. Many were critical of UP. but nearly
an equal number vvere supportive. Several commenters addressed UP"s historv. both in Reno and
throughout its serv ice temtorv. while sev eral others commented on railroad operations and business
practices.
Private citizen Glenn Gierzy cki slated: " I believe the railroad has the right to conduct ils
business as it sees fit w ithout catering to the whims of Reno. The railroad has sen ed the United
States well for ov er 130 v ears. The line through Reno is a v ital piece of our nation's transportation
system. Suggestions such as limiting the number of irains through the city is untenable and vvould
have far reaching effects across the U.S, .A free society must lei market forces dictate how much
iraffic the railroad can carrv."' Private citizen Ed Fo.sler stated: "UP owns the U-acks. always has!
.After reviewing the measures planned bv UP it's my opinion that the Cit\- of Reno should let UP do
what they plan. UP doesn't tell the City what lo do. Good luck UP!"
Others criticized UP's "attilude" during negotiations with Reno, such as this from private
citizen .Morton Spar; ""1 think [I'P v ice president Robert] Starzel's hard ball attitude and threat to
discontinue the rail line were hostile and counierproductiv e."" Private citizen Robert Bamford slated:
""It is obvious thai UP is more concemed with profit than [with] Reno,,,, Reno needs to take a stand
for its economic and environmental future," Stated Elizabeth Collins. Ph,D; "Not so many years
ago. large corporations prided themselves for being good cinzens. Evidently. Union Pacific has
decided that greed is a more desirable image," Private citizen James Grogan stated; "Union Pacific
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is the [money] maker—Reno is the victim," From Reno citizen Mo Harun: "'Reno always gets the
shaft! Let's stop the R,R. from stepping on us. We have a beautiful city."
3.32.2

Response to Comments

SEA has read all comments on UP"s business practices or pre-merger operations, and
appreciates the efTort of parties w ho took the lime to submit their concems. However, some of these
comments represent personal opinions and do not address any aspect of the UP SP merger or the
mitigation sludv in Reno, and therefore do not require a response by SEA. Comments on specific
aspects of UP"s operations and business practices that are gemiane lo the merger and the Reno
Mitigation Study, such as hazardous materials handling and general safetv- procedures, are addressed
in the various sections of this F.MP.
3.33

Comments on City of Reno

3.33.1

Summary of Comments

Manv parties submitted general comments criticizing Reno's city governmental officials.
.A representativ e comment for this area vvas this,fromReno citizen Gene Bridgman: "'I think the city
of Reno officials are a bunch of hypocrites and liars. They are causing a big smoke screen to the
residents [of Reno] to tr>- and cause problems for the Union Pacific R.R. UP has done more than
they should hav e already'... Thev are a good neighbor for Reno."" .Another came from Reno citizen
Lawrence Mock. Jr.. who took aim at the City"s media campaign conceming the PMP: "The City
of Reno is totally wrong, on this issue.... Reno"s newspaper ads are false and a waste of my tax
dollars."
Sev eral commenters especially criticized past planning decisions bv the city Lhat allowed
massiv e development near the L P u-anwav. without accounting for confiicts with rail U-affic. Stated
Reno citizen John Eck: ""The railroad should not be penalized for the City of Reno's reftisal to act
or use good judgement in the past." Reno citizen Russ Fromherz staled; ""The Cily of Reno fathers
are real "asses' in their stonewall approach lo this problem. The railroad didn't create this problem,
the Reno Fathers did. vvith "AO PLA.\M.\G.' Take responsibility Reno, don't pass the buck."
Several parties implied that past poor plarming decisions resultedfromcollusion between city
officials and casino owners. A typical comment in this area came from Reno citizen Charley Lits:
""It is clear to me. that the City of Reno and the Reno mayor are owned, lock, stock, and ban-el by
the casino industrv. i.e., corrupt."
3.33.2

Response to Comments

SEA has read all comments addressing the internal politics and attitude of Reno's City
gov ernment and appreciates the effort of parties who took the lime to submit their concems. While
some ^ f those comments are gemiane to the issues discussed in the PMP. most of the comments
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represent personal opinions and are not related to the merger, the Reno Mitigation Study, or any
matter before the Board and thus SEA commenting on them would be inappropriate. Conn, ents that
w ere gemiane to the proceeding are addressed in other sections of this FMP.
3.34

Comments on the Potential for SEA and/or Consultant Bias
3.34.1

Summary of Comments

Numerous parties made comments implying lhat SEA and'or the Board are biased towards
the railroads, with some implying that the Board vvas ""bought and paid for" when Congress created
the Board and abolished its predecessor agency, the Interstate Commerce Commission.
The City staled: "The City would question the scientific independence of the SEA study
team performing the above referenced 'likelihood' study as DCCO [De Leuw. Gather &. Company]
adminedly has worked for LT and other railroads prior lo this "third party independent study.""
The City added: "The City made an appropriate and reasonable request for disclosure of the
financial compensation being paid to SE.A's retained independent contractor. [DCCO].... This
information is again requested in order to ascertain any conflict of interesl w hich may exist.""
Reno Mayor Jeff Griffin stated; " I believ e the Surface Transportation Board in this case has
acted as a lobbying group for .America"s railroads. Their obligation is to .America"s citizens, not to
the industrv thev "re supposed to regulate. .And [the PMP] seems to me lo indicate how we can help
this railroad make this merger work. That is not. in my view certainly, what their obligation is.
Their obligation is to the citizens of this counuv and particularly to the citizens of the City of Reno."'
The Citv also stated that because the PMP did not mention the FR.A's review of UP's safely
procedures (which was announced five davs before the P.MP vvas released). ""This is anollier example
of how SEA and its environmental consultants are bias [sic] tow ards the UP and do not provide an
adequate analysis of this issue."
One commenier. Washington. D.C. attomey Paul Lamboley. who represents the City of Reno
before the Board, implied that because the Board would not reveal how much the contractor
producing the PMP is being paid, there are grounds for accusing the contractor of bias. Speaking
to a meeting of the Reno Ciiy Council. Lamboley slated: ""As part of what we think is appropriate
supervision, one vvould ask and think that the question could be answered: "Well, what are these
people being paid, and how are they being paid, and vvhal"s the basis for the compensation?" The
response to that question that we posed in the fall [of 1996] came the first part of Januarv [1997],
and that vvas. "We don't gel into those things. We can't tell you what tliev 're being paid because we
are not involved in the compensation of a third-party consultani.'"
Reno .Mitigation Study Task Force mem'oer John Frankovich stated: ".At the beginning of
the Task Force process. I w as optimistic dial it vvould result in substantive mitigation of the Railroad
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Merger impacts on this community. I thought thai SEA through De Leuw. Gather & Company
w ould undertake an independent review of the merger impacts and recommend effectiv e and
permanent mitigations. .As the process unfoldea. it became apparent lo me lhat it was being
cont.rolled bv the Railroad. The PMP is demonstrable evidence of the Railroad influence.""
.A typical private citizen comment on the issue vvas this bv Elizabeth Gledhill: "Who is going
to monitor the STB?" .Another example is a statement by William Biesler: "This is an
environmental nightmare. We ask the Surface Transportation Board lo protect us, not just the
monopoly railroad, which appears to have control of vour Environmental Analysis Section.'"
-Another citizen. Paul Etxeberra. was ev en more blunt; m a letter lo SE.A about miiigation costs being
shifted from UP to taxpayers, he stated: ".And of course manv others will get their share of the greed
pie, .Are v ou among them'^" .Martha Scott Pmter stated; "The STB has no regard for safety and is
only a lobbv for U.P,"
Reno citizen Dav id-Kim Simpson asked: ""'Why vvas it necessarv to abolish the Interstate
Commerce Commission and replace il with the new Surface Transportation Board? .As it stands
now. it seems that the SI B should be put back under the jurisdiction of the Justice Department as
the previous ICC was."*
From private citizen .Mike Zielinski; "Back in 1995. when Congress abolished the Interstate
Commerce Commission, there was a debate whether to give ov ersight for the merger to the Justice
Department and its anti-tmst division or lo give thai oversight lo the Surface Transportation Board.
.Mr, Drew Lewis, who was at that lime the CEO of Union Pacific Railroad, hired 63 lobbyists in
Washington to do a full court press on the government to gu.j-antee that oversight of the merger
vvould be giv en to the STB. .And one of the strong incentives he had for doing that was that the
Justice Department anti-tmst division had refened to this proposed merger as the most anticompetitive merger in the historv of the railroads here in the United Slates."
Harrv L. "I'ork. C.E.O. of the Greater Reno-Sparks Chamber of Commerce and a member of
the Reno .Mitigation Studv- Task Force, stated; ""In the fall of 1996. the Chamber, like many other
organizations and individuals, were eager lo participate in the Surface Transportation Board's Reno
.Mitigation Studv Ov erv iew. But il did not lake long for the Chamber and other Reno Mitigation
Studv Task Force participants to see this process was going nowhere. This STB team was not a
group from Washington, "here to help us.' but rather a group of former railroad employees and
indiv iduals who previouslv had and maybe cunently have conuacts with the railroad. They were
here to protect Lhe railroad, .Anv one could see lhe "uain was coming.' and the Reno Sparks area was
going to be "railroaded,"'
3.34.2

Response to Comments

The Reno Mitigation Study is being conducted by SE.A with the assistance of an independent
third-pa-ty contractor. The President's Council on Environmental Quality regulafions. 40 CFR
1506.5(c)(1996). allow- a Federal agency to select a conuaclor lo prepare an environmental
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document, prov ided lhat: (1) the conUactor is selected solelv by the lead agency. (2) the contractor
has no conflict of interesl. (3) the contractor executes a disclosure statement prepared by the lead
agency specifv ing that the conuactor has nofinancialor other interest in the outcome of the project.
(4) the responsible federal official furnishes guidance and participates in the preparation of the
document. (5) the responsible federal official independenllv evaluates the document prior to
approv al, and (6) the responsible federal official is responsible for the scope and content of the
document. SE.A has applied these standards to its independent contractor in the preparation of the
Preliminarv and Final .Mifigalion Plans.
Counsel for the Citv- of Reno. Mr. Paul Lamboley. noted that use of a third-party contractor
is within the law and is standard practice when he slated: ""The independent consultants are
authorized bv law to be engaged by an agencv. The independent consultants are generally engaged
by the agencv. presumed to work under the direction and supervision of that agency, but frcquenllv
the resources av ailable to fund that independent consultant f'or environmental investigation is paid
for by the applicant. [That's] not much differen' than, perhaps, you're familiar with in our gaming
inv estigations. Licensee holders must as a part of their application fee tund the investigation of their
background. Similarlv. the use of an environmental investigative third party consultant is authorized
bv law. was engaged in this case by the board, [and] the railroad pays the fees."
Neither .Mr, Lambolev nor anv other commenter has shown that there has been anvihing
improper about the third party contractor process here, SEA notes that the contractor's scope of
work, approach, and activities have been and continue to be under the sole supervision, direction,
and conuol of SE.A, SE.A's involvement, oversight, guidance, and participation in the development
of the P.MP and FMP hav e been extensiv e. including frequent meetings, briefings, and discussions
conceming the melhodologv. data collection, analv ses. and recommendations contained in the PMP
and F.MP, Further. SE.A independenlh review >;d the PMP and FMP prior lo their release lo the
public,
.Although UP is responsible for payment of contractor costs , SEA selected the contractor.
SE.A selected De Leuw. Gather & Company (DCCO) and associated subconsultants as the
independent third-party contractor. Prior lo DCCO's selection. SE.A reviewed in depth the
qualifications of the lead firm and all technical subconsultants. In addition, the third-party conuactor
and its subconsultants prov ided in Januarv 1997 statements that thev- have no financial or other
conflict of interest, SE,A supplied the Citv of Reno wilh appropriate information conceming the
ihird-party contractor and subcontractor, How ev er. information relating to compensation was not
prov ided. because SE.A is not involved in matters of compensation for independent third-party
contractors.
The Cily of Reno's inference that DCCO is biased is based only on the statement lhat;
"'DCCO [De Leuw Gather. & Companv ] adminedlv has worked for UP and other railroads prior to
this "third party independent study.'" No other substanfive evidence is offered.
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The City's comment implies that prior work for railroads poses a conflict, while SE.A
believ es that railroad expertise iS v aluable in preparing env ironmental documents related lo railroad
merger cases, .Moreover, the comment tails to note that DCCO and other Parsons Companies have
worked for the Citv of Reno in tlie past, and that DCCO's primarv clients are local, state, and Federal
government agencies. Finally, it should be noted that the ihird-party independent contractor's Reno
Project Manager has worked for ov er 23 years in the env ironmental science and planning field. He
has never vvorked for a railroad.
Regarding the Citv of Reno's request to SE.A for information regarding compensation under
the contract. SE.A tioies in the PMP and reiterates here that ""informatior' relating to compensation
vvas not provided to the Ci'y because SE.A is not involved in matters of compensation for
independent third-partv conuactors." SE.A role is strictly the superv ision, direction, and conuol of
the contractor's scope of work, approach, and acfiviiies—not compensaiion.
Finallv. there is no merit to the claim that the Board or its stafYis in the pocket of the railroad
industrv. To the contrarv-. all the information that has been prov ided by the railroad has been
independenllv reviewed bv SE.A. Moreover, the environmental review process in this case has
prov ided llie opportunitv for all interested parties to participate and present their v iews. There has
been the opportunity for the filing of wntten comments by anyone cn all aspects of the E.A. Post E.A
and PMP. and such opportunity is being provided for the F.MP. SE.A also iias conducted an
extensive public outreach in Reno, including the establishment of a Reno .Mitigation Task Force, to
ensure that all interested persons were giv en an opportunitv to provide comments. Therefore, the
smdv plainly has been prepared objeciivelv and comprehensivelv with no undue influence from the
railroads, the Citv. or anv other interested partv. The env ironmental record that vvill be before the
Board when it issues its final decision imposing further mitigation for Reno thus will encompass
myriad positions.
3.35

Task Force Process
3.35.1

Summary of Comments

Some participants in the Task Force commented lhat the Task Force was not productive.
Specific comments about the Task Force included:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Task Force vvas exuemelvftnisuating("Nev adans For Fast .And Responsible .Acfion ("NFR-A)).
Task Force vvas dictated by the railroad (NFRA).
SEA did not honor the City's request for a time extension (Citv of Reno).
SE.A canceled the .August and September meetings without Task Force input (City of Reno.
Eagle-Picher Minerals).
SE.A did not direct the Task Force meetings and allowed too much "wandering from topic
to topic"" and too much arguing between the Citv and UP (Eagle-Picher .Minerals).
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Scott Hutcherson. Traffic Manager for Eagle-Picher Minerals, stated: ".As an altemate
representative to the Reno Mitigation Task Force. I felt verv fmstrated with the direction, lone and
velocilv of this study. The meetings were argumentative and had many hostile undertones. Most
anendees were so determined to be heard that thev didn't spend anv lime listening to the issues and
concems of others. Several members vvould inienoipt other people's comments.""
Mr. Hutcherson also staled: ""The Citv of Reno also asserted on numerous occasions that
their requests for information vvere either not answered adequatelv. or in some instances, not at all.
SE.A responded to these assertions vviih non-answers such as "We"!! look into it" or 'Send us your
request again and we" 11 see you get the infonnation." I got the impression that SE.A hoped to drag
Its t'eei long enough so they wouldn't have to respond. Their leadership in guiding this group to a
V iable solution vvas not to be found and as a result, we wandered aimlesslv- through each meeting
with little to show for it."
Mr, Hutcherson added: ""For the City's pim. their incessant and belligerent questioning of
each jot and liule chewed up countless hours lhat could have been productive. The Reno City
Council apparentlv did not give their representatives the option of discussing altematives other than
the depressed railwav option and now. in tvpica! Reno fashion, is berating SE.A for not considering
other altemauves. Throughout the mitigation process the Citv's representatives had not been given
pemiission lo discuss grade separations and at the Preliminarv Mitigation Plan (P.MP) Task Force
meeting, the City- challenged SE.A for not considering them. When SE.A asked the City if they had
since received pemiission. the response was "no,' This pointless verbal jousting characterized most
of our meetiras,"
.Along with NFR.A. Mr, Hutcherson also stated: "The Task Force did not endorse the
recommended mitigation measures in the PMP,"
From Rob Pv zel. who represented the Citv of Sparks on the Reno Mitigation Study Tcisk
Force; '"I'mftxisu-aiedwith the Citv [of Reno] for the sheer mdeness of ils task force representatives
and the City Manager to the Section of Env ironmental .Analysis members and the other task force
members throughout the process of development of the PMP, .As a resident of the City of Reno. I
w ould stronglv urge the Citv of Reno lo sit down wilh the downtown propertv ovsners. the other
interested parties and the Union Pacific lo come to some sort of solution acceptable to all parties
through negotiation as part of the Tii"r Two mitigation,""
Frank Napierski. who is president of'oca! freight hauling company N.APZ Drayage and an
attendee of all Task Force meetings, stated: ""Your Board was insulted, sandbagged, put off. not
answered, badgered, and receiv ed no ccoper.-ition from The City of Reno. I feel they were forced
to "continue to ride through the N'alley of O-jaih.' much like the Light Brigade, Thev were shelled
on all sides, sniped at. and impeded al even, turn. Yet they conunued lo study and evaiuale
reasonable options 1 feel the options they recommend are reasonable and pmdenl I feel these
options should they become required mitigation, will solve die 'so called" p. 'ems caused bv this
merger, I'nfortunalely. like the Light Brigade, we failed to reach o'ur objec .e. that is. the best
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solution to rail related problems for the people of our area. I would like to have seen the depressed
rail line through downtown Reno, and failing that, the additional crossings Union Pacific offered to
help finance.^ As it turns out. I may see leither. but not because of The STB or Union Pacific,
Failure lo arrive at the best solutions for The City of Reno should be placed al Reno's doorstep.
Posturing, propaganda, and litigation are not substitutes for negotiating in good faith."
Task Force member Steve Bradhurst stated: "And having sat i i on this task force over the
n months and listened t the discussions, at times I feel lilce we"re focused on the uees and not
the luivSt...."

The Cily of Reno stated: " I f the purpose of the task force was to define community
issues-then SEA has failed to accomplish this 'ioa\ because the majonlv of the commimity concems
were not addressed nor analyzed as Tier I required mitigation."'
The Citv also slated: "On June 11. 1997. ! 4 task force members placed a letter in the record
expressly requesting that the study calendar be extended in order lo allow SE.A the sufficient lime
needed to fully studv each of the issues and concems raised by the task force (see Appendix A of this
comjnent document;. SEA failed lo honor this request and in fact never proposed such an extension
of lime before the STB. Furthermore, tw o task force meetings w ere originally scheduled each month
through September 1997, SE.A only held one meeting monthly failing to utilize the community
resources availa'^le to meet twice each month, and abmptly canceled both the .August 1997 and
September 1997 meetings without input from the task force members."
The following is quoted from pages 4-14 and 4-15 of the City of Reno's comment document
on the PMP:
" 4.2,1 GRADE SEPARATIONS
""PMP Text Quote #85: page 2-16. •" 3, line 4: C/n- staff members heme further stated
that the City does not consider requiring LP SP to construct highway/rail grade
separations in Rnio to he acceptable mitigation ... The City of Reno staff have
actively participated in the task force meetings, and these views have been restated
in the press. "
"Comment «85 ,1 City staff made no such statements. To the conuan. due lo UP's
Januarv 31. 1997 proposal to provide the depressed railw av- al nc cost to the Citv, the
Citv Council subsequentlv (Febmarv 18. 1997) directed the City Manager lo
emphasize the depressed railwav as the Citv 's pnmar. objective. As is the policy of
the Citv Manager and his staff, when the City Council provides specific direction,
and clearlv is silent on other matters (i.e,. grade separations), it would be
ina; propriate for siaff to indicate the City's position one way or another, as was the
case during the March i2. 1997 task force meeting. The above noted quote must
therefore be deleted from any discussion in the FMP."
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3.35.2

Response to Comments

SE.A established tne Reno Mitigation Task Force as an advisor, group and appreciates the
time and energv members put into the process. The Task Force serv ed as a local forum to prov ide
input throughout the study, lo disseminate appropriate study information lo the community, and to
help define community issues. The Task Force had 19 members and designated altemates and
included a 'broad range of views, including repre.;enlatives of the City of Reno; the Cily of Sparks;
Washoe County; regional and Stale agencies; the Governor's Office; and residential, business,
casino. Native .American, environmental. Union Pacific, warehousing, distnbuuon. and other
interests. .Meetings were fullv open to the public and media, who regularly attended the meetings.
The Task Force met eight times from Januarv through October lo discuss the progress of the
mifigalion study. lechnical information, potential miiigation options, and the PMP. While div erse
opinions existed among llie Task Force members, the input receiv ed helped define the primarv issues
to be studied in the Miiigation Study.
The City representatives and several other Task Force members requested that additional
Task Force meetings be held in the summer, that the entire studv schedule be extended, and that the
public rev iew period be longer than 30 dav s. SE.A conducted a Task Force meeting in July, but not
in -August or September, because of the need to focus on finalizing the PMP so il would be rc dv' for
public review ai.d comment in September. SE.A did not modifv the ov erall studv schedule because
of the Board's direction to complete the 18-monih study in March 1998.
SE.A staff recognizes that some participants found the Task Force process to be fmsiraiing
and lonprodr.'.tive. SE.A believes the task force process was useful in identify ing communitv issues.
The Task Force, however, did not accomplish open discussion or dialogue on the pros and cons of
v arious mitigation options, and the Task Force did not reach consensus on miiigation options.
Severa] factors conuibuted to the inability to productively discuss or resolve the issues. The City's
position was ihot il v.as premature to discuss mitigation options until the impact analysis was
complete in the Ciiv 's view. The City frequentlv slated ils position that an EIS should be done rather
than a mitigation studv-. The EIS issue and the adequacy of the previously conducted impact analv sis
is the subject of a pending lawsuit between the Citv and the Board and as such this issue could not
be resolved in the Tcisk Force process. Therefore, there was continuous disagreement about the
adequacy and methods of impact analysis.
Based on Citv Council direction to support the depressed railway as the City's pnmary
objecfive. the City staff acknowledged in their comment lhat ihey chose lo remain ""silent on other
matters" other than the depressed railway, so full discussion of other mitigation options did not
occur. The City's comment on grade separafions is included above to exemplify this issue. With
this being the posifion of th*" City's Task Force participants, discussion of the City's view on a range
ol mitigation options did not occur. Other participanLs wert also strong in their views and were not
willing to consider a range of opuons.
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The Union Pacific also has expressed its concems about the studv process. In UP's comment
letter in the PMP they slated on page 3: ""UP'SP respectfully submits that this expensive and timeconsuming process is hot required by environmental law and that the experience with the current
Reno and 'A'ichila proceeaings demonstrates that il is inadvisable as public policy."
In addition, a number of Task Force participants were fmstrated by the mitigation study
guidelines imposed by Board Decision Nos, 44 and 71. and some Task Force members felt these
guidelines vvere loo limiting and made the mitigation study loo narrow.
Ml of these factors contributed lo a situation whereby consensus on mitigation was not
reached bv the Task Force.
3.36

General Comments on SEA
3.36.1

Summary of Comments

Many parties submitted general comments criticizing the Board and its Section of
Env ironmental .Analv sis. While some of those comments are germane to the issues discussed in the
P.MP and trie FMP—such as the degree of independence the Board has in regulating railroads—most
were not related to the merger, the Reno Miiigation Studv or anv matter before the Board.
Comments that were germane to the proceeding are addressed in other sections of this FMP.
A typical response, and one that represents nearly all specific cnticisms of the Board and
SE.A. is this by Reno citizen Richard L, Cnlz: -"Before your recent mling
I considered the
[Federal] bureaucracy to be made up of faceless p'-"«*' ssionaJs. some of whom knew- what they were
doing. Your suggestion that increasing the spe^-i of the trains through Reno has completely
dispelled my naiv e ev aluation of the bureaucracy, Il demonstrates :hat not onlv- is the bureaucracy
made up of in-expert, unknow ledgeable. incompetent indiv iduais lacking the know ledge to recognize
the problem before them, but also thai they are unable to see more than one issue in any one
problem. The bureaucracy may still be make up of faceless individualf^—however. NONE OF
U'HOM KNOW WH.AT THEY .ARE DOING! With the decision and rationale put forth by your
office, is it any wonder lhat we citizens of the United States are losing faith in the ability of our
government to govern and make sane decisions lo the benefit for the majoritv' of the people?"
3.36.2

Response to Comments

SEA has read all comments regarding the Board and SEA. However, these particular
comments represent personal opinions and do not address any aspect of the UP/SP merger or the
mitigation studv in Reno, and therefore any response bv' SE.A would be inappiopriate. Allegations
of bias bv SEA or the Boa'd arc addressed in Sectton 3.34 of this FMP.

Final .Muigatwn Plan

3 - :^o

Reno Mitigation Study

3.37

Nuclear Shipments
3.37.1

Summary of Comments

.Many people were concerned about nuclear .vaste being shipped through the City and
surrounding area, and particularly about the possible contamination of the Tmckee River, from
which Reno draws ils drinking water supplv, On the whole, the commenters objected to the nuclear
waste itself as well as il being shipped through Reno because of l!ie potential for an accident.
Sev eral comments were somewhat vehement about slopping such shipments altogether,
John Dudley provided a standard comment: "The insane idea of transporting nuclear waste
through the city is lo say the least the most short-sighted, narrow-minded ,,, self-serving idea
imaginable. The persons behind this plan are the tv pe who would position their septic system abov e
their drinking water supplv and w onder whv thev- are sick,"
In an attempt to clarif\" VP's responsibility for these shipments. Scott Hutcherson of EaglePicher Minerals pointed out: "The Cily failed to menfion in any of its efforts that the UP doesn"l
hav e an option to accept or decline hauling the nuclear waste, or lhat the waste would come through
Reno regardless of the merger,""
Others stated their concems about the possibility of a spill, which could lead to
contamination of the Tmckee River. Pyramid Lake, and the surrounding area, or a "catastrophe."'
such as a fire or explosion, ,A typical comment came from M, Lee Dazey of Cifizen Alert: ""The rail
runs parallel to 79 miles of the Tmckee Riv er, which is our single source of water for 300.000 people
in W ashoe County alone and hundreds of farmers in Lahontan Vallev, The Tmckee is also the
source which feed • Pv ramid Lake, which is the traditional homelaid to the Paiute people, w hose
culture is ba.sed on the lake and upon the cui-ui fish."
Regarding nuclear shipments and the suggested mitigation measure of increasing uain speeds
through Reno. Ed and Lisa Barnard slated: ""Shipping spent nuclear fuel shipments al increased
speeds is asking for an accident," Bob Fulkerso:: went one step faruher and remarked on UP's safetyrecord: ""Union Pacific has demonsuated that it cannot be lm.sied to haul nuclear waste. Its long and
tragic record of accidents proves il has no business moving afleetof mobile Chemobyls through our
town,"
3.37.2

Response to Comments

The U.S, Department of Energy (DOE) has sole authority over the handling, routing, and
storage of high-level nuclear waste, w hich essentially is defined as the spent uranium from nuclear
reactors. The Board has no authoritv to make anv directive or require anv change in operations
merely because nuclear waste could potentiallv be transported over a given rail or tmck route.
Cunent transportation patterns were established as the resuh of directiv es from Congress, which
passed legislation mandating lhat high-level waste produced al federal government facilities be
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processed in Central Idaho at the Idaho National Engineering Laboralorv- (INEL). and also that the
DOE will accept some waste generated in other countries for processii,., al INEL. Transporting
hazardous matenal by rail generally has prov en considerably safer than transportating il by tmck.
Under Federal law. UP and all other freight carriers must accept and deliver shipments of nuclear
waste: they simply hav e no choice whether or not lo transport such waste. Nevertheless, the DOE
recentlv rescinded its order directing transport of the waste bv rail through Reno, and is reportedly
considering use of tmck transport instead. Howev er, lo clearly establish a policv that would prevent
transport of such waste through Reno vvould require an act of Congress.
3.38

No Incentive for UP to Negotiate
3.38.1

Summary of Comments

Many parties commented on the negotiation process between the Cily and the railroad, with
most sav ing the process vvas tainted from the beginning because no party had an incentive to
negotiate in good faiih. The railroad and lhe Citv accused each other of negotiating in bad faith.
From UP; ".As Citv- of Reno representativ es hav e made clear at the meetings of the Reno
Mitigation Task Force, they are operating under City Council insimcfions to seek a depressed
irainwav. paid for bv UP SP. as the core of anv mitigation package. Public officials and Task Force
members have openly urging SE.A to impose additional costs on UR'SP, not because they are
justified on the merits but for the express purpose of increasing pressure on UP/SP in negotiations
over funding a depressed train way. There is little doubt that SE.A vvill receive a banage of
comments from Reno and its friends pursuing these objectives."
UP added: "UP'SP needs no encouragement to negotiate in good faith. It voluntarilv offered
far more than the share of the depressed railway that SP agreed to pav under DOT regulations and
slate laws. The Citv should not be rewarded for its strategy of demanding an arbiuarv- SlOO million
from the railroad, unsupported by any form of fact or logic except that the City wants the money."
From Reno citizen John Ryczkowski: ""I am disappointed in the lack of partnership displayed
by the City of Reno toward the Union Pacific... Reno needs lo form a partnership with the Union
Pacific to address the real concems of our community and stop the misinformation campaign. I
strongly urge that the Union Pacific"s position in regards o the City of Reno be supported fully.
Reno"s lack of understanding, meaningful interaction and hostility is a dis.senice to Union Pacific
and the railroad indusuv and a discredit to our City, the Stale of Nev ada, and more importantly our
tax paying Citizens "
In between were several commenters urging the parties in this proceeding to shed their
belligerence, and urging SE.A to do whatev er it cari lo gel negotiations restarted in earnest, including
extending the temporarv- limit on rail iraffic through Reno until panies can nc^'otiate a settlement of
iss'ues.
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From US Senator Harrv- Reid. addressed to SEA: "Your preliminary selection of a strategy
that im^poses merely S12 million in costs on the railroad and would allow trains lo move more
quickly through the citv seems to have been selected primanlv because all costs can be imposed on
the railroad. While this may be consistent to your charter, it has the perv erse effect of dissuading
the railroad from continuing to negotiate on mitigation suategies dial are both acceptable to the city
and involve financial participation by a number of different parties,"
Senator Reid continued: ""It is imperative that the STB consider the unique nature of this
situation as it fomiulates ils final recommendation, I understand the City of Reno is willing to
participate in the development of a final mitigation strategy and I urge the STB to explore the
possibility of a final plan thai implements a binding agreement between the parties, I share the
STB's desire that the parties resume negotiations or ?. final solution to this problem, I am. however,
concemed lhat the STB"s preliminarv recommendations do .not adequately encourage such an
agreement."
From Bob 'Webb. Communitv- Coordinator for the Washoe County Department of
Communitv- Development: ""The time frame for allowing increased train traffic through Reno and
Washoe County area is loo short and will occur loo soon. This short lime frame is a disincentive lo
anv reasonable negotiations to resolv e the serious problems noted in the public hearings [held lo lake
comment on the PMP]. The time period before allowing the increased uain uaffic should be
extended,'"
From Reno citizen Larr. Kirk:
•"In light of all the events that have taken place in the case of the City of Reno. NV
v s. the Union Pacific Railroad in regards lo the rail corridor problem. I submit the
following statement.
""1, When you held your first public hearing on the subject, one of the major points
the Surface Transportation Board made was lhat it was preferable for the Union
Pacific and Reno to mitigate their differences privaleh ratiier than a mling from the
STB 1 am conv inced li-iai neiiher partv heard that and as a consequence we hav e lhe
present situation,
"2, The City Goverrmieni has chosen to trv the case in the media, and shown a lack
of professionalism in the maimer they have handled tiit enure situatton.
"3, The Union Pacific has staled their position, and only offers information that may
be useful on a need-to-know basis, Thev- have slated lhat they want to be a good
corporate citizen in the Rene area, but thus far thai has come across as a good
corporate citizen on their own terms.
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"4, Therefore: I would like to suggest that the two sides appoint a mediation team
to sit with a professional mediator and resolve the situation, I would suggest that a
complete gag order be placed on all participants and ev ents until a draft document is
agreed to. and then the draft document be taken lo Reno Citv Govemmenl, and then
Union Pacific Board of Directors for a final document and acceptance."
Rene citizen Frank Partlow spoke exlensivelv at two public meetings and submitted w-ritten
comments about how the process leading to the P.MP removed much of the incentive for UP to
negotiate. He mostiv referred to the fact that the option of having UP fund consimction of several
grade separations was rejected because il would mitigate preexisting conditions more than it would
mitigate the effects of the merger. Mr, Partlow stated:
"It is a fact that the [PMP] recommends zero grade separations, even though there
was a considerable amount of [time spent] looking into grade separations; and it is
diso a fact that Union Pacific itself put S35 million on Lhe table as an incemive for the
City of Reno lo negotiate in good faith with them on this issue. How ever, it is my
suspicion lhat w hen all of us-Union Pacific, task force members, and the third-party
consultant-got into this and saw how expensiv e grade separations [would be], even
one grade separation, expensive in an engineering context, expensive in a land
acquisition context. ,,, lhat we end up with a number that was much higher
potentially than S35 million.
"So the S35 million disappears from the table, and we end up with no negotiating
leverage. That is to say, if I'm a member of Union Pacific and 1 know I'm faced with
a bill of S70 niillion for a couple of grade separations, I'm much more likely to be
a negotiating partner on a much larger project w ith someone who says, ''V,'e\\. okay,
the whole project's going to cost S183 million, but I know I'm going to have lo pay
S70 million going in.'
"There's no negotiation incentive. My conclusion is there's no negoliafion incentive
left in this Preliminur. Mitigation Plan because you're only going lo hand the Union
Pacific a bill for 12 million bucks."
UP's Bob Slarzel countered:
"The STB will not have before il a i^asis upon which lo order a priority of
underpasses or ov erpasses lo detemiine what il is Lhat the commuiuiv wants, and they
hav e before them the stated opposition from the city to anvihing other than a
depressed trainway and no facts to assist them, from the Cily in setting out which
would be advantageous overpasses [and] underp isse.s.
""So we think it is improper for there to
anv consideration of underpasses or
overpasses. .And indeed for those who argued lhat this is a way for the Cily lo o'htain
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leverage on the railroad, to make it more costly by inserting the requirements for
underpasses or overpasses, is more than improper. I believe it's unlawful."
3.38.2

Response to Comments

Throughout the environmental review process, SEA has consistently encouraged discussion
and negotiation between UP and other interested parties. SEA recognizes that, through voluntary
agreements, parties can achieve more far-reaching solutions to issues facing lhe community. Such
agreements may go beyond what the Bo^jd would impose (i.e.. because the agreements would solve
preexisting problems as well as those direcllv related to the effects of the merger). During the
mitigation studv. SEA has examined potential additional miiigation measures that the Board would
require UP lo implement and fund (Tier 1). as well as measures lhat vvould go beyond what the
Board would impose on UP and would require v-oluntar> agreement between affected parties and UP
(Tier 2). ^ e Board could impose as a condition UP's compliance with such a voluntarv agreement.
Several commnnities along the UP/SP system vvere able to strike such agreements wilh UP (e.g..
Tmckee. CA).
SE.^ has stated throughout the Reno Mitigation Study process that the purpose of the study
is to evaluate potential environmental impacts in Reno and Washoe Co-anty from the increase in
trains uaffic lev els associated wilh the merger and to recommend to the Board measures lo mitigate
these potential environmental impacts. SE.A has kept its focus on this purpose during the course of
tht; Reno Miiigation studv, SE.A's recommended mitigation m.easures in the Miiigation Study were
developed on the basis of the mitigation benefits and not on the basis of cost.
Some commenters suggested that SEA should now- target a certain dollar amount (e.g.,
greater than S35 million). Using the logic of these commenters, the amount offered by UP during
private negotiations vvould establish the Minimum josls for SE.A's recommended mitigation
measures. Howev er, tfiis would be fully inconsistent wilh SEA's study purpose and could easily be
v iewed as arbilrarv'.
Il is SE.A's position that this type of analysis has no place in ils review of potential
env ironmental impacts or proposed mitigation measures. The dollar amounts under discussion or
consideration in private negottations have not in the past and do not in this FMP form the basis foi
SEA"s recommendations, nor should they.
This SE.A position should not be interpreted as a disincentive lo negotiate but rather as SEA
carrv ing out its intended studv purpose. 1-EA conUnues lo encourage a private resolution but under
no circumstances will SE.A promote resolution by i.mpiosing miiigation measures arbitrarily selected
on the basis of cost.
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Section 4
HAZARD/RISK MITIGATION EVALUATION

In this section, the Surface Transportation Board"s (Board) Sectton of Environmental
.Analysis (SE.A) presents the methodology and results for additional analv sis performed to evaiuale
the potential lev els of increased hazardous material risks subsequent to the Union Pacific Southem
Pacific (I'P SP) merger, SE.A has conducted this ongoing evaluation to further address issues
associated with increased transportation of hazardous material commodities through the Reno
corridor subsequent lo the merger,
SE.A conducted this analysif. lo address issues raised by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). local govemmenl agencies, and private citizens concemed with potential env ironmental
impacts subsequent to the UP/SP merger. In general, these issues include: considerafion of the
probabilitv of a hazardous material release, the potential for adverse impacts lo humans and
biological resources, and the presence of measures to mitigate increased risk. SEA ev aluated the
chemical and physical properties of individual hazardous commodities, emergency response
capabilities, potential release impact scenarios, and mitigation measures.
4.1

Overview of Evaluation

This section provides an overview of the hazard risk miiigation evaluation performed to
determine the potential 1-:. els of increased hazardous material risks associated with the UP/SP
mereer. The objectives and general methodology used for this evaluation, and the organization of
subsections are presented.
4.1.1 Objectives and General Methodology
The hazard risk mitigation ev aluation vvas initiated to address several issues associated with
increased transportation of hazardous material commodities through the Reno corridor subsequent
to the UP SP merger. Issues have been raised by environmental agencies and public citizens
concemed with potential environmental impacts associated with the UP SP merger. In general, these
issues include consideration of the probabilitv of a hazardous material release, the potential for
adverse impacts to humans and biological resources, and the presence of measures to mitigate
increased risk.
Consideration of the specific issues that have been raised to dale required further ev aluation
of potential risk and hazards posed by particular commodifies. Because commodities classified as
hazardous material include chemicals with a w.de range of potential effects, an evaluation v.as
needed to determine the probabilitv tliat a haza'dous material release might contain chemicals toxic
to humans or aquatic organisms or pose a caiasuophic nazard (explosive or flammable). .Additional
evaluation was required to determine the iikelihood that a release to the Tmckee River could
adv erselv affect the water supply, or threatened or endangered fish species in the Tmckee Riv er and
Pvramid Lake. Because the nature and potential impacts of releases differ b,is.-d on the specific
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location and chemical, this evaluation also considered the adequacv- of emergencv- response
capabilities to mittgate a release and minimize potential consequences.
The ov erall objectives for this ev aluation w ere to evaluate the potential impacts of the rail
merger in terms of additional or incremental human health and environme-nlal risks. For the
purposes of this eval-uafion. risk is defined as the probability that an adverse effect or undesirable
event vvill occur. The evaluation specifically addresses the potential increase in risk that the rail
merger mav cause. The intent of the ev aluation was not lo quantify human health and env ironmental
nsk and hazards from rail traffic, but lo provide a description of the incremental risk attributable to
the rail merger
The general steps for the hazard/risk mitigation evaluation include:
»•
•
0
0
0

•

.An env ironmental analysis of the project comdor lo determine conditions relevant to
potential risks for humans and biological resources.
.An estimate of the probabilitv of hazardous material release including release estimates for
specific commodities and portions of the rail corridor.
-An ev aluation of chemical and phv sical properties for individual hazardous commodities to
identify potential impacts or effects i f a release were to occur,
.An evaluation of the adequacv of emergencv response measures and othe- mitigation
measures to minimize the consequences of a release.
.An evaluation of potential release impact scenarios risk mitigation including hazardous
material release to the Tmckee River potentially affecting protected fish species or the
potable water supply, and hazardous material release potentially affecting humans in the
Reno Sparks area,
A discussion of miiigation measures,
4.1.2 Report Organization

Each subject discussed abov e leads lo specific analyses that are detailed in the following subsections. First, an environmental survev of the project comdor w as perfomied to generallv observe
and define track conditions, signaling and train defect detection devices relevant to hazardous
malenal releases, and condifions posing potential nsks to biological resources. Observafions from
this surv ey are provided in Section 4.2, In addition. Section 4.2 provides an analysis of the terrain
alone the rail comdor from Donner Pass to Wadsworth. and a compilation and analysis of flow
characteristics for the Tmckee Riv er, r<esults of the topographic analysis were used to refine the
hazardous malenal release estimates presented in Section 4,3, Results of the flow- characterization
were used to ev aluate the potential fate and transport of contam.inanis. and ev aluate spawning/
habitat charactenstics for aquatic species of pnmarv concem (i.e.. the cui-ui and Lahontan cutthroat
trout).
An extensive analysis was performed to detennine the probability of hazardous material
release for rail cars within the comdor. including release i sfimaies for specific commodities and
portions of the rail conidor. The melhodologv and results for this analysis are provided in
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Section 4.3 and are used in Section 4.6 lo ev aluate the probability of a release potentially affecting
specific receptors.
Lists of hazardous material commodities transported through the Reno corridor were obtained
from the results of a four-month survey perfomied by UP (May 1-August 31, 1997), a one-week
survey performed by UP (October 16-24. 1997). and a one-day survey reported by Carr (1996).
These lists were used to identify specific chemicals of concem based on physical state (solid, liquid,
or gas), quantities U'^nsported. potential fate and transport of commodities released lo air or w ater,
and the potemial foi adverse effects on humans (toxicity through ingestion or inhalation, or
flammable hazard) or aquatic organisms (toxicity or food chain effects) i f a release were to occur.
Hazardous material commodities are described in Section 4.4, This information is critical
for an assessment of risk, because fate and transport properties control migration of contaminants
following release, and. as a result, create the potential for exposure. The toxicity of chemicals to
humans and aquatic organisms has also been considered in risk evaluation, given that contaminant
concenualions associated with a release mav have potential adverse effects on aquatic organisms but
not humans, and vice ver:a. SEA used the uansport and toxicity assessment to ev aluate the release
scenarios provided in Sectton 4.6.
SEA's analysis of mitigation for incremental risk associated with increased transport of
hazardous material commodities subsequent lo the merger included an ev aluation of physical actions
taken to decrease the likelihood of a release (e.g,. track improvements and presence of train defect
detection and grade crossing warning devices), and emergency response capabilities lo reduce
potential consequences following a potential release The evaluation included a surv ey of the rail
right-of-wav. a survey and review of train defect detection devices, and a review of existing
contingency plans and plans cunently under development, SE.A also reviewed previous and
anticipated future hazardous materials training and planning activities, which are discussed in
Section 4.5.
To address specific concems relating to potential impacts associated vvith a hazardous
material release. SE.A ev aluated three release impact scenarios. These included: a hazardous material
release to the T ruckee Riv er pcientiallv affecting proiected fish species, a hazardous material release
potentially affecting the potable water supply, and a hazardous material release potentially affecting
humans in the Reno Sparks area, Proiected fish species evaluated included the cui-ui. an endangered
species, and the Lahontan cutthroat troul. a threatened species,
SEA evaluated the probability of a hazardous material release for each release/impact
scenario, including an estimate of the probability of a release within critical segments of the rail
corndor. Potential effects of hazardous material commodities were also evaluated, Existtng
emergencv response measures lo limit consequences following a release were reviewed and potential
addiuonal mitigation measures were identified. The hazard risk mitigation analysis is provided in
Section 4,6,
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4.2

Description of The Rail Corridor

This section describes the L'P rail comdor dirough Reno, Nevada, including the results of
an environmental surv ev performed as part of the hazard risk mitigation ev aluation, .A summary of
the topographic analysis used to refine hazardous matenal release estimates (Section 4,3) and the
Tmckee Riv er flow characteristics used to ev aiuale potential impacts to aquatic species (partlcularlv'
the cui-ui and Lahontan (^' 'roal troul) and the water supply (Section 4.6) are also provided.
4.2.1 Gen ...
The Tmckee River is within the Tmck-e Meadows Region, draining mountains and v alleys
in the Reno and Sparks. Nevada area. Theriver begins at Lake Tahoe. flows north through the Siena
Nevada range, eastward into the Tmckee Meadows area, and ev entually discharges into Pyramid
Lake, northeast of Reno. Steamboat Creek, -vvhich flows from Washoe Valley and discharges to the
Truckee Riv er near the Washoe County border, is a primarv iribuiarv to the river. Other smaller
tnbuianes include Cold Creek, which discharges into the Tmckee Riv er through Donner Creek and
Prosser Creek. A map of the Truckee Riv er project area, including track mileposts (MP) refened
to throughout this document, is provided as Figure 4.2-1.
Water from snowmell. several reservoirs, and groundwater enters the river at several
locations in the upper Tmckee Riv er betw een Lake Tahoe and Farad. Califomia. Many of the current
problems in the Tmckee River result from alterations to the flow regimes created by withdrawals
and the constmclion of control stmclures at multiple locations along the river. Discharge generallv
decreases wilh increasing distance from the mountain front due lo withdrawals and diversions of
water for agricultural and municipal uses, ITie largest diversion occurs at Derby Dam. where water
is diverted'to the Carson River basin through the Truckee Canal for irrigation use near Fallon.
Nevada, As a result, discharge at Wadsworth. Nevada is approximately 50 percent less than
discharge at Reno. Nevada. Groundwater occurs in the unconsolidated alluvium deposits of the
V allev fill, and generally moves from west to east, parallel to the Tmckee Riv er. Discharge increases
between Wadsworth and Nixon. Nevada as a result of inigation return flow and groundwater
entering the river between these locations (La Camera el al, 1984),
As part of the hazard.'risk mitigauon evaluation, two teams of biologists including staff of
USFU'S and emergencv response experts loured in a highrail vehicle the rail right-of-way (ROW)
from Femlev. Nevada lo Norden. Califomia. The teams observed the rail right-of-wav. train defect
detection devices, the proximity of the rail line lo the river, the topography and gradients from the
rail line lo the river, bndges. potable water intakes, biological resources, population clusters, and
natural and manmade barriers to water flow- (e.g.. Derbv- Dam) that might be used to mitigate a
hazardous materials release. The teams observ ed that, from Reno to the Donner Pass, the rail line
is closer to the river, on av erage, than is the case east of Reno, but the track appears to be set back
w herev er possible. The rail line west of Reno is on a much greater gradient toward the river than
the eastern segment, and includes large degree turns, two tunnels, and snow sheds. Approaching
Donner Pass summit, the highrail teams observ ed a long section of new track with concrete ties.
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Figure 4.2-1 (Page 1 of 2)
Truckee River Proiect Area
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