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1 •interests should be attended to. 

2 I would conclude by simply saying that i t i s 1 
3 too soon to t e l l when we're going to get decisions and what 

4 those decisions are. But i f history i s any indicator of the 

5 future or the past is prolonged for the future, I'm worried. 1 
6 frankly, that the effort in which we were involved in in the -

7 mitigation study wil l be treated in the same fashion as che 1 
8 original efforts that we've put forth that resulted in and 

9 are s t i l l the continuing views of the board, that there i s 

10 no significant ii.ipact that's occasioned to this community as 1 
11 a result of the merger. Could not be farther from the 

12 tmth. But i t seems to be the current operative view by the 

13 board. And I think i t w i l l be very d i f f i c u l t to dislodge. 1 

14 I ' l l ar'w.r some questions. 

15 COUNCILMEMBER HERNDON: Well, i t ' s my 1 
16 understeinding that there was another merger back East, 

17 r.^nrail and several others, and that this -- the Surface 

18 Transportation Board either directly ordered or participated 1 
19 in the ordering of a f u l l environmental impact. -

20 Is that che case, number one; and what would 1 
21 differentiate them in some way to receive that treatment 

22 where we, who went out and requested i t , can't get? 

23 PAUL LAMBOLEY: Well, I think chat the short 1 
24 answer -- well, f i r s t of a l l , for the Conrail acquisition 

25 case, an EIS, a f u l l EIS was ordered by the board even 

DISCÔ /E.RY REPORTING (702) 329-3500 

136 



116 

1 

2 

3 

4 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

16 

3'-

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

before the a p p l i c a t i o n was f i l e d . The formal a p p l i c a t i o n 

had not been f i l e d when the board entered an order, o r d e r i n g 

the EI -- i n d i c a t i n g t h a t an EIS would be conducted. 

The d i f f e r e n c e , the m l e s under which the 

urd operates are the same. No d i f f e r e n c e there. The 

a i f f e r e n c e , probably when you have ten b i l l i o n d o l l a r s on 

the t a b l e you ask f o r an EIS and you embrace the n o t i o n of a 

EIS and say t o the board, please do an EIS because you can 

b r i n g some closure t o the issue. 

And you may not have a continued l i t i g a t i o n 

over wiiether or not t o do an EIS, but i f there i s an EIS, 

then a l l the p a r t i e s understand what the ground m l e s are 

f o r the i n v e s t i g a t i o n and they xnow what they have t o 

present and what issues are going t o be dealt w i t h i n terms 

of formal scoping, formal d e f i n i t i o n . A l l the ground m l e s 

that we have been arguing ought t o be i n play here are now 

i n play elsewhere. 

And perhaps they looked at the Reno UP/SP 

experience and thought t h a t , you know, i t i s b e t t e r , 

perhaps, t o have s t a r t e d out the r i g h t way when there i s 

some demonstration. Except, f o r the l i f e of me, there 

wasn't any record yet upon which there's a demonstration due 

an EIS over the e n t i r e system. We c n l y asked f o r an EIS f o r 

Reno. We d i d not ask f o r an EIS f o r any other p a r t of the 

system. But they are going t o do one f o r the e n t i r e system. 
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1 Beyond tbat, and even those comments I th i n k 

2 were a degree of speculation, but I think they're f a i r l y 1 
3 closely grounded to what was the thinking. 

4 COUNCILMEMBER HERNDON: Something we haven't 

5 touched on i n our deliberations -- 1 
6 

PAUL LAMBOLEY: We surely are pointing that 

7 out, and we have already pointed i t out to the 9th C i r c u i t 1 
8 that -- why we're here asking f o r some of t h i s , by the way. 

9 t h i s i s a f i n a l decision, but there's an ongoing m i t i g a t i o n 

10 investigation e f f o r t , and we think i t ought to b- done i n 1 
11 the ground mles. And by the way, they agreed, too, but not 

12 i n t h i F case. 

13 
COUNCILMEMBER HERNDON: I t ' s only for other • 

14 people. 

15 
PAUL LAMBOLEY: Yeah, i t ' s l i k e i t ' s f i n a l i n 1 

16 the west but not f i n a l i n the east. I t works f o r them. 

17 
COUNCILMEMBER AIAZZI: Just quickly, one 

IS question. I f UP stepped up Jind funded t h i s depression cf 1 
19 

the r a i l r o a d tracks, would a l l these legal issues go away? 

20 Is that what we're saying? • 21 
PAUL LAMBOLEY: The short answer to your 

22 
question i s i f we had a hundred and eighty m i l l i o n d o l l a r s 

23 
from a l o t t e r y or whatever and came i n and said put i t on 1 

24 the table, no one would raise an issue about anyt-hing; we 

25 
would be underway with evaluating how t o do the project, not 

J 1 
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whether t o do the p r o j e c t . 

COUNCILMEMBER AIAZZI: Thank you. 

MAYOR GRIFFIN: Pierre? 

COUNCILMEMBER HASCHEFF: Just q u i c k l y on the 

s t a f f r e p o r t t h a t r e f e r r e d t o dec i s i o n 71, and they t a l k e d 

about the two phases or the two t i e r s w i t h respect t o 

funding. 

T i e r one i s r e a l l y what the board has 

j ' u r i s d i c t i o n over w i t h the mandated m i t i g a t i o n , a t l e a s t 

t.hat's the way I read my s t a f f r e p o r t , and then t i e r two i s 

one where you have t o get consent from two p a r t i e s . 

What j u r i s d i c t i o n does the STB have any 

influenc e over the r a i l r o a d t o at l e a s t f a c i l i t a t e i f not 

force the r a i l r o a d t o come up w i t h some type of mutual 

agreeable funding mechanism where they j u s t leave i t a t t i e r 

one and b a s i c a l l y don't do anything f'.irther a f t e r t-hat? 

PAUL LAMBOLEY: Well, see we're accepting 

you >now, the short answer to your question i s we don't 

accept the no t i o n of t i e r one's and t i e r two's because we 

don't know - t h a t ' s a manufacturer's d e c i s i o n , which, as 

Merri p o i n t s out, we weren't a p a r t y t o . 

But i f you read the decision, you w i l l have a 

chance t o see t h a t t-he general counsel f o r the Surface 

Transportation Board c a l l e d the lawyers f o r the r a i l r o a d 

a f t e r the p e t i t i o n was f i l e d . They say i t r i g h t there, and 
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we confirmed certain things. 

The f i r s t we knew about that i s when i t was 

served. What i t does or attempts to do i s attempts to say, 

"We are l i m i t i n g the mitigation j u r i s d i c t i o n . We are saying 

there i s t i e r one j u r i s d i c t i o n and t i e r two. Tier one, we 

w i l l oversee and exercise authority. Tier two, we don't. 

You're on your own. " 

The reason why the issue i s important i s 

ordinary environmental investigation documentation under any 

stmcture, and p a r t i c u l a r l y imder an EIS, i s that there i s 

no such th i n g as levels of mitigation that you look at or 

don't look at. You look at a l l of them and you make some 

recommendations regarding choices. Some may have d i f f e r e n t 

cost consequences than others and some of them may have 

d i f f e r e n t beneficial results than others, but you don't 

exclude any from the outset or exclude any from the possible 

recommendations. 

And what t h i s i s , i s nothing more than an 

attempt to l i m i t board j u r i s d i c t i o n over mit i g a t i o n , which I 

think i s fra-nkly contrary to law. And that's precisely what 

we w i l l argue, that you cannot do a neat --a statutory 

investigation and l i m i t your j u r i s d i c t i o n , nor may you do 

things that influence people to l i m i t the impacts while the 

investigation i s ongoing. 

But the larger q*aestion that you asked, 
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Mm 
councilman, i s t h i s : Really, what i s the extent of the 

• 

1 
board's j u r i s d i c t i o n ? The board has j u r i s d i c t i o n over 

1 1 Interstate Commerce. I t has j u r i s d i c t i o n over some 

1 ^ a t t r i b u t e s of environmental investigation and documentation 

I I and solutions as i t relates to Interstate Commerce. 

1 1 ^ 
I t i s attempting to l i m i t that. I'm not sure 

1 that i t can. And i t ' s not precisely clear exactly where the 

I I board has j u r i s d i c t i o n and where the board loses 

1 ^ j u r i s d i c t i o n . I w i l l give you an example. 

1 1 10 We have asked the board to do an a i r q u a l i t y 

I f l conformity study under the Clean A i r Act. The board's 

1 answer to that was, "We have no j u r i s d i c t i o n over the 

I I -̂-̂ operations cf ra i l r o a d and the emissions of a i r quality 

1 • '^^ 
pollutants, so we don't have to do one." 1 guess that's 

1 •'̂̂  i n t e r e s t i n g because the statute, i n our view, i s very point 

1 1 •^^ blank. An agency has the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to do a conformity 

1 determination to tra-nsportation operations that's approved 

1 IS by an agency. 

1 '̂^ 
But they say they don't have resp o n s i b i l i t y 

1 20 for a i r qu a l i t y . That's an EPA and state agencies. So now 

1 1 that's somebody else's table; a i n ' t my table, i s that 

1 22 answer. 

1 23 
Now, i f you notice when we get into safety at 

1 '^^ 
the outset the FRA was responsible for safety, r a i l safety. 

25 
and indeed they are, they're the pri n c i p a l federal agency 
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responsible f o r r a i l safety. But you notice that the 

1 ^ surface Transportation Board i s engaging i n an awful l o t of 1 
3 safety-related analysis here. They didn't i n v i t e ^ in t o 

4 t h i s as a part of the process; that i s , as a lead agency. 

5 STB would normally be obligated to bring i n the FRA and say, 1 
6 -In your area of expertise, t e l l us what we need to know of -

7 about r a i l ops or EPA on the area of a i r q u a l i t y . Come i n 1 
8 and t e l l us how the analysis ought to work." 

9 
So there i s a blurri n g of t h i s j u r i s d i c t i o n a l 

10 l i n e constantly, and sometimes i t i s how does i t s u i t us fo r 1 
11 the purposes i n which we were pursuing. Okay. 

12 
I'm overall concemed at the end because they 

13 say i n the conclusion that we w i l l continue j u r i s d i c t i o n | 

14 over t h i s proceeding, and so i f we impose conditions that 

15 are recommended by - as a result of the study, that we w i l l 1 
16 continue our j - j r i s d i c t i o n over implementation of those 

17 recommendations and conditions. That also assumes very 

18 candidly that the board continues i t s own existence, 1 
15 because, as you know, the I.C.C. Termination Act gave t.he 

20 board a three-year lease on l i f e . • 21 
The substitute of the Surface Transportation 

22 Board f o r the Interstate Commerce Commission was a 

23 three-year deal, and i t w i l l be up fcr reauthorization next 

24 year. 

25 
Also pending are considerations of reform of 

J 1 
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1 the shipping act and the potential merger of the Federal 

1 ' ^ Maritime Comndssion with the Surface Transportation Board, 

I f l changing the make-up and p o t e n t i a l l y the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of 

1 ^ now a combined board, depending on how the l e g i s l a t i o n comes 

1 1 up. 

I f l ^ The question then becomes, "What happens to a 

1 case such as t h i s , where there's continued oversight and 

I I argument that i s p o t e n t i a l l y airising over implementation?" 

1 ^ We're not sure. 

1 1 10 The long and the short of a l l that was 

1 1 ~̂ councilmen to say that j u r i s d i c t i o n a l lines are blurred on 

1 '̂̂  the present study, j u r i s d i c t i o n a l lines over continued 

I I implementation j'urisdiction i s also blurred. 

1 14 MAYOR GRIFFIN: Thank you. 

1 COUNCILMEMBER HASCHEFF: That's a l l I have. 

1 • 16 M.r. Mayor. 

1 MAYOR GRIFFIN: Anything else? We have one 

1 1 attendance card. Frank Partlow. 

1 fl PAUL LAMBOLEY: Thank you very much. 

1 20 MAYOR GRIFFIN; Thsink you. We may bring you 

1 1 back up, Paul. 

22 FRANK PARTLOW: Mr. Mayor, Members of the 

1 23 Council, my name i s Frank Partlow, and I s t i l l , I think. 

1 although I haven't been home i n a while, reside at 15 

25 Scattergun. 

-
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1 1 I t ' s with great t r e p i d a t i o n that you follow 

1 ^ someone l i k e Paul Lamboley, and I didn't intend t o do that. 1 
1 3 that's why I t r i e d t o get i n on the l a s t item, which i s 

1 ^ where t h i s properly should have been. 1 
1 5 You a l l were doing so well, from my point of 

1 ^ view, and covering a l l of the issues that I didn't f e e l any 

1 ^ necessity to burden you with whatever I might have to say. 1 
1 ^ But a f t e r hearing David Aiazzi and t.hen Pierre 

1 ^ Hascheff t a l k , I am -- I am, as you may have forgotten. 

1 '-^ because of some otner things I've been accused of i n the 1 
1 11 community, I am primarily an analyst, and I was f o r two 

1 years a negotiater with a negotiating partner that might 1 
1 --̂  even be a l i t t l e tougher than the Union Pacific, and that's -

1 '̂'̂ the old Soviet Union. 

1 *̂  And when I get i n t o a negotiation, you l i k e to 1 
1 see what sort of ammvinition you have on your side of a 

17 negotiation. In the negotiations I was i n , f o r example, we 1 
18 were negotiating to give away a i r (inaudible) nuclear forces 

19 missiles while we deployed them. I t gave us a ce r t a i n 

20 negotiating leverage. 1 
21 There's a point to a l l t h i s . David Aiazzi 

22 asked what happened to the negotiation. In essence, that's 

23 what you asked. And I'm going to t e l l you what my analysis 

24 showed happened to the negotiations, because I , l i k e you. 

25 David, thought that we could get and we s t i l l may get a 1 . 
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1 1 neaotiated settlement t o a l l of t h i s . 

1 1 2 I went t o most a l l of the meetings, and there 

1 1 was a reasonable expectation from d e c i s i o n 44 and from going 

1 ^ t o a l l the meetings t h a t sooner or l a t e r t i e r one; t h a t i s . 

I I the mandatory requirements l a i d out by t h i s govemment 

I f l ^ agency, under t h e i r own m l e s , Paul, not mine, t h e i r s , t h a t 

1 ^ t i e r one wculd d i r e c t t h a t the r a i l r o a d do c e r t a i n t h i n g s t o 

I I m i t i g a t e t.he e f f e c t s of the increased t r a f f i c t h a t was being 

1 ^ project€jd through downtown Reno. Their own m l e s . T i e r 

1 1 10 one. 

1 1 '''̂ And any p a r t i c i p a n t i n these studies would 

1 -have began -- and t h i s i s a l l about money, f o l k s . I hope 

I I t h i s i s no surprise t o you, but i t ' s a l l about money. Any 

1 14 reasonable p a r t i c i p a n t would have thought t h a t t h i s number 

1 t h a t they were going t o come up w i t h , the independent t h i r d 

1 1 ~̂  p a r t y analysts were going t o come up w i t h , or t h i r d p a r t y 

1 whatever they c a l l them, consultants, were going t o come up 

1 1 Ŝ w i t h , would have been someplace i n the order of something 

1 fl over 35 m i l l i o n , probably less than 100 m i l l i o n . 

1 20 That's n e g o t i a t i n g ammunition. That gets you 

1 ^'^ very, very close t o saying and we can be partners i n t h i s 

22 p r o j e c t because we, the C i t y of Reno, through p r i v a t e and 

1 23 n u b l i c sources, can come up w i t h our h a l f , roughly, of t h i s 

1 p r o j e c t . 

25 
Now, why d i d I come up w i t h those numbers? 
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Well , d e c i s i o n 44 says you're going t o have t o do a couple 

of grade separations, i t looks t o us l i k e . I mean, any 

reasonable reader of the English language would have t h a t . 

And when you l i s t e n t o the engineers t a l k 

about grade separations i n a b u i l t - u p area l i k e our 

downtown, they were t a l k i n g i n terms of, you know, someplace 

between 20 and 30 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s f o r each one of these. A 

grade s e p a r a t i o n , i n c i d e n t a l l y , can be the t r a c k over the 

road or the road over the t r a c k . 

So you add a l l t h i s up and you come up w i t h 

somewhere i n the order of 70, 75 maybe, some number m i l l i o n s 

of d o l l a r s as a minimum out of a l l of t h i s . 

And the t h i n g about the p r e l i m i n a r y m i t i g a t i o r 

p l a n t h a t screws the ne g o t i a t i o n s i s t h a t t i e r one always 

was going t o d r i v e t i e r two; the bigger the number i n t i e r 

one, the b e t t e r chance you had t o accomplish something i n 

n e g o t i a t i o n s under t i e r two. And they took my number from 

somewhere between 70, 75, 80 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s and they took 

i t down t o 15 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s , by your own -- by our s t a f f ' s 

own a n a l y s i s . 

And guess what, as a negotiater? I'm screwed. 

I have n o t h i n g t o work w i t h anymore. I don't have something 

out t h e r e t h a t says hey, you're already going t o have t o pay 

70, 80-some-odd m i l l i o n d o l l a r s , why don't you j o i n w i t h us, 

pay t-hat and a l i t t l e b i t more and w e ' l l solve t h i s problem 
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1 for once and for a l l , as Paul has suggested 180-some-odd 

1 2 dollars night do. 

1 3 So that's the benefit of my analysis, and I'm 

4 sorry to burden you with i t , but t i e r one always drove your 

1 5 Dotential under t i e r twc, and what they did to t i e r one with 

1 € th i s preliminary mitigation plan i s ludicrous. And to even • 7 say that you even have a chance a f t e r they gave you that 

• 1 8 preliminary mitigation plan to do anything under t i e r two. 

• \ 9 and that's the central issue that bothers me most. And I 

1 10 f e l t constrained, I'm sorry, Mr. Mayor, to r i s e . I ' l l go 

\ 1 11 back to 15 Scattergun and watch you guys on T.V. 

12 MAYOR GRIFFIN: I don't think that there's 

1 13 necessarily a need for any ̂ ind of a notion, but I would ask 

14 the covnci l what t h e i r view i s about one element that Mr. 

1 15 Lamboley mentioned that may need some concurrence from t h i s 

1 16 body, and that was the one about a transcript f or part of 

17 the record. 

1 18 What's your pleasure on that? And I talked to 

19 the c i t y manager. Ke doesn't think ic's am enormously • 20 expensive operation to transcribe the audio recordings. 

1 21 COUNCILMEMBER HERNDON: Mr. Mayor, I would 

22 nake a motion that we do submit a factual transcription and 

» 1 23 accompany i t with a copy of the videotape. 

1 24 COUNCILMEMBER N̂ EWBERG: Second. 

1 
25 MAYOR GRIFFIN: Choose which one. 

_ 
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1 There's a motion and a second. Any f-orther 

2 discussion? 1 
3 {No response.) 

4 MAYOR GRIFFIN: A l l those i n favor, please 

5 s i g n i f y by saying aye. 1 
6 (Councilmembers responded.) 

7 MAYOR GRIFFIN: Opposed? 

8 (No response.) 

9 
MAYOR GRIFFIN: Great. Mr. Lamboley, i t ' s 

10 always a pleasure to see you here. Okay. 

11 

12 1 
13 

14 

15 

16 1 
17 

18 1 
19 

20 

21 1 
22 

23 • 24 

1 
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Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribal Council 
Post Offict Box 2S6 

'Nixon, Snia4aJ*9424 • 
TeUphcne: (702}:S74-im /SU-IOOI1574-1002 • 

: FAX (702) S74-1008 ^ " , 

'. ĈENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: Qc-¥o\Der iyiQ^il 
nnCIIMFNTtf JC'1U?-'?7 5:<^:53prr, 

• y y y i i y ^ b i r : ^ U i 0 .04 

•••.a:;': -" 

^:\1-^--' ' 
••.••:f.;^'.i(0. . ' 
,-, . - * T'-.'--

Oaober 14. 1997 

OfBce of the Secretary • *: 
Case Control Unit 
Surtace Transpcsrtahon Board 
1925 K Street, NW, ROOK 700 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

.\nn EUine K. Kaiser 
Ciiiet Section of Environmaita} Analysis 
Environmental Filing — Reno 

Dc£r Ms, Kaiser .mitttt v# 
The Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe has the foDowing concerns about the UP/SP Merger -

Reno Miuganon Study Preliminary .MmganoD Plao (9/97), We are distmted thai this merger jvill 
increase the likelihood cf a toxic spill into the Tmckee River, This makes aO the more urgent how 
such a spill will be coctamed We feel that ms-afBcieot attention has been given to the Tmckee 
River below the Reno-Spaik^ area and ask that the ]i»ynanid Lake Paiute Tribe be pyen more 
oopominity to work witt you on developing beKr: ahcnianves. including the possibflity of 
d^anprovmg the merger We are pmicularty ^nctmed that PLPT was « f 
Envm>nmental Assessment of April, 1996, There are many points we would hke to have raised 
on this iinportanl step which affects tbe fixture of lower Truckee River waters 
Lake We note the error to cxchide from consideration Pyramid Lake for its distance of 15 mdes 
from the railroad, while only considering ecosystems wtthia 5 miles. The efiecte of a tone spill 
could easily ociend to the Uke from even much greater distances than either of the abovê  

Concenung the endangered Cui-m and the threatened Lahontan Cutthroat Trout, the 
recovery programs for these two speaes mvolve the whole Truckee River, as the plan is for their 
eventual restoration at spawning shes throughout the Tmckee, This is directly related tc the 
PvTarmd Lake fish populations. In this regard, and also smce Pyramid Lake is the ultimate 
downstream destnation fbr Tmckee waters, at least in their onginal natural course, « «s » 
definite oversight not to have invoWed the PLPT. its environincmal, water raourcca, and fishenes 
departments in this maior environmental-affecting merger of Uie two railroads, which will 
approxiraatdy double the traffic on the railroad and greatly mcrease nsk of toxic spills. 
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We consider the KAZMAT spill response to be inadequate. This needs to be mu-* more 
concrete so that spills wiH not end up poisoning the Pyianad waters asd ecosystem. The 
endangered Cui-ui is endernic to PyiWd Lake and the lower Tmckee. A toxic spill could 
conceivably lead to the extinction ofthis rare and unusual species. Has spcdes is culturally very 
important to the Pyramid Lake Paiute tribe, was ons of thdr chief staples, and the tribe was 
named for the fish, i.e. the "Cui-ui eaters". To treat the increased likdihood of exSenninating tbis 
spedes lightly is to disregard issues that touch on the very cultural identity of the tribe. Were 
hazardous materials to reach the delta where the Truckee joins the Pyramid Lake and the Cui-ui 
do their currecrt spawning, the speeaes could be effectively prevented from r-nrodudng and driven 
tc extinction. 

We are also concemed about your treatment of the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout snd how 
inaeased chance of toxic spill jeopardizes its future survival, tt is a very ioqjortant source of 
livelihood for the tribe and the &ct that it also occupies other parts of the West in no way 
abridges its local ecological and cultural significance and the obligation of the federal government 
to fend for this pofulation. 

We will be pleased to work with you in considaing these and otber points. Anxiously 
awaiting your reply,̂  

Sincerdy, 

CraigX._ 
Enviromnental Director-PLPT. P.O. Box 256. Nixon. Nevada 89424 

FAX 702-574-1008 
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^ INDIAN COLONY 
TRIBAL COUNCIL 

98 COLONY ROAO 
LA. RENO. NEVADA 

CENTRALADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: ^ .̂4-14^1^^9 \ ^o.r ,̂o 

statement of Arlem D. Melendez 

Tribal Chairmap of the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 

October 9, 1997 

Regarding the Preliminary Mitigation Plan for the UP/SP Merger 

Reno, Nevada 

Good aftemoon. My name i s Arlan Melendez. I atn the T r i b a l 

Chairman of the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony. We appreciate the 

opportunity to comment • the proposed mitigation plan. 

I t i s i r o n i c that the f i r s t people to inhabit t h i s area are 

the l a s t people the Surface Transportation Board has consulted 

regarding the impacts of t h i s merger. We were .here before the 

ra i l r o a d . We were here before the City of Reno existed. The 

Board issued i t s Environmental Assessment on the merger and did 

not even bother to include the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony on the 

service l i s t . The Board did not bother to even send us a copy of 

the document, though they provided the other l o c a l governments 

and other organizations a copy. 

We are also very disappointed that the Surface 

Transpcrtation Board issued i t s decision Q2£. to prepare an 

- 1 -
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environmental impact statement on the merger--and i n fact issued 

i t s decision t o approve the nn^-rgpr--before i t i n i t i a t e d aOi: 

consultation whatsoever with our t r i b a l govemment. Not only i s 

t h i s inconsiderate treatment of the o r i g i n a l inhabitants of t h i s 

v alley, i t i s a clear v i o l a t i o n of the federal t r u s t obligation 

the federal agency owed to our Tribe and a clear v i o l a t i o n of 

National Environmental Policy Act which mandates early 

consultation w i t h affected Indian t r i b e s . 

Tomorrow we w i l l f i l e our amicus b r i e f i n support of the 

City of Reno i n t h e i r challenge to the Board's decision i n 

Federal C i r c u i t Court i n Washington, D.C. We point out i n our 

amicus b r i e f that the Board has violated our r i g h t s by f a i l i n g to 

consult with our Tribe and by not preparing an EIS on t h i s major 

federal action. 

President Clinton and a l l three branches of the Federal 

Govemment acknowledge t.hat the Federal-Tribal relationship i s 

•Govemment to Govemment." Why i s t h i s concept so d i f f i c u l t for 

the Surface Transportation Board to understand? Our Tribe i s not 

j u s t an "interest group' on t h i s matter. We are a sovereign 

government with recognized r i g h t s under the United States 

Constitution. 

Our t r i b e w i l l be impacted by t h i s merger. Our lands l i e 

j u s t across the Truckee River from the r a i l r o a d tracks. We hear 

those t r a i n s day and night. We breathe the a i r and drink the 

water that can be polluted by the t r a i n s . We are concemed for 

t.he safety of our people and our children who work and l i v e i n 

153 



proximity to these tracks. One toxi c or nuclear s p i l l i n t o the 

Truckee River could destroy the l i f e b l o o d of t h i s land which has 

been ou.- home for centuries. 

We w i l l be submitting more detailed w r i t t e n comments to the 

Board on October 15. At t h i s time, I would l i k e to emphasize 

some of our major concems with the preliminary m i t i g a t i o n study: 

• We object to the Board beginning i t s consultation w i t h our 

Tribe a f t e r i t has approved the merger and made the decision 

to not prepare an EIS. This i s an i n s u l t to our sovereignty 

and our legal r i g h t s . I t i s l i k e i n v i t i n g us to the treaty 

making a f t e r the document i s signed. The mi t i g a t i o n study i s 

a transparent attempt to support the Board's previously 

reached decision not to prepare an EIS, rather than a 

serious s c i e n t i f i c analysis that complies with NEPA. 

• July 10, 1997 consultation was inadequate eind was conducted 

by consultants. This was t.he f i r s t attempt at t r i b a l 

consultation and occurred .nearly one year ailST the Board 

approved the merger. I t should have occurred at the f r o n t -

end of the process befcre the environmental assessment was 

hurried through. 

• We believe the public review and p a r t i c i p a t i o n process i n 

the m i t i g a t i o n study was short-changed. The Board abruptly 

ca.nceled the August and September 1997 meetings. In 
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addition, the request of the Task Force members (which 

included our t r i b a l represe.ntative) that the study calendar 

be extended to allow local concems to be addressed was not 

honored. 

The report makes i t appear that the Colony would be opposed 

to depressing the r a i l r o a d tracks downtown because of 

p o t e n t i a l c u l t u r a l impacts. That i s not the case. The 

Colony supports the City's e f f o r t s to seek depressed 

trackage. We drive those streets too. Of course the Board 

would have to comply with federal laws protecting any 

c u l t u r a l properties that may be encountered and we would 

want to be f u l l y involved i n that process, as required by 

the 1992 Amendments to National Historic Preservation Act. 

The discussion of Native American concems i n the m i t i g a t i o n 

report i s s u p e r f i c i a l . The e n t i r e discussion of 

environmental impacts to the Colony m the report i s less 

than one page and not informative. 

The report largely ignores public health and safety issues. 

These impacts may be more severe with the increased t r a i n 

speeds recommended i n the report. 

Many of cur environmental concems were similar to the City 

cf Reno's and have not been adequately addressed in the 

- 4 -
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m i t i g a t i o n study f o r the reasons stated i n the City's 

testimony. 

Thank you f o r the opportunity to comment, and we w i l l f i l e more 

detailed comments by the October 15 deadline. 
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SMITH & GUENTHER, P.C. 

October 16,1997 

5ent by Fctx anii Vederal Express 

Elaine IC Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 
Office of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street, N.W., Room 700 
Washington. DC 20423-0001 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: iP-Hj-^l 
DOCUMENT # m-n-^l i:ate:5i)pm 

R E Written Connnenls of Ren»'Spaiia Indian Colony on UP/SP Meiger 
Founce Docket No. 32760 - Reno Preliminary Mitigation Flan 

Dear Ms. Kaiser. 

These comments are being faxed and federal expressed pursuant to my telephone 
discussions with Mike Dalton today. 

Our firm represents the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony. The Tribal Chairman of the 
Colony, Arlan D. Melendez, presented the Tribe's comments on the Reno 
Mitigation Plan at the public hearing held in Reno, Nevada, on October 10. His 
statement is part of the record at the hearing. 

In addition, the Colony would li'̂ e to supplement his comments with written 
coinments b>' incorporating by reference and adoptmg the detailed comments of the 
City of Reno that have been recently submitted on the Reno Mitigation Plan. 

The Colony hereby incorporates the City of Reno's written comments on the Reruj 
Mitigation Plan by reference and submits them as our comments as well 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

SMITH & GUENTHER, P.C. 

Patrick L. Smith 

PLSrrk 
cc Chaunnan Arlar Melendez 

CHEAT FAlXe 

Siut* S U 
0 » * i M i . . K T 

P A X 406.*52-V76J 
E-MAXI. E I ( U M C « A O L C O M 

A T T O E N E Y S 

j « 7 D. OwstMt 

MSSOULA 

Ki«.iili f f f s w a 
P U a . 406.721-1010 

PAX 406.721-1799 
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CENTRALADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: Or4 r i ^ r IU i.^qq 
DOCUMENT # iC-i\c-ql o:i3 : 5 i ^ i 

Before the 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

Washington, D.C. 

UNION PACmC CORPORATION, UNION PACmC 
RAILROAD COMPANY AND MISSOURI PACIHC 
R.AILROAD COMP.AN^ - CONTROL AND MERGER -
SOUTHER.N PACmC RAIL CORPORATION, 
SOLTHERN PACIHC TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, 
ST. LOUIS SOUTH\VTSTER.N RAILWAY COMPANY, 
SPCSL CORP. A.ND THE DENVER AKD RIO GRA.NDE 
WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY 

DOT-5 

Finance Docket 32670 

RENO MITIGATION STLTJY 
PREUMINARY MITIGATION PLAN 

Comments of the 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Introduction 
The Surface Trar^sportatlon Board ("STB" or "Board") in this proceeding 

approved the consolidation of the Union Pacific Railroad Company ("LT") and 
the Southem Pacific Transportation Company ("SP"), subject to a number of 
conditions. Decision No. 44, August 12,1996. One condition directed a staff imit 
of the STB, the Section of Environmental Analysis ("SEA"), to conduct studies to 
determine whether additional mitigahon measures would be appropriate to 
address further the envirorunental unpacts of merger-related increases in train 
traffic on the Cit\' of Reno and Washoe Count\', Nevada. Id-, Condition No. 22. 
Th. ^ LT projected an increase in tram traffic occasioned by the merger of 11.3 
trains per day (from a pre-merger average of 12.7 through freight trams per day 
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tc 24.0 post-merger). On September 15,1997, SEA issued its Prelimirmry 

Mitigation Plan for the City of Reno and Washoe County ("PMP"). ^ 

The United States Department of Transportation ("DOT" or 

"Department") hereby offers these comments on the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. 

DOT IS concemed that the analysis used by the SEA in developing its proposed 

mitigation may not be based on a sufficiently robust sample of conditions in the 

Reno area to assure the adequacy of the mihgation process. We also wish to 

encourage continued diadogue between representatives of Reno and the UP. 

Finally, EXDT understands that state law may require soimding of train homs in 

the interest of safety. However, the Federal Railroad Admiiustration ("TRA"), an 

operating administiation v/ithin DOT, will soon propose federal rules on this 

subject under a statutory mandate eixacted in 1994. Under the circumstances the 

Department recommends that the STB retain jurisdiction until after the 

conclusion of the pending ruleir.aking on train homs; this would allow the Board 

to consider whether to impose additional conditions after the FRA has brought 

its expertise to bear on the subject. The Department further urges that these 

conununities and tr.e UP consider participation in the FRA's "Operation 

Respond" program to further mitigate the risks from potential hazardous 

matenal releases. 

PRELIMINARY MITIGATION PLAN FOR 

THE OTY OF RENO AND WASHOE COUNTY 

I . Environmental Impacts on Reno and Washoe County 

As more fully disctissed below, for Reno and Washoe County the PMP 

cor^sidered the environmental impacts of the UP/SP merger on eleven specific 

areas: traffic delay, emergency vehicle access, pedestrian safety, train-vehicle 

accidents, derailments (including the risk of the release of hazardous materials), 

tiain operations, biological resources, air quality, noise, vibration, and Native 

Amencan issues. PMP at 6-1. 

Traffic Delay 
Among the signific<int impacts noted is the additional vehicular delay; 

^ The Board also directed the SEA to conduct an assessment of merger-related impacts and 
mingabon measLires wv'n respect to the City of Widuta and Sedg>vick County, Kar«as. Our 
comments on this study are bong filed sunultaneously. 
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without any mitigation, SEA estimates an increase from 189 vehicle-hours per 
day imder pre-merger conditions to 373 under post-merger conditions. Id. at 6-6. 
The average crossing blockage time would increase from 1.98 minutes for each of 
5,740 vehicles to 2.01 minutes for each of 11,130 vehicles. Id- Coupled with 
increased train traffic, this would add to the potential delay faced by emergency 
vehicles, with attendant health and safety impacts. Id- at 6-6. 

Pedestrian Safety 

Pedestrian safety in the PMP primarily concems pedestriam crossmg of the 
tiacks in downtown Reno. Crowds at periodic special events downtown would 
exacerbate possible safety impacts. Id at 6-10. 

Train-Vehicle Accidents 
Usmg a methodology developed by FRA, the SEA estimates that the 

predicted fiequeno,' of tiain-vehicle accidents at all 16 grade crossings combined 
would increase from 0.795 accidents per year pre-merger to 0.952 accidents per 
year post-merger. Id. at 6-19. 

Other Environmental Impacts 
The SEA generally did not find the merger s other likely impacts to be 

severe. Air quality impacts were expected to result fiom increased locomotive 
emissions, due to increases in the number of trains, and fiom additional 
vehicular emissions, due to increased vehicular delay at grade crossings. Id. at 6-
53. The increase in total emissions is very small (M. at 6-56, 6-57), except for 
oxides of nitiogen ("NOx"), which would grow fiom 1.63 f)ercent to 3.08 percent 
of total countv-wide emissions. Id- at 6-56. The SEA study team believes that the 
NOr. increase due to the merger is unlikely, by itself, to result in a change from 
attainment to nonattainment under current air quality standards. Id. at 6-55. 
Within the Truckee Meadows nonattainment area, in which Reno is situated, 
carbon monoxide and particalate matter increases are small when compared to 
the overall emissions inventor}', and they are not expected to have a detrimental 
impact on air quahty within the air basin. Id-

U Recommended Mihgation Measures 
The Board directed the SEA to consider tv\-o difierent mitigation levels: 

one would redress adverse environmental impacts fiom the merger's mcreased 
tram operahons, and the means adopted for this purpose would be mandatory 
and funded solely by LT; the second would entail "more far-reaching" measures 
where implementation would be dependent upon a voluntary agreement among 
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the parties. Decision No. 71 (.April 15,1997). The PMP contains both levels, 
denontinated as 'Tier I " and "Tier I I . " The Department takes no position on Tier 
n measures insofar as the Board will not impose them absent agreement among 
UT and the communities. 

The SEA put forth a number of recommendations in its proposed Tier I 
Mihgation Package (Table 8.4.4-1, ?}AP at 8-19 through 8-22), addressing each of 
the previously noted significant areas, except noise. Proposed requirements 
include increasing train speed (requiring improved track and tiam movement 
controls), improving communications to better coordinate emergency responses, 
discontinuing the practice of adding "helper" locomotives m the Woodland 
Avenue area, instcdlmg pedestrian crossing gate "skirts" at certain sites, installing 
four-quadrant crossing gates (extending across two lanes of tiaffic on both sides 
of the track) at nine locations, instituting safety education and training programs, 
consulting with Native Amencans, constructing two pedestnan grade 
separations in downtown Reno (and conducting prehistoric and historic surv-eys 
dunng their construction), installing additional equipment to detect potential 
tiain defects, establishing a community advisory panel, and issuing quarterly 
statiis reports. PMP at 8-19 through 8-22. 

in. Noise Impacts 

The SEA's evaluation indicates tliat the noise impact fiom the additional 
tiains in Reno 'WTH increase fiom 31 to 44 the number of noise-sensitive receptors 
subject to Ldn of 65 dBA or greater. ' FMP at 6-43; Table 6.2.9-3. The number of 
casinos and hotels subject to Ldn of 65 dBA cr greater is expected to increase 
fiom 34 to 61. id 

The PMP notes that, "[t]he overwhelrrdng majority of noise generated by 
rail operations in Reno is that which emanates fiom waming homs located on 
the locomotives." Id. at 8-28. The recommended mitigation package does not 
include any measures designed to reduce this noise, however, because of various 
legal and safety concems Nevada law requires the sounding of a bell or whistle 
at least 80 rods (1320 feet) fiom a highway-rail crossing. Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 
705.430 (1991). Moreover, although federal regulations do not currently speafy 
when waming devices are to be used, they do require that locomotives be 

^ ' "Ldn" IS the day-night average sound level or the average noise levels in a 24 hour penod; 
• dBA" IS the term for deaJsel, a "receptor' is considered to be a discrete structure with people 
inside on a regul<ir basis, such as a school, residence, hospital, church, etc. 1 .̂ at 6-40. 
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equipped with audible wammg devices that provide a waming of 96 dBA at 100 
feet m fiont of the locomotive. 49 C.F.R. § 229.129. Recognizmg that state laws 
and railroad operating rules generally specify use of the hom as a waming at 
highway-rail crossmgs, the Environmental Protection Administiation's Railroad 
Noise Emission Standards exclude hom noise fiom limitations at the perimeter of 
railroad property. 49 C.F.R. § 201.10. 

The SEA also correctly notes that, pursuant to 1994 statutor>' requirements 
(49 U.S.C. § 20153), FRA is now prepanng proposed rules that would require that 
tiain homs be sounded when approaching and gomg over public highway-rail 
crossmgs. PMP at 8-29. Exceptions will be proposed for "quiet zones" where 
"supplementary safet>' measures" compensate for loss of the tiain hom as a 
wanung device, but the fmal shape of those exceptions will be determmed 
through the rulemakmg process. The SEA suggests that when these regulations 
are issued, officials within Reno and Washoe County wiU have the opportunity 
to apply to the FRA to establish "quiet zones" and other altematives to sounding 
homs. Id. 

Finally, the SEA quotes the Board's view, expressed in Decision No. 44, 
that "any attempt significandy to reduce noise levels at grade crossings would 
jeopardize safety, which we consider to be of paramount importance." PMP at 8-
28. As a consequence, the SEA did not seek to reduce merger-related noise 
unpacts because any decrease m the sounding of homs would lead to an increase 
m safetv- nsk. DOT agrees that a reduction in this particv'iar noise, whether in 
loudness or duration, may have a negative unpact on safety under existing 
circumstanres. 

We also appreciate the difficulties faang the SEA and the Board on this 
subject the most noteworthy source of train noise in Reno is required to 
continue in the mterests of safety. In these cu-cumstances DOT beheves that the 
STB should not now reach a final decision on this point, but should retain 
jurisdiction of at least this aspect of the mstant proceeding until FRA completes 
its Lmpei.dmg rulemakmg. Once FRA has assessed the evidence, arguments, and 
alternatives relating to the creation of quiet zones, its final decision should ciarif>' 
the extent to which such zones may be available to mitigate the noise at is' .e 
here. At that time, SEA can assess the cost and efiectiveness of any options 
provided for establishing quiet zones m the subject communities and make 
recommendatior.s to the Board. Since the noise impacts at issue are a direct 
consequence of the merger, assummg the actions required to implement quiet 
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zones meet the standards established in Decision 44, UP should be responsible 
for funding such improvements, unless the cost of such modifications unduly 
interferes with UP's right to conduct busine.ss and provide rail fieight service to 
its customers. PMP at 8-3. Although the Department understands the desire of 
the Board, the UP, and the communities to resolve this issue expeditiously, the 
fact that the Board retained oversight of the entire proceeding for five years 
indicates that m a matter of this complexitv', a "-apid resolution of all problems is 
not always possible. 

rV̂  Additional Recommendations 
Operating more trains through a corridor increases the risk of a 

derailment, absent other measures. The percentage of cars carrying hazardous 
matenals through the Reno and Washoe County areas is amticipated to remciin at 
the current level of 3.3 percent, and therefore as the total number of such cars 
nses, the risk of a derailment and subsequent release of hazardous materials is 
expected to mcrease post-merger, id. at 6-24. The SEA estimates that the risk of 
a hazardous materials release m the comdor between Truckee, Califomia, and 
Femley, Nevada (which includes the rail Une through Reno), increases fiom 
0.02514 per year to 0.03650, or an expected release every 27.4 years post-merger 
compared to every 39.8 years premerger, id- at 6-27. The PMP also notes that a 
number of the system-wide mitigation measures ordered by the Board in 
Decision No. 44 address concems about the mcreased risk of derailments and 
subsequent releases of hazardous materials. 

Although the increased nsk is still slight, the potential risk to endangered 
fish speaes and other impacts of a release lead the Department to suggest that 
the Citv- of Reno and Washoe County jom wnth the UP as participants in 
"Operation Respond." This FRA program is designed to reduce the impact of 
accidental releases of hazardous materials through an improved information 
system, which provides fire <md police officials quick, accurate information on 
the correct contents of rail and motor vehicles, as well as information on 
emergency- procedures. FRA will provide technical assistance to the parties in 
this area, as needed. 

The Department is concemed about a number of issues that have been 
raised about the accuracv- of the analvsis on which the choice of mitigation 
measures is based cind on the adequac>' of the coordination process that was used 
in prepanng the PMP. We believe lhat in a matter where such serious public 
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health and safety concems are raised, a careful review of the study, including the 
adequacy of the limited observations conducted to predict the potential health, 
safety, and delay impacts, and a broader examination of mitigation options is 
warranted. We urge that SEA address the issues raised to assure the citizens of 
Reno that the UP/SP merger will not casuse them harm. 

V. Conclusion 
The Department appreciates the difficulty facing SEA in providing a 

comprehensive mitigation analysis in a hmited time period. In the interests of 
safety and community viability, we urge the SEA to expand the study to assure 
thcat it meets all the concems of the citizens of Reno. We further urge the Boarc 
to encourage constructive discussions between the parties and to facilitate an 
agreement satisfactory to all. The Department stands ready to assist SEA or the 
Board by providing additional information on the SEA's recommendations and 
our suggestions, and by ofiering EXDTs expertise to review safety impacts of the 
measures recommended in the PMP. 

Respectfully Submitted 

I ' j - ^ '--^ >' 
ROSALIND A. KNAPP 
eputy General Counsel 

\ 
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BOB MILLER 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
Capi to l Complex 

C a r s o n City. Nevada 89710 

Fax (702) 687 -3983 

(702) 687-406S 

- \ / 

October 13, 1997 

Office of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K. Street, NW, Room 700 
Washineton. DC :O423-000: 

I - i 

JOHN P COMEACA 
Omctar 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: /O-n-^^l 
DOCUMENT # i^:i£d2_:5l5L-0aprn 

.Attn. Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief Section of Environmental Analysis 
Environmental Filina - Reno, W 

Re S .W^ '= El998-045 Project; UP'SP Merger Finance Docket No. 32760 
Preliminary .Mitigation Plan: Reno, NV 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

Enclosed are the comments from the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection conceming the 
above referenced project. These comments constitute the State Cleannghouse review of this proposal as 
per Executive Order 12372. Please address tliese comments or concems in your final decision. If you 
have an> questions please contact me at (702) 687-6367. 

Also, please note our ne\v mailing address: 

Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Department of Administration 
209 East Musser Street. Room 200 
Carson Cir%. NV 89''0I-4298 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

s shardat < learxomment doc 

Julie Butler, Coordinator 
Nevada State Clearii-t̂ house-'SPOC 
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I ' t T t R V ^ - . . . K t i " - ' .-.-•' 

I _ H . D O l ' K i l O N . -4rf/rr - . .vo ler 

WaWT P.' • - I . n " 

f a c i m i i t -v»r-.VSf) 

STATE NEVAHA 

t . . . f ' . . t i i , \.:i..Tv, 

A.r iKvi-.y 

'i\.ii.- •;i.^'i'.. ("jnniPi; 

facumile 6S'70,-.V^ 

DEPARTME.NT OF CONSERX ATKJN AND N ATIRAL RESOL RCtS 

DIVISION OF ENVIROX.MENTAL PROTECTION 
333 W. Nye Une. Room 13S 

Carson City. Ne\^da 89706-0851 

October 7, 1997 

CLEARINGHnn.SF. COMME.N'TS 

NDEP ff 1998-045 
SAI N'\' P E1998-045 

TITLE: USDOT/STB - Uruon Pacific./Southeni Pacific Merger "Reno Mitigation Study' 

The Division of Environmenul Protection has reviewed the aforementioned State Clearinghouse 
item and has the following commenis: 

The Division in conjunction with the US EPA and the State of Califomia have been 
cooperatmg in the development of a spill contingency plan for the Truckee River. The Surface 
Transportation Board is reminded that increased rail traffic the corridor wiU subsuntially expand 
the potential for spills into the Tnickee River. This river is very important to Northem Nevada, 
since It 15 the prime drinkmg water source for the Reno metro area. In addition, lowering the 
railroad tracks will likely encounter polluted groundwater in the affected corndor. 

David R Cowperthwaite 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Division of Environmental Protection 
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BOB MILLEB. Go0*'nor 

S'̂ ATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
1263 S Stewan Street 

Carson City. Nevada 89712 

October 14, P97 

OfBce of the Secretary 
Case Control Umt 
Finance Docket No. 32760 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street, NU', Room 700 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

UP/SP Merger-Reno Mitigation Study 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan-Comments 

Attn: Elaine K Kaiser 
Chief. Section of Environmental .\nalysis 
En\'ironraental Filing - Reno 

Dear Ms. Kaiser, 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: lO-ii^-^n 6 ^ P ^ 
DOCUMENT n iD'in-^n A:H:OI 

The outcome of the City of Reno's Mitigation of the UP/SP Merger will affect NDOPs 
Railroad Safety Program. Tbe following comments are provided in regards to elements of the plan. 

Tier 1 Recommendations ( improvements mandated by the STB) 

• Increased Train Speeds 

The train speed is regulated by the class of track as determined by the Railroad. Since the State 
does not regulate tram speeds, our comments have been restricted to operation of existing warning 
devices and other human factors. 

The approach speeds of the trains provide the necessary warning time for higher speeds. 
According to the LTRR. the proposed cutuitry has already been installed for all crossings 
impacted by the higher speeds. The automatic wai.-ing devices compensate for changes m speed. 
TrafBc signal preempt uming is automatically adjusted for those trafBc signals close to the tracks. 

Reaction time for vehicle and pedestrian trespassers (those who choose to violate the waming 
devices! will be reduced. Preventing tiie opportumty for these occurrences is addressed in other 
areas of the plan. 
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• 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, without enforcement, the safety benefits may not be achieved. 

• Cameras and Monitors showmg Rail Line 

These devices could be utilized to enforce right-of-way violations. Enabling legislation will be 
required but has been successfiil in Southem Califomia. Providing lighting and sigmng to 
dissuade trespassers should also be considered. Again, without enforcement pedestrians will 
continue to take risks in front of oncoming trains. 

• Four-Quadrant Crossing Gates at Nine Locations 

The proposed FR.\ criteria for four quadrant gates mclude median bamers. Median bamers 
were not proposed by the Citv since traffic flow on Third St. and Commercial Row will be 
inhibited, to the detnmeni of casinos and their valet parking services. Additionally, the 
proposed FRA regulations preclude four-quadrant gates when preemption for traffic signals 
exists. The regulations do allow for regular gates with median barriers. This will be less 
expensive and require no additional maintenance. 

The concept of preventing vehicles fiom bypassing the waming devices with gates is good but 
four quadrant gates are not acceptable in many of the suggested locations. 

• Pedestrian Crossing Gate Skirts 

The pedestrian gates were installed under the Railroad Safety Program. Like all material 
installed under this program, NDOT mamtains authority over the use and disposal of the 
property. The skirts will add weight that could run down the emergency battery system in the 
gates. Battery operation is required by the FRA. which would be extremely expensive with 
hea\7 gates. Pedestrians ride the gates when they ascend. There is space for pedestrians to 
walk berween the gates and the fence. Gates only serve as a warning, not a blockade. The 
skirts will not improve this. The bizarre pedestrian behavior, captured on video and presented 
to the STB, demonstrated that skirts will be meflfective. Educational billboards and active 
enforcement are more likely to have an impact. 

• Electronic Warning Signs for Pedestrians 

This is an enhancement for pedestnan safety but will have a minimal impact on pedestrian 
behavior. 
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• Pedestrian Grade Separations 

It is questionable whether the available right-of way will allow for the construction of 
"effective" overpass or underpass p)edestrian facilities at the suggested locations. Escalators 
and elevators would be required to meet ADA requirements. Proper design and location wiil 
encourage pedestrian use only by restricting access to the roadway. 

Tier 2 RecommendatioDS (not mandated by the STB) 

More costly solution.s. such as the depressed train way, 'will eliminate safety problems. Grade 
separations need to be addressed. UTienever grade separations are constmcted, they should occur with 
the closure of adjacent crossings. The possibility of closures is never mentioned in this study. In the 
past, the City was reluctant to close even the least used crossing. 

The national policies all indicate closure of crossmgs that are close together with low 
ADT. Crossmgs suggested for closure in the City of Reno include: 

Sage SL (1,500 .ADT) 

Vine SL (4,000 ADT) 
Washington St. (2,000 ADT) 
Ralston SL (4,000 ADT) 
West St. (4.700 ADT) 

Needs to be closed if the Sutro St. grade separation is 
constructed. 

Likely candidates for closure if grade separations are 
constructed at Keystone Ave. and Arlington St 

Evans Ave. is not currently an open crossing. The City obtained permission fiom the PSC, to 
open an al-grade crossing at this location. .A grade separation is not proposed for this location. Ifa 
grade separation is not built an at-grade crossing should not be oj-ened. 

The proposals for closures "̂ nll be extremely unpopular, but u is inappropriate for them not to 
at least receive consideratioiL Closures, combined with grade separations will eliminate most train 
hora noise in downtov.!!. -Aithout instituting a whistle ban, which requires installation of medians, etc. 
There are no crashes where there are no at-grade crossings. 

[ /Sim Gallegos, PE 
Chief Safety Engineer 
Administrator, NDOT Railroad Safety Program 

J.AGdmg 
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: S R E M S A 

Regional Emergency Medi, oi Seruices AiiThority 

October 6,1997 

Office of the Secretary 
Surface Trarusportarion Board 
Finance Docket 32760 
1925 K Street, NYJ, Room 700 
Washington, DC 20078-5646 

Attention: 
Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analvsis 
Environmental Filing - Reno 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: iO' 
DOCUMENT # i C - n y i ^.SSi^ipm 

Dear Ms. Kaiser, 

The Regional Emergency- Medical Services Authority (REMSA) is dismayed 
and disappointed at the Surface Transportation Board's Section of 
Environmental Analysis (SEA's) "Umon Pacihc - Reno Preliminary 
Mitigation Plan", specifically regarding emergencv responses. 

The proposed mitigation of speeding up trains and installing a video 
monitormg system to alert emergency crews that trains are approaching is 
extremely short sided, dangerous to both the public and emergency 
responding crews, and ignores long-term uncertainties of train frequency and 
length. This proposal assures nothing for the public's health and safety. No 
one can predict when and where emergencies wil l occur, how many trains 
will pass through Reno over the next rive, ten, or twenty years, how long 
those trains v\'ill be, or how mamy emergency responses and real people's lives 
wUi be adverselv affected. 

Our collective focus should not be to "mitigate", but rather to "eliminate" 
wherever possible the problems created by the merger, espeaally where 
human life, suffering, cind safetv' are involved. Thie old saying m medicine 
"that an ounce of prevention is worth a poimd of cure" is quite applicable 
here. 

The city of Reno after great thought and study has urged that a depressed 
railway be constructed through the dovvntov^Ti corridor — we strongly agree. 
Their proposal "elimmates" emergency* response delays, thereby saving lives; 

450 Edisor. Way • Reno. V . ' 69.502-4117 

(702) 858-5700 • FAX. (702,1 858-5726 
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it "eliminates" the potential for vehicle or pedestrian accidents; it ensures the 
safest possible tiansportation of dangerous materials through a highly 
populated area; it "eliminates" noise pollution, and it reduces air pollution 
from vehicles waiting at crossings, ali of which improve the qualit}- of life i n 
the community. 

We believe the SEA, while taking their job seriously, has missed an 
important opportunity and left the citizens in the Reno area at great risk. In 
the first page of the Executive Summary thev state: 

"The Board clearly stated that the study should focus only on 
merger-related train traffic and that "[mitigation of conditions 
resulting from the pre-existing development of hotels, casinos, 
and other tourist oriented busmesses on both sides of the 
existing SP rail line in Reno ... are not within the scope of the 
[study]." 

The summary continues to state: 

"The Board has broad authority to impose conditions in railroad 
merger cases, but its powers are not limitless. Any conditions 
imposed by the Board must be reasonable and must address 
issues directly related to the merger." 

We believe the SEA could and "must" propose a depressed railway through 
the Reno area. We believe this option is not in confbct with meetmg the 
Board's directives above. 

A depressed railway clearly solves the majority of "merger related" problems 
confrontmg the communitv'. This requirement would not be in conflict wi th 
the SEA's mission especially considering the city's willingness to fund a share 
of the cost. The city's funding offer for a depressed railway frees the SEA from 
the pre-existing, pre-merger development resti-iction and should allow f u l l 
consideration of this better option for the community and the railroad. 

We are \'er\- disappointed at Union Pacific's position on this issue. The 
railroad would also benefit from this option. A depressed railway would 
reduce their liab*'-t\' and costs assoaated with accidents, hazardous spills, and 
other such ma. Further, it provides a safer altemative for their own 
employees. The c y has proposed a good faith public/private partnership by 
researching municipal bonding at all-time low rates and paving a fair share 
themselves. Yet Union Pacific, a multi-billion dollar company, has reduced 
its financial offer of assistance. 

The SEA should exert its broad powers to ensure long-term health and safety 
of our children and communitv-. We urge you to revisi:, revise, and 
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recommend a final proposal to depress the railway through Reno, recognize 
the city's good faith efforts and offerings, and require Union Pacific to pay its 
fair share. 

Finally, it is sad and frustrating that everyone should have to go to such 
lengths and arguments when the path is so clear. It is sad that a multi-billion 
dollar company does not see the "opportunitv ' to help a commimity while 
still making money. It is sad that the SEA has (at least for the moment) 
placed any real potential of resolving this important issue in serious question 
by recommending uru-ealistic and short-sided solutions. 

We believe our legacy for our children should be that all parties worked 
together ensuring everyone's safety and well being far past the year 2000. 

Thank you for taking the time to coiisider our comments on this important 
jssue. 

Siricerely, 

Patrick Smith 
President, Regional Emergency Medical Services Authority 

cc: Reno City Coimcil 
Nevadarts For Fast and Responsible Action 
Washoe Coimty District Board of Health 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richeird Bryan 
Congressman Jim Gibbons 

172 



eqional Transportation Commission 
Plann.ng Department • 60C Sutro Street • Ma.hng Address: P.O. Box 30002 • Reno, Nevada 89520-3002 

Teleohone 702-348-0480 • FAX 702-348-0450 

Thomas H. Herndon, Chairman 
John R. Mayer, Vice Chairman 

October 14, 1997 

James M. Shaw. Commissioner Michael C. Mouliot, Commissioner 
Celia G. Kupersmrth, Executive Director 

Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief 
Section of Environmental An i fys is 
Environmental Filing—Reno 
Off ice of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit _ 
Finance Docket No. 3 2 7 6 0 
Surtace Transportation Board 
1925 K Street NW, Room 700 p r p . r . 
Wash ington, DC 20423 -0001 K t b U 

FNTEHfD 
Oftic* o< the S«CfStary 

OCT ^ r'7 

Par td 
PubUc Rocord 

Chrono 

RE: 

CENTRALADMINISTRATIVE UNIT , 

DOCUMENT # lO-n-^n 5:5b.lDpm -RI_.C^ 
COMMENTS ON CITY OF RENO PRELIMINARY MITIGATION PLAN ( P M P ) - UNION 

PACIFIC/SOUTHERN PACIFIC MERGER 

Dear Ms . Kaiser: 

RTC planning staff has participated in the Reno Mit igat ion Task Force process that is 
assessmg the impacts of the additional tram t raf f ic caused by the Umon f ^ j ^ ^ ; ^ 
Pacific merger. Recently, staff received a copy of the Preliminary Mi t igat ion P'^n (PMP 
that recommends that higher tram speeds and only one pedestnan crossing are suff 'C'ent 
to mit igate the effects of the merger Based on these f indings in the PMP, statf has 
prepared the fo l lowing comments. 

1 According to the Nevada Department of Transportat ion (NDOT) and RTC forecasts 
• t ra f f ic at the six major crossmgs between Wells Avenue and "^^vstone Avenue w ^ 

increase from 78 .000 Average Daily Traff ic (ADT) to more than 9 0 0 0 0 ADT. Staf^ 
,s concerned that even the PMP's recommendat ion of faster trams does not address 
the need for additional grade separations to handle the forecasted t ra f f ic increases 
through the d o w n t o w n core. 

2 Concems over emergency vehicle access w i th additional tram t ra f f ic are important . 
The PMP identifies actions such as more aggressive behavior by emergency vehicle 
drivers the random nature of emergency calls, and emergency operators already 
having'plans in place avoid trams. The PMP does not ment ion real solutions to 
emergency access, such as the benefit of additional grade separations, so that there 
wou ld De no =hance that emergency vehicles would be delayed by train t raf f ic even 
on a random basis. 

3 The accident port ion of the PMP mentions mit igations such as the el iminat ion of grade 
crossmgs through street closures or operational changes such as one-way streets. 

Providing Quality T'anspcrtaticr S>'s;e.T,s S.nce •965 
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Again, no mention of the creation of grade separations is ^«"^*°"«^,^^^Val'anllvs?s 
tC eliminate tram/vehicle conflicts. Additionally, staff does not 'ect any analysis 
done on street closures or operational changes recommended by the PMP. 

4 Ctifare operations include more than 700 daily crossmgs of the tracks carrying 
average of nearly 40 passengers per hour of service. Currently ^here are already 
maior siqht distance problems for Cit.fare vehicles at Lake Street ^nd Center Street 
TaU o a r c r i s s ngs These concerns obviously become much more critical with the 
p C s a i to"̂ ^^^^^^^^^^ the tram speeds. There is no discussion abou: l i g a t i o n o 
eiiminatma train/bus conflicts by providing gr.de separations f^^^^^f 
downtow^ Reno area, and particularly at the locations with current sight distance 

problems. 

There is concern about the ability to reach 30 M P H ^ ^ ^ ^ - ; * : ^ / ; ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ X 
Soarks yard and the short distance to the Reno downtown area. The '"^b 'i Y to 
f r ^ h this speed will increase delays for vehicles waiting at tram crossings, thus 
Len^fIts of the PM^ mitigations are overestimated, mitigation measures contained in 
the PMP inaccurate. 

companies. 

7 RTC sta'f as part of the M-t.gation Task Force, feels strongly that the P M P ; ^ " ^ ^ ^ " 

train/vehicle conflicts. 

Please call me at 348-0480 if you have any questions regardmg RTC staff comments. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory fj.\Krause 
Planning lUanager 

'jm-

GHK/JML/dsc 

cc Mark Demuth, MADCON 
Charles McNeeiy, City of Reno 
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W ashoe Counrv 
Department of 
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Development 

iOCI t .VrnhSLBWgA 
Post Offia Box i i 1 iO 
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Tel 7 0 : - J : S - 3 6 0 0 

r « -02-328-3648 

JohnB Hester. AICP 
Director 

Jess S Tr»ver P E 
Coanry Building 

Official 

• / 

October 16, 1997 

Office of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit 
Finance Docket No 32"60 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street NW. Room 700 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

Attn: Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 
Environmental Filing - Reno 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: iD-iip'^n 
DOCUMENT # lOzUi^l^^SOpm 

Subject: Formal Comments from the Washoe County Commission on the Preliminarv 
Mitigation Plan (Reno) for the UP/SP Merger, Finance Docket No. 32760 

The Washoe County Board of Countv Commissioners (BCC) held a public heanng on Tuesday, 
October 14, 1997 to review, and provide formal comments on, the Reno Mitigation Study 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP) for the Union Pacific (UP) and Southem Pacific (SP) merger. 
A copy of the suff report prepared for the public hearing is attached to his letter. Additionally, 
one (I) copy of a tape recording for this item on the BCC agenda is included as part of the formal 
comments from Washoe Countv on the PMP. The tape recording should be made part of the 
public record for this case. This lener wiil highlight the BCC action taken dunng the public 
hearing. 

The ashoe County Commission unanimously voted (4 voting for with 1 absence) to adopt the 
followinp motion conceming formal comments on the Reno Mitigation Study PMP for the 
UP/5P merger 

I . Based ^̂u information provided to the Washoe County Board of Count>' Commissioners 
durine the public hearing conceming the Reno Mitigation Study Preliminary Mitigation Plan 
(PMP") for the Union Pacific (UP) and Southern Pacific (SP) merger, the Board supports and 
endorses the Cit> of Reno comments on the PMP. The City of Reno comments are recorded 
within the C;rv of Reno Preliminarv MUigation Plan Comment Document submitted on 
October 15, 1997 for Finance Docket No. 32760. A copy of the text of this comment 
document was provided to the County Commissioners dunng their public heanng on October 
14, 1997. 

2 The Board of Countv Commissioners further supports County suff comments on specitlc 
items within the PMP which arc inadequate. These staff comments were noted in the staff 
report prepared for the public hearing and are as follows: 

a. No time limit is provided in the PMP for the Union Pacific Railroad to complete its 
inspection of railroad tracks and railroad crossings within Washoe County. 
Additionally, the PMP should contain specific mitigation measures requinng the Union 
Pacific Raiiroad to repair any noted deficiencies within a specified time period. 

CO.M.MUNITY 
DF\T!.r>psTENT 
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Letter to; 
Subject 

October I 
Page 2 

Office of the Secreury. Surface Transportation Board, Docket No. 32760 
Formal Comments from the Washoe Countv Commission on the Preliminary 
Miti2ation Plan (Reno i for the UP'SP Merger 
199:"" 

b. The PMP should include a specific mitigation measure to inform residences and 
businesses on the south side cf the railroad tracks serviced by Woodland .Avenue of the 
emergency access route available should the railroad crossing be blocked. 

c The PMP should p.-OMde specific mitigation measures to provide for emergency access 
to the residential communities serv iced bv the following roads: Stag Lane, Del Curto 
Lane, and Canal Road The PMP does not evaluate emergency access for either Stag 
Lane or Canal Road. Although the PMP does evaluate emergency access for Del Curto 
Lane, the plan does not provide costs nor alternatives to provide emergency access to 
that area Additionally, the conclusion of the PMP to not mandate the construction of an 
emergency access route for the Del Curto Lane area is unacceptable. 

d. The PMP does not discuss merger related impacts on the communitv' of Gerlach. Nevada 
which lies along the Feather River route. Of particular concem fS the potential for 
hazardous material spills and subsequent slow response times to an emergency due to the 
remoteness of Gerlach The PMP should fully evaluate environmental impacts in the 
Gerlach area. 

e K.AZMAT miiieation measures specific to the Truckee Meadows (Reno, Sparks, and 
south Washoe County i are not contained in the PMP The PMP relies upon system wide 
mitigation conditions imposed by the STB in its Decision 44 as adequate to address 
HAZM.AT spills in the Truckee Meadows. Mitigation measures should be specific to the 
Truckee Meadows area and should conuin identified time penods for the Union Pacific 
Railroad to complete the measures. Additionally, the PMP should evaluate the potential 
for either ground or surface water contamination through normal operations on the 
railroad tracks or in the railroad yards at Sparks (e.g., oil or diesel fuel spills). 

f. The PMP does not evaluate nor analyze noise impacts on the community of Verdi. 
Nevada. A noise evaluation, analysis, and appropnate mitigation measures for Verdi 
should be pan of the PMP. 

There are serious and real econo nc damages resulting from increased tram traffic through 
Reno and VV ashoe County that need to be mitigated, whethei through the Reno Mitigation 
Study process or outside of the process, but in some definitive manner 

The Preliminary Mitigation Plan inadequately addresses public safety, specifically with 
resard to response for maintenance and preventive maintenance. 

The time frame for allowing increased tram tratTic through the Reno and Washoe Countv 
area is too short and will occur too soon. This short time frame is a disincentive to any 
reasonable negotiations to resolve the senous problems noted tn this public hearing. The 
time penod before allow ing increased train traffic should be extended. 

\n additional reason to not proceed with increased tram traffic through Reno and Washoe 
Countv, and to illustrate the inadequacy of the PMP mitigation measures, is that the PMP 
does not take into account that the existing rail system is inadequate for present levels of 
train traffic. The evidence shown in the video (taken along the railroad tracks fix>m the 
Nevada Slate line toward Reno) hichiiehts romng railroad ties and totally unsafe conditions 
next to our water suppK The Southem Pac;t1c Railroad knew that it was financially in 
trouble so thev were not making adequate repairs nor were they improving their system 
because thev were short of cash flow The Board of County Commissioners is opposed ro 
expandine the train traffic levels on a s' stem that is already inadequate for its current tram 
traffic loads. 
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Letter to: 
Subject: 

October 1 
Paae 3 

6. 

Office of the Secretary, Surface Transport-.tion Board, Docket No. 32760 
Formal Comments from the Washes Countv Commission on the Preliminary 
Mitieation Plan (Reno) for the UP/SP Merger 
1997'' 

7. The Board of Countv Commissioners emphasizes the importance of an Environmenul 
Impact Sutement under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) being 
completed for the Reno, Sparks, and Washoe County area as part of the merger. 

8. .Air Qualitv concems noted by Dr Jennison (.Air Quality Officer for the Washoe County 
District Health Department) dunng the public hearing are not adequately addressed in the 
PMP These concems include: 

a. The railroad currently represents between 4 and 5 percent of the toul inventory of oxides 
of nitrogen in Washoe (Countv-. If the Union Pacific Railroad increases the number of 
trains in the Truckee Meadows (Reno, Sparks and south Washoe County), there will be a 
concentration of the impacts of emissions from locomotives in the area where the 
majonry of our citizens live. 

b. Washoe Countv District Health Department would like to see an air quality model run to 
characterize the possible ii ipacts of the increase in oxides of nitrogen. This model 
w ould preferably be included as part of an EIS on the merger. 

c. If additional tram traffic is approved as part of the merger and the Reno Mitigation 
S .udy. then mitigation measures should be enacted which will require the Union Pacific 
Railroad to only usv their most modem and " cleanest" locomotives in the Truckee 
Meadows area (Renj, Sparks, and south Washoe County). 

9. The Board of County Commissioners feels that the exclusion of pre-existing conditions from 
the Reno Mitigation Sr jdy is inadequate and does not recognize current conditions within 
Reno and Washoe County. The Board believes that several of the conditions proposed to be 
imposed as Tier 1 measures (e.g., improvements on tracks and in yards to accommodate 
increased tram speeds, insullation of four quadrant gates, insullation of detectors, etc.) 
address pre-existing conditions and would probably be implemented by the Union Pacific 
Railroad as sound operational practices, or to limit their liability, regardless of the PMP. 

10. The above comments will be forwarded to the Surface Transportation Board as the formal 
comments of the Washoe Countv Board of Countv- Commissioners on the Reno Mitigation 
Studv Preliminary Mitigation Plan for the UP/SP Merger. These comments will also be 
forwarded to other interested agencies and local governments, such as the City of Reno. 

If you have any questions on these formal comments from the Washoe Countv Board of County 
Commissioni-rs. please do n<Jt hesiute to call me at (702) 328-3623. 

Sincerciv, 

(Be6 (Mr 
Bob Webb 
Community Coordinator 

CRVvbw 

cc: CityofP.eno 
City of Sparks 
Washoe County Board of Countv' Commissioners 
John .Maclnryre, County Manager 
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October 2. ',99" 

TO Washoe County Commission 

FROM Bob Webb, Communitv Coordinator 

SUBJECT Backeround Report and Possible .Action on the Preliminary Mitigatior. Pian. 
UP SP Mereer - Reno Mitigation Study 

ll 

,.p.n B Hester *iCP 
Director 

A Dor Owlmcr. AICP 
P'anmrf Ma.n»£er 

Jess S Tnver » E 
Ccunr. Buildini 

This memorandum provides background information on the Preliminary Mitigation Plan iPMP^ 
-repared bv the Surface Transportation Board, Section of Environmenul Analysis (SEA) on the 
Reno Mitigation Studv for the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroads (UP SP) merger The 
memorandum also summarizes correspondence from Washoe County conceming the LPSP 
merger and the subsequent Reno Mitigation Study 

RecomraendatioD 

Staff recommends the Washoe Countv Commission review the background information and 
recommendations from the Section of Environmenul Analysis conumed in the Preliminary 
Mitieation Plan Staff asks the Countv Commissioners to provide formal comments on the PMP 
as part of the public review process for that document. Suff will transmit County Commission 
comments in writing tc the Section of Environmenul Analysis. All public comments on the 
PMP must be postmarked by October 16, 1997 to meet public review requirements imposed by 
the SEA. 

Backgrouad 

The Surface Transportation Board i STB lapproved the merger of the Union Pacific and Southetri 
Pacific railroads on Auaust 12. 1996 The Board s decision was recorded in Decision No. 44̂  
which conuined severarcoqditions specific to the Reno area. A copy of that decision ,s attached 
to this memorandum as enclosure 1 Condition No. 22 of the STB's decision imposed a number 
of measures specific to Reno, to include the requirement for SE-A to conduct an additional 18 
month mitigatmn study in Reno (condition 220. The purpose of this study, as outlined m the 
PMP. was: 

" to develop additional mitieation measures, in addition to those system-wide 
and comdor-spectfic environmental mitigation measures already imposed m 
Decision No 44, that are specifically uilored to address the uniaue 
circumstances of Reno. Washoe County , and the sun^nding area encompassing 
the fooner SP rail line the study shouid focus only on merger-related train 
traffic and that mitigation of conditions resultmg from the preexisting 
development of hotels, casinos, ind other tounst-onented businesses on ooih 
sides of the existing SP rail line m Reno .are not within the scope of the study. 

Mitieation measures m the PMP are divided into two distinct levels, or tiers, as established by 
Decision ^o " I issued bv the STB on Apnl 15. !997. Tier 1 are those -neasures that v.i,l be 
mandated mitieation for UP to implement and fund entirely- Tier 2 are tnose "measares that are 

COMML'NITV 
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I 
Vlemo to' 
Subject 

October 2. 
Pi-i i : 2 

Washoe County Commission 
Background Report and Possible Action on the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. LP SP 
Meraer - Reno Mitieation Study 

more far-reaching and for which impiementat on and funding would require voluntary 
participation of UP and other interested parties and can therefore not be mandated by the Board"'. 
A copy of Decision "1 is attached as enclosure 2 

SE.A will consider all public comments on the PMP and issue a Final Mitigation Plan (FMP). 
Public review and comments on the FMP will be considered by SEA in its final 
recommendations to the STB The STB will then decide what additional mitigation measures (if 
any) to impose on UP as part of the UP SP merger 

Tier I Measures 

SE.A"s preliminary Tier 
enclosure 4 

recommendations for mitigation measures to the STB are shown in 

Tier 2 .Measures 

Possible Tier 2 mitigation measures are shown in enclosure 3. 

Reno Study .Mitigation Task Force 

A Reno Studv Mitieation Task Force was esublished by SE.A on January 15, 1997. \ roster of 
task force members'is included at enclosure 3 1 represented Washoe County at the majonry of 
the task force meetings. I prepared a memorandum to the task force members in early January 
1997 outlining the impacts to Washce County of tlie merger. These impacts min-or the concems 
expressed bv the County Commission A\mng a public hearing to discuss the merger held on 
March 26. 1996. A copy of that memorandum is atuched as enclosure 6; however, a brief 
outline of those impacts is: 

Public Safen,': c i r̂  i 
• emergency access for isolated communities (Woodland Avenue. Sug Lane. Del 

Curto Lane, and Canal Road) 
• existing, subsundard railroad crossings 
• long trams blocking multiple crossings 
• speed of trains in outlying areas 
Economic 
• delav to tounsts at railroad crossings 
• potential negative publicity to tounst based economy in the event of a major traffic 

accident or HAZMAT spill 
Environmental • 
• HAZMAT spills at railroad switching yards and/or along the railroad tracks 
• potential contamination of surface and/or ground water supplies 
• increased HAZMAT shipments through Gerlach 
• air quality impacts of idling vehicles at railroad crossings 
• air quality impacts of sw itch yard railroad traffic 

.Miscellaneous 
• noise from tram whistles 
• noise from passing trains r, a i A 
• future of the Reno Branch line and Reno mtennodal facility at Pan- Boulevard 
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Memo to Washoe County Commission 
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1 was unable to anend the last meeting of the mitigation task force on July 9. 199" and so sent a 
lener to SEA outlining what I believed to be appropnate mitigation measures to consider for the 
PVIP A copy of that lener is at enclosure ": however, an outline of the proposed mitigation 
measures (sorted according to SEA categones) is: 

Pedestrian SafervEmergencv Vehicle Access2Train-Vehicle .Accidents 
• evaluate and repair, as at)propnate. railroad crossings in Washoe County 
• inform residents and business owners of tne emergency access road pro-.iding 

secondarv access to the Woodland Avenue area 
• provide emereencv access to the Stag Lane. Del Curto Lane, and Canai Road areas 
• provide a system'which alerts emergency responder dispatch centers as to w-hen 

trains are on the tracks 
De raiimems'Spills '^'ater Ouaiity. 
• aevelop a plan to respond to HAZMAT spills'accidents in or near Geriach 
. develop a plan to address the impact of spills and leaks of HAZMA"^ along .ailroad 

tracks and in railroad vards (e.g., catch basins) 
. develop a plan to address train derailments and'or H.AZMAT spills m the proximitv 

of the Trtjckee River (includes control of train speeds and location of appropriate 
spill conuinment equipment in the Tnickee Meadows) 

Evaluation of P.MP and Proposed .Mitigation Measures 

The Tier i and Tier 2 measures should be the pnmary focus when evaluating the PMP 
However, other areas not mentioned as either a Tier I or Tier 2 measure (and not previously 
mentioned in the STB's Decision 44) should be brought to the attention of the SEA as public 
commenis for possible inclusion in the PMP. 

I have reviewed the main parts of the PMP and offer the following obsen âtions on the proposed 
mitigation measures as outlined in my letter to SEA dated July 8. 1997: 

Evaluate and repair, as appropnate. railroad crossings in Washoe County 

SEA noted mv comment. Condition A1 from Decision 44 discusses system w^e 
measures for track inspection and Condition A3 requires the fx-siing ot an 800 number 
on certain railroad crossings. However, no time line is given for track inspection and I 
could not find any reference to evaluating existing railroad crossings, eitner system wide 
or specifically m Washoe County . 

Infonn residents and business owners of the emergency access road providing secondary 
access to the Woodland Avenue area 
Provide emereencv access to the Sug Lane, Del Curto Lane, and Canal Road areas. 

Tier 1 mitigation measure number 4 would requr UP to d.scotitmue the use of 
-heloer" lSomotiv« in the Woodland Avenue area (note: UP officials have public y 
sS TthJ"her;;opped such practices m January of 1997). TTi.s m-ure should he^ 
Ineviate railroad caused delays at the Woodland Avenue crossing. TTie ^ ' ^ 
nent ons^at a toad south of the railroad tracks connecting Woodland Avenue to 
Mavbr^ ^nve I L been recently widened, paved, and . gate : ^ ; y - y ^ y ^ ^ ^ 
ha!'been removed This road provides emergency access to the \Voodland Avenue area 
f Wociland Avenue is blocked bv a train. The PMP does ' ^ ^ I ^ ' ^ ^ ^ I J ^ ^ ^ 
nfooT^ation measures to notify residences and businesses of this emergency a.-ess road. 
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The PMP discusses Del Cuno Drive and states that, "given the low vehicular 
traffic levels using Del Curto Drive, that no mitigation is warranted, particularlv with :he 
possible adverse impacts to pa'-kiands and the Truckee River. Therefore. SE.A does not 
recommend that mitigation measures for Del Curto be imposed". 

There is no analysis, and therefore no discussion of possible mitigation 
measures, for either the Sug Lane or t.he Canal Road areas. 

4. Provide a system which alens emergency responder dispatch centers as to when trains 
are on the tracks. 

Tier I mitigation measure number 3 proposes the insullation or cameras and 
V ideo monitors showing the rail line between Keystone Avenue and Lake Street. 

5 Develop a plan to respond to HAZMAT spills-accidents in or near Gerlach. 

6 Develop a plan to address the impact of spills and leaks of HAZ.MAT along railroad 
tracks and ;n railroad yards (e g., catch basins) 

7. Develop a plan lo address tram derailments and/or HAZMAT spills in the proximity of 
the Truckee River (includes control of train speeds and location of appropriate spill 
conuinment equipment in the Truckee Meadows). 

The system wide mitigation measures numbered A l . .A2. A5. A", and .A12 :n 
Decision No. 44 address safety and potential HAZMAT spills. .According to the PMP. 
SE.A believes thai these system wide mitigation measures "provide a high level of 
protection from hazardous materials events in the Reno and surrounding area". 
However, in order to augment the'-e system wide measures. Tier 1 mitigation measures 
! 3 and 14 would require SP to insull an additional high, wide, shifted load detector and 
a hot box detector at milepost 40 (about three miles west cf Reno). These additional 
measures would provide "optimum detection capability" in the Reno area. 

The PMP does not indicate whether any of the system w ide measures have been 
imolemenied in the Tmckee .Meadows. The PMP does not address mitigation measures 
for potential contamination of surface and/or ground water through normal operations 
along the rail lines nor at the railroad yards in Sparks. Additionally, the PMP does not 
evaluate the Feather River route and any potential FLAZMAT occurrences in the vicinity 
of Gerlach. 

I also evaluated the PMP with regard to comments 1 made to the Reno Mitigation Task Force 
laiso included SEA representatives) in my memorandum dated January 2i. 199". 1 offer the 
following from portions of that memorandum: 

a. Economic concems (i.e., delay to tounsts at raiiroad crossings and potential negative 
puolicity to tounst based economy m the event of a major traffic accident or HAZMAT 
spill). 

According to the PMP, the STB directed a review of potential environmenul 
impacts of merger-related increased train traffic levels. Therefore. SEA determined that 
acditional economic analy sis was not required as part of the PMP 

b Air quality impacts. 
1 provided a copy of the PMP to Bnan Jennison, Director fcr the Air Qualitv 

Management Division w'lth the District Health Department. I asked Mr. Jennison to 
provide his comments directly to SEA in accordance witn their deadlines As of the 
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submitui of this staff report. I do not have a copy of comments he may have wnnen. I f l 
receive a copy of his comments. I will provide them to the Countv Commission pnor to 
their public heanng on October ;4. 1997. 

c. Noise impacts in the Verdi area. 

The PMP did extensive evaluation of noise related impacts (both from train 
whistles and passing trams) in the Reno area The STB was concemed about noise levels 
durine its review of the UP SP merger, however, the Board noted that any anempt to 
sienificantlv ' reduce noise levels at grade crossings would jeopardize safetv. which we 
consider to be of paramount importance". Therefore, possible mitigation measures 
outlined in the PMP are included in possible Tier 2 mitigation measures 

I should note that nc noise analysis was conducted m the Verdi area, though 
even if such analysis was done :t is likely that the PMP recommendations would remain 
the same. 

I will anend the caucus on October 13. '997 to answer any questions you may have, to the best 
of mv ability, cn this suff report or the PMP. Please do not hesiute to call me at 328-3623 for 
questions or clanfication on the suff report in the intenm. 

Community Coordinator 

CRW bw 

Enclosures 

cc. Charles McNeely. Reno City Manager 
John Maclntvre. Countv'Manager 
Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti. Deputy City Attorney. City of Reno, Mitigation Task 

Force conuct for the City of Reno 
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Enclosure 1 

yTJERyrS PgUVTING TO R£y" MTTTG&TTQN STUPY 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

Finance Docket No. 22760 

"V-ON PAC-^IC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COKPAIJY, AND 
vt^iLTS^ PACIFIC COKPANY-CCNTROL AND MERGER--SOUTHERN 

- J S J T C RAIL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION 
CCMPIS? S- ̂ U I S SOUTHWEsd^W RAILWAY COMPANY, SPCSL CORP., AND 
CCM^^^'^^-jj^^^AND PIO GRANDE WESTE.IN RAILROAD COMPANY 

Decision No. 44 

Decided: August 6, 1996 

MViaOHKEMTXI. C0H81DERAT10H8. v,,*^„„,i 
S T i i s i v r ^ i r o n m M t a l VLmrlmtt Process . Under the Nationa. 
B x t « i s l y « Baviroa»«» r e l a t e d environaaental laws, 

Environmental Po l i cy Act (wcfAj ana £BJ.C»W . - - i n a w 
^nviroruB^ ^ i f e c t s of the merger and the a n c i l l a r y 

applicants ^ ' ^ i ^ ' ^ ^ f ^ . ^ j t o n o5 ^ S v S S ^ e S t a l Analysis 

mmM-^i^tr^'^p-''' 
. ^^-^ «f itia environmental review, SEA prepared detai led 
^ P*"^ ^ w ^ f ^ i ^ s v s r e a w i d e e f f e c t s of the proposed 

L ? i l S i = l d s ' £=r envtroreaantal ana lys i s . SSS " 

..... %^ » f ' i- iEltSSi. 
consulted «i-th f e d e r a l , ' ^ ^ ^ ^ . U ? 3 ^ ^ r o n a e n t a l consulta.-.s to 
communities, UP and ' . i o n a S ^ t t h « proposal, ident i fy 
i T . l L T e ' r i V r : ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ Appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

i r a a c t s . 

183 



1105.7 (e) (5) (i) and ; i i ) . ^ SEA conducted a thorough indepenier.t 
analysis, which included verifying projected r a i l operations; 
verifying and estimating noise level impacts; estimati.ng 
increases in air emissions; assessing potential impacts on 
safety; and performing land use, hahitat, surface water and 
wetlands surveys, grcvind water analyses, and historic and 
cultural resource sur'/eys. 

Based on the information provided by the parties and other 
agencies, SEA issued a comprehensive Environaental Assessment 
(EA) on April 12, 1996. SEA received approximately 160 commsnts 
following issuance of the EA. To address those comments and the 
other envirormental comments received throughout the 
envirormental review process (approximately 400 in total), SEA 
undertook additional envirorme.ntal analysis, which culminated in 
the issuance of a detailed Post Envirormental Assessment 
(Post EA) on June 24, 1996, refining some of the discussion and 
l i t i g a t i o n recommended in the EA. 

As a result of i t s investigation, SEA concluded that the 
merger would result in several envirormental benefits, including 
a systemwide net reduction of 35 a i l l i o n gallons of diesel fuel 
consumption (based on 1994 figures) from r a i l operations and 
trucX-to-rail operations, systemwide L <provements to a i r quality 
fron reduced fuel use, and a reduction in long-hatil trucJc miles, 
highway congestion and maintenance, and motor vehicle accidents. 

SEA also concluded that the merger and related r a i l 
ahamdormcnts and constructions could have potential environmental 
effects regarding safety, air quality, noise, and transportation, 
including the tiransportation of hazardous materials, aixd, in the 
£A SEA proposed mitigation measures addressing the environmental 
concems that were raised- In the Post EA, based on further 
analysis and review of the environmental conments, SEA developed 
more comprehensive and specifically tailored mitigation 
-ecommendations. As a result of consultations with SEA, UP/SP 
agreed to undertaXe particular mitigation measures. In addition, 
several local communities negotiated memoranda of understaiiding 
with UP''SP to implement mitigation measures and take other 
appropriate actions to address their particular environmental 
concerns. 

SEA concluded tihat, with the Post EA mitigation measures, 
the proposed merger would not significantly affect the quality of 
the human environment on a systemwide, regional, or local basis. 
We agree that the conditions recommended in the Post EA w i l l 

^ SEA and i t s independent third-party consultant conducted 
approximately 150 s i t e v i s i t s . They also analyzed UP/SP's 
Environmental Report, operating plan, Preliminary Draft 
~nv"-ormer.tal Assessment and other pleadings, a l l of the 
settlement agreements entered into during the environmental 
review process, and tec^^nical studies. 
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= ̂»<-.s-elv mitiaa*-e the potential environmental impacts adeq-ua.eiy mi.iga.e F envircnae.ntal review, and we 
.:?^^t:o;se " i o S c'ond!?io;i here (see Appendix G),^ We also 
ad^pt enS!ro;;^ental analysis and the conclusions reached 
the EA and the Post EA. 

MO Meed for Environmental Impact Statement. We have NO " I * * _ - s-_e Dart ies that an environmental 
considered the arguments .. some ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ 
impact l l r e t i r e d only for -major federal 
one is "^a f ^ e r t i n g the quality of the human 
actions significantly .? under our environmental 
environment^ l.^T'/dT an EA i s normally sufficient 
rules, 49 CFR 1105.6(b) (4), an ^ l ^ ^ ^ „ allow us to 
environmental documentation in ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ J action.* 
take the • ̂ 'li?^^^^? ^e«i5ed essentially the same 
Moreover, i " ^ " ^ , ^ " ^ ^eJeivS with an EIS. As the EA and 
:>enefits they would »̂ v̂e receivea x comprehensive 
Post EA show, SEA conducted a thorough and =o»P|f^ opportunity 
environmental review. There was extensive no ^o^^^^out the 
for input from ? e public and^ppropriate^genc^^ ^g^^ ^ 

S ^ c r i o n t i L ^ i ^ - r i S d i ^ ^ S u S ' r S o i s e s to the comments on the 

. we note that the ?o ̂ advu\e^and 
for two proposed abandonments ^ ^ ^ ^ J J ^ ' ^ ^ ie?lec^ o S decision to 
Malta to canon City) has been ^ot abandonment, 
^.rr:L°fi^e''^SS:i"=S5!fyinr^J^- been made as well. 

. identification of s u c g ^ a ^ i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

acenc/ to determine, as ̂ °;i^*J^V%cc, 911 F.2d 1283, 1292 

c o u n c i l , 490 U.S. 360, 37"^ (1989). 

. While this me^e^^vol^^^^^^ 
other merger proposals that h a v e ^ ^ ^ ^ T ^ l i ^ ^ i v ? - r g e r P r°P°**^%^^°rLi; that the T e n t a t i v e 
agency, the ICC, that d o e s ^ ^ ^ , ^ ^ ? ^ ^ea?er (or different) 
environmental effects of ^ ? ^ j T ^ r L , ^ ^^^at have been 
than those of the other ^ ^ ^ ^ J "•J^'^acXage rights that we are 
considered. Similarly, t h. extensiv ^|l^i^„^„.rally w i l l 
granting in this decision to preserve^o«p- . ^jigant 
lot create additional t r a f f i c ( o r ^ t e n t i a w ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^ handled 

^ r ^ ' " S ; ^ S i d ^ S i i e d ^ S * - Whether or not the trackage 
rig.hts at issue here were granted. 

- 3 -
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EA and thus reflects not only the work of SEA but also the 
c r i t i c a l views of interested parties and agencies. 

Finally, the envircment^' ititigation we are imposing here 
i s far reaching and comprehensive.' As appropriate, i t 
addresses impacts on a variety of levels: systemwide, r a i i 
corridor-specific, and local. There i s mitigation for particular 
r a i l line segments, r a i l yards, intermodal f a c i l i t i e s , and r a i l 
aLbandonments and constructions. In short, no EIS i s reqpiired 
because our environmental mitigation conditions specifically 
address the potential envirormental impacts associated with the 
aerger and ensure there w i l l be no significant envirormental 
effects.' 

Reno and Vichita. As discussed in the Post EA, in 
developing mitigation for rwo c i t i e s , Reno, NV, and Wichita, KS, 
SEA concluded that further, aore focused mitigation studies are 
warranted, notwithstanding the extensive analysis (includi.ng s i t e 
v i s i t s cuid meetings with city o f f i c i a l s , emergency response 
representatives and business interests) that already has been 
done to identify envirormential concems and arrive at appropriate 
mitigation for these two communities. Nothing in tha record 
here, however, suggests that the potential eirvironaental effects 
of the merger in Reno or Wichita are so severe that 
implementation of the merger should not proceed prior to the 

' For example, with respect to safety, our mitigation 
includes more frequent track and train car inspections, signs on 
grade crossings identifying t o l l free numbers to c a l l in the 
event of a signal malfunction, and a requirement ihat UP/SP 
provide emergency response personnel with informatior. regarding 
anticipated train movements and worJc with comauniticis vo develop 
plajis to deal with the trarisportation of hazardous materials, 
emergencies, amd the upgrading of grade crossing signals. In 
addition, UP/SP w i l l be required to equip certain trains carrying 
hazardous materials with two-way end-of-train devices to enhance 
braKing capabilities on particular line segments. :Ln response to 
concerns involving aii* pollution, UP/SP wi l l have to reduce 
idling of locomotives, close box car doors on empty cars, and use 
aore efficient locomotives when the equipment becomes available. 

• Sefi, e.g. . Sier.-a Club v. DOT. 753 F.2d 120, 127 (D.C. 
Cir. 1985); Cabinet Mountains wilderness v. Peterson. 685 F.2d 
678, 682 (D.C. Cir. 1982). 

- 4 -
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coapletion of the studies.' To the contrary, in both Reno and 
Wichita the environmental impacts are limited to the effects of 
an increase in t r a f f i c on existing r a i l lines. Also, the 
mitigation conditions that we are imposing now assure that, while 
SEA conducts these studies, the environaental_ status quo w i l l 
essentially be preserved in Reno and Wichita.*" 

As the EA and Post EA show, SEA already has carefully 
assessed the impact of the merger on Reno and Wichita and 
identified i t s likely envirormental effects. Based on i t s 
analysis, SEA concluded that, with the systemwide and corridor-
specific mitigation already imposed and the ccnditions to be 
arrived at following the independent mitigation studies, there 
wi l l be no significant environmental impacts to Reno and Wichita, 
and we agree. 

The sole purpose of the mitigation studies will be to arrive 
a- specifically tailored mitigation plans that will ensure that 
localized environaental issues unique to these two communities 
are effectively addressed. For example, with respect to 
vehicular and pedestrian safety, SEA has determined that 
separated grade crossings and pedestrian overpasses and/or 
underpasses w i l l be needed to address safety concems on the 
existing r a i l lines in Reno and Wichita. Accordingly, the 
studies wi l l identify the appropriate number and precise location 

» We note that the Supreme Court has rejected arg-uments 
-ha- ^̂ EPA demands the formulation and adoption of a plan that 
will fully mitigate environmental harm before an ^^ency can act. 
i?nhPrrson V. MPthov Vail *>v Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 352 53 
,-1939) . Rather, the deferral of a decision on specific 
ilt'gation steps until more detailed information is available is 
embraced in the procedures promulgated under NZPA. SfiS £li|il£ 
nr^^.-... C o ^ ' n r,f C a l i f o r n i a v. FERC. 900 F 2d 269 282-3 (D.C. 
c-' '990). NEPA -does not require agencies to adopt any 
particular intemal decisionmaJcir.g stricture.- P^^tliorg <?̂ ? & 
I f l - ' z f t ro. V. NRDC. 462 U.S. 87, 100 (1983). I t IS well 
se-tled that NTPA does not repeal other statutes by implication 
and that i f the agency meets NEPA's basic requirement?, i t may 
'ashlSJ i ^ ^ p?Sedural rules to discharge i t s multitudinous 
dS??es N^^^r./v>ny^ V. NRDC. 435 U.S. 519 (1978); Sllitesi 
c;r;,rp.. v. SCRAP. 412 U.S. 669, 694 (1973). 

--he courts have recognized that there i s no violation of 
NEPA where proposed actions w i l l not effect a ange in the 
status quo. Se^ ^ j g m c;i;b v. F^R?, 754 F.2d 06, -509 iO 
Cir. 1985). 

- 5 -
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of highway/rail grade separations and rail/pedestrian grade 
separations m Reno and Wichita. With respect to a i r quality we 
have imposed mitigation measures that reduce locomotive fuel 
co.-.sumption and a i r pollution, c a l l for aore efficie.nt railroad 
equipment and operating practices, and require consultation with 
a i r quality o f f i c i a l s . " As further insurance, the studies w i l l 
consider additional mitigation to address the a i r qualitv effee-«: 
unique to Rero and Wichita. In this merger, noise impacts would 
result from more frequent exposure to hom noise rather than 
greater i.ntensity of sr und. No additional types of noise would 
be introduced. To address noise impacts, we are requiring UP/sP 
to consult with affected counties to develop focused noise 
abatement plans. As the Post EA notes, however, safety dictates 
that railroads sound thei r horns at grade crossings.^ Any 
attempt significantly to reduce noise levels at grade crossings 
would jeopardize safety, which we consider to be of paramount 
importance. 

The studies w i l l be conducted by SEA with the assistance of 
an ind«!pendent third party contractor. Although retained by 
UP/SP, SEA w i l l select the contractor. The contractor will work 
under the sole supervision, direction, and control of SEA. 

The mitigation studies will include consultations with the 
affected communities, counties, and states. Native American 
tribes, the FRA, and other appropriate agencies, as well as 
UP/SP. There w i l l be public notice and participation. The 
public w i l l be consulted regarding the range of additional 
mitigation to most effectively address increased r a i l t r a f f i c on 
tha existing r a i l lines in Reno and Wichita. SEA w i l l prepare 
draft mitigation studies and aaJce thea available to the public 
for review and comment. After SEA assesses the comments, i t w i l l 
design the most effective mitigation for these particular 
cnmmunities to add to the mitigation that has already been 
imposed, 

SEA'S final mitigation studies and i t s recommended 
mitigation plans for Reno and Wichita w i l l be made available to 

" Because trains are mobile, rather than stationary 
sources, air quality impacts associated with locoaotive emissions 
are spread over a large area. Therefore, the impacts at any 
i.ndividual location are typically relatively minor. 

^ SEA indicates that FRA has been directed by the Swift 
Act generally to require that homs be sounded at a l l grade 
crossings. 

- 6 -
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the Dublic and w i l l be subaitted :o us for our review and 
"̂̂,,.1 We wi^l then issue a decision imposing specific 

:?^Igr:on a L s i ^ e s ?hlJ entire process w i l l be completed 
Sithin'lS aonths of consummation of the merger. 

in -:he aear.time i^^f^.^^ ^tt-^ftf;dronl-? aT 
18-month study P ^ t J ^ o n l l " r e i g i t ' ^ t r S t S per da? to the Effected 
t a " ' ? i n e s;^en?siaSiciasha,^OK, to Wichita and HosevUle, CA, 
^ I ^ MvT " Which below the ttireshold level for 
to sparks NV) Which D prohibited froa 
environmental anal/sis. projected under the aerger 
increasing t r a f f i c ;° ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ f j ^ , ^ ^j-Sins for Wichita) wit.hout 
(11.3 d ^ - l y ^ r ^ ^ n s ^ o ^ ^ ^ ; and 7 4 ^^^^ ^^^^rse 
our approval. ^ f S e s e communities while SEA, the Board, 
: S r S r ; a r t i e r S o ? 5 --o aSive at additional tailored mitigation 
for those c i t i e s . 

w nnr^d that the studies w i l l focus only on the 
. ';,S°of tSe e n i i ^ o S l ^ t S effects of additional r a i l 

? r a f l ! c ?5ro^g?^SenS t S ^ i c h i t a resulti^ng from the merger. 

-.3 For nonattair«ent areas *» J ^ J ^ ^ a ^ ^ ' ^ d l ^ ^ ' ^ h e 
railroads to operate ^P^^° S f ' L ^ S ? l i i S n S S a l l J an 
threshold for attauotent a^*** ^ ^ f ' * J S r e ! we are taJcing a 
increase of eight ^ ^ J ^ ^ ' J i J i ' ^ S ^ ^ t for Wichita only an 
sore conservative approach and ̂ ^̂ -̂̂  P J ^ ^ j n short, these limited 
average increase ^ ^ J J t ^ ^ r bel^w S ; threshold 
increases for Reno Wichita a r e j t or ^^sp^tially be 
levels, and S S S r l ^ e of two trains a day 
" n c f ^ S e r l s S F ^ t i J i ^ bu^S^^ not include Amtrak trains, which 
are unrelated to the Aerger. 

we note that an existing ' ^ ^ ^ r ^ i S S u t ' ^ f 2 ? ? ? t i S . 
o' operations without coming to us, ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i t s own 
?hus^ " UP and SP had not P ^ » f . S i ^ ' J ^ ! ! ; ?!ne iJl Reno to 
could ^^ve increased 2 % S S ^ i S J e iJ^ow^ng^ increase of up 
any level i t considered *PP«'P^i*2;.-^ ° riod takes into 
'•°^::;t'1SaTtK%22ef"rLS;UiriSrtSS;^ Reno and Wichita 
- f g h r h a v i ' L S i n S ? ^ even without the merger. 

r ; ^ r r o n ? ; ! r . l s i r w l S S L T O -.^.^ra-on Of the study period, 
we w i l l review them to ensure compliance. 

- 7 -
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Mit:.7ation of conditions resulting from the preexisting 
development of hotels, casinos, and other tourist-orient* 
businesses on both sides of the existing sP r a i l line m Reno, or 

of 

:ed 

construction of a new r a i l line now under consideration by Reno 
IS too preliminary to be assessed now.-* 

The studies w i l l carefully examine private and public 
funding options, as we believe that the cost of nitigation for 
Reno and Wichita .should be shared. Finally, the studies w i l l 
provide the parties with additional tiae to pursue and agree to 
independent and innovative mitigation plans (such as the 
memorandum of understanding executed by UP/SP and Truckee, CA, 
wherec> UP/SP will share in the cost of an underpass construction 
project and contribute to a fund to buy back obsolete wood 
burning stover.) . 

In sum, pending determination of the exact mitigation 
measures to be required for Reno and Wichita, UP/SP will be 
siibject to a t r a f f i c cap on the affected r a i l lines to ensure 
that no adverse effects to the envirorment w i l l occur and 
existing environmental .conditions w i l l es.ientially remain 
unchanged. Because we already icnow the natiire and general 
parameters of the appropriate mitigation measures for Reno emd 
Wichita, based on our analysis of the envirormental iiipacts and 
imposition of systemwide and regional mitigation, we find that, 
with the aore specific mitigation that w i l l be developed, the 
aerger wi l l not significantly affect the quality of 
envirorment in those two locations. 

Coaaents of EP&. On July 12, 1996, we received comments 
from the United States Envirormental Protection Agency (EPA) on 
various aspects of the EA and thi Post EA.*' EPA notes that, in 

'* Plans for such a line are only in the development stage. 
SEA indicates that such a project could take up to 10 years to 
finalize. I f the contemplated construction reaches the stage of 
an actual proposal requiring our approval, SEA would prepare an 
appropriate envirormental document at that point. See Kleooe v. 
Sierra Club. 427 U.S. 390, 410 n.20 (1976); Crou.nse Corp. v. ICC. 
781 F.2d 1176, 1193-96 (6th Cir. 1986). 

SEA agreed to EPA's request for an extension of time to 
comment on the Post EA. We welcome EPA's input after reviewing 

(continued... ) 
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the EA fa i l ed s p e c i f i c a l l y to identify 
analyz ing a i r ^^a l i t , the ^ raiie.^^^^^^ 
"maintenance" ^ " ^ ^ i J i o o ^ e l . B u t al intenance areas were 
q u a l i t y = ° " " ^ ^ ^ ^ ? ^ ' ' ^ „ ° w s i s F^r those areas that were not 
not ignored m SEA s anci lys i s t conformity 
c l a s s i r ; i e d as 5^^^^'^^' f JcaJ ie to maintenance areas. This 
emiss ion ^o?h a^Snment and maintenance areas 
aeans that SEA cinal>zea ^ aDolicable to maintenance 
under the more ^̂ <̂5orous standards |PP^^ ^̂ ^̂ ^ e f f e c t s of rhe 
a r e a s , and that , i f ;^t?!;v a?e « n s e ? v a t i v e . We believe that 
proposed aerger on analyzed, and that the mitigation 
a i r qual i ty has been ^^^^' '^^^.^Se aore s p e c i f i c measures which 
we are imposing here l i t i g a t i o n studies f c r Reno and 
^ f c L r a , » ^ ^ r d e V a t e r y ^ ^ ^ - . a ^ ^ any potent ial adverse a i r 
impacts . 

continued) as EPA notes, i t generally 
our environaental ana lys i s , s ince , 
does not comment on EAs. 

There are - ^ - r - ^ - f l t l t t n i T . ^ ^ ^ -
attainment areas , in ' ' ^ ^ : = ; . i " ^ S j „ ° f e 5 S l and s tate ambient a i r 
Considered equal to " ' ^ ^ J S l ^ ^ e S f S r M S ^ which l e v e l s of one or 
q u a l i t y standards; " ' " ^ ^ ^ f f S i r S ^ d state ambient a i r quality 

Ttiidii'̂ r:̂ r̂ î ^̂ ^ air ^ 
^ ^ ^ r ^ ^ r a ? r a ! n S S l T o r t i i : S ! e v a n t pol lutant(s) . 

we note that EPA d o e s J ^ l J ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ o ^ ^ ^ ^ « EPA's 
determination ^^^t the p r ^ j s j g ^ e g ^ ^ ^ ^ e r a l Federal 
regulat ions e n t i t l e d •^terai i^ng^co ^ ^ ^ ^ (General 
Ac?ions to State or ^^^deral lapleaenta^ ^pp^^ 
conformity) . The G e n ^ ^ i ^ J t o J l ^ S e p t for future locomotive 
d i r e c t l y to r a i l r o a d ^ g ^ J ^ ^ i y ' J ^ S l u d e d that ^ « P^JPJJjty 
emission standards. SEA P^JPTltions in the General Conformity 
aerger does not aeeV^^he J e f i J ^ ^ , regulatory agency, the 
? e ^ a t i o n s a t ^ . ^ ^ ^ T S S t ^ o t o v e r ^ i l r o a d emissions 
^ r S ^ ' ^ r - -^s : C i ? S i ? n ? ' ? 5 ^ n s i b i l i t i e s . 

. .111 take ^nto account EPA'ŝ ^^^^^^^^ 
v i t h thea m conducting i t s mitigation 
W i c h i t a . 

- 9 -
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EPA further states that the EA used the terms NOj and NO 
incorrectly. We recognize that NO, i s not a cr i t e r i a pollutant 
under EPA and state ambient a i r quality standards. In assessino 
a i r quality emissions, SEA looked at emission factors applicable 
to NO,, instead of NO2, because NO, emission factors are readily 
available through EPA documents and other sources, while NO 
emissions are not. SEA based i t s calculations on the ' 
conservative assumption that a l l NO, emissions are composed of 
NO2. This conservative approach, which is widely accepted, 
ensured tiiat the cri t e r i a pollutant NOj was adequately assessed 
in SEA'S analysis. Moreover, by using this approach, SEA used 
higher NO2 emissions than would actually be emitted. 

EPA also expressed some d i f f i c u l t y understanding SEA's 
estimates of the projected net increase and decrease in a i r 
emissions with the mitigation measures we are imposing. While we 
believe that the text of the Post EA adequately explains the data 
in Tables 3-5 and 4-4, we have generated and attached as 
Appendix H an additional table to further c l a r i f y the net 
emissions reflecting mitigation. 

EPA notes that some of the proposed r a i l line abandorments 
in Colorado run through or near EPA-designated Superfund si t e s . 
EPA i s troubled that s o i l in and around the railroad lines could 
require remediation, ttat UP/SP might not be obligated to honor a 
consent decree, and that possible future t r a i l use could expose 
the public to hazardous subst2uices. These concems are prematxire 
because, as discussed ahove, we are permitting only the 
discontinuance of r a i l service, and not abandorment of the 
involved lines. Thus there w i l l be no salvage of these lines j r 
opportunity for t r a i l use unieas and until UP/SP obtains our 
authority to abandon these li n e s . 

While t r a i l use requests can be aade i f the abandorments are 
granted, any t r a i l arrangeaent would not supersede the 
requirements of the specific lavs that govem Superl'und s i t e s . ^ 
Nor would we thereby becaae involved in negotiating or enforcing 
conse.nt decrees involving reaediation of those sites. 

-̂ At that point, we w i l l analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed abandonments. 

- S££ Union Pac. R.R. Abandonnent Wallace Branch. 
22, Dccket No. AB-33 (SuJ-Nc 70) (ICC served Dec. 2, 1994). 
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EPA does not view requiring UP/SP to coaply witn .iX s.ing 
fede-al, state, and local regulation as mitigation. bei.eve, 
^^S^v^t that -eTuiring compliance with other laws and 
S^^IStlons s ^ i r ^ s F I A ' S safety regulations, can assist in 
tl^-r'^'ya -le ootential environmental impacts of the actions 
bi?o-; us I ' I S Railroad fails to comply with conditions that 
Se hive tmno:;d parties can notify us and request that we (as 
w l l T l t -.e'ageAc? that has promulgated the regulation) take 
appropnate action. 

T„ ;,nv even* the mitigation we are imposing here goes well 

-tf ; ; i s l l u.i=n^e=issi..s assoc^ 

" " " " T l ^ - a t n l ^ S ^ i J g ' h a z i r i i u ; materials vi?h two-way end-o£-
tJHn S e ; n « % o S r S ? e braXin, =apaj=iliti.s on particular line 

segments. 

EPA suggests that we failed to discuss th. environmental 
i.paclI\SSia«d w.tn t n e ^ i n ^ ^ ^ 

St'Sie^!n:?^'dKa!llI ^iti^tion .or these .«ions. 
Appendix a, including conditions »26, f2J, t.' 

EPA cTiestions whether SEA considered a l l tb. settlement 

^ ' " " T l r ^ ^ i ; •sj:Siir=ri!y"'?o;" !r2tt"2»:5f Agreements 

"?r«c=:^?-in'^ S a i y s i s . L the E» and Post EA show. 

r i n a l l y . w. disagree ^ ^ ^ " ^ J ^ ^ ^ l ^ l ^ Z ^ ^ ' ^ ^ l T l " 
r e v i s i t I t s consultation «!5°J«.S?witt"«i^AB.ricai, tribes 
^ ^ e ^ b l ^ ° S e S i v r " S o^tr^ch a«^^^^ 

AjE«-icar. Indian tribM. In addition, " ' f V ^ tribes and 
rsi£=ai " a i a j a notic. to into^all 

— i n t ^ " r o \ S * u r r c ^ - ! j ^ ^ P ^ ^ ^ 

participate. 
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APPENDIX G: ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATING CONDITIONS 

The envirc.-mental aitigati.ng conditions iaposed m Finance Docxe-
NO. 32760 are categorized as follows: (A) Systemwide, (B) Corrido-- ' 
Specific. (C) . ^ i l Line SegT.ents, (D) Rail Yards and Interaodal 
.- a c i l i t i e s , (E) Proposed Abandonments, and (F) Constr-jction Projec-s 
T.hese mitigation conditions are numbered sequentially. 

A. SY8TEMWIDB MITIGATIOH 

The followir-' systemwide mitigation conditions apply to r a i l • ne 
segment.^, r a i l yards, intermodal f a c i l i t i e s , and r a i l line ccnst'-uc-i-n 
projects on new right-of-way. 

UP/.5P shall adopt UP's existing formula-based standards for track 
inspection for a l l r a i l lines of the merged system, which 
increase the frequency of inspection.- on SP r a i l lines. w i l l 

UP/S.5 shall adopt UP's existing tank car inspection programs for 
a l l i:ppropriate f a c i l i t i e s on the merged system. 

For a l l highway grade crossing signals, UP/SP shall provide 
v i s i b l e instructions designating an 800 nuaber to be called i f 
signa.. crossing devices malfunction. 

UP/SP shall provide 800 numbers to al? emergtncy response forces 
in a l l comaunities. These n'.mbers shall provide access to UP/SP 
supervisors who shall provide train movement information and work 
cooperatively with comaunities in emergency situations. Thes.e 
numijers are not to be disclosed to the general public. 

UP/SP shall paLrticipate on a systemwide basis in the TKANSCARE 
program to develop hazardoiis material and emergency response plans 
in cooperation with communities. 

UP/SP shall adopt UP's training program for community and 
emergency response |.ersormel for locations on the SP r a i l lines, 
and include personnel froa SP serve«i locations in UP's school at 
Pueblo, CO, for additional emergency' response training. 

UP/SP shall adopt existing UP training and operating practices 
that are designed to reduce locomotive fuel consumption and a i r 
pollution. These include: throttle Bodulation, usti of dynamic 
bzaki.ng, increased use of pacing and coasting trains, isolating 
unneeded horsepower, shutting down locomotives when not in use for 
aore than an hour when temperatxires are above 4 0 degrees, and 
maintaining and upgrading SP locomotives to UP standards. 

.\s suggested by UP/SP, UP/SP shall extend to SP r a i l lines UP's 
pro-am of closing boxcar doors on empty cars before movement on 

- 12 -
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10. 

11. 

12 . 

13 

^ -educe wind resistance and, thereby, fuel 
the system m order to .eauce -inu 
consumption. 

police forces. 
^̂  r-ŝ  iroad locomotives to the standards for 

UP/SP Shall ^ l - a r l ;Stablished in the South Coast 
visi b l e smoke reduction tna>. 
Air Quality Basin. 

•^«.^r,« nolicv of using head-hardened rail 
UP/SP Shall adopt ̂  ^^''J^^^!^?? f« SP rail lines to promote 
on curves in mountainous te..i- t 
safer operations. ^ 

•^s applicable FRA rules and regulations 

i r i L ^ c t U T a ^ i i ^ ^ ^ a f i i n f ? ; - merged system. 

B. CORRIDOR MITIGATIOH 

^isi? -itisriiVuuiÛ r sî iâ trfc'cSsr <-s, 
southern, Northem, Illinois-^.ux 
corridors. 
L4. 

UP/SP shall implement draft emissio ^^^^ Protection 
2 ! i S r i = railroad locomotives that the g^^,^ understanding that 

Igency (EPA) has ̂ !^*i°P^f sta^dirts and maJce 
EPA plans to propose these stan ^^^^ standards, "P/SP 
p S l i c coacent in December 1996^ or re-built locomotives that are 

belov: 

• " " ! " ? S r ? ° S i S ! ' T X . to west colton. CA. 

• ' " ^ ^ T y ^ T ' i ^ . tc Hinxle. » . 
- Siiago, I L . to Fr«.ont, 
-. r n r . i . " = i , n o T r ' . : ^ ^ i - S ; n . CO. 

. P.ciii-. =»a.t lJ;"^f°Ss?"=lton. CA. 
: Scr»:nt:*'cl? to B.<.r.£i.ld, =*• 

— of air quality for specific 
.o .urt...r -|;-,«!-:„s^!rwt?.rap;^=piIairstate and local 
locations, JP/sr s-i*-^-^ 

- 13 -
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a i r quality o f f i c i a l s in the States of Arizona, California, 
Colorado, I l l i n o i s , Nevada, Oregon, Texas, Washington, and 
Wyoming, through which the Pacific (1-5), Southem, Central, and 
Northem Corridors extend m part. UP/SP shall advise SEA as to 
the status and the results of these consultations. 

16. To address noise impacts, UP/SP shall consult with the affected 
counties that have communities that would experience an increase 
of 3 dBA or more as a result of the increased r a i l t r a f f i - over 
r a i l lines in the States of Califomia, Colorado, I l l i n o i s , 
Kansas, Louisiana, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, and Texas. I f 
appropriate, UP/SP shall develop a noise abatement plan. UP/SP 
sh a l l submit the result of these consultations to SEA who wi l l 
review these findings with FRA. 

s p e c i f i c 
The following mitigation conditions apply to specif ic r a i l l ine 

segaents within the Central, Southem, and I l l ino i s -Gul f Coast 
Corridors. 

17. UP/SP shal l give priority to equipping key trains , as defined by 
Union Pac i f i c Railroad Fora 8620, on the corridor segments l isted 
below with two-way end of train devices. This requirement also 
applies to BNSF key trains operating between lova Junction, LA, 
and Avondale, LA. 

• ceatral corridor 
- North Platte, NE, to OaJclamd. CA (UP and SP). 
- Cheyenne, uy, to Denver, CO (UP). 

• seutbera Corridor 
- Houston, TX, to Avondale (New Orleans), LA (SP). 
- Iowa Junction, LA, to Avondale, LA, via Kinder and Livonia 

(UP) • 
- Houston, TX, to West Colton, CA (SP) . 

• I l l i n o i s - G u l f Coast Corridor 
St. Louis, MO, and East S t . Louis/Salea, I L , to Houston, 
TX and Avondale, LA (UP and SP). 

- 14 -
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C. RAIL LINE SEGMENT MITIGATION 

The*following mitigation co.nditio.ns apply to a l l of the r a i l line 
segaents in the states identified below. 

L8. 

rai: 

22a. 

22b. 

UP/<?P shall consult with the states and appropriate local 
o f f i c i a l s as well as FRA to develop a priority l i s t for upgrading 
grade crossing signals, where necessary, due to increases r a i l 
- r a f f i c resulting from the proposed merger. This process shall be 
undertaken for a l l r a i l line segments in the States of Arka.-.sas, 
S ? i S m i a c o l l i ado, Kansas. Nevada, Oregon, and Texas. UP/SP 
sSall S i ! ; e SE^ as to tht. status and the results of thase 
consultations. 

?frifi!owing detailed mitigation conditions apply to the specific 
line segments and/or locations identified below. 

5l/SP°shall°operate no more than a daily average count of 14.7 

^wM£»l^iS-'3&^i.iS^m-
tram movements, (4) or other natural disaster 
" " ™ 2 ^ ' a S ™ J r ^ S S v a i ' p S o s i i °5h??Sndition will be 
S ' ^ S S ; S ^ n ^ J S s o ^ i o i of?he merger and w i l l continue la, 
effect for 18 calendar aonths in total. 

Por the purpose o ^ ~ - " f M * B S I ? S ' ^ i 2 " S * ' = = p t e s " ' s t a t " " 

;iisiSr..-i?JCs?̂ Irt̂ î Ŝ 
day average count. 
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22c. UP/SP, m consultation ith and subject to the approval of SEA, 
shall retain an indep' nt, third-party consultant to prepare a 
specific mitigation , to address the envirormental effects on 
the City of Reno o . iditional r a i l freight t r a f f i c projected 
as a result of the proposed merger. This stiidy shall be prepared 
under the sole direction and supervision of SEA. I t shall include 
a f i n a l mitigation plan based on a further study of the railway, 
highway, and pedestrian t r a f f i c flows and associated envirormental 
effects on the City of Reno. This study woxild t a i l o r mitigation 
to address envirormental effects such as safety, hazardous 
materials transport, a i r quality, noise and water quality. UP/s? 
s h a l l comply with the final mitigation plan developed under this 
study. 

The study, which shall be completed within 18 months from the date 
of consummation of the merger, shall include the following: 
• Projected post-merger increases in r a i l freight t r a f f i c on the 

SparJcs to Roseville line segaent. 
• consultations with the City of Reno, Washoe Coxinty, the Federal 

Railroad Administration, affected Native American Tribes, and 
other appropriate Federal, state and local agencies, and other 
interested parties. 

• Consultations with UP/SP. 
• Review of a l l existing inforaation and studies including those 
prepared by the City of Reno, Washoe County and UP/SP. 

• Independent analyses. 
• With respect to vehioilar and pedestrian safety, mitigation 
measures that identify the nuaber and location of highway/rail 
grade separations arxd rail/p««iestrian grade separations in 
downtown Reno. 

• Funding options. 
. submission oi a draft study to tbe public for review and comment 

and then issuance of a final mitigation study. 

22d. SEA w i l l submit the final mitigation study and i t s recommendations 
to the Board, which shall then issue a decision imposing 
mitigation. In the event UP/SP and the City of Reno and sther 
appropriate parties reach agreement on a final aitigation plan, 
UP/SP and the City of Reno shall laaediately notify SEA, and the 
Board w i l l take appropriate action consistent with such an 
agreement. 
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SC'.'ZZZ ZhZZ . 5 5 " 

riaaace cocxet NO. :2760 

ZKzcN PKczTTz coRPORAXiON, taacw ?A.cmc ?»rryn>n c a i P w « ^ J u 
>ass=c:Ri PAcrrtc RAIUSOAC CCKPAKY—cuirraji . AKD >am3i3i--9ccp£rRx 

PACUTC SAIL CORPOFATZOK. SOUTSESH TftCZTZZ TaANSPOKT?—OH 

cntviR. wro Ma OSAKSS WTSTTKN KASJIOAS CCSPAITX 

CO«ei«ion NO. T i l 

Decided; April IS. 1S97 

«s5oa cor.trol lafi s e r ^ et tae r a i l carrier* c a a t r a — S y 
P ^ i n c S ™ I o n rQnis.n Paciric RAllro.d C=p»ny « i 

-ifisouri pan f ic a*ilro»d cespaay) *aata« r a i l " r ^ ' f ^ p.^ 
••n—aii-d seotaerm PaciTic Rail corpoeadoa (Soutbars pac 
SPCSL carp., aad tta Oesnrar aad Rio craade w—gem R^f^f^ 

S S r t r S l T f t t fsptter. aare focused. xs 

»ad Juao. NV, ia addition ta tha S ^ ' i n J ^ S i i ^ t r S ^ t ^ S B i a S L a already aa* bmmn iaposed. to aaaare taat i*«* i* i5 f„ jT?:* t^ irn i . T T V ^ - CS tboae two eoaaimirlra ara afteccivaly addr«*«u.. 

Afrar oeelslaa Ko. ** wm. iMuad. the cicy oT wic^ta aad 
ta. Board of counry c « » « « i o n « ^ ot s ? f f i ^ L f " ^ ; eSe is ca. 

oaitad s « « « coort or AppeaXa for O ^ ^ . g ^ ^ j ^ j f 
HO. 9«-i2f3. r - f '^^^:rM.^?^TClI lLrr j ' "?r'«Ŝ  

BTL— 'sac far rwvj.«v fi l*d Auo- 21. !»•«) (JOca—AJ - ^ 
5 ^ appeal la addruMd Ii2.A«iy_/» if.', J ^ T S S L ^ ^ are 
Mo. «4 ( 

at p. 223) rcaciaq. 3̂xa (altigatioaj wnaaj-mm i 

. Prr««Uag. P«»dla, t * i a « 

uw ta -rroet prior «» « a t da«« i« * 5 * r . i ? ^ S L l M M i . 109 

i S t ^ U S c ? I 2 a r « « I n « l uador surface 

U.S.C. 11323-27. ctsattona are to taa foreer • • « i o ~ 
suTura. ualeaa otftartra^o iadicatad. 

^ xnoraar «vvxro««a«cal court ea*Ala«9« ^ f j ^ ^ ^ '-' 

.^e p.citlons fcr r a ^ o - cmxsuxg . . l^fom^Tuia tae Sai t .c 

petizioaa .aaxiaa review of DacAaien Ho. **. ^ ^ g * ^ . 
p « i r : . o n . are eaTaron«ea'.al « = f ^ , ? » j f f " » ' i j r „ t i s a remain* 
or : : s a l for ^udlsiai review at tale t - ^ . —«^ = 
peuelsq la t i e court. 

199 



Flr.ar.ce ;s = jte^ "̂ e 

.-.3v •j.-.aervay wicaita ana Reno; wiil caref-ll/ exaii.-.̂  
*^ r'"S-=ii- lur.cj-c? optio.-ifi. AS we salieve tiat tse csfic : 
T^rr^*^""" Rene ans wtco-tta eooulct ao aaarec. ' T>.en. 
'---•-''"••"̂  *n i.-.Q\;i^ .soKsr.q taweri satriassnt cf tae 
litiqatisa. peticionere* counsel la tae caae 4dvi»»a 
Saaerai Cauaael. ay ..ertar dated April 7, 1997.- t ^ t .r tae 
Boara iisua* a decisloa darirytng taat OP/SP wvll ae re^uAroc -
pay ICOt of ̂ ae cast of aandaced eavlroaamncal aitigation. 
wicaita/Sadovicfe v i l l vi.tadrxv cu^ir sppeel. 

Petitloaem* couasel rca tee eaat Wie&ita/scd<7vacJc 
unOarstaAds taat. caaaistant vita Oeeloion Ho. 44. tae Boare is 
ccnsiderin? oeea 'aa«e llae' aA&igarion. ;;.e.. altloat^e:^ 
ladudln?, trav. net llaltea to, tae type discussed in Oeei.sio.-. .s'o. 
44, taat VF/SP vould be required te ispieaeat aad fcad in crser 
to ir.arease tac nuaaer of tareu^a trains eperatuig tarougn 
^•ica.ita/sed9VLcx, and alceraative cieigaticr i.e., sore 
ejQe.%sive options. As ta tae latter. iflcaitJi/SedgvieJc 
uaderstands taat tae Beard aay so^^wst r,iadla9 altenuitivsa, z-.t 
suea suggestions vould ae in ne vay bindiag. See Addeadŵ  A. 

aav inq aseertaine'i taat U9/SV has ne abjection to the 
Issuaaee cf a daciaiort darl^yla? the lataat of taa cantance at 
page i22 ot Oeelsiaa Ao. 44, gaoted aaeva. ia tha " S T T 
requested by Wichita, Sadijvxclc. i t appears te us appropriate to 
clarify ear lataat vita respect ta daraXoplng Slaal aitigation 
for wirhita ead Itaaa. spedClcaiiy, taa Sisal envlrenwanraJ 
BltitratleB taat vUl be datw«ieped far Wlcaita and Raae Coiloviag 
tae cexplatloa ef taa ongoiag mltlgatlaa ctsdlea v i U iaelude (la 
addition ta the altigatlaa that has already been iaposed) beta 
(1) randatad or base llae altigatlaa, wbieh tha Beard v i l l 
reqcire OT/S? ta iapleaest aad estisaly Sasd. aad. (2) altamativa 
aitigatloa that sight be e norc 2«r reaehlag selotlaa fer a l l 
concersed. bur vaica v i i i net be biadlag aasent a voluntary 
agrecaent by the parties ta saare casts or expend greater 
resources. 

This actloa v i l l not cignifieantly affect extaer tae quality 
of tae atataa environaant or t.ie caaservatioa of energy resources. 

Tratrrfl: 
1. ^ e discussion of envlronaentai aitigatloa in Oeexsioa 

.So. 44 IS clarified as cec forth la tais decxsum. 

2. This daelsiea is effective oa tha data ot ssrviea. 

By tha Board, r̂ iti-mmr, xarTaa and Vice C '^raan ovan. 

vacBoa A. wiLli 
secretary 

' A copy of taat letter is attached as Addendua A. 
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Enclosure 3 

UP/SP MERGER 
RENO MITIGATION STUDY TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP LIST 

STB Section of Environmenul Analysis 
RepresenUttves and/or ConUcts 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Program Director-Legal Counsel 

Harold McNultv 
Reno Co-Srudy Director 

Vicki Rutson 
Reno Co-Smdy Director 

Dave .Mansen 
Reno Mitigation Study Projea Manager 

Kay Wilson 
Reno Mitigation Study Community Coordmator 

City of Reno Reprtsenutivei 
Manager's OfDce 

Mem Belaustegui 
Deputy City Attomey 

City of Reno Alternates 
Manager's OfGcc 

Michael E. Halley 
Deputy City Attomey 

Engineering 
Steve Varela, City Engiaeer 
City of Reno PubUc Works 

Engineering 
i Tom Gnbbm 
\ Pyramid Engineermg 

Environmental 
Mark Dcmirth 
MADCON Consuhanon Services 

Eaviroaocntal 
Colleen Ksnderson 
Environmental Management Associates 

Emergency Services 
Laxiy Farr, Fire Marshall 
Reno Fire Department 

Emergency Service* 
j Chuck Lowdea 
i Fire Chief 

Jim Weston. Ch»ef of Police 
Reno Police Department 

i Tom Robinson 
? Reno Police Deputmect 

RsDO Citizens RepresentttlTe 
General Interests 

Steve Bradhurst 

i Rcao CitizeBS Alternates 
Geaeral laterests 

No Alternate Named 

River Banks Homeowner* 
Richard Vitali 

: River Baaks Homeowaen 
No A-temaie Named 

Native Amencan Reprtseatttivss 
Paula Berkeley 
Paula Berkeley and Associates 

: Native Americaa Alternate 
Arlan Melendez. Director 
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony ^ 

Preiimuiuy Miugation Plan 
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Business Community Representative 
Bl!! Osgood, Chairperson 
Reno own Improvement Assoc. 

Bnsiaess Commnnity Alttmate 
Harry York 
Reno-Sparks Chamber of Commerce 

M U •"'.'•p jnutive 
hv . cum. Chairperson 
Nevadans for Fast & Responsible AcDon 

.NTRA Altemate 
John Frankovich 

W.isboe CounJy Represenutive 
Boo Webb, Community Coordinator 
W ashoe Co. Dept. Of Comprehensive 
Planning 

Washoe Coanty Altemate 
Dean Diedench 
Principal Planner of Washoe County 
Deparanem of Community Development 

Regional Transporation Commission Rep. 
Greg Krause, Ptaanmg .Manager 
Regional Transportation Commission 

Regional Transportaoon Commission Alt. 
Jack Lorbeer 

State of Nevada Representative 
Tim Crowley/, Execunve Assistant 
Nev ada Governor's Oftice 

State of Nevada Alternate 
No Altemate Named 

Nevada Public Service Comniission Rep 
Galen Demo, Commissiooer 
Nevada Public Service Commission 

Nevada Pnblic Service Conunission Alt 
Craig Wesner, Mgr. Engmeering Svcs. 
Nevada Public Service Commission 

City of Sparks Representative 
Rob Pyzcl. Senior Planner 
Planamg <t Commumty Development 

City of Sparks Ahereate 
Randy Meilingn-
Coauauajty Development Director 

UP Railroad Represeatative 
Mike Kemmer 
"ovmgton & Burling 

UP Railroad Alternate 
Joe Guild 
Union Pacific Railroad 

A.mtr*tL Representative 
Ron Scolaro 
Amtrak 

! Amtrak Altemate 
Raymond Lang 
Amirak Intercity Rail Service 

S u u Economic Interest Represeatattve 
Ken LNTID 
Economic Dev Authonty of Wes«ra Nevada 

: Statfe EcoBoauc latercst Alteraatt 
No Altemate Named 

Preittmnary .Maigation Plan C-2 Rate MUtgaHon Study 
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Warehousing/Distribudon Represenutive 
David Lonng 
Dermody Properties 

Warehousing/Distribution Alternate 
Scoa L. Hutcherson 
Eagle-Picher Minerals, Inc. 

FreUmmaiy .Maigatum Plan 

203 



Enclosure 4 

FORMAL CONDITIONS FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION 

rŵ  r,rellmmâ ^ Tier 1 mitiganon measures proposed m Secuon 8 by the Smace 

pu^eTew and commeat aad for Board coosideranon as additiooal condition, to the UP.SP 

merger decision. 

Table 10-1 
Preliminarv Tier I (Folly Funded by UP) Mitî tion Measures 

for r»nMderatioD by the Boani and Pubbc 

MitigatioB 
Measure 

Increased Train 
Speeds 

Tram Location Color 
Video Daptays 

Caoeras and VWeo 
MooitorJ Showing 
RaU Ltae 

r>uconmiB«d LM 
tbe Additwa of 
-Helper" 
LocoDOtP'es in 
W oodlsad Ares 

of 

Foor-q oad raat 
Crossing G«te» at 
Nine Looootts 

Proposed Board Conditions 

rPc^l mai^e ae necesarv openumg changes and capital laprovemeaa sucn ^ 

1.. B«,«/Snarta. Nevada atea. to enable arzms lo operate over the 
" P P " ^ a * « ^ ° 2 ^ ? L « ^ f t̂ Sparks yard (approxim«eiy MUe Post 
rail Hne segment between " j ^ * A m l W ^ ^ ! - MP 242) ffl 
rVT»1 24T) aod a pomt just west of JCeystooe Avenue âppro».BB*« , 
rMFI ̂ 4/) loo* p« ^ ^ UP shall then operaje, and re«?uirt BK'SF to 

the niae esca traia traverses tbe segmeat, 

City of Reno emergency . ̂  -,e LT signal svstem circuiiry •s. ritv> color vxleo displavs cooramateo wtm tne ur , 
i : ^ g ^ ^ t c a n o n r e . c i . t ™ « p « e . < ^ ^ 
™ximaiely MP 245 00 the west sKle of the Sp«ta J ardw 
^ w » ^ d Avenue) oo the wesx side of Reno. 

' ~ TZTrirvrtfR^ UP shall install televisioo 

<,ver or near the raJUae a ^ g j ^ ^ 
same emergency " ^ ^ ' ' ' ' ' Z ^ . ^ ^ ^ Z i Reno a tbe am bounded by 
,«<„oon, 00 the r ^ - N ^ ^ ^ ^ J ^ 
and mchafeg tae grade crossmgs at KeysMoe ano _ 

*• -Seteer" locooooves m the Woodland UP iail discoocmie the pncnce of adding-hejper locoooo 

Avenue area. 

Prtitmuiary Miagazton Plan 
10-1 

Htju> .MiOgaaon Study 
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Table 10-1 | 
Prtiiminary Tier 1 (Fully Funded by LT) .Mitigation Measures 

for Consideration bv the Board and Public 

Mitigation 
1 Measure 

Proposed Board Conditioas 

Enhanced Rail Safety 
Progrsms 

6. LT shall augment its safety traimng programs for dnvers and pedesmans 
mcludmg: 
A. Sappiementmg its paracipacon tn the "Operanoc Lifesaver" Program, and 
B. Suppletnennng existmg school educanonai programs m Reno and Washoe 

County 
(e.g., dnver's traming), and 

C. Establishing a safety training piograro for Reno s downtown employees. 
Pedestnan Crosswg 
Gate "Skirts" at Six 

LT shall install devices known as pedesman crossmg gate "starts'" on pedestnan 
crossmg gates at [. akf. Center. Virgmia. Sierra. West, and Arlington streets. 

B Electronic Waming 
Signs for Pedcstnaas 

8. LT shall mt"" eiectromc waramg signs for pedesmans at i.ake. Center, Virginia, 
Sierra, West, and Arlington streets. These signs shaJl be designed and consouoed 
so that thev are clearly visible and easily read by pedestnans. 

Coastmction of a 
pcdcstnaa Grade 
ScparstMn at 

9. UP consmia a pedesffian oveqjass or underpass at Virginia Street with street 
level ar''fST on both sides of the tracks 

Constraction of a 
Pedestnan Grade 
Scparatioa at Sierra 

10. UP shall coosmia a pedestnan grade overpiss or underpass st Sierra Street with 
street level access on both side of the tracks 

Prebtstonc and 
Histonc Sorvey for 
Pedestnan 
Underpassfes) aad 
Monitonng Dnnag 
ConsmicooB for 

j Arcbeok,fKSl 
1 Resoorces 

11. Pnor to consmiction ofa pedesman underpass ifcnher Virgmia or Sierra soeets. 
LT shall cwfti^ a survey of potennal histonc and prthistorK resources m 
consulianoo with dK Nevada Stats Historic Pieservanon OfBce (SHPO) If any 
such rewces are discoveml dunng coosmicaon, UP shall cease consnuawe and 

coosuh wah tbe SHPO. 

^ 

CoBsaltauoo with 
.Nstivc AmcrKsas 

12 Pnor to oonsmicnoB of a pedesman underpass at enher Virgmia or S«TasoteJs. 
UP shall consult wnh Nanve Amencan mteresB regardmg possible unpacts to 
NMive Amencan resources &om underground coosmicnon. If any such resources 
« discovered dunng coBiiTOcnoa UP ShaU immediately stop consrucnoo md 
cocsuh with Native Amencan mtertsn md the SHPO. 

ILnstaUstion of • 
1 high. wide, shifted 
1 load detector at MP 

1 «̂  

13. UP shall Bsall a high, wide, shifted toad detector at MP 240 for both mamlme 

tracks. 

Installation of a Hot 
Box Detector at MP 
240 

14 UP shall install m addmonal hot box oeteemr 00 the westbound track at MP 240. 

Prtiiminary Mitigation Pian 10.2 • tno MUigaaoH Study 
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Table 10-1 
PreUminarv Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UP) Mitigation Measures 

for Consideration by the Board and Public 

Mitigation 
Measure 

Esublishmcnt of a 
CommuBity Advisory 
Panel 

CertificatioB to the 
Board and Notice to 
the City of Reno and 
W ashoe County of 
LT's Complianc: 
with Certaia 
InsuUatioB 
Require flicBO 

Environmental 
Mitigation Stttns ia 

iQsancriy Reports 

each coodinon. 

- T:^^ ««rB to the Board shaU inchide the stams of compliance with the 

environmental mmgaaon ^'"'^^f^l^^^^ - of rt-se reports shall also be dursaooofdie Board's oversight pioceedmg. Copies of these reports snau 
provided to tbe City of Reno md Washoe r.'Mmtv. , 

Prthmuutry MtOfctun PUut 
10-3 
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Enclosure 5 
quaJiry mitiaaiion meastires would certainly be considered by the Board, as was done in Truckee, 
California for its air.quality mitigauon agreement. 

Table 8.5-1 provides a stimman- list of possible Tier 2 mitigation measuies. 

.Mitigation 
Measures 

Depressed Railway 

Table 8.5-1 
Measures Identified as Potential Tier 2 Mitigation 

Comments 

Would reduce potentiai enwonmental impacts related to the merger, but also pre-
existmg condiuons. 
Rail impacts on surrounding land uses pre-date the merger, so it would not be 
appropriate to require LT alone to absorb extensive costs of a depressed railway. 
Casinos and hotels have consistently built their facilihes next to the exiscng UP 
(fotmerty SP) tracks. 
Impaa of rail operanons has been a matter of local concern for decades. Ina 1980 
ballot measure, the cinzens of Reno considered the issue of a depressed railway. (In 
the 1980 ballot measure, the dozens of Reno voted down a bond issue for construcnon 
of a depressed raihvay through downtown Reno.) 
A depressed raihvay would bestow subsiannal benefits oo the City as well as pnvate 
property owners m the area of the existmg track. 
A depressed railway would benefit the railroad. 
Would mvolve secondary environmental impacts (e*., coostrucooo. grour.dwaier, 
emergency vehicle access). 
Cmnot equatt benefits of a depressed nuhwy to potential merger-related impacts only. 
SEA urges the parties mcontmueaegooaoonswnhrespea to the depressed railway, if 
appropriate. 
If a munially acceptable agreement were reached for a depressed raih»^, SEA coukl 
recotnmeod that the Board nnpose m oWiganoo upon UP to comply with such 
agreement 

Rail/Highway 
Grade Separations 

Tier 1 mmganoo measures compnse a package that provides sabstannal additional 
mmgatxm beyond diat already anposed o the Board's Deciswo No 44. 
Grade separanons vwiuki have major property acquisitioo. displacemem. and other 
impecxs. 
Grade separanons would adversely affea vehicular access to properties that frrot on 
the adjoming areeo. 
Inaeasmg tram speeds series to reduce the vehicular delay assooated wah iP'Jger-
related iaaeues m tram tndBc to bek>w pre-merger levels, and none of the 
highway/rail grade separanons would achieve this level of delay teducnoo. 
Tbe City of Reno has stated as opposition to grade sepganons as a mmgaoon measure 

Elevated Railwa>' 

Downtown busmess mterests md the City have raised concerns about potennal adverse 
cnvtroomentalnnpactsassocjaied with mdevaadraihwyra Reno, inchidingthc 
visual bamer that wouW be creawl, die associated dmsion of die City, possible 
derailments md spills of hazardous matenab from elevated trams, and tbe need to 
demohsh exisong simcmres over the tracks. 

As wnh the depressed railway, a shoofly track wouU be needed to permit the 

coostrucooii. — — — — — 

Prehmirtory MUigaaon Plan S'26 Rau .Mitigation Study 
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' Fable S^li 
Measures Identiried as Potential Tier 2 .Mitigation 

Mitigation 1 
.Measures 

Comments 

1-80 Bypass 

• No suppon in the Board's precedent or case law for requinng a railroad seeitjig merger 1 
authonty to construct a new railroad line to bypass a City 

• No source of funding. 
• Questionable feasibility 
• The Ciry bas indicated that while it does not want to drop the bypass from 

ccnsidciauon. the depressed railway is a pnontv m Reno. 
. Pnv̂ "-'pames could pursue md fiind m 1-80 bypass. Doing so would require that-Jie 1 

aporopnaie authonty to constmct and operate be sought from the Board. Atthaiame, | 
die Board would undertake the environmental review that was warranted fet a oynass fl 
alternative. .. i 

IfGnicle Crossing Safer 

1 • Street median 
1 bamers 

V Measures (Vehicular) 
. Would reduce the width of the sneet traffic lanes md could introduce access problems 

from adjoming land uses-
. Not be needed with four-quadrmi gates (prt>posed as Tier 1 mmganon). 

y • Conversion of 
existmg two-
way streets to 
one-way 

. Far-reachmg impbcanons for downtown tiaffic circulation md busmesses. 

. ShouW be part of a broader transportanon, land use, mdpropeny access plannmg 
process for the areas surrounding the grade crossings. 

. One-way soeet coupkas (pairs of one-way sotets) were reviewed dunng a 1995 
analysis of downtown trafBc and partang to reduce traffic conflict md mcrease 
mtetsecnoo capacity. Smdv notes dial one-way streets offer some advmtages but cm 
confuse moeonsts, espeaally visitors, and cm be frusffanag to local motonsts. j 

. Local busmesses may also oppose one-way streets because of potennal access 
probtenis ^ . . Four-quadram gates proposed as Tier ImmgatKoeliminaieaavantages from tne 

Gnat Crossmg Safei 

. Crossmg guards 

ty Measures (Pedesmans) —— 
. Proposed Tier I mmgatioo measures include pedestrim crossmg gate slurts^i^^ 

warama signs, and pedestrianAaiJ grade sepwanons. aU m addmoa to the pedesmm 
^J^iigaMiizadfgsaiimaintailyexmitiiiebay^ 
m Reno. 

. Would etwail unnecessary ongomg costs. 

PTehimnary .Mtogetion Plan 
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Table 83-1 
Measures Identified as Potennal Tier 2 Mitigation 

Mitigation 
Measures 

Comments 

Air Quaiir, Measures 

Impleir.entmg 
the proposed 
EPA locomotive 
emission 
standards 

Concentrating 
operanon of 
new EPA-
cemfied low-
em ission 
locomooves m 
Reno 

Early 
Introducnoo of 
low-em ISS ion 
locomooves 
Diesel engine 
modificanoos 

EPA regulanons not yet m place. 
Would be applicable to all locomotives opcranng through Reno and mtroduce 
imlmnwn cOStS. 
inadeouaie mfonnanon exiso to recommend ai this pomL 
oSTsystem-wuie mmganon measures that are already miposed appear to mmgaie 

impacts. 

Im̂ XTved diesel 
fuels 
Diesel exhaust 
ifter treatment 

Use of 
aheroatrve hiels 

OflEsettmgthe 
Increase m 
'L-OCOTOOve 
Emissions 

Would not dnectiy mmgaie effects of the mcreased tram 
Goes beyond authonty of the Board and requires voluntary comphance. e.g, Truckee 
Memormdum of Understanding (MOUV 
SSI^S^wKkmmgation measures th« are already miposed appear to 
im tacts-

In cnnclimao. SEA would COTMV «view and coB.d<r any of ti« atove Tier 2 imoganon 

oetween LT aad appropnate intercsMd paraes, 

8,6 Noise 

. p„v,d:ng for the pubUc safety, ' • ' ^ ^ ^ Z ^ ^ T l ^ ^ t ^ Z Z r i 
m RCBO IS thai wtuch oMnatts fom winmj bram „ Specif caUy. 

ciK Board noted thai-(a)Dyaiiemp<sigm£candy to rtduccnoiK levels aigia<» 
jeopanto sa£et> . »-hich we consider to be of paramount importance. 

Preianmary .Maigation Plan 8-2S 
Reno MUtgation Study 
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Enclosure 6 
W A S H O E C O U N T Y 

Tc ~'ofecr anc! To Serve 

DEPARTMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

Januarv 2V 1997 

p-CNE '".2 
=AX » -"2 j25 ;?-» 

TO: Reno Mitigation Task Porce 

FROM Bob Wehb Community Coordinator 

SUBJECT Impacts on Washoe Counrv 

As cart of me oretinmaP/ mitigation ana evaluation crtena. tasK force mempers were asKed to 
—nsiaer me impacts of tne railroad merger T. orcer to oetter evaluate potential m-icafion 
measures The foliov̂ ^mg iist of imoacts is senved 'rom staff reports oreparec for tne Wasnoe 
County Commission comments Dy County Commissioners dunng pubic meetings ano the staff 
reoort preoared for me Environmental Assessment on the merger impacts are aividea mto mree 
general categones public safety economic environmental and miscellaneous 

Public Safety 
. emenencv access for isolated communities served by Woodland Avenue. Stag Lare Dei 

Curto Lane and Canai Road Canal Road .s located off me Interstate 80 Pamck Exit and 
orovKles access for aoout 35 -esidences n Storey County Concern .s two .oic ..rst. 
biockaae of tracKs dunng normal ooe^atrons 'or emergency response agencies Second. 
blocKage Ourng a tram accident andyor hazardous matenai spillage for community access/ 
evacuation 

. existng. substandard railnoad crossing mroughout Wasnoe County 

. long Tains biocKing mutfote crossings ; particuany should a train stop and btocK two or more 

'ailroad crossings) 
. soeed 0' trams m out^mg areas information supplied oy UnKsn Paafic officials snow mat 

' ^ i ^ « v J . ^ a t 65 moh on J3c« east of Reno de mrougn tr̂ e east Truckee 
canyon a ^ T £ m'pn on tracxs west o' Reno : e mrough me Verd, - e a . Ooviou^'^ 
i s t ^ trams mean longer Pr3King distances n case of vendes or pedesmans on me tracKS 

Economic 

. oelays to tounsts (peoesT^an and vehoei at railroad cossmgs 

. potential negative pupioty to tounst Pased economy m me event of a accident or 
HAZMAT spill 'Similar to effects of national media aaeroon dunng the .99. ftoods, 

Environrrterrtal 
. hazardous mater^i spms at raii-cad switching va-ds fSoancs and Parr Bouievard! and aicng 

S ' r S d ^CKS Th,s impact a«c •nvo-ves ciean up of nazardous matenais ever f 
accumulation of sm.aii amounts occurs over a King penod of time 
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Memo to Reno Mitigation Task Porce 
SuOiect imoacrs o- A'ashoe County 
Jar-jar^ 21 '997 
Page 2 

• potential contamination of surface water 'pnmanly Tnjckee River where municioai water 
ntaKes are ;oca:ed ver/ cicse ;o tne ranrcad) and grounawater supplies This concern 
includes contamination aue to normal operations le g oil leaKs from engines on me railroad 
bed) 

• increased HAZMAT shipments on me reamer River raiiroad route and potential impacts to tne 
Genach community 

• air quality impacts of idling vehicles waiting at railroad crossings. 

• air quality impaas of switch yard railroad traffic (e.g.. switching engines, addmg additional 
engines for the climp up Donner summit) 

Miscellaneous 

• noise from tram wmstles iCounty staff reports highlighted me Verdi area as a prman/ 
concem out noise also effects nearoy residences near the tracks through bom Reno and 
Sparks). 

• noise from passing trams iparacularly at slow speeds, for instance in me downtown area) 

• future of me Reno Branch line and me Reno intermodal faalrty at Parr Boulevard (paraculany 
Should mere be increases m ran traffk:) 

Community Coordinator 

CRWbw 

cc: John Maclntyre. County Manager 



Enclosure 7 

JuK 8. 99-

\v ashof County 
Department of 

Community 
Developmint 

V £ Vrr. Blae A 
-'ĉ i Crfiu 3o» : .; 30 

Til -r:.3:8-;-6O0 

Elaine K Kaiser. Chief 
Harold McNulty . Reno Co-Study Director 
Section of Environmental .Analssis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street NW 
5th Floor 
W ashmizton. EXT 20423 

Subject: 

isnr. B .4esitt MCP 
Otrectof 

Jess S 'nver ' -
Counts jiutldinf 

Recommended Mitigation Measures 

Dear Ms Kaiser and Mr McNulo, 

. vnnr Utter Ct Julv 2 199̂  to Charles McNeely, City Manager for the City of Reno, you stated 
hVt the Reno M.û ^̂ ^̂  Studv Task Force would not meet in .̂ ugust as your section will be 

that the Keno Miugauun .|u . c<.rnr.n will issue the o an in Septemoer and the 
fmalizmg Hit Prel.mmaA Mi.igaiion Pto " ^ ^ ^ smdv usk force. I 
process w.L ± ^ mo.c .mo . formal ' ^ ^ ; ; ^ ^ ' ^ ^ < ^ J f J , Z ^ u J l lo * W Coun-y 
toe ->.,»d lor th« appropnm .n . usk force m«.,ng w,U be 

Smdy Task Force dated January 21, i99. 

Pedestnan Safetv and/or Ecer^eocy Vehicle Access and/or Train/Veh«le AccdenU 

, Evaluate existing railroad crossings (public - ^ P J ^ ' ^ ; ^ ' : " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t o u X m 

l ^ ^ T s i ^ l ^ o n s t i o t i i d be provided for all crossmgs in >̂  ashoe Coanty. 

, Inform residents and business owners of the - - ^ - ^ ^ ^ - T t h T l i r r o ^ ^ 
' secondary access should Woodland Avenix J ^ f ' ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^'3, ^h.ch would 

Information should include agencies to contact should an emergency 
cause the need for scconoary emergency access. 

J „ rk- QMO ! jtne Del Curto Lane, and Canal Road 
3 Provide emergency access to X a d officials, the Public 

areas There should be. a: a ' " " ^ " " ^ f ^ f " ^ " ^ ^^TeJu re s to be taxen to prov ide 
e ^ ^ : S n ' c y = ° r o f e ^ S : ^ s S d ^ T l t ^ crossings a: .ose locations be 
blocked. 

coMML>rirt' 
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Lener to Elaine Kaiser and Harold McNulry 
Subiect Recommended Mitigation Measures 
j u ' , ' 8 
Page ; 

Washoe County into discrete sezments so that dispatchers can keep track of the progress 
af s tram Such a system v̂ ouid alert emergencv responders when a crossing will be 
blocked so they can plan altemate routes. 

Derailments/Spills ater Quality 
5 Develop a plan to respond to hazardous matenal spills andor accidents in or near 

Gerlach Nevada (Feather .̂.ver route). The plan should lOentifv the equip-iient nv^ êd 
for minimum response and the location of this equipment, the agencv(s, ^both public and 
pnvate) charged with responding to an incident, and response limes to an inc.aent 

6 Develop a plan to address the impact of spills and leaks of hazardous.toxic material 
aione tSe railroad tracks The plan should provide mitigation measures tc^minimize the 
m?=rat on 0 leaKS and spills -mo the ground water supply andor mto surtace drainage 
So t s wni h eventual' empty into the Truckee River. The P - n / ^ - ' ^ ' J ^ i ^ s ' i T r 
tSe rleefl tor st-uctures similar to catch basms (which are required for parking lots. -or 
the raiiroad tracks and raiiroad yards. 

. Ĥdo:;..* c sprw,,." ..d̂*., g,o.„do, 
S « R " " suppl,«. S>nu« .ppropnt emergency response » d sp.ll 
conuitunem eflmpmeni m the Truckee Meadows region. 

'p:rnr=ip.r-̂ rr.̂ ^^^^ 
y^u have any qu«tions. p.ease do not hesitate to call me at (702) 328-3623. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Webb 
Community Coordinator 

CRWbw 

cc: 
Grant Sims. Chair, Washoe County Board of County Commissioners 
John Maclntyre. County Manager 
John Hester. Director ^ 
Reno Mitigation Study Task Force members 
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s 
\V.\SHOE COIATV 

HERIFF 
Richard Kirkland 

Sheriff 

DedtcaUd Service i-n Partnershiu -...iih our Communi!} 

October 10. 199' 

OflBce of the Secretary 
Case Control Unix 
fmppc-p Dpck t̂ No 32-60 
Surtace Transportation Board 
1925 K. Street. !>fS\\ Room 700 
Washmeton. DC 20423-0001 

y -^^cim y 
r i f > , * — 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT ^ . 
pprn- iD'^i- ^1 y , 
noc.UMEN># lO-^y^ n.^'^loM^ 

<k^-2)911110 ICL.O*!-

''An 

'-•VT 

Attn Elaine K. Kaiser 
ChieC Section of Environmental .Analysis 
Environmental Filing - Reno 

RE IT/SP MtRGFR - RFNO MITIGATinN STTD^ PRELIMCNARY M T T K ^ A T I Q N 

PLAN 

Toe Washoe Count> .SheiiflTs OfiBce has reviev êd the Preliminai\ Mitigation Plan aiid considered 
the impaa the proposed merger and mitigation measures may have on the commumt:. we serve aad 
on our delrv er> of services 

The Shenffs Office provides police services to residences on Del Curto lane The increased tram 
tiafl5c at this crossmg caused b> the merger will delay non-emergency and emergency iespouses mto 
this area The Shenffs Office feels that crossmg delays at Del Curto caused by the merger need to 
be mmgated. however, the Shenffs Office takes no posmon on wiiich mitigation measure should be 
implemented at this crossmg 

The Sheriffs Office provides poUce senices to residential and commercial properties and a Washoe 
County Park which are accessible by the Woodland Avenue The relocation of'telper'" locomom es 
aw av from the Woodland .Av enue area appears to be a reasonable maigauon measure. 

The increased tram uaffic at this crossmg caused b\ the merger will delay non-emergenc% and 
emersencN responses mto this area. Table -"3 1. page "-65. shows the proposed mitigation measure 
of widenme. paving, .md dedicatmg an existing road south of the tracks has akeady been 
implemented I mspeaed the site and found that this is inaccurate. The existmg paved one kne 
access road that is south of the tracks, runs parallel to Supenor Mmi-Storage, and conneas White 
Fir Street to Mavberrv Dnve has not been widened Signs are sdll m place at it's mtersection with 
White Fu- that show it as one wav stteet. Signs are still m place at it s mtersection with Mayberrv 
C>n\ e that indicated urong wav do not enter The gates are open and unlocked, bu: still m place at 
each end of this road and could be closed and locked without notice by mahcious 'hird parties. 

Ua>noe C.jjnt\ Sher.fT. 0:f.-r • '02 ii^VJi'ji 
91; Parr Boii.csard Reno. N\' • 69b\2-lOUO 
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The intersection of this access road with Mayberrv Drive is not easily visible to east bound ttaffic 
because Mavberrv Drive curves, goes down under the railroad track. The road design or 
configuration and the bridge abutments cause the poor vTsibilit>' At night, the visibility is worse 
because there is no street Ught at this intersection 

The point at which this access road intersects with Mayberrv Drive, is a location that has been 
flooded and closed due to high w ater durmg times of heavy rainfall If such flooding occurs, then the 
onh access will be by way of the Woodland Avenue crossmg. 

The Sheriffs Office recommends the followmg immediate acuons uc taken for this access road 
provided it is a dedicated road: 

• Current signs be remov ed and repbced with signs indicating a narrow one lane road. 

• Removal of the gates at each end. 

The Sheriffs Office recommends the following addiuons to the proposed mitigation measure of 
widening and paving of the existing road: 

• Installation of a sign on east bound Mayberrv Drive at least 100 feet or more west of the 
intersection of the access road, w aming of a "T" intersection 

• Installauon of a street Ught at the mtersection of the access road and Mayberrv Dnv e. 

The Sheriffs Office is a second responder to emergencies in the City of Reno, assisting the Reno 
Pohce Department on critical mcidents or major criminal events. The Sheriff's Office ttansports 
approxnnateK 30-50 prisoners ev erv day to three downtown locations, the Washoe County Distnct 
Courthouse. Reno Justice Court, and Reno Municipal Court The Sheriffs Office feels the increased 
crossmg delavs need to be miugated so as not to delay emergency re^onses or the ttansport of 
prisoners. 

If you have questions or need fiirther mfonnanon. please feel free to call me at (702) 328-3353. 

Smcerelv, 

RICRARD KIRKL-AND. SHERIFF 

yP̂ i2sMsa N Barnes. Captam 
Pattol Division Commander 
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COMMENTS ON PREUMINARY MITGATION PLAN (PMP) 
FOR THE CITY OF RENO 

ISSUE DATE SEPTEMBER 15, 1997 

The City of Reno here submits Comments on the Preliminary Mrtigation 

Plan (PMP) for the City of Reno, issued September 15. 1997. The contents of 

the ring binder Comment Document which accompanies these Comments are 

expressly incorporated by this reference as if set out in full herein. 

This prefatory statement emphasizes the City's view ttiat the Board 

shouid have required preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS) 

for the Reno/Sparks/Truckee Meadows Basin under requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC 4332(2), and regulations of 

the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508. Had the 

Reno Mitigation Study (RMS) been undertaken as an EIS, the Preliminary 

Mitigation Plan (PMP) could have avoided two flaws fatal to its credibility: first. 

the fai'ure to comply with the study mandate in Decision No. 44; and second. 

the unlawful delegation of the actual selection and implementation of the 

principal mitigation measure proposed. 

1 , The PMP Fails To Comply With The Study 
Mandate In Decision No. 44. 

In relevant part Decision No. 44 provides: 

The sole purpose of the mitigation studies will be to arrive at 
specifically tailored mitigation plans that will ensure that 
localized environmental issues unique to the two 
communities are effectively addressed. For example, with 
respect to vehicular and pedestrian safety, SEA has 
detennined that separated grade crossing and pedestrian 
overpasses and/or underpasses will be needed to address 
safety concems on the existing rail lines in Reno and — . 
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Wichita. Accordingly, the studies will identify the 
appropriate number and precise location of highway/rail 
grade separations and rail/pedestrian grade sepairations in 
Reno and Wichita. With respect to air quality, we have 
imposed mitigation measures that reduce locomotive fuel 
consumption and air pollution, call for more efficient railroad 
equipment and operating practices, and require 
consultation with air quality officials. As further insursuice, 
the studies will consider additional mitigation to address the 
air quality effects unique to Reno and Wichita. In this 
merger, noise impacts would result from more frequent 
exposure to hom noise rather than greater intensity of 
sound. No additional types of noise would be introduced. 
To address noise impacts, we are requiring UP/SP to 
consult with affected counties to develop focused noise 
atatement plans. As the Post EA notes, however, safety 
dictates that railroads sound their homs at grade crossings.' 
Any attempt significantly to reduce noise levels at grade 
crossings would jeopardize safety, which we consider to be 
of paramount importance. 

Decision No. 44, p. 221 - 222. (footnotes omitted.) 

The study protocol requires public consultation "regarding the range of 

additional mitigation to must effectively address increased rail traffic on the 

existing rail lines in Reno and Wichita." Decision No. 44. p. 222. 

The goal of the Mitigation Study is to "design the most effective mitigation 

for these particular communities to add to the mitigation that has already been 

imposed.' Id. 

In Decision No. 55. the Board further explained Decision No. 44, stating: 

In Decision Nc. 44 we found that our environmental 
mitigation conditions (including Condition #22) specifically 
remedy the environmental impacts associated with the 
merger and ensure that there will be no significant 
environmental effects. We noted that, in Reno, the" 
environmental impacts are limited to the effects of an 

SEA indicates ttiat FRA has been directed by tfte Swift Act generaJly to require that homs 
t>e sounded at ail grade crossings. 
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increase of traffic on an existing rail line. As the 
environmental assessment (EA), post-environmental 
assessment (Post-EA) and Decision No. 44 (At 220-23) 
show, we have already assessed the impact of the merger 
on Reno and identified its likely environmental effects. We 
explained that v»nth the systemwide and corridor-specific 
mitigation already imposed, and the conditions to be arrived 
at in the Reno mitigation study, there will be no significant 
environmental impacts to Reno. We emphasized that we 
already know the nature and general parameters of the 
appropriate mitigation measures for Reno, and that the sole 
purpose of the Reno studv is to arrive at a specificallv 
tailored mitigation plan to address impacts of additional 
traffir that will eventually move throuoh Reno. 

Decision No. 55 p.3 (emphasis added.) 

Even a casual reading demonstrates that the PMP does not identify the 

"appropriate [or for that matter any] number and precise locafion of highway/rail 

grade separations in Reno", as tailored mitigation specific to the significant 

adverse impacts to public health, safety and environment that will result ft-om the 

merger in the City of Reno. The Reno Mitigation Study consequently fails to 

achieve its stated objective or fulfill its directed mission. Rather, the PMP 

proposes to increase train speeds to 30 mph as the prime mitigation measure 

for the significant adverse impacts resulting from the merger in the City of Reno.^ 

* 'UP shall make necessary operatng changes and caprtal improvements...to enaWe trains 
to g*?nerate over the rail line segment between the east end of the Sparte yard (approximately MP 
247) and a point just west of Keystone Avenue (approximately MP 242) in Reno at a speed of 30 
miles per hc' T. UP shall then operate, and require BNSF to operate, all trains over the described 
rail line segment at a speed of 30 mph consistent with safe operating practices dictated t)jr_ 
conditions present at the tnie each train traversesthe segment' 
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PMP pp. ES-5,10-1. Not only does PMP fail its purpose, in proposing increase 

in train speeds it abandons mitigation responsibility to the discretion of others.' 

2. In Proposing An Increase In Train Speeds, 
The PMP Unlawfully Delegates The Actual 
Selection And Implementation Of The Principal 
Mitigation Measure To The Railroads. 

Train safety and operating speeds limits are not specifically set by any 

agency, but are generally govemed according to class of track under Federal 

Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations. See 49 CFR 213.9. Acco'dingly in 

Reno, the line segment Class 3 track status authorizes rail operations up to a 

maximum speed of 40 mph. 49 CFR 213.9(a). No where are other speed limits 

set. In short, specific train speed within the maximum authorized for the class of 

track lies solely within the operating discretion of the railroad. Thus, selection 

of train speed, and consequently implementation of the mitigation measure is 

delegated to the discretion of the railroad. 

The delegation of environmental Investigation and documentation 

responsibilities under NEPA by the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC), the 

STB's predecessor agency, has been consistently held unlawful. See State pf 

Idaho V. ICC. 35 F3d 585, 595 (DC Cir. 1994); lllinoig Commerce Qomm'n v. 

ICC. 848 F2d 1245, 1258 (DC Cir. 1988); Hariem Transportation Ass'n v. 

Stafford. 500 F2d 328, 335-36 (2nd Cir. 1974). 

' A persuasrve argument can be made that grade separanon mitigatior was not a significant 
consiaeration in the PMP because under Decision No. 71 the costs of such measure would be 
borne by the railroad. Such infrastructure mrtigation costs are now known to be substantialty more 
than costs assoaatec with mitgaton through operatonaJ changes. 
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If environmental investigation cannot be lawfijlly delegated, abdication of 

responsibility for actual selection and implementation of mitigation measures to 

others, is even less supportable. In this instance, the delegation to the railroad 

Is not limited in choice of train speed, length of trains, numbers or ft-equency of 

trains. 

Conclusion 

The Preliminary Mitigation Plan issued September 12, 1997 

demonstrates the cunent lack of both process and substance in the Reno 

Mitigation Study. If NEPA procedural stmcture is recognized as facilitating 

substantive detennination, the Board should now a order site-specific EIS for 

the Reno/Sparics/Tmckee Meadows Basin to properly explore an appropriate 

range of mitigation altematives. See 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508* 

It is now painfijily evident that because of the unstmctured, ad hoc nature 

of the Reno Mitigation Study undertaken 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. 

Surely, the PMP cannot be fairiy construed as reducing or minimizing the 

significance of the impacts to support the FONSI determination as anticipated In 

Decision No. 44. Indeed, the proposed increase in train speed, which was not 

subject to serious review by the Study Task Force, creates more problems than 

remedies. 
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Ordering preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS) will 

contribute substantially to resolution of mitigation issues,* 

Dated: October 16,1997 

Paul (r/tamboley 
1020 Nineteenth Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20036-6105 
Telephone: 202-496-4920 
Facsimile: 202-293-6200 

Patricia A, Lynch. City Attomey 
Mrchael K. Halley. Deputy City Attomey 
Reno City Hall 
490 South City Street 
Reno, Nevada 89501 
Telephone: 702-334-2050 

Counsel for The City of Reno 

This will be true even if retention of the current independent contractor is continaed. 
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of the foregoing Comments on Preliminary and ring binder Comment Document 
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^jintidpated impaas to piStic health and safety for tbe Reno / Sparks / Tmckee 
Meadows area indude... 

• r«^>W number of trains: Union Pacific indicates an increase of 113 trams 
per day over tbe next 5 years (teitbout any adjustment forfi4ture expansion or 
Port of Oakland growth). Based upon these projected train numbers... 

• Intreased traffic delav time: IdUng vebide delay time wiU metre than double 
from 188 hours to 473 hours 

• [rrrrr ' — p»/?">»""- Carbon Monoxide (CO) wiO increase by 68 tons per 
year and Nitrogen Oxides (NOj by 390 tons 

. rn^^c^ emer^enr^ ^*r^ calls delays: 564 Police calls, 168 ambulance 
calls, and 108 fire calls will be delayed in one year 

• Tnmiased train vehicle ac^A^tx md pedj^strian fatalities: AcdderOs and 
fatalities may increase from 1 accident every 15 months to 1 accident every 
13 months 

• Tnereased risk of Deraibnent and potential hazardous material a^de^ 
Existing risk of 1 contamination event every 53.1 yean will increase to 1 
event every 29.4 years 

• Increased Noise: A total of 118 homes, 185 apartment units,, 1J36 hotel 
rooms, and 1 church win be impacted by train wbisdes noise; Interior noise 
levels in botd rooms would increase by 2.7 dB, aggravating tbeadsting 
unacceptabU condition; the increased number of train is expected to cause a 
yO percent incretae in awakening 

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARV 

231 



232 



CITY OF RENO 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan 

Comment Document 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On August 12, 1997 the Surface Transportation Board (STB), in Decision No. 44, Finance 
Docket No. 32760, approved the Union Pacific/Southem Pacific (UP/SP) Merger application. 
As part of this approval, the STB reached a Finding of No Significant Impart (FONSI) 
regarding all environmental impacts assoaated with this merger. Nonetheless, the STB 
concluded that as a condition of this approval the STB's Section on Environmental Analysis 
(SEA) must condurt a ''mitigation smdy" for both the Reno, Nevada area and the Wichita, 
Kansas area to "arrive at speafically tailored mitigadon plans that will ensure that localized 
environmental issues umque to these two communities are effectively addressed" (STB, 
1997d:Appendix A, p. 5). The STB direrted SEA to do the following: 

...[W]ith respert to vehicular and pedestnan safety, SEA has determined that 
separated grade crossings and pedestrian overpasses and/or underpasses will be 
needed to address safety concems on the existing rail lines m Reno and Wichita. 
Accordingly, the studies will identify the appropnate number and precise location 
of highway/rail grade separations and rail /pedestrian grade separations in Reno 
and Wichita" (STB. 1997d:Appendix A, p. 5). 

Despite this clear, unambiguous directive, the Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP), issued 
September 15, 1997, fails to require the UP to implement any underpasses or overpasses for 
vehicles in the Reno area. The City of Reno (City) opposes final implementanon of this 
merger because the merged operations proposed by UP/SP will have unmitigated significant 
adverse impacts on the environment public health and safety, as well as commerce of the City. 
Neither the application nor UP/SP, nor the Environmental Assessmem (EA), nor the Post EA, 
nor the PMP proposes mitigation measures that wil! adequately safeguard the environment, 
public health and safety, and mitigate the adverse impacts of the î oposed merger, in 
accordance with the requirements of National Environmental Policy Art ("NEPA) or under any 
"reasonableness" standard' because of the increases m sigmficant adverse impacts. 

Tbe PMP is the final step in the process of developmg "specifically tailored mitigation plans" 
to adequately mitigate the adverse impacts of the merger on the Reno / Spaiics / Trackee 
Meadows area. Although the City bas never agreed with the concept of deferred mitigation (as 
evidenced by the City's comprehensive comments on the EA and Post EA) the PMP was 
supposed to contain sperific mitigation measures whose sole purpose were to reduce all merger 
related imparts to less than significant levels. The PMi* falls miserably short of this mtended 
goal. As such, the Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared April 12, 1996, which heavily 
relied on deferred initigation to prepare a FONSI, is not valid. In the event that the Final 
MiDgation Plan (FMP) does not contam adequate provisions to mitigate each and every 
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significant effect of the merger (as set forth m this comment) the NEPA process mujt be re
initiated, and a new EA prepared and circulated for public review and comment 

The STB and SEA have stated that both the EA and the Post EA are a complete analysis 
sufticient to reach a FONSI determination. That being so, this mitigation smdy appears to be 
an undefined attempt to support a previously reached FONSI conclusion, rather than a 
scientific study based upon established NEPA procedures to resolve identified serious 
environmental impacts in the Reno / Sparks / Truckee Meadows resulting from the merger. 

The PMP states that NEPA requires thr agenaes take a "hard look" at environmental 
consequences of then decisions and lhat this directive served as SEA's guide in conducting this 
mitigation study. The City can only interpret this sutement to mean that SEA took a "hard 
look" at the increased speed mitigation option, and the other mitigation options received a 
"softer", less discermng "look". This is evidenced by the lack of speafic analysis reported on 
both grade separations and the deî essed nilway mitigation options. SEA's approach appears 
to be that when typical construction projcrt imparts such as dust / noise and potential pre-
histonc and histonc resource clearances are present these "impacts" are used as an excuse to 
justify the discontinuance of that "hard look" and "need for further sQidy", such is the case with 
grade separations and tbe depressed railway. Ironically, a "no further study required" 
determinanon was made by SEA relating to the building of pedestrian overpasses which would 
have the identical dust / noise and potential pre-historic and historic resource clearances (the 
identical basis for "needing furtha study" determinations by SEA for grade separations and the 
depressed railway). 

As specifically set forth m this comment the City opposes the suggestion that the major 
"required" mitiganon soluoon for this area is to mcreâ * tram speeds to run "consistently" at 
30 mph The City provides comments refuting SEA's as.-'unpuons upon which it based its 
conclusions regarding the "benefits" of the increased speed "requirement". The City questions 
the basis for the "required" speed mitigation, and if the necessary UP rail yard improvements 
with out additional capacrry. are suffiaent and arc not simply operational changes imposed only 
to facilitate train operations and mterstate commerce, which do tittle or nothing to protert the 
safety and health concerns proven to be significandy impacted by this merger tliroughout the 
Truckee .Meadows area. This issue must be given a "hard look" and rectified in the FMP. 

The PMPs reference to percerved details of private negoaanons. and speculation as to the status 
of such negotiations, are mappropnate and have no place m a federally mandated environmental 
mitigation study The PMP sets forth no authonty for discussmg the perceived details of 
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pnvate negotiations, nor does the PMP explain why such information is iseful or relevant to 
the STB mandated envu-onmental (vs. econonuc) mitigation smdy. Further, SEA can only, at 
best speculate as to the status of pnvate negotiations between the City and the UP because u 
is not a partiapant m those negotiations. Any reference to details of pnvate negonations 
between UP and the City must be deleted from the FMP. 

The PMP sets forth a measure of impart of werage daily gate down time per crossing on major 
crossings. The City does not consida this appropnate. If the existmg potential for blocked 
emergency response vehicles is 12 times a day under curtcnt conditions, then the post-merger 
24 rimes a day is a 100 percent mcrease m blockage. The fart that 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 a comparable, as each emergencv response which is blocked must either 
be re-assigned or re-routed - emergency vehicles do not and will not wait at CTOssmps dunng 
responses or traasports. 

The PMP explains that the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is conducting a safety 
review which mcludes the rail lme through both the Reno / Sparks / Trackee Meadows area as 
well as the larger Washoe C:ounty area. The City is unaware of the scope and extent of this 
safety review because the PMP addresses this critical issue with only one line of text and no 
specific explanation. The PMP does not mention or address any of the serious safety issues 
and problems that caused the safety review in the fust place. This is ano±er example of how 
SEA and its envrnmrnental consultants are bias towards the LT and do not pn)vide an adequate 
analysis of this issue. The City has dirertly requested the FRA to include the Reno / Sparits / 
Trackee Meadows area m its m-depth study of UP operations. To date, the City has not 
received a response. 

Throughout the Reno Miugaoon Study process, the City requested that SEA put the issue of 
endangered speaes mhabitmg the Tnickee Rrver (the endangered cui-ui and the threatened 
Lahontan cunhroat trtjut [LCH) on the Reno Mioganon Task ¥orce agenda so that ihi.̂  cnncal 
issue could be pubUcly studied and reasonable mitigation solutions could be discussed SEA 
failed to honor this request 

A review of SEA's request to the United States Fish and WUdlife Service (USFWS) reveals 
that certain misleadmg mfonnanon w^ given to the USFWS to consider. This misleadmg 
mfonnanon was m the form of an incomplete summary of a smdy condurted by James Carr, 
Ph-D . P.E. of the University of Nevada. Reno SEA repcrted that based upon Dr. Carr's 
findings, the probability (risk) of a contammanon event m the Trackee River was once m every 
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154.15 [sic] years. This finding was not based on the increased tram traffic (post merger 24 
trains per day per UP), but ratha it was based upon existing baseline train traffic (14.7 trains 
per day) and only the Nevada portion of the Trackee River. In a September 2, 1997 lener to 
the Cily. Dr. Carr verified that the summary information ft-om his report provided by SEA to 
the USFWS was in fart misleading. 

The SEA study team independently estimated the likelihood of a hazardous materials release 
assoaated with a derailment on the portion of the UP rail line (formeriy the SP rail Une). The 
City would also question the saentific independence of the SEA study team performing this 
"likelihood" smdy as De Leuw. Cather & Company (DCCo) admittedly has worked for UP and 
other railroads pnor to this "third party independent study". 

The City, on the other hand, has no finanrtal relationship with the author of an unpublished 
smdy Development of an Integrated Computer Plat form for the Evaluation of Contaminant 
Mitigatinn Scenarios along the Truckee River: Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances 
Adjacent to the Truckee River by University of Nevada, Reno (UNR), Geological Engineering 
Professor and statistiaan James R. Carr, Ph-D., PJE. (commissioned by and independentiy 
completed for Sierra Pacific Power Company) which estimated that a rail accidem that spilled 
hazardous substances mto the Trackee River could happen once every 53.1 years (Carr, 
199626). The Carr smdy was based die 1996 rail traffic of 14 trains per day; however, based 
on the UPs proposed 25 trains per day or the City estimate of approximately 35 trains per, 
thereby increasmg die scistical certainty of contaminating the Trackee River every 29 .4 years 
and 21.0 year̂  respectively (Can-, 1996.19,29, 30). Risks of accidents inaeased with steeper 
grades, stronger curves, and higher trains speeds. All these tartors are most prevalent ui the 
upper Trackee River canyon between Trackee, California, and Verdi. Nevada, where the 
probability of a spill is therefore greatest (Carr. 1996:18, 19,21). 

Imtially when Carr's report was released, UP embraced the report claiming the railroad 
industry's superior safety in transporting hazardous materials, as evidenced by the July 28, 
1996. Reno iJazctteJoumal article enatled Rail study: River spill odds fairly low. "There is 
no accepted method that we are a w ^ of to accurately predirt any future event certainly 
mcluding ossibility of toxic spill mto the Trackee River,' said Mike Furmey, Southern 
Pacific spc an. 'But having said that we are unprcssed by the positive nature of UNR's 
stansrics.'" (Juiy 28,1996:C1). 

Based upon infonnation provided to the USFWS by the City which was not previously 
provided by SE.A. SEA nghtfully determined to re-imtiate informal consultation with the 
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USFWS (regarding biological resources) on September 29. 1997. However it would appear 
that the public, who has indicated that risk of hazardous materials spills is a pnonty 
environmental concem for the community, will have ''.̂  ^PP^^^!^^ 
consultation process pnor to the end of the comment penod (Ortober 16, 1997). m s is 
unacceptable to the atizens of Reno and the City. The adequacy of the proposed mioganon 
can not be evaluated without the complete consultation process of the USFWS. 

Required consultanon with the Native Amencans was neva condurted during the EA and Post 
EA NEPA process, and as evidenced in the PMP. has not been complrted ciunng the 
nreoaiation of the PMP. All attempts to condurt Native Amencan consultation were minated 
f o ^ n g complenon of the EA NEPA process which is a violation of NEPA. It is the Citys 
understanding that only one meetmg w^ held with Reno-Sparics Indian Colony and no dirert 
meetings or contarts have been completed with the Washoe or Paiute Nations. 

The PMP states that the Sparics switchyard operations are not associated with the merger. In 
fact, if the moease m freight tiams through the Reno / Sparics / Trackee Meadows ar^ 
inaeases the switchyard artivity les els. then the tnaease m switchyard artivities and assoaated 
air emissions are an effert of the merger, just as the inaease m emissions due to vehicle delays 
is an effert of the merger. The Sparics rail yard imparts from mcreased traffic must be given 
a "hard look" in the FMP. 

Contrary to the PMP, the STB is subjcrt to general confonnity as disoissed in ASTs recently 
released report (ASI, !997:Sect 5). The STB's ability to limit freight tram traffic through 
Tmckee M ^ w s dunng the mitigation smdy penod (sec STB, 1996c222) is evidence of the 
STB's program connxjl over ra-lroad emissions. 

The PMP fails to set forth anv economic analysis outlmmg decreased perfonnances of the 
cnnre downtown area which will occur even after implementanon of the mioganon measure 
idennfied m the PMP. Some of these imparts will ocoir due to restrirted ^ ^ ^ " ^ J ^ ^ 
vmlizaDon which will finanaJly affert the downtown casmos and busmesses. The PMP does 
not address the faa that dowmown casinos and busmesses represent a major sour« of 
for oilmral artivities, paries, schools, police and fire protection, and other services ofifered by 
the City and if casmos and busmesses located downtown are ftnanaally afferted, so are the 
finanrtal resources that help to fund those services 

The PMP sets forth the assumpoon that any type of mitigation for noise would be based upon 
change or redurtion of the noise source. Tbe Cty acknowledges that "to alter noise would 
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jeopardize safety which is of paramount mportance". However, there are other ways, including 
other mitigation options, to mingate the inaeased number of sensitive receptors exposed to 
post-merger noise which must be given a "hard look" by SEA. 

The City finds the PMPs explanation and history of the depressed railway projert lacks factual 
analysis. During the February 13,1997, SEA public meetings in Reno, UP presented a model 
of the depressed railway and made statements to the public and the media touting the benefits 
of the depressed railway. Due to UPs January 31, 1997 proposal to provide the depressed 
railway at no cost to the City, the City Council subsequentiy (February 18, 1997) directed the 
City Manager to emphasize the depressed railway as the City's primary objective. UP has 
strongly advocated the constraction of depressed railway as demonsffated by LT's lobbying 
efforts the week of March 17-21, 1997, when UP again presented its model of the depressed 
train and lobbied stale legislators for a week regarding funding options. 

Finally, SEA staff member and study director Harold McNulty stated at the SEA public 
hearings held in Reno on Oaober 9, 1997 that SEA has studied the rail line through Reno 
"more thoroû ly" 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", llie City, and ttie numerous dtizens who 
presented testimony al the public bearings, emphatically disagree that this mitigation smdy has 
gone "far beyond" the EIS process as evidenced by the facts and scientific evidence presented 
for consideration in this comment document A full EIS, following established NEPA 
procedures, and based upon sound scientific data, must be condurted by SEA rather than this 
undefined mitigation study which appears to reach conclusions contrary to sound scienofic 
evidence, common sense and logical itself. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION/OVERVIEW 

1.1 PURPOSE 
The City of Reno (City), Nevada has conducted a comprehensive review of the Prehminary 
Mitigation Plan (PMP) (STB, 1997d) prepared for the Union Pacific / Southem Pacific (UP/SP) 
merger (Finance Dccket No. 32760) by the Surface Transportation Board (STB), Section of 
Environmental Analysis (SEA) dated September 15, 1997 and has been reviewed for 
compliance with the stamtory provisions outlined m the National Environmental Policy Art of 
1969. as amended (NEPA) (Pub. L. No. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); the Council on 
Environmental (Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508, 
43 Federal Register [FR] 55990, Nov. 28.1978, Revised through July 1,1991); the Interstate 
Commerce Commission (ICO Regulations (49 CFR 1105. 56 FR 36105, M y 31, 1991) 
adopted by the STB'; and accepted professional environmental and engineering analyses 
practices along with consideration of community issues and concerns. 

The following documents were evaluated in the City's Review of the PMP: 

An- Sciences Inc. (ASI). 1997. Analvsis of Air Emission Increases Resulting From the Union 
Pacific and Southem Pacific Railrord Merger and Effects on the Management of the Air 
Resource of the Truckee Meadows Nonattainment Area. Manuscript (Ms.) copy available 
from Nevadan's for Fast aiyi Responsible Action (NFRA), Reno. (ASI, 1997). 

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. (BBA). 1997. Railroad Noise/Vibration Assessment: UP/SP 
Merger. Ms. copy available ft-om Nevadan's for Fast and Responsible Action (NFRA), 
Reno. (BBA, 1997). 

City of Reno. v.d. ''City of Reno Mitigation Task Force Meeting Summaries: Ortober 23 & 
24, 1996 - Kick-off Meetings Summaries; January 15, 1997 - Task Force #1 Meeting 
Suramaiy, Fdxuary 12,1997 - Task Force #2 Meeting Summary; March 12,1997 - Task 
Force #3 Meering Summary; April 23,1997 - Task Force #4 Meeting Summary; May 14, 
1997 - Task Force #5 Meeting Summary; June 11. 1997 - Task Force #6 Meeting 
Summary; and July 9.1997 - Task Force #7 Meeong Summary. Ms. copy available from 
Surface Transportation Board, Secnon of Environmental Analysis, Washmgton, D.C. 
(City of Reno, v.d.) 

Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc. (MMA). 1997. UP/SP Railroad Merger Impact Analysis: 
Traffic /Delay Analysis. Ms. copy available from Nevadan's for Fast and Responsible 
Acoon ('NFRA\ Reno (MMA, 1997). 

The ICC Termination Act of 1995. PL 104-88. 109 Slat 803. which was enacted on December 29. 1995 and took 
effect on January 1. 1996. abolished lhe Imcrsuic Commerce Comm;ssK>n and iransfcrrod xis, railroad merger 
approval funcuons to the Surface Transporution Board 
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Peters, Stuart M. Ph.D. (1997). "Comments on Union Pacific's Doimiown Reno & the 
Railroad". Ms. copy available from Nevadan's for Fast and Responsible Action (NTRA), 
Reno. (Peters, 1997). 

Surface Transportation Board. 1995. Railroad Merger Application. ICC Finance Docket No. 
32760, Applicant's Environme;,;al Report and Operating Plan, Union Pacific / Southem 
Pacific Control and Merger, Volumes 1 -7. November 30, 1995. Ms. copy available fi-om 
Surface Transportation Board, Section of Environmental Analysis, Washington, D.C. 
(STB, 1995). 

Surface Transportation Board. 1996a. Environmental Assessment. Finance Document No. 
32760. Vols. 1-5, Union Pacific Corp.. et al. — Conffol and Merger — Southern Pacific 
Rail Corp, ct al. April 12,1996. Surface Transportation Board, Section of Envu-onmental 
Analysis, Wasnington. D.C. (Note: this includes the Enaui to Environmerual Assessment 
issued April 18, 1996. by the Surface Transportation Board, Section of Environmental 
Analysis. Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, Section of 
Environmental /^alysis, Washington, D.C. (STB, 1996a). 

Surface Transportation Board. 1996b. Post Environmental Assessment, Finance Docket No. 
32760, Union Pacific Corp. et al. — Control and Merger — Southem Pacific Rail Corp., 
et aL June 24,1996. Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, Section of 
Environmental Analysis, Washington, D C. (STB, 1996b). 

Surface Transportation Board. 1996c. Final Merger Order No. 44, issued on Aupust 12, 1996 
in Union Pacific Corp., et al. — Conool and Merger — Southern Pacific R^l Corp., rt 
al.. Finance Docket No. 32760. Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, 
Section of Envmonmental Analysis, Washington, D.C. (STB, 1996c). 

Surface Transportation Boari 1996d. Decision No. 55, issued on September 27, 1996 in Union 
Partfic Corp., et al. — Conffol and Merger — Southern Pacific Rail Corp.,« al.. Finance 
Docket No. 32760. Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, Section of 
Environmental Analysis, Washington, D.C. (STB, 1996d). 

Surface Transportation Board. 1997a. DecLiion No. 77. issued on April 17, 1997, in Union 
Panfic Corp., et al. — Control and Merger — Southern Pacific Rail Corp., rt al.. Finance 
Dockrt No. 32760. Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, Section of 
Environmental Analysis, Washington, D.C. (STB, 1997a). 

Surface Transportation fioard. 1997b. Decision No. 9, issued on June 11, 1997 in CSX / 
Norfolk Southern — Cono-ol and Operating Leases / Agreements — Conrail, Finance 
Docket No. 33388. Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, Section of 
Environmental Analysis, Washmgton. D.C. (STB. 1997b). 
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Surface Transportation Board. 1997c. Applicants' Report on Merger and Condition 
Implementation - Suh-D<icumcnt No. 21 in Union Pacific Corp., ct al. — Cono-ol and 
Merger ~ Southerti Paafic Rail Corp., rt al.. Finance Dockrt No. 32760. July 1. 1997. 
Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, Section of Environmental 
Analysis. Washmgton. D C. (STB, 1997c). 

Surface Transportanon Board. 1997d. Preliminary Mitigation Plan. UP/SP Merger - Reno 
Mitifiatinn Smdy - Rcno, Nevada - September 1997 - Finance Document No. 32760, 
Union Pacific Corp., et al. — Control and Merger — Southem Pacific Rail Corp., et al. 
September 15. 1997 Ms. copy available from Surface Transportation Board, Section of 
Environmental Analysis, Washington, D.C. (STB, I997d). 

Surface Transportation Board. 1997c. Prdiminary Mitigation Plan, UP/SP Merger - Wichita 
Mitigation Study - Wichita. Kansas - September 1997 - Finance Document.\o. 32760, 
Union Paafic Corp.. et al. — Conn-ol and Merger — Southem Pacific Rail Corp., et al. 
September 15.1997. Ms. copy available from Surface Transportanon Board, Section of 
Environmental Analysis, Washington, D.C. (STB, !997e). 

Surface Tfansportauoc Board. v.d. "Various Task Force Meeting Handouts: Ortober 23 & 24, 
1996 - Kick-off Meetings Summaries; Januar. 15, 1997 - Task Force #1 Merting 
Summary; Febmary 12, 1997 - Task force #2 Meeting Summary; February 12, 1997 
Agenda Item No. 3 & May 14, 1997 Agenda Item No. 2, Tram Traffic Projections 
Handout February 12,1997, UP/SP Merga Rcno Mitigation Smdy Overview (February 
1997).March 12,1997-Task Force#3 Meeting Summary; Apnl 23, 1997-TaskForce 
#4 Meetmg Summary; May 14,1997 - Task Force #5 Meeting Summary; May 14,1997 
Agenda Item No. 3, Noise and Train Speed Survey Results Handouts; June 11, 
1997 - Task Force #6 Meering Summary; June 11, 1997 Agenda Item No. 3, 
Methodotogy Handout & Figures 1-10; June 11, 1997 Agenda Item No. 3, Methodology 
Handout & Figures A-F; July 9, 1997 - Task Force #7 Meeting Summary; July 9.1997 
Agenda Item No 3, Distribution of Freight Trains Handout and July 9, 1997 Agenda 
Item No 4. Feasibility of Tram Speed Increase Handout". Ms. copy available froia 
Surface Transportanon Board, Section of Environmental Analysis, Washmgton, D.C. 
(STB, v.d ). set forth in Appendix B of this comment document 

Noticeable differences m results have consistendy plagued the studies from SEA. This 
document continues the difficulty of determininci the impacts to Reno's resources. Table 1 
provides a resounr chronology mdicate the results and fmdings of all environmental documents 
produced for the UP/SP merger as well as the three recently completed independent studies. 
The first line of the table indicates the resources which were evaluated in each of the 
doounents. Note, no one particular merger related environmental document provides resource 
evaluation of all the resources of the Reno / Sparks / Trackee Meadows area. 
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INTRODD CTION/0\'ERVTEW 

The City opposes final irTtplemer̂ tation of the merger of the HP «id SP Railroads be«mse ^e 
Tnergeri operations proposed by UP/SP will have unm.tigated stgmfic^t adverse ̂ rnp̂ <̂  ô  
en^ronrnem and pubhc heallh and safety, as well as commerce of the ̂ jty, n«'^^^^ 
appUcation nor UP/SP. nor the Environmental Assessment (EA), nor the Post EA. nor the Pf^ 
p^poses mtogaoon measures that will aC ̂ uately safeguard the environment, pubbc health imd 
UfetTand mittgate the adverse impacts of the proposed merger, m accordance with the 
requirements of NEPA or under any -reasonableness" standard because of the mcreases m 
significant adverse impacts. 

Based on the analysis contained in this comment document, it is clear that the PMP mandated 
bv Dectston No. 44 ,s not adequate because, tt does not adhere to the speafic directiv« 
contained in Deasion No. 44; ,t does not comply with the provisions of NEPA; it doĉ  not mert 
anv -reasonableness- standard; and as a result,, an Environmental Impaa Stateinent (EIS) for 
the merger related impacts to the R no / Sparks / Truckee Meadows area must be prepared. 

The PMP IS the fmal step in the process of developmg "spcafically tailored mitigation plans" 
to adequately mingate the adverse tmpacts of the merj'er on the Reno / S ^ / Truckee 
Meadows area. Although the Cty has never agreed with the concept of defmed nuog^on, 
as evidenced by the City's comprehensive comments on the EA and Post EA, the PN«> was 
supposed to contam speafic mmgation measures whose sole purpose were to reduce all merg^ 
i m p a c t s to l ^ a n stgntficant levels. Tlte PMP falls misery y ^ ^ ^ ^ - / ^ ^ 
goal and as such, the Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared Apnl 12, »996 '''^^^ 
rel.ed on deferr=d mitigation to prepare a Ftndmg of No Sigmficant Impact (FONSI). i5 not 
valid, m the event that the Fmal Mnigaaon Plan (FMP) does not contam adequate provisions 
to mitigate each and every significant etTeci of the merger, .he NEPA process must be ru
minated, and a new EA prepared and arculated for public review and comment. 

The specific basis for the Cit:/s postnon relating to the PMP is contained in tht foUowmg 
sections of this comment document. 

I J ORGANIZATION OF COTMENTS , , 
This comment document has been organized to provide comments on the PMP m a lo ĉa^ 
^ e r . generally foUowmg the stmcture of the PMP unless the îsaission .s more 
anprxjprvitelv fooised upon tbe environmenul resources themselves. Commentscontamed m 
Snoamient are tooised on the rail l.ue segment withui Washoe County, Nevada mcludmg 
the porton of the line segment travcrsmg the corporauj limits of the City. In cases where 
imr.-«ct categones are not affected by pol.ncal boundanes, such as air quality, the comment 
ac 3 a broader impact area as documented in that secaon. 

Comment:, on the P^^ are evaluated .n the following sections of this comment dcxument: 
- 0 - Proc«luTal Isŝ aes; 3 0 - Resource In.pact Evaluation, 4.0 - MiDgation Evaliianon 
hicludmg Tier 1 Mitiganon spad) and T.CT 2 Mmgation (grade separauons, depressed railway, 
1-80 re-route, and other mitigauon opaons). and 5.0 — References. 

ci'i-v orPEKO 
Prcluninanr Mmgation Plan Comr.ncm Occumeu - UP/SP Railroad Merger 

October 15, 1997 
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rNTRODUCnON/OVTR'VTEW 

The appendices include: Appendix A - Task Force Record as August 8, 1997; Appendix 
B SEA Task Force Meeting Handouts & City of Reno Mitigation Task Force Meetmg 
Summaries; Appendix C - Comments; Appendix D - "UP/SP Railroad Merger Impaa Analysis: 
Traffic / Delay Analysis"; Appendix E - Current Media; Appendix F - USFWS 
Correspondence; Appendix G - "Raikoad Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment: UP/SP 
Merger"; Appendix H - "Analysis of Air Emission Increases Resulting From the Umon Paafic 
and Southem Pacific Railroad Merger and Effects on the Management of the Air Resource of 
the Truckee Meadows Nonattainment Area"; Appendix I - "Comments on Union Paafic's 
Downtown *" 'o & the Railroad̂ , Appendix J - Verified Statements; and Appendix 
K - Transcribed Comments from the October 7, 1997, Reno City Council Meeting. 
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Mitigation of conditions resulting from the preexisting 
development of hotels, casinos, and other tourist- oriented 
businesses on both sides of the existing SP rail line in Reno 
not within tBeliStpe. of the [study]. 

are 

SurfaoaWrmsportaticnT^oetd^ Decision No. 44. Condition 

r»3 

PROCEDURAL 
ISSUES 
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2.0 PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

The National Environmental PoUcy .Act (NEPA) is the United States' basic national charter for 
protection of the environment and is the governing enviromn̂ .Tital protectionlaw for the 
merger NEPA establishes environmental poUcy for the nation, provides an mtcrdisaphnary 
framework for federal agenaes to prevent enviromnental damage and degradadon and conuins 
procedures to ensure that federal agency deasion-makers consider enviromnental faaors m the 
deasion making process (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.; 40 CFR 1500.1). 

hi order to efTectively unplement NEPA. the CEQ established NEPA regulauons for guidance 
to agones unda 40 CFR 1500-1508. In addition, 40 CFR 1507.3(a) requires Aat 
every fcderafagency prepare pttxxdures to supplement NEPA and ^ A ^e^^^^ ,̂ 
STO has adopted the ICCs enviromnental regulations for impl«Tnentation of NEPA (49CFR 
1105) The STB's version of NEPA implementing regulations are not consistent with NEPA 
and the NEPA regulations, in that they substantially narrow the foais for unpaa analysis, 
resulting in unevaluated significant environmental factors. 

NEPA defines an EA as a conose public dooimeni that a lead agency prepares when a project 
IS not covered by a categoncal exclusion, and the lead agency does not know whethw the 
impacts will be sigmficant (40 CFR 1508.9(a)). The EA has three purposê , outhnt̂  as 
follows- I) it provides suffiaent evidence and analysis to deiertmne whether^ EIS is 
reqmred; 2) ,t supports an agencys compliance with NEPA when no EIS is reqmred; and . ) 
it facilitates preparation of an EIS when one is required. 

SEA'S EA and the Post EA, which have been indicated by SEA and the STO as a "complete 
analysis sufficient to reach a FONSI determmation". left sufficient doubt about the pubbc 
health and safety of the human enviromnent in Rcno. as to warrant speaal conditions under 
Deasion No 44 requinng a mitiganon study which now aprcars to be an undefmed attempt to 
support a previously reached FONSI conclusion. 

2.1 PROCEDLIRAL COMMENTS 
The foUoving secnon of comments are on NEP.A. Deasion No. 44. Reno's issues and conceras, 
histonc developmentof Reno, data coUecnon. speoilation on pnvate negodanons m a pubhc 
document and other procedural matters. 

7 T I iSATiniVAT FNVIRONMENTAl iPOIiirY ACT 
FMP Text Quote #1: page 1 - 2,1 I, line 5: Section 6 provides a geograpiucally focused 
emalysis of the potential envvonmentai impacts on Reno, Washoe County, and the surrounding 
area of the increased frught train traffic associated vtith the merger. This secnon supplem^ 
the environmental analysis presented in the Environmental Assessment (EA) <^fosi 
Environmental Assessment (Post EA) that were prepared by SEA pursuant to the Nanonal 
Envirvnmemal Policy Act (NEPA) for the UP^SP merger Evaluation cntena and netnodology 
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are provided, along with preliminary recommendations regarding potentuil mitiganon measures 
for the potential environmental impacts. 

Comment #1.1: SEA has stated that the Post EA is a complete analysis sufficient 
to reach a FONSI determmation. Thus, a mitigadon stody appears to be an 
undefined attempt to support a previously reached FONSI conclusion, rather than 
a scientific smdy based upon esta'oUshed NEPA procedures to resolve idendfied 
senous envu-onmental impacts m the Reno / Sparks / Tmckee Meadows area 
resultmg from the merger 

RVIP Text Qaote #2: pages 2 - I to 2 - 2,1 6. line 1: Because the reAew and approval of the 
UP/SP merger is a major Federal action, the proposed merger is subject to environmental 
review under the National Environmental Policy Act. NEPA. 42 US.C §4321. et. seq. The 
[Surface Transportation Boaruj Board has adopted environmental rules consistent with NEPA 
to guide its environmental review of proposed mergers, 49 CFR 1105 (1996f Those mles 
generallv call for the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA)for railroad merger 
cases, 49 CFR II05.6(b)(4)(l996). The EA is prepared by the Board's Section of 
Envirorjnemal Analysis (SEA), with assistance of an independent third-pcrty contractor, and 
considers infonnation supplied by the applicant, comments from interested parties and 
govemment a^^enaes, and the results of SEA's independent investigations and verification, 49 
CFR 1105.7;')l05.l09(b)(d)(l996). 

Comment #2.1: As the very nature of an E A i s to determine the necessity of an 
EIS due to the sigmficancc of the unpacts of tht; action, the City fmds it difficult 
to reconcile the STO's opposition to the preparati :)n an EIS fox the Reno / Sparks / 
Truckee Meadows area in the face of overwhelming evidence of significant impacts 
on the h'jman envu-onment On the other hand, the STO predetermmed the need 
for an EIS m the CSX Corporanon and CSX Transporution, Inc.. Norfolk 
Southern Corporation and Norfolk Southem Railway Company — Conrrol and 
Operating Leases ' Agreements — ConraiL Inc. and Consohdated Rail Corrvrration 
(STO Finance Docket No 33388) as demonstrated by the STO's statement la the 
July 7.1997 Fpdml RrgTffer(FR): 

...ftjo evaluate and consider the pote/uial environmental impacts that 
may rertuU from the proposed transaction, the Board's Section of 
Environmental Analysis (SEA) will prepare an environmental imprct 
statement (EIS) [emphasis added] (62 FR 36332). 

The staiemmt itself indicates bc-th SEA's and the STO's current lack of knowledge 
of enviromnental impacts that may result from the proposed Conrail transacdon. 
The Reno ' Sparks / Truckee Meadows area deserves this same consideradoiL 

PMP Text Quote #3: page 2 - 9, ̂  5, lme I: The Reno Mitigation Smdy is being condi.aed 
bvSE-i Hir/i the assistance of an independent third-parry ccntractor The President's Council 
on Environmental Qualitv regulations. 40 CFR I 506.5(c)a996i. allow a Federal agency to 
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select a contractor to prepare an environmental document, provided that: (I) the contractor 
is selected solely by the lead agency. (2) the contractor has no conflict of interest. (3) the 
contractor executes a disclosure statement prepared by the lead agency specifying that the 
contractor has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the projea. (4) the responsible 
federal official furnishes guidance and participates in the preparation of the document, (5) the 
responsible federal official independently evaluates the document pnor to approval, and (6) the 
responsible federal official is responsible for the scope and content of the document. SEA has 
applied these standards to its independent contractor in the preparation of this Preliminary 
Mitigation Plan (PMP). 

page 2 - 10, H I. line 1: SEA supplied the Citv of Reno 'Aith appropriate information 
conceming 'he third-oarty contractor and subcontractor However, information relating to 
compensation ^ not pwvided. because SEA is not involved in matters of compensation for 
independent tnird-party cont, actors. 

Comment #3.1: The City made an appropriate and reasonable request for 
disclosure of the financial compensation being paid to SEA's retained mdependent 
contractor. De Uuw Cather. & Company (DCCo). Please refer to the November 
22, 1996 lener to Elame Kaiser. Chief Seen in of Environmental Analysis from 
Paul Lamboley, lead counsel fcr the City, piaccU in the record by the City on 
August 8. 1997 as set forth in Appendix A of this comment document. This 
inlormation is again requested in order to ascertain any confiirt of interest which 
may exist 

PMP Text Quote #4: page 6 - 3 to 6 - 4,1 5, line 4: To evaluate reasonably foreseeable 
conditions, the SEA study team used fitture vehicular traffic volumes projected for the Year 
2000- Calculations of both pre- ard post-merger conditions used these projected Year 2000 
traffic levels to assure that the difference between pre- and post-merger potential envimnmen'al 
impacts could be attributed solely to changes in tram traffic. 

Comment #4.1: SEA vrould have you believe that some how the pre-merger 
condiuons are the year 2000 vehicular traffic. How can this be pre-merger? It is 
the City's understandmg that pre-merga v«)uld have to be some time pnor tc 
August 12, 1996. when the STO approved the UP/SP merger. Post-merger would 
have to some dme after September 12, 1996. the merger consummation date. The 
enure PMP and all of its analyses are missing compansons between the "pre
merger existing environmental conditions" with 1995 vehicle traffic (A.OT) and 
12.7 through freight t ^ s per day and the post-merger conditions vwth year 2000 
vehicle traffic (ADT) and 24.0 through freight trams per day. 

PMP Text Quote #5: page Exeauve Summary - 2, T I. line 1: The National Environmental 
Folic- Act iNEPA) requires that agencies take a "hard look" ct the environmental 
consequences of their decisions, and this direaive served as SEA's guide in conducting the 
Reno .Mitigation Study... 
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Comment #5.1: Determmation of the "affected envu-onment" required 
"descnption of environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the 
alternatives" (40 CFR 1502.15) mcludmg a biological assessment of the Truckee 
River (see Section 3.8 - Biological Resources on page 3 - 25 of this comment 
document for detailed comments from the City). 

Commeat #52: "Environmental consequences" required review of scientific and 
analytic basis of the elements required by NEPA seaion 102(2XcXI-v) and 
sections (a)-<k) (§1502.16) not the saentifically inaccurate method to detemune 
the average speed of a train that SEA has chosen (see Speed Calculation Comment 
#22.1 on page 2 - 22 of this comment document, relative to Data Collection 
Comment #21.1 on page 2 - 20 of this comment document). 

Comment #5.̂ . Review of "altematives" built ou the definition and description 
of affected environment and wvironmental consequences (§ ! 502.14) which would 
have equally mvestiĝ 'ed g.aae separations and the depressed railway options (see 
Secrion 42 - Tier 2 Midgauon on page 4 - 14 of this comment doomient for 
detailed coinments firom the City). 

Comment #5.4: Overall methodology of the Reno Mitigation Study should have 
been designed to ensure pjrofessional mtegnty (§150224) as opposed to the 
methodology tbe PMP emidoys with its substandard speed calculations (see Speed 
Calculation Comment #22.1 on page 2 - 22 of this comment document, relative to 
Data Collection Comment #21.1 on page 2 - 20 of this comment document). 

Comment #5.5: Cost-benefit analysis of alternative cb̂ 'ices shou'd have been a 
matenal c(Hisideranon (§ 150223) (see Section 3.13 - Economic Issues on page 3 
- 35 of this comment document for detailed comment from the City). 

Comment #5.6: The PMP states that NEPA requires that agenaes take a "hard 
look" at environmental consequences of their deasions and that this direcdve 
served as SEA s i<uide m conductmg dus .-nitigation study. The City can only 
mterf»-et this statsmeni to mean that SEA took a "hard look" at the mcreased speed 
midgation option, and the otber miagadon ofrtions recei ĵd a "softer", less 
discemmg "look". This is '̂ /idcnced by the lack of speafic analysis reported on 
both grade separations and the depressed railway mitigation options. The P̂ /IP•s 
approcich appears to be that when typical construction projea impacts such as dust 
, noise and potential pre-hisionc and histonc nsource clearances are {xesent, these 
"impacts" are used as an excuse to jusdry the disrontmuance of that "hard look" 
and "netti for further study", such is the case with grade separadons and the 
depressed railway. Iromcally. a "no furtha study required" detennination was 
maf)p by SEA relating to the building of pedestnan overpasses u-hich would have 
the idendcaJ dust' noise and potennal pre-histonc and historic resotirce clearances 
(the idenucal basis for "needmg further study" determinations by SEA for grade 
separadons and the depressed railway). 
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Comment #5.7: SEA staff member and swdy direaor Harold McNulty suted at 
the SEA pubbc hearings held in Reno on October 9,1997 that SEA has sdidied the 
rail hne through Reno "more thoroughly" than any study has ever been done on any 
stretch of any other rail Une and thai "weVe gone far beyond the EIS process". The 
City, and the numerous citizens who presented tesdmony at the public hearings, 
emphatically disagree that this mitigation smdy has gone "far beyond" the EIS 
process as evidenced by the facts and scientific evidence presented for 
consideration in this comment document A fail EIS, foUowing established NEPA 
procedures, and based upon sound sciendfic data, must be conduaed by SEA rather 
than this undefmed mitigation study which appears to reach conclusions contrary 
to sound saentific evidence, common sense and logical itself 

? 1 7 nrnsiON NO. 44 
PMP Text Quote #6: page 2 - 10. ^ 2. line I: SEA and its study team began the mitiganon 
study in October 1996. In an effort to develop a specifically tailored mihgation plan for Reno 
as direaed by the Board. SEA established the following objectives ft)r the study: 

• Focus on the effects of increased .-nerger-related rail traffic on the existing UP (formerly 
SP) line to arrive at additional specifically tailored mitigation for communities in and 
around Reno to en.'mre ihat localized environmental issues are effectively addressed. 

• itt»nHfy thf number anil precise lartffi'*- " f highitay/rail ^Tode separatioKi and 
rt,ii/pfdp0:truim gnr'f' î 'pamHnns. i f warranted [emphasis added]. 
(u)nsukr additional mitigation to supplement the midgation already imposed to address 
air quality effects on Reno resulting from the merger. 
Examine private and public fitnding options to share the cost of additional mitigation. 

0 Provide a forum to exchtmge ideas and concems. 
0 Elxplore independent and innovative mitigation options for Reno. 
• Facilitate the negotiation of an independent, muaially acceptable agreement among the 

parties. 
fhvvide an opportunity for public input throughout the study process. 

Comment #6.1: SEA states that one goal of the mitigation study was to "identify 
the number and precise location of highway / rail grade separations and rail / 
pedestnan grade separations, if warranted" (emphasis added]. This emphasized 
language is factually inaccurate as evidenced by bo& the clear mandate of the 
STO's DecisiOT No. and the handouts disoibuted by SEA in February, 1997 to 
the Reno Mitigation Task Force. Speafically, Deasion No. 44 states: 

...fwjith respect to vehicular and pedestrian safety. SEA has 
determined thai separated grade crossings and pedestrian overpasses 
and underpnsses will hc needpd to address safety concems on the 
existing rail lines in Reno and Wichita. Accordingly, thejtudies will 
idenPfi fhn appmpriate number and nredse Incatian of highway/rail 
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gmrfo *^ratinH.is and raU/pedestrian grade separations in Reno and 
aSdtita [emiAasis added] (STO, 1997d;Appendix A, page 5 - 6). 

Further, Appendix B of this comment document sets forth a handout distributed by 
SEA to task force members expressly stating that tbe mitigation study goals 
include, "indentif[ing] the number and precise locaton of highway/rail grade 
separations and rail pedestnan grade separations". No "if warranted" disclaimer 
is included in either Decision No. 44 or the documents distributed by SEA during 
the task force process. Clearly, the PMP fails to address a mandatory directive of 
the STO and this oversight must be correaed in the FMP. 

PMP Text Quots #7: page 2 - 13, ^ 3, line 2: The task force inquired about why there were 
differences in information provtded to the Reno Mitigation Task Force and Wichita's parallel 
Mitigation Committee, and SEA explained then the studies have different issues and somewhat 
different schedules. 

Comment #7.1: SEA notes that the City questioned why there were difftxences 
in information being disclosed to Wichita than to Reno throughout the task force 
process. SEA responds to this inquiry by stating that "the studies have different 
issues and somewhat different schedules". In fact, both the Reno PMP and tte 
Wichita PMP were issued by SEA on the same day, September 15,1997. Further, 
of tbe 11 midgation measures required of UP for Widiita, 7 of these measures were 
identical to those required of UP for Reno (see Table 2 below). 

PMP Text Qoote #8: page 6 - 59,13, line 1: The Board, in its Decision No. 44, directed only 
a further fixMsed review ofthe potential environmental impacts of the merger-related increasea 
train traffic levels. SEA has determined, therefore, thai additioneU economic analysis is not 
required. 

Comment #8.1: Throu^ut the PMP, clear mandates of the STO's Decision No. 
44 are completely ignored by SEA, while other mandates of the STO's Decision 
No. 44 are stcadfasdy embraced. The Pon of Oakland expansion, benefits of UPs 
extensive expansions at the Roseville Yard, the UPs own statement that the Central 
Comdor is their "pranier route", and UP's Sierra Nevada tunnel expansion must 
be fully studied in (xder to adequately calculate the increased rail traffic the Reno / 
Sparics / Truckee Meadows area will experience as documented in the UFs July 1, 
1997 filing entii led "Appiicams' Report oo Merger and Condition Implementation" 
(STO, 1997c). 
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Table 2 

Comparison of W ichita vs. Reno Mitigation Measures 

tir.,Ki«, vf.H,„i„» a» compared to Re.^ MId«atk»o 

1 Unproved tracks and a certnlized train 
control svsicm that would allow increased train 
speeds and a requirement to operate at those 
higher speedi. 

1 UP shall make the necessary operaung 
chanees and capital unprovements . to enable 
trains to operate over the rail Ime segment 
[through Reno]. UT shall then operate, and 
require BN/SF to operate, all trams over the 
described rail lme segment at a speed of ^0 
mph consistent with safe operatmg practices 
dictated by condiuons present at the ume each 
train traverses the segment 

2 Eliminauon of crew changes for through 
trains m Wichita. 

4. UP shall discontmue the practice of addmg 
"helper̂  locumouvcs m Woodland Ave. area. 

3 Installation of a commurucauons system to 
mfonn the emergency dispatch center of train 
locauons on UP rail line 

2 and 3 Subject to City agreement. UP shall 
install color video displays coordinated with 
lhe UP signal system circuity s.'wwuig locanon 
of each tram present on the rail line segmenL 

7 School safety educauoa program conducted 
twice a year 

6 Enhanced rail safety program. 
Supp;emenQng existuig school educauonai 
programs 

8 Rail safety mformation to employws 
employees, and residents ad>aceni to the UP 
rail lme 

6 Est7hlishmg a safcy trammg program for 
Reno s dowiuown employees 

9 Tram deteciore to idenufy potential 
problems and reduce nsk of deraiknenL 

1? and 14. Installauon of a tugh, wide, shifted 
load detector and mstallauon of a hot box 
detector at MP 240. 

10 Establishme:. of a commumry advisory 
panel. — — 

15 bsiabhshmeni of a community advisory 
panel 

11 Quaricrty njoraioruig reports to be 
submiaed to the City of Wichiu ?nd Sedwick 
Countv 

17 Quaneriy momiormg repons provided 10 
City of Rene aod Washoe County. 

Source?.. STB. 1997d, 1997e 

PMP Text Quote #9: page 7 - 43. 1 2, line 1: The City of Reno hns requested that 
consideration be given to a bi-pass whereby the UP tracks would be relKoted out of the 
downtown area on a ne^- mil line mnntng south of I SO. However, there is no support in the 
Board's precedent for requinng a nnlroad seeking merger authonty to constmct a new mr W 
line to bvpass a citv. Nonetheless, pnvate panies could decide to pursue andfimdtm ISO 
bvpass This ̂ vuid require tnat the panies seek authonty to constmct and operate fi^m the 
Board At that time, tne Board would undenake the appropnate environmental rev/en/or a 
bypass alternative. 
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Comment #9.1: Throughout the PMP. clear mandates of the STO's Deasion No. 
44 are completely ignored by SEA, while other mandates of the STO's Deasion 
No. 44 are steadfastly embraced. An EIS is necessary for the Reno / Sparks / 
Truckee Meadows area to insure that all alternatives, including relocation of the 
right-of-way, are fully consid . Please refer to the STO's Decision No. 9, 
issued June 11, 1997 ui F J) ' . ?8 ordering a systemwide ELS for the recent 
merger appbcation of CS • - Southem / Coiu^il. 

PMP Text Quote #10: page 8 - 2,1 6. hne I: In determining whether additional mitigation 
measures are reasoruible, SEIA considered the following questions for each option: 

Is it consistent with the Board's directives in Decision No. 44 and Decision No.7l? 
Does it apply directly to the potential environmental impacts of the merger-related 
increase in trains on existing right-of-way in Reno and Washoe County? 
Is it effective in achieving a high degree 'fmingatioi, for Reno and Washoe County while 
still protecting public health and safety? 
Is the degree of mitigation uiilored to the degree of potential environmental impacts from 
the merger-related increase in train traffic? 
Does It unduly ititerfere -with UP's right to conduct its business and provide rail freight 
service to its customers? 

Comment #10.1: These mmA îM directives were not followed by SEA in setting 
forth this PMP. For example, no requirement for placement of grade separation 
uiKkrpasses or overpasses for vehicles are set forth as required mitigation under the 
STO's Decision No. 44 directive. 

7 1 1 R F N O ' S ISSTIFS ANT) C O N C R R N S 
FMP Text Quote #11: page 2 -16. ^ 3. hne 4: CUy staff members have fitrther stated that the 
City does not consider requinng UP/SP to construct highway/rail grade separations in Reno 
to be acceptable mitigation... 

Comment #11.1: To lhe contrary, during the June 11, 1997, Task Force Meeting 
#6. Agenda If^m No. 3 - P*-esentanon of Traffic Data and Vehicle Traffic Delay 
PiTjjecnons for a Range of Mitiption Options, once again the City staff reiterated 
tiiat the City must first know the impacts to the resources prior to determining the 
necssary and appropriate tmtigaDOTi. It is difficult and unreasonable to request the 
City's opinion regarding specific mitigation options when a complete imtaa 
analysis has not yet been set foitL Excerpted from the City's meeting summary for 
the June 11, 1997 - Task Force #6 Meeting (sec Appendix B of this comment 
document for a complete copy of this meeting summary): 

'Please ncxe that SEA Study Director Harold McNulry ofTered sLatod at the SEA public beanngs held m Reno on 
Oaober 9. 1997 that SEA has studied the rail line through Rcno "more thottxighly" thar any smdy has ever been 
dvWJc on any stretch of any other rail kne and that "weVe gone f v beyond die EIS process" 
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Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti asked how cat. tier one/tier two 
mitigation classification decisions be seemingly already made without 
first knowing the level of impact assocuited with the merger..Mark 
[Demuth] followed up bv asking how we can be tal'ing now about the 
level of the solution, when we have not completed the impact 
analysis... 

Mark Demuth stated that baseline conditions are defined as the 
environment existing at the moment of the action and that the UP must 
take the environment as it finds it at the time of the merger and can t 
go back to pre-merger times in the I960's. [Michael] Hemmer [LP 
)egal council] replied angrily that "that's not what Decision 44 says . 

PMP Text Quote #12: page I - 1.1 4, hne 3: /n preparing this PMP, SEA reviewed and 
considered the issues and concems raised by all interested parties. 

naae2-15 14 line I: Appendix E [of the PMP] contains a list of the major issues raised by 
^!public to date The list summanzes most written comments and letters, input received at the 
pubtic meetings in Febmary 1997, and input received at the seven task force meetings held to 
Tie. The lisfis organized by topic and identifies where in the PMP the topic is discussed 

Da2e^-161lUne3:5£^to considered all of the City's wrinen submittals in preparation 
^thePMP. SEA has responded to the Citys comments in written correspondence m task force 
meetings, and by provision ofinfiyrmation in the PMP. 

Comment #12.1: Appendix E of the PMP (ostensibly) lists all of the issues raised 
(and a nmnber of items are indicated as disoissed) To the contrary, they are not 
Other issues are merely noted as "comment noted" which appears to the City to 
mean "acknowledged but no action taken". Table 3 below mdicates a numba- of 
issues identified from Appendix E of the PMP, which are either not disoissed as 
indicated or mdicated "comment noted". Thi City notes that these items were 
raised m 38 requests bv the City m numerous correspondei?ce placed m the record 
bv the City cn August 8. 1997 as set forth m Appendix A of this comment 
document and have not been addressed, resolved or mingated t levels below 
significance. 

B 
I 
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O 

Summary o 

Table 3 

r Key Issues not Discussed in î MP as Indicated 

K<y biu« Am l«pi< 

DiKnuH la rMT 
• i C d M 

r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Safely Emergency 
Response Delays 

What will bapFea with emergency services and public transportation access for people 
livion downtown? 

6.2.1 & 6.2.) r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Safely Emergency 
Response Delays 

Ilie Old Reoo Casino has fire trick access problems. 723 

r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Air Quality Wbat ire the ur quality unpads of increased train traflic? 62 11 & 72 1 

r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Noise 

• 

The nimbliflg of the trainj (especially hose traveling at slow speeds) and d-ain homs art 
both a source of annoyance, especially during evening bours; can train born noise be 
mitigated? 

6 2 9 & 7.2 6 

r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Noise 

• 

Noise fVom train bonis afft̂ ts residents along the tracks, especially in tLe Verdi area 6.29 

r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Water Quality Wbat steps has UP taken regai-ling the potential for future noodiug? What impact will 
FEMA regulations have on the iii;;grity of railbed in the Truckee River canyons? 

vond scope 
.̂ tudy 

r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Native 
Amencan 
Issues 

Tbe City si'pports complete involveme>;( and consultation with Native Americans 
during tbe study, the Reno-Sparks Indian Colony plans to join the City of Reno's 
lawsuit; 

62.7 

r:nvuuiimealJ 
Impacts 

Hiolugical 
Resources 

SEA should provide informaticn regarding consultation with US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) regarding endangered species 

6 28 

Other Potemial 
Impacts 

Problems in 
Sunounding 
Aieas 

None of the mitigation optioas seems to address blocked access to the 27 residences in 
the West 4* Sl via Del Curto neighborhood 

7.2.6 

Train Operations Increased 
Train Numbers 

Although in the past there were more tra ing through Reno and no complaints, it 
should be noted that Reno was much small.. with less pedeiirian and vehicle 
trafTic, and (Velgbt t/ains did not carry the toxic materials they carry today. 

Comment noted 
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1 rain Operations 
(Cont'd) 

Involved Parties 

NJ 

Projections 

Union Pacific/ 
Cily of Reno 
Relations 

Third Party 
Conuactor 

I'l^U .tftances does the City have that f ' l '"(Tic will not increase afier 5 year>7 

How many othe- iww have similar problems because of the merger? 

Historical Data/ 
Preexisting 
Qotidi tions 

According to city stalT, "Itf bis reportedly attempted to meet privately with downto 
businesses to buy them ofT" and the City objects to this. 

44 1 

Beyond scope 
of study 

2.9 

The City requested that UP provide detailed infonnation to Uie task force regarding , 
compensation and leei paid tr mi,d party contractors au. related issues regarding othe. 
contracts and limitations uipcitd by the e vi 

Tbe City bas itited Uiere may be a potenU conflict of interest regarding SEA's 
Independent thUd-party conttactor and/or its subcontractors; 

The UP submitted a study and letter Indicating that development pattenis allowed by th 
City have contributed to the existing laud ust and train conflicts, long before tbe 
merger. The UP letter notes thai the City of Reno voted down the lUndin of a 
depressed railway in I960. -

26 1 
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NJ 

Table 3 

Summarv of Key Issues not Discussed in PMP as Indicated 

Ktf tttiit A I M Topic 

•--̂  
DUcawd la tlift 

Mitigation Study 
(Cont'd) 

Study Data Trains If the study investigates the elTective mitigation potential ofmanipulaiion of train 5pee( 
a similar evaluation of the manipulation of uain numbers per day and length of uams 

in? 1 
Mitigation Study 
(Cont'd) 

Study Data 

Noise 

• 

That is the Board's definition of noise receptors? It seems the Board uses a very nanow 
definition; noise receptors analysis should Include conslderaUon of hotels and other 
commercial nrocertles adiaceni to UP's trackage in Reno 

62.9 

Mitigation Study 
(Cont'd) 

Study Data 

Noise 

• Niehi-weiohted averases are not relevant in Reno because it is ( 24 hour/day city 629 

Mitigation Study 
(Cont'd) 

Study Data 

Noise 

• 

Tie sensitive receplor Inventory should be prdvi Jed for review 62.9 

Mitigation Study 
(Cont'd) 

Public 
Involvement/ 
Public Review 
Schedule 

The mitigation study and task force schedule should be extended up to 90 days; can sea 
recommend to the Board that the study schedule be extended? 

2.72 

Mitigation Study 
(Cont'd) 

Public 
Involvement/ 
Public Review 
Schedule 1 ask Force The City stated its view lhat "The mission of the task force should be to ensure that all 

adverse impacts associated with the merger are mitigated to less than significant levels, 
and that mitigalioL proposals do not in and of themselves create additional adverse 

272 

Mitigation Study 
(Cont'd) 

Public 
Involvement/ 
Public Review 
Schedule 1 ask Force 

The City wrote a letter slating Uieir view tbat Uie task force meetings seem to focus on 
mitigation options and do not Include ftill discussion of possible merger-related 
environmental impacts in Reno; 

2.72 

Board 
Jurisdirtiuu 

Can the Board control train speed? Length of irains? Numbers of cars? 22 
Board 
Jurisdirtiuu Can the Board impose fiirther caps or limitations on the munber of trains as a long-tenr 

solution? 
22 

Mitigation Evaluation . 
Criteria 

The City Ihould look ahead 20-40 years when thinking about mitigation options Commenl noted 
Mitigation 

Impacts of 
MitisatioD 

Consider time and coata necessary to build various mitigation options; some parlies 
noted that five years of construction is "unthinkable" 

7&8 
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NJ 
a-l 

Table 3 

Summary of Key Issues not Discussed in PMP as Indicated • 

gak-T>fl« 

DUauMdlnrMT 
8K HM 

Ktf luijt Ana 

Mitigation 
(Cont'd) 

Mitigition 
Options 

City Preference In task force meetings, the City stated lhat underpass/overpass mitigation options are 
unacceptable and the City expressed reservations about speeding up the ttams 

28 Ktf luijt Ana 

Mitigation 
(Cont'd) 

Mitigition 
Options 

Depressed Rail 
Corridor 

Are there examples of successfiil uses of depressed comdor in other cities? Beyond study 
scope Depressed Rail 

Corridor 
Can all of the traffic be rerouted to the Feather River route during construcUon? What 
factors detennine the maximum capacity of the Feather River route, and what is 
reî uired to increase the capacity if necessary? 

Beyond study 
scope 

Options for 
Mitigating Noise 
Unpads 

Noise impacu can be mitigated by creating sound buffers 7.26 

r̂ĥ diilinfl Trains Decrease number of uains at night 8 
O b U C U U l U l U 11 M i l . * 

Noted in the study a system should be provided which alerti emergency responder 
dispatch centeis as to when trains are on the tracks 

7.26 

Orade separations Underpasses, such as the one on W Secocd Sl, make people feel "trapped" and "at-
risk" — 

Comment noted 

Underpasses should be buill at the following sueeis one at a time lo avoid 
inconvenience" Keystone, Arlington. Washington, Ralston, and Evans 

Comment noted 

Source: STB, 1997d Appendix E 
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PMP Text Quote #13: page 2 - 4 to 2 - 5,1 7, line 1: SEA also concluded that the merger and 
related rail line abandonments and constructions could have potential environmental effects 
regarding safety, air quality, noise, and/or transportation, including the transportation of 
hazardous materials. In the EA and Post EA. SEA proposed extensive mitigation measures, 
including the Reno Mitigation Stitdy that address environmental concems that were raised. 
eg., issues raised by the City of Reno. 

Comment #13.1: Almost every concem raised by the citizens of the Reno / 
Sparks / Truckee Meadows area were not addressed in the Tier 1 (reqmred) 
mitigation for the UP. Rather, the concems raised were summarily addressed as 
Tier 2, (or shared funding) mitigation. Please refer specifica'ly to the City's 
summary of issues and concerns, with 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. 

PMP Text Quote #14: page 2 - 2,17, line 1: The United States Congress pro-vides its policies 
regarding railroad regulation in 'he 1995 ICC Termination Act (Pub. L No. 104-88: December 
29. 1995). which suites in part: 

"In regulating the railroad industry, it is the policy of the United States Govemment... 

(3) -o promote a safe and efficient rail transportation system by allowing rail carriers to earn 
adequate revenues, as determined by the Board;... 

(8) to operate transportation facilities and equipment without detriment to the public health 
and safety:... 

Comment #14.1: As established in this comment document and demonstrated in 
SEA's PMP, pubhc health and safety concems have been largely ignored by SEA. 
For example. SEA concedes (STB. 1997d:7 - 10. 8 - 8) that "accidents are likely 
to be more severe with increased train speeds. Speafically, Figure 72.1-2 [of the 
PMP] shows that anoapated fatality rates (number of fatalities per accident) 
mcrease as tram speeds mcrease." 

PMP Text Quote #15: page 2 - 12,1 3. line 3; The task force serves as a local forum to 
provide input throughout the stijdy, to disseminate appropriate smdy information to the 
commumry, and to help define communiry issues. 

Comment #15.1: If the purpose of the task force was to define community issues 
— then SEA has failed to accomplish this goal because the majority of the 
community concerns were not addressed nor analyzed as Tier 1 required 
mitigation. 

PMP Text Quote #16: page 2 -13,11, Une 1: The City representatives and several other task 
force members requested that additional task force meetings be held in the summer, that the 
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entire study schedule be extended, and that the public review period be longer than 30 davs. 
SEA conducted a task force meeting in July, but not in August, given the need to focus on 
finalizing the PMP so it would be readv for public review and comment in Septembe : SEA 
plans to hold both a task force meeting and two public meetings on the PMP in October. 

Comment #16.1: On June 11,1997. 14 task force members placed a letter in tbe 
record expressly requesting that the smdy calendar be extended m order to allow 
SEA the sufficient time needed to fuUy snidy each of the issues and concems raised 
by the task force (see Appendix A of this comment document). SEA faUed to 
honor this req-aest and in fact never proposed such an extension of time before the 
STB Furthermore, tvro task force meetmgs were onguudly scheduled each month 
through September 1997 SEA only held one meeting monthly failmg to utihze the 
communitv resources available to meet twice each month, and abruptly canceUed 
both the August 1997 and September 1997 meetmgs without input from the task 
force members 

mSTORIC DEyELOPW.NT QF RENQ 
PMP Text Quote #17: page 2 - 18. f 2, line 1: Reno has experienced an upswing in growth 
in the century since the railroad's inception. 

Comment #17.1: The Reno / Sparks / Truckee Meadows area has not experienced 
the penods of -explosive" growth (usually associated with the boom-bust cycle) 
typical of many communities m Nevada. When, for example. Reno began its battle 
to cioss the tracks downtown in the 1880s, Reno's population was about 1300; it 
had grown onlv to a httle over 20.000 when die battle ended in the 1940s. Like the 
rest of die country, the growth of Reno's economy and population accelerated m the 
post-war penod. Bv 1950. the population stood at 32,497; in 1960 it was 51,470; 
and, m 1970 the pcpulanon was 72.863. In other words, Reno remained a small 
town More unportant, perhaps, is the pattern of growth. Rcno, like most other 
towns in the age of the automobile, grew out not up; therefore, the downtown 
suffered a dechne as retail and service uses followed the population to subdivisions 
on the penphery. This growth pattern, which continues to the prescnu acts to 
counterbalance the mcrease in downtown tiaffic associated with growth m the 
commumtv as a whole (see Appendix 1 of this comment document). Further, the 
railroads themselves. tiaveUing through the Reno / Sparks / Tmckee Meadows area 
have expenenced an "upswmg" in growth since the late 1800s. 

PMP Text Quote #18: page 3 - 1.1 2. 3.4. 5. & 6. line 1: Located in Washoe County, the 
Citv of Reno has historicallv been the regional center for goods, services, education, and 
cultural and recreational activities serving the smaller communities in northem Nevada and 
northeastern Califomia. 

The town was originally developed more than a hundred years ago by the tiranscontinental 
North Amencan Rmlroal which chu,se the site for its sti-ategic location and natiiroi suitability 
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for commerce In 1868. the Centml Pacific Railroad purchased a tract of land and established 
the sti-eet gnd and town platting that still exists in contempcmry downtown Reno. 

Initially, Reno grew as a classic mi Iroad town. Local commerce and the Oty core developed 
fmm east to west along Commercial Row adjacent to the rail comdor. Residential areas were 
simated bevond the tracks to th.e north, and Virgima Street was the main north-south anery 
through town. The central business core gradually shified to the south, away from the tiracks 
to Virginia Sfi?.et between the mj/n station and the Truckee River. 

Reno remained primanly a milroad town until the early 1930s when the legalization of 
sambltng and a gwwirg mtmber of casinos shified the economic emphasis frvm rail-basea 
commerce to tourism The gmwth of the legalized gaming industry connmted to expand south 
of the railmad tiacks until afttr World War IL 

In 1947 the Citv Council adopted the "Red Une Ordinance " which restricted casino gambling 
to a commercial distnct along Virginia Street This restnction prevented the developrnent of 
casinos elsewhere in the Citv. Although the boundanes of the Red Une area expanded dunng 
the 1950s and 1960s, the designated gambling distnct remained south of the tracks. 

page 3 - ^ 1 1 hne 1- /n 1970, the Reno City Council removed the original Red Line 
Ordinandi 'het^ebv pemutting gaming establishments outside of the designated downtown 
district. Tne removal of this ordinance triggered the mpid gwwth of new casinos and hotels 
t.u llg the 1970s and 1980s as well as the migmtion of development north of the milmaa 
tracks This northward gwwth movement was also encouraged by the consimction of ISO 
between Seventh and Eighth sttxets and the availability of affordable land north of the tracks. 
Table 3-1 shows the hotels/casinos north of the mil right-of-way that were appmved for 
development since 1970. Tnis northward expansion meant that the railroiid tmcks were agam 
in the center of the downtown area. Figure 3-1 is an aenal view of the downtown Reno area. 

Comment #18.1: By the early years of this century, downtown Reno was firmly 
erabhsbcd where it is centered today, around Virginia Street and the Tmckee 
River From the 1970s onvi^ the growth of do>.Titown destuuQon resorts has 
taken place north of the railroad. This growth has h<en impressive - - nearly 6.000 
rooms m desmianon resorts and the Nanonal Bowl ng Stadium. It took place nonh 
of the tracks because land was less expensive, and becaf̂ ^ that ui where the 1-80 
interstate freeway, pnmary vehicular tounst access, was located m the 1960s. With 
the exception of the marked growth of the Saint Marys Medical "Cam^ 
adjacent to 1-80. there has been no other sigmficant commercial or office 
development m the downtown to the north of the ttacks. Certainly, this must result 
in a reduction m the total number of vehicular and pedestnan crossmgs of the 
railroad. 

PMP Text Quote #19: page 3 - 6 to 3 - 9. Secnon 3.3 - Key Planning PoUcies: The SEA smdy 
team reviewed the City of Reno's and the Redevelopment Agency's planning documents to 
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detennine how their policies relate to the milmad. This section summarizes these policies. 

Reviewed documents include: 

City of Reno. Amendaj£aiJCLJtbe-Redeyelofment Finn for the Downtown Redevelopment 
AreaJ^eno^Neyadajm. December 14. 1990 

City of Reno. Cuy^ifEenaMistai^lan-Part One: GroMknnd DevelnpmenL November 

I 1996 
City of Reno. CUyjif^eno^Mnstfr Flan Part rviYT- Cnmmumtv Design Handbook 
November 1. 1996. . „ x/ ^ toon 
City of Reno. Elan.,E£pQri-DQymtawn^rde\'elopment Area Reno. Mevoda^jm. 

November 27. 1990 u A los^ 
City of Reno. RenQj^emLU}oymtowB.Devdopm(mt Plan. Man:h 4 1983. 
City of Reno. Reyis^dJEwJecLRepotlJSailrnad Mtrger Mitimnn Altematives, July 10, 
1996 
Oty ofReno Redevelopment Agency, Catter City Hawiing Strategy for the City nfRena. 
November 7, 1995 ^ ,. o J i.^ 
City of Reno Redevelopment Agency. RenoJ?OM.tnyin Traffic ̂ Parkin? Stiidy, December 

1995 
City of Reno Redevelopment .igency. The Rluepnnt J..Revitalirannn Sti-ateTvM 
Do-iATntn-ttm Reno. December 8. 1992. 

Several documents prepared pnor to the merger address physical conditions adjacent to the 
existing milroad tmck through doytntown Reno. For example. Tne Rlurpnnr 4 Fevitalirannn 
^Mi.yfnr Dnwntov Renn suites that "...minimize[ing] the effects of the railmad on the 
downtown... " is a major issue regarding redevelopment of the entertainment core area. The 
smdv pwposes impmvements along the milnntd conidor such as street lighting and 
landscaping (trs^s ar.d honeysuckle along chain-link fences) along the railmad nght^f-way. 
nr ^mcndr-^' Rpdevelor>ment Plan for the Doyimtown Redevelotment Area Reno. 
KmnHn 1990 hos Similar pmposals: 

Encourage attractive landscaping adjacent to the tmcks whenever possible 

. Pmmote the reduction of the dust adjacent to the tmcks by encoumging dust-free 

surfaces. 
Promote a mechanism to maintain a clean track side ' 

. Encourage the impmvement of the visual quality of fencing and maintenance ofjencing 
for safety. 

The City's redevelopment plans also identify milroad-reiated impacts on noise and public 
health and sctfetv as a concem The AmendmeDLtoJbe^edevelaptnenLBlanhas pohci^ 
the following: '"encourage the railmad to reduce and/or abate noise catted by the crossing 
siJisandtmtn 'y^-hisde'" and "encourage the abatement of noise caused by o-axns TheCity 

P/.„ Pnrf T^- C.ommimit^LDmgnJiandbaak policy munber UCU states: 
"TopmtcatheheaUh and safety of its visitors, any potential adverse effects of the railmad line 
must be identified and mitigated. " 
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Several policies suggest that the Oy of Reno be proactive in working with the railmad in 
planning and pmblem solving. This Ls evident in the Jsnendment to the Redevelopment Plan's 
policy to "encoumge working relationship with the Southem Pacific Railway Company to 
improve conditions at and adjacent to the tracks." The City ofRe.no Mauer Plan Part Two 
also contains policies .supporting involvement with the railmad: 

• CD-46: Work with the railmad in planning new lines and spurs. Discourage new 
milroad lines and spurs through residential areas. 

• UC-17: Work with the railroad company to coordinate 'schedules to minimize rail tiaffic 
through Reno dunng peak hours. 

Other policies address reuse or refiirbishment of railroad buildings. The City of Renn Master 
Plan Pan Two policy number UC-16 states "Identify and encourage the refiirbishment and 
reuse of existing buildings along the milroad tracks and public acquisition of milroad nght-of-
way along the rtver for public purposes." Policy number UC-14 is more specific: "Encourage 
and assist in the refurbishment of the building now used by Amti-ak to make it an attractive 
facility fbr visitors and an asset to the downtown area." The Amendment tn the Redevelopment 
Plan outlines these policies: 

Identify existing milroad buildings that could be reused by the public or private sector 
and work to pmmote the purchase of these from the railway companies. 
Pmmote the investigation, and support cf the refiirbishment of the railway station on 
Commercial Row to make it cui attractive facility to visitors. 

The Dnwntftwn TmfficJPnrking^itudv identifies the railroad as a major tmffic constraint 
in the downtown area. The soidy states that Amimkomns arriving and departing cause ti-afiHc 
intermption The study suggests relocating the Amtrak station and forming a multimodal 
transportation hub that also provides bus service 

The smdv indicates that freight trains have a larger impact to downtown tmffic. Lowering the 
tracks below grade through the downtown area is an option that continues to be considered by 
the Oty. The idea of underpasses at A riington and/or Evans Avenue has been discussed, to a 
iinvted extent, as an altemative to lowenng the tmcks. The .Amendment tn the Redeveiopmeni 
Elan also contains policies addressing the impacts of trains on vehicular and pedestnan tmffic: 

0 Pmmote the investigation of tunneling under the tmcks to provide for enhanced vehicular 
and pedestnan traffic circulation 

• Encoumge shorter trains coming into the area so as not to dismrb and dismpt vehicular 
street traffic. 

Other oolicies suggest passe,iger trains as part of the solution to traffic The Amendment to the 
ppH^.^lnpmfmt Plan states: "Encourage the establishment of 'shuttle' trains from Reno to 
Sparks." while the rity nf Reno Mn.'iter PlanJEaaJLiia policy number UC-13 suggests: 
"Encourage and pmmote .Amtrak passenger service to do'wntown Reno. " 

CITY OF RENO 
Preliminarv Miugauon Plan Comment Doarnxni - UP'SP Railroad .Merger 

October 15. 1997 
2-IS 

268 



PROCEDURAL ISSL'ES 

Comment #19.1: The raihoad runs through town — it has for over 130 years. 
This is a simple faa that the City has learned to Uve with. When conflia has come, 
ir has been a result raiĥ oad uiterests beuig at vanance with those of the atizens of 
the City. For example, as the UP sponsored Downtown Reno & The Railmad: A 
Railmad: A Railroad Runs Thmugh It (Starrs, n.d.) pomts out, the railroad 

. .hoping to profit from land sales aixi generate business for its trains.. .platted the 
downtown street pattern that is still m use today, using a design that minimizetl. 
wagon crossmgs of the railroad grade". Mimmizing wagon crossings means that 
important north-south streets like Virginia, Centei, Lake, and Arlington stopped 
dead at a acks, yards, and other railroad faciUties. From the 1880s, when the 
population was about 1300. through the 1930s, when the City had grown to about 
20,000, the City fought to open up its circulation pattertL This response, which 
made good plannmg and common sense m a town of Reno's size, the age of the 
horse and wagon, and later of the trolley, was made necessary by the symmetrical 
plan the railroad had used when it platted the town. 

Qeariy. such battles are time-consuming and costly; because of this, the immunity 
of the railroad to City regulanons m its operations and the uses of its right-of-way, 
and the great dilTiculty histoncally expenenced by local gov«*mments m their 
dealings with the railroad, the City has generally been forced to coexist oy planning 
around the railroad mterests whciever the health and safety of its citizens is not 
directly threatened. 

PMP Text Quote #20: page 6-11,16. lme 1: As noted in Section 3, the Ciry has developed 
around the rail line over the year's and is bisected by the east-west tracks. There are several 
at-grade crossings, with only twn highway/rail gmde-separated cmssings near downtown Reno 
— an underpass on the west sidj of the downtown area at 2nd Street and Dickerson Road, and 
an underpass and a new overpass on the east side of downtown at Wells Avenue These 
highway/rail grade separations are two miles apart. 

Comment #20.1: As ±e City noted m its comments' on the Starrs' Downtown 
Reno & The Railmad: A Railmad: A Railroad Runs Through It (n.d.) sponsored 
by UP. the raiiroad us&̂  a symmetncal plan, which put the tracks through the 
center of town, whern it planned Reno. Some towns created by the railroad, for 
example La.s Vegas and Spaits, were laid-oui on only one side of the tracks. Reno, 
m contrast wa.' laid out on both sides of the tracks. In all three cases, actual 
dowmown develofraeni followed the onginal plan. Thus, the ongmal form of the 
town reJatrve to the tracks, a factor controlled not by the town but by the railroad, 
determined the potential for downtown growth as well as for conflicts between the 
communities and the railroad. The City's comments also noted the active 

'Please refer lo a dooaacat emiUed tbe "Comments on Union Pacific's Oowniatim Reno <t the Rmlrooif by 
Stevw-an .M Peters. Pb-D . Pnnapal PUnner for the City, for a complete discussion of tbe hisujncai developmem of 
dcrwrtitowT) RciX) (see Appendw 1 of this axmrent document) 
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panicipation in the development and sale for development of downtown nght-of-
way no longer useful for railroad operations. 

2J.,5 DATA CO^.LECnOX 
PMP Text Quote #21: page 5 - 4. ̂  5. line 1: Data verification involved a joint effort among 
representatives of the dry of Rerw, UP, and the SEA smdy team and included a comparison 
of survey remits with videotapes of grade cmssings that were filmed independeruly by the City 
ofReno. UPfiimished actiial tt-ain length data that were added to the database. Appendix G 
[of the PMP] includes a fiill printout- f the tt-ain survey database. 

During the ttrzin survey, the SEA smdy team counted vehicular ttaffic on the five surveyed 
streets. The survey included mechanical counts of street tmffic volumes by 15-minute periods. 
The SEA study team corrected some minor gapj and entered these data into a database 
(Appendix H [of the PMP]). The following sections include .summary graphs from the survey 
databases. Traffic data were verified by review of the videotapes, including a review of sample 
situations on several streets to define a relationship between appmaching tmffic volumes and 
avemge dissipation mtes of vehicles delayed by tmins. 

Comment #21.1: As set forth in a report from Mark A. Demuth of The 
Envimnmental Team to Merri Belaustegui-Traficanti, Deputy City Attomey, the 
following validity and reliability informahon was noted during the data verification 
activities (DVAs) which began on Friday February 28,1997, at DCCo's office in 
San Francisco by Dave Mansen and David Tait from DCCo, D Patrick Jumper 
from UP, and Mark A. Demuth from The Envimnmental Team re{»«senting the 
City: 

77ie initial DVAs included verifying the correlation between the 
observed train events and the actual consists provided by UP, as well 
as noting gate down times which appeared by inspection to be 
urrwarrantedly high or low. These suspect times were verified by 
viewing and timing the gates from the tapes: corrections were made as 
noted 

Specific D VAs for each cmssing follow: 

CENTER - Observed train car and locomotive counts were verified 
and cmss checked with UP data and corrected at the same time the 
Center Street events were verified for gate down times and vehicle 
queue counts. Of specific note, trxtin arrives at Center Street 
intersection appmximately 25 to 30 seconds after gate activation and 
the cmssing gates rise after the train is 50 feet clear of the iruersection 
(appmximately 10 seconds later). 
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ARLINGTON - The initial DVAs concluded that the observed tmin 
e\'ents were unreliable for both gate down times and vehicle queue 
counts for the AM obsen er at Arlington Events 1 - 38 were re-done 
by Jumper, Mansen, Tait, and Demuth ftvm the City of Reno's tapes. 
Events 39 - 152 were re-done by a De Leuw employee after being 
familiarized with the methodology Events 153 - 176 were completed 
by Tait and Demuth. Of specific note, motion detector switches in 
Arlington account for frequently an additional 10-45 seconds of 
premature gate down times on WB moves. 

SIERRA - The DVAs indicated that the vehicle queue calculations 
were inaccurately calculated. After viewing appmximately 35 events 
it was determined that a computational ermr had been made on all 
Sierm vehicle queue calculations, it was mumally determined that the 
calculated vehicle queues for Sierm should be reduced based upon the 
4th sttvet intersection being included in potential stacking area. 
Secondly all vehicle queue calculations were re-done based upon an 
observed spacing or packing of vehicles on Siena ftvm the originally 
calculated 20-feet per car to 25-feei per car. 

VIRGINIA - The DVAs concluded that the gate down times and 
vehicle queue calculations and counts were within acceptable levels of 
confidence. 

KEYSTONE - The DVAs concluded that the gate down times and 
vehirJe queue calculations were within acceptable levels of confidence 

The final activity of the data validation was to create event records fijr 
missing events which could be created fiom the tapes. Data forms 
were completed artd the records added noting the observation was 
ftvm video tape. 

PMP Text Qoote #22: page 4 - 2, ̂  5. Une I: Freight trains generally pass thmugh downtoiMi 
Reno at 20 mph. which is the established train speed limit for this segment of ttack. 

page 6 - 3, Table 62.1-1, Note [•]: Arlington Street measured 43 seconds average 2/3-10/97; 
UP reset the mechardsm following the survey, with the resulting avemge estimated to be 32 
seconds. 

page 6 - 3 1 2, line 1 Model Calibmtion: Using a data set of appmximately 40 videotaped 
\rain observations each for Keystone and Virginia streets and appmximately 20 videotaped 
tmm obserx-anons each for Ariinpon. Center, and Sierm streets, the SEA Study team calibrated 
the computer mathemancal model used to analyze traffic delay. Keystone and rirginia stteets 
were sampled much more heavily than the other streets, because those two stteets expenenced 
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greater delay during the survey week Appendix I [of the PMP] pmvides the details of the 
calibration procedures. 

For each cmssing the team collected data on the amount of time during which the gate was 
closed immediately before and after ttains passed, i.e.. the amount of time the cmssing gate is 
down when die ttam is not in the cmssing This amount of time is constant for each indvAdual 
crossing The SEA studv team found that the average gate down time dunng which the ttain 
was not in the cmssing was 32.4 seconds, and this value was used when better infonnation was 
not available fora given stteet (Dunng >.he survey week, the timing on the Arlington gate was 
set too high with values averaging appmximately 43 seconds. According to Union Pacific 
• rpj, this gate was reset during the week foiiovting the survey.) 

page 7 - 4 16, Une 1: Vehicular Tmffic Delay: The vehicular ttaffic delay model described in 
Appendix'I [of the PMP] was expanded to allow for an analysis of the effects of increases or 
decreases in train speeds. An important relationship utilized is that between ttam speed and 
gate down time, as follows: 

[Gate down time] = [Tmin length]/[Train speed] - [Gale time constant] 

where: 

[Gate time constant] = avemge time the cmssing gate is down before and afier the ttain 

is in the cmssing. 

Application of these equations allows for analysis of changes in vehicular tmffic delay 
associated with changes in ttain speed. Appendix I [of the PMP] includes a more detailed 
compilation of the basic delay equations. 

For this analysis, ttain speed was calculated using observed gate down time and ttain length 
ftrm the tmm survey... Vananons m the gate time data resulted in a few tmins with calculated 
speeds higher than the UP established limit of 20 mph, and these are considered to be 
anomaUes in the surve\' data. Ovemll. the calculated avemge speeds appear to be consistent 
with the established UP limit, with a calculated average speed during the survey of 18.mph 
and a median speed of 19.0 mph. 

To evaluate increased tmm speeds as a potential mitigation option, tfie SEA stiidy team first 
calculated die speed of each ftnght ttTun -hat passed through dowmown Reno during the ttain 
survey m Febmarv 1997...SEA used the observed crossing gate down times and actiial length 
of each ttam (pmvided by UP) to calculate the speed of each tmin dunng the survey week. The 
calculated avemge ttam speed dunng the Febmary survey week was 18.7 miles per hour 
(mph). which is near the current UP-esmblished tiuin speed limit of 20 mph. 

Comment #22.1: The City is disheanened that SEA would choose to use such a 
saenofically inaccurate mediod to deterrmne the average speed of a train. The 
above passage mdicates that the speed of each tram eveni as defined in Section 
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6.2.1 of the PMP as "(a] train event is the passage of a tram through a crossing" 
(STB. I997d:6 - 4) and is calculated m miles per hours as: 

[Gate down time] = [Tram length] / [Tram speed] + [Gale time constant] 

where: 

[Gate time constartl = av«^e time the crossing gate is down before and after tbe tram IS m the 

crossmg 

or as restated: 

[Train speed mph] = [Train logth mUes] / [Gate down time (hours)] - [Gate tune constant] 

where: 

[Gate ume constant] = 0 009 houn for signal activauon and deactivation 

These equations would be accurate only if th-; objea is movmg at a steady speed 
with no acceleration or deceleration and if all gate rime constants were acmally "a 
constant" As mdicated in Data CoUection Comment #21.1 on page 2 - 20 of this 
comment document the video tapes of UP ttains dunng the subject data collection 
period showed widely varying gate activation and deactivation times. SEA also 
mdicates in Table 62.1 -1 (STB, 1997d:6 - 3) that average gate nme were used as 
constants regardless that they vary from 31 seconds to 43 seconds. In spite of 
these methodological errors, the City attempted to recreate the 18.7 mph average 
and 19.0 median speeds mdicated by SEA. 

Initially the City was unable to obtain the same results. The City accounted for 
these initial results through a number of database inaccuracies: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Initially all events or records m the database totaled 901 [176 ttains, 
noting there is no Event #5, therefore there are only 176 ttains 
numbered M and 6-177]. 

Eighteen (18) ttain events were deleted as they were acmally gate 
events where no acnial train crossed yet the signals were activated. 
Three (3) hi-rail events were deleted as they were not considered in 
counts of fi^ght trains. 

Evem #118 for Virginia Stteet was changed from finei^t to Amttak. 

Direction of Events #15 and #74 for Center Street were changed to 
eastbound. This provided a revised total of all events or records totalmg 880 
events [176 trains]. 

AU non-freight events were then deleted leaving 700 events or reconis 
[140 trains]. 
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6. Tw«nty-five (25) frtight events (events #19, #65, #70, #71. AND #130 
at each of 5 crossmgs) with no length were deleted leaving 675 events 
[135 trams]. 

7. AU ovcriapping oain events (either freight & freight [40 events or 18 
ttains] or freight & non-freight [ 13 events or 4 ttains] including events 
#11 & #12 (3 each), #52 &. s!53 (1 each); <>80 & non-freight (4 total); 
#85 & #86 (I each). #102 & #103 (4 each); #106 & #107 (3 each); 
#119 & #120 (I each); #123 & #124 (I each); #135 & non-freight (4 
total); #137, non-freighu & #139 (5 total); #151 & #152 (3 each); and 
#153 & #154 (3 each) for a total of 53 events) were deleted from the 
database after careful consideration determinmg that without the exart 
length of the overlap m trams it was mathematically impossible to 
detennme the speed of the ttains from the given data, leaving 622 
events [113 n^s]. 

Using the above equanons and revised database as described above, the City was 
able to reproduce a 18.6 ^ 0.1 mph calculated average speed and a median speed 
of 18.9 ± 0.1 mph. As imually suspeaed by the City, these included 237 events 
where ttains have calculated speed m excess of the SP timetable / speed limit of 20 
mph (minimum 5.4 mnh and maximum 49.9 mph), therefore only 385 events [115 
trams] may have correoly calculated speeds based upon SEA's methodology of 
determining the speed of the trams. 

As noted m ihe RvCP (1997:7-5); 'Vananons m the gate time data resulted in a few 
tiams with calculated speeds higher than the LT esubUshcd hmit of 20 mph, and 
these are considered to be anomalies m the survey data." The City would note that 
38 percent of aU calculated speeds are higher than the UP established Umit of 20 
mph (see Figure 1). This was confirmed by Mr. Gui Sheerin of DCCo at the 
Oaober 8, 1997. Task Force meeting when he stated his own database mdicated 
27 percent of the speeds were above 21 mph. 

The City is cnticaUy concerned thai though SEA has stated that **.. .NEPA.. .served 
as SEA's guide in conductmg the Reno Mitigation Study..." (STB, 1997d:ES - 2) 
It would appear lhat this most basic of scieotific data required for the reliable 
and valid determination ot impacts and sabseqneot mitigatioo is seriously 
flawed, iaddng " .. the p>rofessional integnty mcluding scientific integrity, of the 
discussions and analyses..." required under CEQ regulations (40 CFR 150224). 
How can the City and the atizens of Reno trust an agency's "hard look" when the 
data presented is questionable at best 

PMP Text Quote #23: page 7 - 5.14. Une 1; SEA then evaluated the effects of increasing the 
speed of each tram m downtown Reno by 10 mph. For example, a ttain that was calculated as 
on\-eling at eight mph was assumed to travel at 18 mph. a different ttam ttaveling at 20 mph 
was assumed to travel at 30 mph. and so on. 
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page 7 - 7. Table 7.2.1 -1. Note (I ]: [>ata are calculated assuming an increase of 10 mph for 
each ttain over the actual ttain speeds monitored hy SEA during Phase I of the smdy. 

Comment #23.1: The above two passages appear to indicate that the inflated 
calculated speeds (see Speed Calculation Comment #22.1 on page 2 - 22 of this 
comment document relative to DaU Collection Comment #21.1 on page 2 - 20 of 
this comment document) were then increased by 10 mph for each event There is 
no explananon if oain events aimdy exceeding 20 mph were capped at 30 mph or, 
for the purposes of SEA's analysis, allowed to increase above 30 mph. Again, this 
data can not be used for any subsequent speed increase analyses when the inflated 
calculated speed error is now compounded by the inflated 10 mph speed mcrease. 
The City has requested the FRA expressly respond to this phenomenon. SEA must 
also provide a detailed explanation in the FMP. 

PMP Text Quote #24: page 5 - 9,1! 4, Une 1: The survey team used a radar gun to determine 
speeds of 17 trains at the short-term noise measurement locations. Table 5.3.2-1 lists the 
recorded ttain speeds at the short-term locations. 

Comment #24.1: It should be noted that only four ttain event speeds were 
determined by radar gun conespoading to data the SEA study team collected in 
Fdxuary. Events #4 & #31 on Virginia Stteet: at 17 mph & 20 mph respectively 
on radar gun and Events #37 & #38 OT Vine S t t ^ at 18 mph & 22 mph 
respectively on radar gun. As mdicated in Table 4 below, there appears to be no 
coirdanon between the speeds lecorded by radar gun and ihe calculated speeds by 
the SEA study tT̂ TT' (see Speed Calculation Comment #22.1 on page 2 - 22 of this 
comment document, relative to Data Collection Comment #21.1 on page 2 - 20 of 
this comment document). 

Table 4 

Train Speed Measurements 

Location Date Time 
Speed (mpb) 

radar goD 
Speed (mpb) 
calcniated 

Virginia Street 13/97 10:46 17 18.8 

Virginia Street 2/4/97 10:45 20 NA* 

Washington Z'4/97 14:07 18 182 

Washington 2/4/97 15:03 22 18.7 

'This tram event is an Amtrack tram and was not used in the SEA calculated speed/dday model 
Source. STB. 1997d; Table 5 3.2-1. Appendix G 
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Regardless of the quesdonable rehabihty of the data, a sample of four events is not statistically 
representative of the 622 train events used by SEA to detenmne the average calculated speed 
(four measurements represent less than 0.1 percent of the 622 train events used by SEA to 
detennine the average calculated speed) and therefore can not be used to validate the above 
calculations. 

» F m . A T I O \ ON P R I V A T F . N F C O T I A T I O N S TN A 

PMP Text Quote #25: page 2 - 16, ^ 2 & 3, line 1: Initially, in actions taken on .March 12, 
1996 prior to the merger appmval. the Reno City Council expressed support for the railroad 
to be rerouted to the ISO corridor Later in the study process, the City focused on a pmposal 
to constmct a depressed railway. At its February 18, 1997 meeting, the Reno City Council 
directed the City Manager to negotiate with UP represeruatives emphasizing the downtown 
depressed railway as the City's primary objective arui to pursue all forms of fitnding sources. 
The Citv Council fitrther direaed that the Oty's litigation with the Board be continued and that 
the 1-80 Corridor not be ruled out. On June 17, 1997. the Ciry passed Resolution 5368 
declaring the depressed nai/wtrv pmject as a pnoriry for the City ofReno. (Appendix F [of the 
PMP] provides recent Reno City Council actions regarding UP/SP merger mitigation options.) 
Fmm fiirther studies done on the depressed railway, it has been estimated to cost in excess of 
$180 million UP has offered to contribute $35 million to partially fund a depressed railway. 
However, the City has asked that UP pay $100 million. At the time of issuance of this PMP, 
this fimding issue tvas not resolved... 

.Notwithstanding the parties' disagreements on how to fiaid a depressed milway, which SEA has 
announced would be a Tier 2 mitigation measure (only binding if there is a voltmtary 
agreement to shuve cost), m the spring of 1997, Reno City officials and staff indicated that the 
City views a depressed rtulway as the most viable outcome 

page 2 - 22.14 & 5. line 1: Throughout the mitigation study process, SEIA has encouraged a 
private resolution UP and the Oty of Reno were in prrvaie negonations to explore the 
t'easibilirv and fimding of the depressed railwav from February through June 1997 UP offered 
535 million to partially fiind-the depressed railway. The City of Reno then requested that UP 
increase its fimding to $100 million and UP declined. 

The Otv of Reno withdrev^' from negotianons in June 1997. because additioruil fimding was not 
offered by UP as requested by the Oty At that nme. UP stated it wns still willing to continue 
to negotiate Mth the City at any time In Juiy 1997, UP ^^r^^'-. the Oty that it planned to 
pursue discussions with dowmown business interests, and UP invited the Oty via a letter to 
participate in those discussions. At the time of the issuance of this PMP, the Oty and UP have 
not reached any formal mitigation agreements that were submitted to SEIA for review. 

page 2 - 13.^4. line 1: At the start of the study in October 1996. SEA study team members held 
a series ofir.troductorv meetings vtith City, County, and State agencies: elected officiab: and 
communir.- business leaders. 
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Comment #25.1: SEA's reference to perceived details of private negotiations, and 
speculation as tb the stams of such negotiations, are mappropnate and have no 
place in a federally mandated environmental mitigation smdy. SEA does not set 
forth their authority for discussing the perceived details of pnvate negotiations, nor 
does SEA explain why such informanon is useful or relevant to the STB mandated 
environmental (vs. economic) mitigation snidy. Further, SEA can only, at best, 
speculate as to die stams of pnvate negotiations between the City and the UP 
because it is not a partiapant in those negotianons. Any reference to details of 
pnvate negotiations between UP and the City must be deleted in the FMP. 

PMP Text Quote #26: page 2 -13,14, hne I: At the start of the smdy in October 1996, SEA 
smdy team members held a series of introductory n-?etings with City. County, and State 
agencies: elected officials; arJ community business leaders. During these meetings. SEA 
disttibuted an information packet containing backgmund information about the smdy and 
details of the study's purpose. 

Commoit #26.1: When SEA initiated a series of meetings with separate, private 
business interests and cinzens in Reno, Nevada on October 22, 23 and 24, 1996, 
SEA expressly requested tiiat the City rcpresenutives be excluded from the 
meetings. However. 16 out of die 17 groups with scheduled meetings with SEA 
invited representanves of the City 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 City representatives attended, SEA repeatedly expressed 
their opiniOT as to the benefits of individual, pnvate negotiations with the UP. For 
example, Ms. Elame Kaiser extensively repeated die details of the private 
negotiations between the Town of Truckee, Califomia and UP whercm the UP 
agreed to purchase obsolete wood bummg stoves in an effort to help resolve au" 
quaht>- issues resulting from inaeased train traffic through the Town of Truckee, 
Califorma. Again, speculation on the merits of private negotiations are 
inappropriate in a federally mandated environmental mitigation study. SEA does 
not set forth then- authonty to discuss pnvate negotiations, nor does SEA explam 
why such information is useful or relevant to an STB mandated enviromnental 
mitigauon study. 
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The STB missed the mark by a mile. What they are 
requiring of the railroad is even less than the railroad has offered 
to do ... Where tbe city has asked for comtruaivejolutions, tbis 
report providBlirifre crumbs. 
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3.0 R E S O U R C E I M P A C T E V A I X ATION 

3 1 T R A F F I C D E L A Y , , . . 
-me City has been provided a copy of a recently completed ttaffic / delay an^ysis c^pleted 
by Meier Mohadd^ Assoaates, Inc. of Seal Beach. Cahfonua entitied C/man Pacific/Southem 
Paafic (UP.'SP) Railroad Merger Impact Analysis (MMA, 1997). The foUowing comment 
were uken in part from tiiat repon, which appears m its entirety as Appendix D of tins 
comment document. 

PMP Text Quote #27: page 7 - 7,13, Une 5: Gate closed time is primarily detennined by the 

numbers of tmins, ttain speed, and length 

Comment #27.1: SEA concedes gate closed time is detennined by nmnber of 
trains, train speed, and/or length. 

PMP Text Quote #28: page.6 - 3 to 6 - 4,1 5, hne 4: To evaluate reasonably foreseeable 
cZtions, the SEA smd^team usedfiimre vehicular ttaffic flumes Projected far 
2000 Calculations of both pre- and post-merger conditions 'used these projected Year 2000 
traffic levels to assure that the difference between pre- and post merger potennal envimnmental 
impacts could be attributed solely to changes in ttam ttaffic. 

naee J - 1 Appendix J of die PMP - Pre-merger Average Daily Vehicular Delay with 1995 
Tr^c: ^is a^vity test, pre-merger avemge daily vehicular ttaffic delay was cornputed 

1995 ttaffic volumes instead of2000 ttaffic volumes. THe results were then co'npared.ith 
pre- and poTt-merger vehicular delay based on 2000 ttaffic volumes Figures 1 thmugh 3 
7usZe Z r ^ . instead of 189 hours oftoml delay with 2000 ttaffic (Fi^ 7. Hgure 

Tws that the pre-merger pmjected delay with 12.7 ttains ^,^''{^f^'^'J^'^ 
hours Fi^r. 2 corresponding depicts a total daily v..ucular delay with 2000 trttfficarui a 
Ts^merg^^lumeof2Trains per day to 'oe 373 hours, an ^^^^^J'^"^^^'l 
to the increase in ttains and the increase m ttaffic between 1995 and ^^^'T^'^' ^ J' 
the increase m vehicular delay from the increase in ttains only woul^. be 184 hours (from 189 

to 373 hours). 

mth a 10-mph ttam speed'increase as mitigation. ^ ^ ' - - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ f j ^ ^ t ^ ^ 
delay for a post-merger volume of 24 freight ttains per day ' ^ . f f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ ^ 

12 hoias lesslan the pre-merger delay of 166 hours with 1995 ttaffic. Thus, speeding 
Tt'rains up by 10 mph reLes the post-merger vehicular delay '^^^ 
regardless of whether the pre-merger ttaffic is assumed to comespond to 1995 or 2000. 

Comment #28.1: The above passages are a few of die many examples of SEA's 
use and miŝ ise of the tenns 1)re-mergcr conditions" and "nost-mer^ conditton^ 
It should be noted that the difference between SEA's pre-merger ttaffic delay ba«d 
upon the year 1995 and die year 2000 represents a 14 percent mfladon of die actud 
pre-merger ttaffic The City offers the following infonnation which is part of tiit 
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record (see Aopendix A of this comment document) from the Reno Mitigauon Task 
Force meetmg held June 11, 1997: 

Though we do not have complete methodologies or assumptions ftvm 
De Leuw, Cather & Company, based upon our initial analysis of the 
data presented by Gui Sheerin at the June 11, 1997 Task Fome 
meenng [see haruiouts in Appendix B of this comment document], we 
have documented the following discrepancies in their methodology: 

• pre-merger actually represent the cumulative affects of the 
envimnment with the no action altemative (no merger) 
[year 2000 vehicle ttaffic (ADT) and 12.7 through freight 
ttains per day]. 

• post-merger represent the pmposed action as defined by 
UP (the fully implemented merger) [year 2000 vehicle 
ttaffic (ADT) and 24.0 thmugh freight ttains per day]. 

• All analyses are missing items labeled pre-merger existing 
envimnment conditions in 1995 [year 1995 vehicle ttaffic 
(ADT) and 12.7 thmugh freight trains per day]. 

Please refer to tiie June 20, 1997 letter to Elaine Kaiser, Chief Section of 
Envuonmental Analysis from Charies McNeely, City Manager for the City, placed 
in die record by the City on August 8, 1997 as set fortii in Appendix A of this 
conunent document. 

PMP Text Quote #29: page 6 - 4. ̂  3, line 10: Table 6.2.1-2 summarizes the vehicular ttaffic 
values used in the model. 

Comment #29.1: SEA has assumed year 2000 ttaffic as die baseline condition 
(pre-merger) and therefore no analysis has been done for conditions prior to year 
2000 (year 1995). The City understands that "[fjor purposes of companson, the 
SEA study tffmi has provided an evaluation of potential ttaffic delay impacts using 
1995 vehicular ttaffic wth pre-merger tram levels and Year 2000 vehicular o^'ic 
with post-merger train levels. Uus analysis is contamcd m Appendix J of the 
PMP̂  (STB, 1997d:6 - 4). Unfortunately. SEA does not provide the actual tt^c 
counts, only summary delay information, wtuch is then not used. The difference 
is sigmficant (14 percent). As die City does not have access to the traffic counts 
used by SEA to determine tiiese delays, repbcation of die SEA study team's work 
is not possible. 

The SEA study team's model calibration has been based on the February 1997 
surve>' and fieki obscrvanons. Particulariy. die gate down time is a function of the 
tram speeds ai vanous occasions which might have been greater than 20 mph (see 
Speed Calculation Con-ient =22.1 on page 2 - 22 of tiiis comment document, 
relative to Data CoUecnon Comment #21.1 on page 2 - 20 of dus comment 
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document). MMA's analyses are based on a 20 mph train speed and an average 
tt^ lengtii of 6,500 feet. 

The SEA study team has assumed a uniform vehicular arrival during the day and 
ignored the heavy traffic volumes during the AM and PM peak hours. 
Furthermore, the distribution of tram arrivals during the day is not clear. These 
iwo faaors combmed will have a significant impaa on total calculated delay 

Table 5 beiow. is a comparison between ttaffic volume for year 2000 as recasted 
by the SEA study team in the PMP and forecast completed by MMA. The 
differences, although not large, are significant and need to be identified and 
discussed. 

Table 5 

Comparison Between TrafTic Volume for year 2000 

RaU Crossing 
Location 

PMP TrafTic 
Volume 

Year 2000 

MMA Traffic 
Volume 

Year 2000 Difference 

Keystone 28,017 24300 3,717 

Vine 3.946 4.600 -654 

Washington 1.891 2,100 -209 

Ralston 3,654 4200 -546 

Arlington 9,254 \ 6.700 -7.446 

West 4.783 3,500 1.283 

Sierra 20.982 21.700 -718 

Vu-gmia 13.551 15.400 -849 

Center 14351 12.800 1.551 

Lake 8.069 8300 -231 

Evans 13380 -13380 

Morrill 515 300 215 

Sutto 12.051 12,900 -849 

TOTAL 121.0M 140.180 -19.116 

Source MMA. 1997, STU. 1997cl Table 6.2.1-2 
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PMP Text Quote #30: page 6 - 6,1 1, line 1: Public, at-grade mil cmssings are located at 
16 streets including: Woodland, Stagg, Del Curto, Keystone, Vine, Washington, Ralston, 
Arlington. Wesi, Sierra, Virginia, Center Lake, Morrill, Sutm, and Sage. Figure 6.2. J-J 
illustrates the estimated vehicular delay for each of these stteets for pre-merger conditions of 
12.7 daily freight ttains in the Year 2000. figure 6.2.1-2 illusttates pmjected post-merger 
delay for 24.0 trains per day in the Year 2000. A shown, the total daily pre-merger vehicle 
deiay is estimated at 189 hours for these 16 cmssings, while the total post-merger vehicle delay 
is pmjected to be 373 hours — an increase of 184 hours. 

Comment #30.1: The PMP has analyzed 16 CTOssuigs in the downtown area. 
Those crossmgs included: Woodland, Stagg, Del Curto. JCeystone, Vine, 
Washington. Ralston. Arlington, West Sierra, Virginia, Ceniti, Lake, Moirill, 
Sutto. and Sage. The proposed at-grade crossing at Evans which will be 
constructed before year 2000 has not been mcluded. Vehicles using this roadway 
will also be subjected to vehicular delay as a result of train crossing. Traffic 
volumes on Woodland, Stag. Del Curto and Sage are low and projeaed to be low 
at year 2000. 

The methodology used, ui genera], s not quite clear. However, it seems tiiat the 
delay methodology calculates only the following two components of vehicular 
delay: 

• Delay during the blockage of grade crossing by train (down time of the gate) 
and 

• Delay during the dissipanon time. 

However, there is a third component of the delay that the report has not included 
in Its delay calculation methodology. This component is the delay as a result of 
overflow of the stopped vehicles mto adjacent signalized intersections (see 
Figure 2, for a graphical representation of delay components). This added delay 
will be developed while \ ehicles are waitmg for the queue to clear the intersection. 
MMA's analysis mdicated that the overflow would occur for the followmg 
mtersections: 

• 2nd Stteet / Virgm a Street, 
• 2nd StreetCenter Stteet; 
• Commerdad Row / Sutro Street 
• 4th Street / Sierra Street and 
• 4tii Sow / Virginia Sô eet 

MMA's analysis showed tfiai the sum of total delay for Virginia, Center, Sutro and 
Sierra crossings, as a result of this overflow component mcreased by approximately 
30 percent for 1995 (12.7 o îns) and 40 percent and 49 percent for 2000 (12.7 
trains) and 2000 (24 trains), respectiveiy. 
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A companson of delay measures between die PMP fmdmgs and MMA's analysis 
is shown below m Table 6. 

Table 6 

1995 TrafTic 2000 Traffic 

12.7 Trains PMP Mt AA 

PMP MMA 
12.7 

Trains 
24.0 

Trains 
12.7 

Trains 
24.0 

Trains 

Total daily mnnber of vehicles 
crossnu! tracks at-grade: 

• PMP has assumed 16 locauons 1 13.700 124,400 

• MMA has assumed 13 locanons ! 15.200 140 .200 

Total daily hoars •f delay 188 189 373 250 473 

Total MBiber of vehicles delayed by 
trains (cars in queue) 

iM2 5.740 11.130 5.574 10.534 

Source: MMA. 1997; STB. 1997d. Table 7 i l - l 

As Shown by SEA, tiie total daily pre-merger vehicle delay (year 1995 not year 
-»000) IS estimated at 166 houn̂  while die total post-merger vehicle delay is 
projected to be 373 hours ~ an mcrease of 207 hours of delay. MMA mdicates a 
higher mcrease between pn̂ merger and post-merga of 307 hours of delay witii tiie 
inclusion of the overflow component 

It should be noted that die PMP also reports tiie misleadmg calculation of average 
delav per vehicles (across all vehicles], resulting m an absurdly low delay m aU 
cases (see Table 7 below). This has been easUy explamcd by tiie City, as m the 
case v.tere one car amves exaaly as tiie gates begm to come down and tiie otiier 
car amves just before tiic gates begm to go up. The fust car waits for 5 miriut« 
and tiie second car waits for I mmute, yet tiie "a-zcrage delay pa vehicle is 3 
mmuies. Qearly tiie atizens of Reno reahze tius is not a ttue picnire of tiie delay 
• ".eno. Only total daily hours of delay are meanmgful. 

TL PM? has Ignored tiie analysis of levek of service under various scenarios. 
Lev'el of service for roadways tiiat cross tiie railroad ttack is an mdicatton ofthe 
opaanng condiuon of tiie facility at pre-merger and post-merger condiDons. This 
index could be later used m cstabUshmg a tiireshold for unplementanon o tiie 
ningation measures, such as grade separanon improvements. 
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Table 7 
« 

SimpUned Delay Statistics for 16 Grade Crossings in Reno 

Pre-merger 
UnnuUgaied 
Post-merger 

Increased Speed 30 mph 
Post-mcrgCT 

Gate down time 3.38 3.45 228 

Delay per vehicle 1.98 2.01 1.27 

Source: STB, 1997d:7-7,Table7il-l 

3^ SAFETY'- PEDESTRIANS 
PMP Text Quote #31: page 6 - 9. ̂  4, line 3: As the number of trains increases, so does the 
exposure of pedestnans to ttains. Pedestrian exposure to ttains also varies based on the 
concentration of pedestnans at each crossing. Table 6.2.2-1 lists the rmmbers of pedestnans 
crossing the tmcks immediately after freight trains pass on the five primary downtown stteets 
surveyed dunng the week of February 3, 1997. 

page 6-11.17, line 2: Automobile and pedestrian traffic is heavy year-round, and during the 
high summer tourist season, the cmwds are reported to increase considerably. 

Comment #31.1: It is unclear from this general explanation of pedestnan counts 
in Febniary 199̂  how SEA comj^ed with Decision No. 44, Condinon 22c "It shall 
include a final imtigation plan based on a further study of the railway, highway, 
and pedestrian trafTic flows and associated enviroimiental effects on the City of 
Reno" [emphasis added] (STB, 1997diAppendix A, p. 16). An explanation how 
this data was mterpolated mto pedestrian counts for an entire year in Reno in 
needed in the FMP. 

PMP Text Qoote #32: page 2 - 17.1 5, line 7: Stale ttansportation officials have abo noted 
a number of violations of pedestnar. cmssing gates. 

page 6 - 9.1 3. line 1: A number of pedestrian behavior patterns may result in accidents 
berween pedesmans arui trains... The SEIA study team reviewed available literamre and 
regulations (e.g., from FRA), but did not find methods for quantitatively measuring pedestrian 
behavior at rail cmssings in statistically valid ways. 

Comment #32.1: As a scheduled agenda item at the Reno Mitigation Task Force 
Meetmg #5 held May 14, 1997, Anita Boucher, State of Nevada Railroad Safety 
Coordinator (Safety Engineenng Division, Nevada Department of Transportation 
[NDOT]) conducted a presentation to the entu-e task force on pedestrian beha\'ior 
at at-grade crossings to emphasize the necessity of train hor^s m downtown Reno, 
sne suted "if there is a problem at a cross.-.g, the engmcer must blow his hom. 
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regardless [of any whistle ban which may be m place]". NDOT sttidied tiie City's 
Vu-gmia Soeet crossing video tapes for a penod of one week of events m Febniary 
1997. Ms. Boucher found that in 121 times out of 165 ttain events, a hom 
would have to be blown (733 percent of die time) due to inttusions onto tiie nght-
of-way, a total of 1350 pedesttian inttiisions in tiie week studied. The City would 
offer tiiat tiiese results clearly mdicate more tiian "a number of violations of 
pedestrian crossmg gates" or as Ms. Boucher notes in her data: 

pedestrians lift gate arms; 
pedestnans stand on opposing tracks; 
pedestrian walk down the middle of the roadway; 
pedestrians ui roadway on wrong side of gate arm; 
pedesttians walk around gate arm after it is down; 
pedestnan hft gate arms; 
pedestnans run to get across tracks; 
pedestnans nm m front of tram (2nd closest call); and 
pedestnans walk under gate arm (closest call). 

Comment #32.2: At the same Reno Mitigation Task Force Meeting #5 held May 
14. 1997. Anita Boucher. State of Nevada Raikoad Safety Coordinaior (Safety 
Engineering Division, Nevada Department of Transportation [NDOT]) while 
making her presentation to die entire task force, noted a total of 144 vehicular 
imnisiOTis in tiie week sa»died, mcluding "a gate ann resting on roof of car̂ . There 
is no discussion of tins data in the PMP nor is tiiere any quantification of tiiese 
numbers versus ^H^merger. The City would hke to thanlLMs. Boucher and her 
suff for tiieu- work on tius study, as it is tiie only known survey of pedesttian 
behavior in downtown Reno which should and must be fiilly evaluated by SEA as 
part of tiieu- "hard look". 

3J SAFETY - EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS 
PMP Text Quote #33: pa^ 6-10, section 623, Measure: Avemge daily gate down time per 
cmssing on major cmssings. 

page 6 - 11.13. hne 1: 77ie calculation of cmssing blockage time uses the same techniques and 
information as was used to calculate tmffic delay (see Section 6.2.1). Mitigation measures that 
are implemented that result in reduced gate down times would reduce the likelihood of 
emergency vehicle blockages. 

Comment #33.1: SEA uses die measure of impact of an average daily gate down 
time per crossmg cm major crossings. The City does not consider this apfwopriate. 
If tiie existing potennra for blocked emergency response vehicles is 12 times a day 
under current conditions, then tiie post-merger 24 times a day is a 100 percent 
mcrease m blockage. The fact tiiat tiie current 12 blockages total 42.9 mmutes per 
day compared tc tiie miogated 24 blockages totahng 54.8 minutes or 27 percent 
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mcrease is not comparable, as each emergency response which is blocked must be 
either re-assigned or re-routed - emergency vducles do not wait at crossings dunng 
an emergency response. 

P.MP Text Quote #34: page 6 - 11.1 2, luie 1: The SEA stiidy team determined that the gate 
down time analysis does not completely or accurately reflect acmal emergency vehicle delays 
in Reno for several reasons. First emergency facilities exist on both sides ofthe UP ttacks, so 
.some emergency runs do not cmss the ttacks. Second, emergency runs occur at random times, 
and every mil cmssmg blockage does not necessarily delay emergency vehicles that must cmss 
the ttacks. Third, emergency vehicle drivers are likely to be aggress:ve in seeking unblocked 
rail cmssings, avoiding or passing ttaffic congesnon (e.g., using oncoming ttaffic lanes), and 
not being hampered by ttaffic restrictions such as one-way stteets and ttaffic signals. Given 
the possible effects on health and safety related to even one blockage of an emergency vehicle, 
however, SEA is concemed with potential impaimtent of emergency vehicle access resulting 
from merger-related ttain ttaffic increases 

The calculation of cmssing blockage time uses the same techmques and information as was 
used to calculate tmffic deiay... .Mitigation measures that are implemented that result in reduced 
gate down times would reduce the likelihood of emergency vehicle blockages. 

Comment #34.1: SEA uses a measure of impact of average daily gate down time 
per crossmg on major crossmgs The City does not consider tius appropnate. If 
tiie erisnng potential for blocked emergency response vehicles is 12 times a day 
under current condittons. tiien tiie post-merger 24 times a day is a 100 prrcent 
mcrease m blockage. The faa Liat tiie current 12 blockages total 42.9 minutes per 
day compared to the mingated 24 blockages totaling 54.8 minutes or 27 percent 
uicrease is not a comparable, as each emergency response which is blocked must 
be utiier re-assigned or re-routed - emergency vehicles do not and wili not wait 
at crossings during responses or transports. 

Conunent #342: SEA concludes tiie gate down time analysis does not accurately 
reflea actual emergency delays based upon several reasons. The City believes tiiat 
because die analysis does not accurately reflect actual emergency delays, tiie 
unpacts aie even greater and tnust be analyzed and additional mitiganon offered. 

SEA concludes m the PMP tiiat due to emergency facilities bcmg located on both 
sides of tiie tracks and some emergenc> nms not even crossing tiie o ĉks. the 
impact IS less than the delay nme. The mformatton on tiie facihacs is partially 
accurate, tiie RvlP fads to mdicate tiiat five of the fire stanon distncts are bisected 
by title ratiroad tracks, as well all downtown foes require assistance from fire 
sutions located on botii sides of tiie oacks. For example, on September 30. 1997. 
a 3-alann fire broke out at tiie Eldorado casmo / hotel which is located unmediately 
north ofthe ratiroad tracks (see tiic Rmn r-^^f^p-i""™! newspaper amcles about 
the fire contamed m Appendix E of tius comment document). Six fire sutions 
(Three of tiie suQons are located on tiie soutii side of tiie o ĉks) were required to 
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respond. In addition, tiie Reno Fire Department (RFD) had to conuct die UP to 
prohibit any trams from entenng tiie downtown area for tiie remainder of tiie 
evemng because fire ttucks were parked witiun tiie UP right-of-way and ftte hoses 
were draped across tiie ttacks because of a ftte hydrant located on tiie soutii side of 
tiie o^cks. The RFD could not have conumed tiie blaze witiiout tiie assistance 
from all six fu-e «auons. If die Eldorado casmo / hotel ftte started while a tt^ 
was blocking ttaffic, equipment and fire fightere from tittee of tiie ftte sutions 
located on the soudi side of tiie ttacks would of expenenced 3 to 5 mmute response 
delays which would have caused possibly a loss of life and additional property 
damage at the Eldorado carino / hotel. 

Second, SEA concludes tiie gate down time analysis does not accurately reflect 
actual emergency delays because emergency runs are at random times and every 
rail crossmg blockage does not necessarily delay emergency vehicles. According 
to a survey conducted ui Febniary of 1997 by tiie City, emergency delays occurted 
70 times m 28 days*. Table 8 and Figure 3 below uidicates tiie number of delays 
expenenced by each emergency service provider during Febniary 1997: 

Table 8 

Sommary of Emergency Calls Delayed 

Emergency Service Provider Number of Calls 

Reno Police Department 47 

REMSA 14 

Reno Fu-e Department 9 

Source: City of Rcno. 1997 

The tiurd reason that SEA concludes tiie gate down time analysis does not 
accurately reflect actual eme.'gcncy delays is tiiat emergency vehicle dnvere are 
likely to be "aggressive" m seeking unblocked rail crossuigs and not beuig 
hampered by ttaffic (and train) resttictions. This does not acknowledge tiiat most 
fue equipment cannot maneuvo out of traffic at a blocked rati aossuig. SEA must 
acknowledge this fact and recommend mitigation measures to mitigate tiiese 
impacts. 

Mn a memo dated January 7. 1997. from Charies McNeely. City Manager. City of Reno to Reno Police 
Deparmcnt (RPD). Reno Fire Deparmient (RD). REMSA. and Regional Transportauon Commission as ^v^ll as 
others agency, tbe City asked each agency to maintain records of delays of day-to-day delivery of service^ dunng 
the month of February Tbe PJ'D and RFD data was coUeoed by the emergency dispatchers when a call was re
assigned due to a blockage al a crossmg which was judged to dcUy the call 
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-^4 S A F E T Y - T R \ L N 7 V E H 1 0 . E A C C r o E N T S 
PMPT«tOnote#35- page 6 - 21,11, lme 2: FRA currently is conducting an in-depth safety 

J^e^t^uVsP^^^^^^^ the rail line through Reno and Washoe County, to assess any 

merger-related safety issues. 

Comment #35 1: SEA sUtes that tiie FRA is conducting a safety review which 
S l ^ ^ t e ^ S t e tittough botii tiie Reno / Sparks / Tmckee Meadows a ^ ^ d 
Se larger Washoe County area. Hie City is unaware of tiie scope and extent of t^s 
Tferv review because SEA addresses tins cntical issue witii only one hne of text 
to tiie PMP witiiout any explanation. SEA does not mention or address any of 
senous safety issues and problems tiiat caused tiie safety review m tiie fust plac*̂  
^ s T s S e r example of how SEA and its enviromnenul constdtan^ are bia^ 
towards tiie UP and do not provide an adequate analysis of tius issue. THc City has 
S^reSuested tiie FRATO include tiie Reno / Sparks / Tnickee Meadows ittea 
f n l S inSeptii study of UP operanons. To date, tiie City has not received a 
response. 

, £ S A F E T Y - H A Z A R D O U S C O M M O D r n E S 
%72,n,,M. iOA. m^e 6 • 24 15. line 1: 77>f SEA smdy terni independently estimaed 

T l l T l ^ f T H Z ' l nJn2,. release ipie- W posi-mer^er) css^i^ed « 
t^S^nZ!.,^onofl>ieUPr.inine,Sor,neriySPU^yPo^T^^^ 
,i,rr.i.oh Rpnn to Femley Nevada. SEA chose to analyze this segment given that a portionoj 
tr!^l fZnt^eSnent is near the Tmckee River. The length ofthe Tmckee River from 
llL la^to PvmSake. is appmximately 115 miles. The UP '^'^^^"'^J^f^^'''" 
mfeet ofthe river for appmximately 25 miles ofthe rtvefs length, or about 22 percent. 

naoe 6 - 24 & 6 - 27.1 6, Une 4: (Appendix N[of the PMP] describes the methodology us^ 
^fJeloTthJstati^cs.) .Aspanofthis analysis, theSEA smdy team reviewed other reports 
prepared on this subject, including: 

. Arthur D Utile inc.. "Assessment of Risks and Risk Ccntml Options Assoaated wifn 
Uquefied Namral Oas Tmckmg Operanons from Distngas Terniinal, Everett, MA.. 

. I Z ^ ' D Utile Inc For US. DOT S a ^ m '̂ •̂-̂ '̂ /"''y ^^""^.^^^^7^^ 
Zions Volume 1. Appendix A "U.S Senous Railmad Accident Data. 

. ^ames R. ''Deve^mem of an Integrated O^mputer Platfom, for the Evaluation 

Tcon^nation Mitigation Scenanos along the Tmck^ Rt .-Rbk of Transporting 
Hazardous Substances Adjacent to the Tmckee River, November 22 1996 

. "^^^Z^frepann^dentsJ^ DOT/FRA/FF^22. January 22, 

. TeL CA andFmnklin Al... "An Assessment of the Risk of Transporting Propane 

biM and Tmin " Devarttnent of Energy Envimnmental Conttvl Symposium. Reston 

VA.. March 1980. 

I 
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PMP Text Quote #37: page 6 - 28, H 1, line 1: The SEA study team also estimated the 
likelihood of hazardous matenals spills into the Tmckee River resulting fivm incidents on the 
mainline. Factors used to make these calculations included the hazardous materials release 
estimates in Table 6.5-1. the distance between the rail line and the Tmckee River over this rail 
segment, the amount of the real line that passes over the river on a bridge, assumptions 
regardmg the distance that a derailed train car could travel, the types of hazardous matenals 
being transported, the associatel '.'"lihood that these matenals would ji.tw into the nver, arui 
the pmbable seventy ofthe release Appendix N [of the PMP] describes the methodology used 
to develop the likelihood of River contaminanon from hazardous materials on a UP freight 
train. 

Table 6.2.5-2 shows the expected pmbability of contamination ofthe Tmckee River for the rail 
line segment. As shown, contamination is expected to occur every 112.2 years for pre-merger 
coruiitions. and everv 77.3 years for post-merger ttains and hazardous materials levels. 

Thus, while the likelihood of a spill or nver contamination is increased for post-merger 
conditions, the pmbabilities are still remote. Notwithstanding the low pmbabilities, SEA has 
reviewed possible mitigation measures for hazardous matenals spills. 

COIL nent #37.1: The City would question tiie scientific uidepoidence of tiie SEA 
study team performing the above referenced "likelihood" study as DCCo 
adnuttedly has worked for UP and otiier ratiroads prior to tius **third party 
mdependent study". The Cily, on tiie otiier hand, has no financial relationship with 
the auriior of the above referenced unpubhshed study Development of an Integrated 
Computer Platform for the Fvahiation of Contaminant Mitigation Scenanos along 
the Tmckee River: Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances Adjacent to the 
Tmckee River by University of Nevada, Reno, Geological Engineering Professor 
and stattsocian James R. Can. Phl>., P.E. (commissioned by and independently 
completed for Sierra Pacific Power Company) estimated that a rail accident that 
spilled hazardous substances into tiie Truckee River could happen once every 53.1 
years' (Cart. 1996:26). The study was based tiie 1996 rati traffic of 14 trains per 
day; howc-ver. based on tiie UPs proposed 25 oaics per day or the City estunate of 

'Tbe reported noted thai the Uieiihocd of a toxic spdJ was once every 80 8 years aJoog tbe TrucJcee River above 
lhe Califorrua-Nevada border arxl once ever 154 75 years below the border WiUi respect to inierprcong tbe 
probabUity of occurrenc*, tbe auilwr noted that There are people who have lived oo the Mississippi RAW for 30 
years who have beer through five l(X)-year floods * Tbe most likely substances m a spiU, listed m decreasmg 
order included: (1) sulfunc aad. (2) pbospbonc acid, diesel ftiel, ammomum nitraie, (3) anhydrous ammoma. (4) 
sodium hydroiude. ai>d (5̂  boyl eUw Olbci hkely subsianoes of equal but lesser likelihood mcluded buane. 
calCTum carbide, carbon disulfide, methyl alcohol, methyl ether, naphtha, potassnim, hydroxide aod propane la a 
related uiadcnL on Julv 14. 1991, seven C2i5 0fa slow Southern Paafic Railroad train derailed near Dunsmuir, 
Califorma, dumping 19.000 gallons of a fungiade and herbicide (Vapam or meiara sodium) mio the Upper 
Sacramento River Tbe nver earned the chemicals into Lake Shasta, locatod nearly 40 miles downstream 
According to U*K Califomia Depanment of Fish and Game, that spill vrmully killed aU aqtiahc anrmals and 
thoi:sands of plants along the nvcr's 37-mile course More than I million fish were kiUed, mcluding 275.000 wild 
irouL Also tiled along the nver were as many as 250.000 willows and 300,000 cottonwoods. whicli would not 
rcgTDwfor 14-16 years. 
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approximately 35 trams per, thereby mcrcasuig the sutistical certainty of 
contaminating the Truckee River every 29.4 years and 21.0 years respectively 
(Carr. 1996:19, 29, 30) (see Table 9 below for a complete summary of Carr's 
[1996] fiTKlings) Risks of accidents increased with steeper grades, sQX)nger curves, 
and higher ttains speeds. All these factors are most prevalent in tiie appex Truckee 
River canyon berween Tnickee, Califonua, and Verdi, Nevada, where the 
probability of a spUl is dierefore greatest (Cart, 1996:18,19,21). 

Initially when Can's report was released, UP embraced tiie report clauning die 
railroad industtys superior safety in ttansporting hazardous materials, as evidenced 
by tiie July 28.1996, R«^n r.a7prt«>-lniimal article entitied Rail smdy: River spill 
odds fairiy low. 'Hliere is no accepted method tiiat we are aware of to accurately 
predict any future event, certaiidy uicl uding the possibility of toxic spill into the 
Truckee River,' said Mike Furtney, Soutiiern Pacific spokesman. 'But having said 
that, we are impressed by tiie positive nature of UNR's statistics.'" (July 28, 
iy96:Cl). 

3.6 TRAIN OPERATIONS 
FMP Text Qoote #38: page 6 - 23 to 6 - 24,1 2, line 1; Railroad Accident Prevention 
Equipment: In addition to reviewing curreru Federal hazardous materials contmls and 
regulations and current UP practices, die SEA sttidy team reviewed UP's specialized equipment 
along the rail line in the Reno and Washoe County area for detection of potential ttain-related 
defects. RaiUvads use a number of devices to enhance operatioruil safety, including ttack-side 
detectors that are desired to identify various types of potential tmuble The detectors are 
automated, and when unsafe conditions are sensed, the detector equipment alerts either the 
ttain engineer or the dispatcher, and the engineer stops the tmin Common types of detectors 
include: 

• Hot box deteaon - These detea hot locomotive and car wheel bearings. An overheated 
wheel bearing can melt the wheel-bearing assembly causing a derculment. 

• IMigging equipment detectors - These detect equipment or other objects hanging ftvm 
the bottom of a locornotive or car...It can damage rail. ties, switches, and become lodged 
between a wheel and the rail causing a derailment... 
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Table 9 

Summary of Findings from Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances 
Adjacent to the Tmckee River (Carr. 1996) 

TYPE OF RISK/ 
No. of TraioJ per Pay 

Tmckee River opitmm of T Trveket Rirer downstreani 
CA/NV border fr— MP l»6-22g | CA/NV brder form MP 229-257 

Truckee River 
estiretv from MP 106-257 

Maximam Absolute Risk (minimum) = rail cars carrying hazardous substances (for N fretghi trams per day) 
have a staiisucal certainry of an accideni/cvcnt every 

N = 14 frtigbt trains/day 
(Can. 1996:19-20) 

2.6 yean* or 944 days 3^ years* or UOO days N = 14 frtigbt trains/day 
(Can. 1996:19-20) 

1.5 years' 
N = 25 freijtbt trainvday 
(Carr. 1996.29-30. Tables 
A-l & A-2) 

1.4 yearr* or 523 days 2.0 years' or 723 days N = 25 freijtbt trainvday 
(Carr. 1996.29-30. Tables 
A-l & A-2) 304 days' 
N = 35 freigbt trains/day 
(Can. 1996 19. 30. Table 
A2) 

374 days 1.4 years" or 516 days N = 35 freigbt trains/day 
(Can. 1996 19. 30. Table 
A2) 217 days 

I e v t a 11944 d m - 365 
I evoMB 1 . 3 0 0 ^ - 3 6 5 

• 1 ̂ t00* B 2.6 w*. 

I mm mJ.iyn. 

The prohabUity (acciai nsk) to tbe Tnickcc KJVCT 'X' 'Tarn of C A W bonier Q£ probabUity (nsk acnial) 
to the Truckee Rrver downstream of C A W border ^Qt'AI the total probability (total nsk) to tbe ennre 
Tmckee nver I P.S.S the probability (actiial nsk) of the outcanes common to both events In Uiis case iae 
two events are mutually exclusrv- and equal zert). 

Hmtt 

Bt>=P<A>-PfBl-P(A' 
Tiwtt. lutml - Pl.mtmmm 

• P<B»-0-hAi*PrB1 
ml' l<(944diyi)- l/(iJ004(ya)- 1/547<tayior i evtat m yfl dajn * 365 

l '(52J*n>- IKTZf^fn)- l/3CMd*yigr I rwo* • XM 4q« 
l/(374*»ii - \A. i l6d0f) ' l,717(l»r»or I rrtm • 217diy* 
l l t O i y n . ! . I'(154 75 Tra.) - I'S3 I yn. at I tnmamii.l yn. 
1(44.7 yn.) » \1t6.l yn.) - ITSIyit-cr I r»«« 29 4 jrtv 
vaZ.Oyn.) - l'(6l 4yr«.)- l.ll.Oyim. or I ev»«l • 21.0 yn. 
(ItKOJvn.)- l'(45Jyn.)!-(l'C154 75yn) ' i m O y n . ) * rr383 5yn.i!' 
(l'(44.7yn.)« l'(45Jyn.)l • [ l i t i . l yn.) • l l f i .Oyn.}- l O«3jyn.)i - l I4.4yn or 1 even n 14 4yn. 
(I.'P2.0yn.)- l'(4JJ!yn.)J •(l'(61.4yfi.)- i rW.Oyn.) • MJOJyn.)) - l.'ll.Oyn. or 1 evavai 12.0yn. 

I? 4 y n or I tmtnt m I8 4 y n . 

1 - PT.0019118>- 1 eva* » 53 (tav» - 365 dtrnrrtm - 1 
1 - H O O l X n i - I cvqii » (tryi - 365 il iwycf - 1 
I + ffJOOmeT) - 1 otm B 516 4»yi - 365divv7t«f - 1 

n I 4 yn. 
m lOyn. 
B 1.4 yn . 
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Table 9 

Summary of Fmdings from Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances 
Adjacent to tke Tmckee River (Carr, 19%) 

TYPE OF RISK/ 
No. ofTraias per Day 

Tmckee River npstream 
CA/NV border from MP 106-228 

Tmckee River dowBstrcam of 
CA/NV border fers MP 219-157 

TYPE OF RISK/ 
No. ofTraias per Day 

Trockce River 
eotirctv frtim MP 196-257 

Acttial Valnes of Risk or Relative Risk (maximum) = raU cars canyug hazardotis substances (for N freight 
trains oer dav) (base upon the probabibty C breach could be 3.2% (CA) and 2.3% (NV) of the acc.dents/ev ats) 
have a «aii«ical ceitamtv of contaminating the Tnickee River Oncluding location and seventy) every 

N = 14 freigbt traios/day 
(Can. I9%26) 

gO.8 vears or 29.500 days 154.75 years or 56.522 days N = 14 freigbt traios/day 
(Can. I9%26) 

53.1 years' 
N = 25 freigbt traios/day 
(Can. 1996 29-30; Tables 
A-l & A-2) 

44.7 years' or 16.344 days 86.1 years' or 31,435 days N = 25 freigbt traios/day 
(Can. 1996 29-30; Tables 
A-l & A-2) 29.4 years* 
N = 35 freiisbt traios/day 
(Can. 1996:19. 30; Table 
A.2) 

32.? vears' or 11.688 days 61.4 years' or 22,435 days N = 35 freiisbt traios/day 
(Can. 1996:19. 30; Table 
A.2) 21.0 years' 
Actual Vaines of Risk or Relative Risk (maximum) = tmcks canymg hazardous substances by highway (base 
upon lbc probability of breach could be 1 »% of tbe accidents/events) have a statisbcal cenamiy of 
contaminatme the Truckee River Oncluding location and seventy) every 

Interstate 80 (1-80) 
(Can. 19%:28) 

45.2 years or 16.492 days 93.0 years or 33.982.7 days 

U S. Hwy 395 a'S-395) 
(Can. !996j;g) 

383 J years or 140.058 8 days 

m 5 j ; <i«yt - 0.032 - 1 « 
mrrs*0Yt- 0 023 - I -
01 374 dmyt - Otm - 1 
a 516 il«yi* 0.023- I 

a 16 J44 cl«y> - 365 
B 31.435 d«y» - 365 
B 11.6Sil day* * i t t r t r r*" 
B 22.C5 day* * S6i diy»'yc*r 

! fvan 0) 44 7 yn. 
I event m 86.1 yn. 

' I ma t B 32.0 yra. 
' 1 eva4B61 4yn. 
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Table 9 
• 

Summary of Findings from Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances 
Adjacent to the Tmckee River (Cztr, 1996) 

Tmckee River apstreaa of 
CA/W border (nm MP 106-228 

Tmckee River dowa«tream of 
CA/NV border f«r« MP 229-257 

TYPE OF RISK/ 
No. of Trains per Day 

Trackee River 
eotirety fnim MP 106-257 

Total Risk (cumulative) = m l cars catrymg hazardous substa:ices (for N fieighl trains per day) (based upon the 
probability (actual risk) of rai! [P(A)]) OR ffucks canyuig hazardous sul>stanccs on 1-80 (based upon the 
probability [actual nsk] of 1-80 [PfB)]) OR trucks car.ymg hazardous substances on US-395 (based -ipon the 
probability [actual nsk) of US-395 [P(C)D have a slausucal certamiy of coniamnaimg the Truckee Rjver 
fiTKluding locauon and scvcniy) every 

N = 14 frcif>bl traios/day 29.0 vears" 50.5 years'" 
(Can. 1996J9) 

18.4 years-
N = 25 Ireigbt trains/day ZIS years'" 40.0 years'" 

14.4 yearŝ  
N = 35 freigbt trains/day 18.7 years'" 33.7 years'" 

12.0 yearŝ  

Source: Adapted from Can, 1996 

The probBOility (actual nsk) u> ihe Truckoc Rrvtr upstream of CA/NV border from rail QK probability (actual 
nsk) ID the Truckee River ^stream ofCVKV horda- from trucks oo 1-80 EQLIAX-S the total probability (total 
nslc) to the entire Truckee.nver LESS ihc probabiiiiy (actual nsk) of outcomes common to both. In this case 
the rwo events are mutually exclusive and etjual zero 

P(A ^ B l ' P(A>* P(B> - WA - B t - P ' A ) • PfB) 0 - K A I - PfB) 
? t ^ . - i r . a m * i t m l - r \ m I ) - P ( u K i ) - l / ( K J y n j < \ i { 4 i 2 y n . ) - l/S.Oynar I n 29.0 yn. 

m 22-5 y n 
B l t . 7 y n 

lH4*.7jn.)* M45.2yn.)- i n i S yn. or \ em* 
1/CJiOyn.)* 1/(4SJ)H».)- 1/117yn. or I 

Tbr prebMny (acaal n*k)ic Ibc Trackee Rov wat-cvn of CA/NV bords Crom rail QS.pr>tatRirty ( tcad fidi) CD (be Truckee 
Rnrr 0*0mB ofCK'SV bot&a frotn eratto on ! « ) 0£_pro6^Wy (•caul mk) B> DM TrvckBe 9 r m upnTsn of CA.W bords 
from oucks on LS3V5 FOUAl."; ihc icol (wotubdify iioul rufciio (he « « « T T » * » : rrvtr LESS lt«e fwJmbility (acaaJ nik) of 
ontcomes ^uimuuia to rvmti. !a J u C«K lhe rtvee evenu are mUDaUy exctanve md e^al zero. 

• P«i-«> - Pfiis-JW). I.(154.75 yn.) • r(O3-0yn.)- 1 (383-5 y r v ) - 1.50J yn.or 1 evem n 

1/(86.1 yn.) • L W O y r v ) - I/(3K3.5 yn.)« 1/40.0yn. or I evm B40 0yn. 
1X61.4yn.) • l'(93.0yt«.) • 1 fSTJ-Syr*.)" 7 y n « I eveam 33 7 y n 

CITY OF RENO 
Preliminary Miugation Plan Commeni Document - UP/SP Raiboad Merger 

October 15, 1997 
3-17 

302 



RESOURCE IMPACT EVALUATION 

• High. wide, shifted load detectors - these detect loads or other items that pmttvdefmm 
the top and side of a ttatn. This simation is dangemus because pmtmding loads can 
strike trains on adjacent ttacks. mnnel walls, bridges, bridge supports, etc. 

Based on a review of UP's ttack diagrams, the UP/SP mainline ttacks through Washoe County 
have multiple detectors. For both the eastbound and westbound tracks west ofReno, dmgging 
equipment detectors exist at Mile Posts (MP) 206 (Tmckee. CA.). 212.5. 220. 224 (about 19 
miles west ofReno). 235 and 240 (about three miles west of Reno). For the single ttack east 
of Reno, dragging equipment detectors exist at MP 251.6 and 270.5. Intervals between 
dmgging equipment detectors on eaher side of the Sparks Yard therefore range fivm five to ten 
miles. 

Hot box deteaors exist at MP 270.5 and 251.6 for the single-ttack rail line east of the Sparks 
Yard. For the double-ttack mil line west of Reno, hot box detectors exist on the eastbound 
track at MP 206 (Tmckee. CA.). MP 224 (about 19 miles west ofReno), and MP 240 (about 
thret miles west of Reno). For the westbound ttack hot box detectors exist at MP 206 
(Tmckee), and MP 223.9. Thus, hot box deteaors exist for eastbound ttains at intervals of less 
than 20 miles. Except for the 27.7-mile interval between MP 251.6 and 223.9, hot box intervals 
for westbound ttains are also less than 20 miles. 

High. wde. shifted load detectors exist on both ttvcks at MP 231 8 and on the single ttack at 
MP 260.5 Given that all ttains stop at the Sparks Yard to change crews, the pmximity ofthe 
stopped trams to yard personnel, supervision, and mechanical fomes increases the pmbability 
of discovering ttain defects. 

Comment #38.1: The PMP documents the location of the existing railroad 
accident prevention equipment, including hot box deteaors. high wide shift load 
detectors and dragging equî Hnent detectors. The discussion of "existing'" raib̂ iad 
accident prevenhon equipment is not appropriate in Section 6 (Evaluation of 
Potential Environmental hnpacts) of the PMP and provides no meaningful analysis 
of potennal environmental impacts. The City requests that the applicability of this 
informanon be substannated, or the referenced statement removed from the FMP. 

PMP Text Quote #39: page 4 - 8,1 3, line 1: Asa pan ofthe review process for the EA and 
Post EA. SEA's smdy team interviewed UP officials regardmg the methodology and databases 
that were used to develop the oain pmjections. To funher verify the data, SEA's smdy team 
perjbrmed reasonableness checks on raii line segments to confirm continuous ttaffic flows. 
Dunng the course ofthe pre-merger proceedings, tmffic density flgures were supplemented 
twice in verified statements from UP to reflect changes resulting from the BN/SF settlement 
agreement arui the Chemical Manufacmrers' Association settlement agreement. The new 
figures were also tested for reasonableness by the SEA smdy team Based on this independent 
review. SEA has accepted the UP pmjections. 

Comment #39.1: It is unclear from an overly simplified explanation of tne UFs 
train traffic projecnon how SEA compbed with Dension No. 44. Condition 22c: 
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"It shall include a final mitigation plan based on a farther stndy of the raUway, 
highway, and pedestnan traffic flows and associated envminraental effects on the 
City ofReno" [emphasis added] (STB, 1997d: Appendix A, p. 16). 

PMP Text Quote #40: page 4 - 9.1 2, line 1: The City ofReno requested that variations in 
the number of pmieaed trains in the fumre be identified Given thatfiimre numbers are more 
speculative, the most reasonable way to identifr possible variations in ax'emge daily ttain 
counts appeared to be a review of tmin count variations in the recent past SEA therefore 
requested fmm UP acmal counts ofthe number of freight ttains passing thmugh Reno on a 
dailv basis for a sample penod m the vear 1996. UP pmvided such data for the months of 
January thmugh Febmary and Apnl through September 1996. Other months for that year were 
not available 

Based on an analvsis of these eight months of daui. freight ttattis passing through Reno 
illustrated the following charactenstics: 

Average number of freight ttains = 10.8 per day. 
Median number of fi-eight ttvins = 11 per day. 
Minimum number of freight trains =2 per day. 
Maximum number of freight trains = 17 per day. 
Standard deviation [SD.] of daily freight ttams = 2.09. 

Conunent #40.1: The PMP attempts to provide mformation on daily freight train 
data through the City, based on 1996 UP operanonal dau. Four months, or 30 
percem ofthe baselme dau has not been provided by UP. making the information 
suspect and stansccaUy invahd. The four months of missing train dau could easily 
skew the mformanon on the number of trains per day, making the documented dau 
meaningless. The City requests that the nussing daily train dau be provided by UP 
and incorporated mto the FMP. or a disclaimer mserted indicating that the dau is 
incomplete and that UP is unable to accurately keep track of its own train counts. 

FMP Text Quote #41: page 4 - 8. ̂  2. line 1: Based on the model results, the number of 
UP/SP ftvight ttxuns passing through Renn is not expected to increase immediately. Rather the 
increase U expeaed to be gradual between 1995 and the pmjection Year 2000. Pmjected 
increases would depend on changes to the Roseville Rail YanJ (m Califomia) and increased 
tunnel clearances in the mountains '•vest of Reno. 

Comment #41.1: Cuncm mformation pertaining to construction activities 
assoaated with the Roseville rail yard (California) and Sierra Nevada tunnel 
expansion is not documented m the PMP. Without this information, the "gradual 
rate of increase" sutement is unreasonable and made without any basis. The City 
requests that this information be provided m the FMP. 

PMP Text Quote #42 
week was 4.600feet. 

pace 5 - 7. ̂  2, line 7: The average freight ttain L ^h for the survey 
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Comment #42.1: Section 5.3 1 (Methodology) of the PMP anerapts to summarize 
the methodology employed to condua the tram and traffic survey, with the 
summary on Page 5 -''. paragraph 5 mdicating an average train length of 4.600 
feet The survey daU â niallv indicates a mean length in feet of 4,600 with a SD. 
of ± 1,283 feet and a ± 1 SD. range of 3.317 feet to 5.883 feet, a nummum of 420 
feet, and a maximum of 6,698. This range of lengths should be mcluded and 
analyzed in the PMP. Figure 4 indicates the differences in dismbution of the UPs 
projeaed average as mdicated on the PMFs Table 4.4.1-1 and the actual 
distribution of the survey daU trams. 

PMP Text Quote #43: page 4 - 9,11, line 1: In light of these factors, major expansion at the 
Pon of Oakland plans appears to be beyond the reasonably foreseeal'le Year 2000 ttain 
pmjection honzon UP ttain-tmffic pmjections accounted for merger-related gmwth and the 
BN/SF intermodal ttaffic share at Oakland. UP did not modify its ttain ttaffic pmjections in 
anticipation ofthe pmposed new Oakland intermodal facilities, which are cleariy not merger-
related Last year, intemational container traffic at the Port of Oakland acmally declined by 
13 pement 

Comment #43.1: The Pott of Oakland (the "Port"), CaUfomia is proposing to 
develop a major nev̂ ' intermodal transporuoon center on bayfront land formerly 
owned by the U.S. Navy, Navy Supply Center. Summit/Lynch Consulimg 
Engineers formed a team m July 1994 and staited work on the Oakland Joint 
Intermodal Terminal (JTT) Operational Analysis Report wrhich was issued in 
Januar>' 1995. Team members included Fredenc R. Harris, Inc. and F. E. Jordan 
Assoc', Inc. The report was cooperatively produced by the Port, UP, SP, and 
shipping lines and their agents. This UP supported documeut indicates that 
provides "projects of mtennodal volumes to the year 2002 and beyond [2020]*' 
(Summit, 1995.10). 

This intemanonally significant pro;- Jt will have a major effea on the ftiwre freight 
train ffaffic travelmg through Reno. This faality. known as the Joint Intcnnodal 
Facilit>- (JTT) will combme existmg UP and SP mtermodaJ operations m a modem 
200 acre sutc-of-tUe-art mtermodal faality including several maname berths 
which will accommodate deep draft contamer ships, and a mulo-f<?-?lity rail yard 
with capabilities to process 42 double suck trams over 8 miles of loading tracks 
with a 1.6 miUion annual container capacity, when it is completed in 2005 (Journal 
rfrnmmerce. April 30, 1997. Waierftvnt Facel'ft Gives the Port a New Look. p. 
1). In fact, a memorandum of understanding was executed in April 1994 between 
the Port and both the UT and SP raifa-oads to facibute construction of the $80 
miUion jomt rtrtermodi. terminal (San Fr?nriyfi Oimnicle, Apnl 6.1994. Oaidand 
Port Pmject. p. C2). 
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Completion ofthe Port expansion will more than tnple the Port* s capacity to handle 
mantime cargo. "Hie Port is aggressively pursuing the construction of these 
facilities to maintain it's position as one of the major west coast port faculties, 
along with Los .Angeles/Long Beach and Seattle, to accommodate the exponential 
growth in Pacific rim shipping traffic. 

To further document the significance of the Port's expansion project, the Sute of 
Califoniia Employment Development Department, Ubor Market Information 
Division has projeaed that 5,000 new transportaoon jobs, primarily attribuuble to 
the Port expansion plans, will be added to Alameda Couaty by the year 2001 
(EDD, 1994). The majority of these jobs will be in container repair and leasing, 
trucking, warehousing, freight forwarding and container crane operations. 

The Jrr projea is to be consmicted in three phases, with phase I, which is currently 
ongoing, to mclude dredging of the bay from 38 feet to 42 feet deep to 
accommodate deep draft container ships. A majonty of this dredging has been 
completed, with the ennre project scheduled to be completed in 2005 (42 feet to 50 
feet). It IS clear that the projea is on fast track, m order to maximize the Port's 
competitive edge agamst other west coast facilities (Len Cardoa, personal 
communication, March 5, 1997). 

Chief Executive Officer Dick Davidson has suted that the UP-SP merger was the 
"only way UP can fill gaps in our system between Texas and California, Los 
Angeles and Oakland - or improve the cffiaency between the California ports and 
the Mississippi River gateways" (official UP Worid Wide Web Site - Union Pacific 
1996 Annual Report - The Merger of Union Pacific & Southern Pacific). 

Reno requests that the Port expansion projea be given a fiilly evaluated "hard 
look" by SEA, and factored into the model that calculated system-wide rail traffic 
distribution, to esubbsh a reahsnc fiimre raU traffic ptojca for daUy through trains 
in Reno. 

PMP Text Quote #44: page 4 - 7, ^ 2. line 1: In assessing rail ttaffic pmjections, the Board 
generally looks at pmjections ofthrte years in railmad mergers. Here, UP pmvided ftve-year 
pmjections, stating that this represents UP's pmjections for its reasonably foreseeable ftiture 
for a combined UP/SP system. 

Comment #44.1: The STB does not provide the basis of the sutement they 
generally look at projections of 3 years in raibTjad mergers. A 3-year or 5-year 
projection penod is completely madequate to provide a basis for meaningftil impaa 
assessment based on a merger projeaed to brê ithe life imo a failing SP system for 
years to come. The City requests that 10-year and 20-year projection penods be 
analyzed in the FMP. which is represenutive of sound business practice of any 
major corpv. ration in the U.S. today. 
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PMP Text Quote #45: page 4 - 6,1 2, line 1: The City of Reno has stated that the p.vjtcted 
mimber shouid be 38 tmuis per day. This number uses 22 (rather than 13.8) ttains per day as 
the baseline and pmjects train levels to the Year 2015 (rather than 2000). 

Comment #45.1: The City contiDues to believe a realistic number of through 
freight trams per day. which should have been used for the analysis on the PMP 
and the EA is thirT>' eight (38). based on cunent levels of operstions reported by 
Barton .Aschman et al., 1996; Nolte et al., 1996. and is apportioned as follows: 

22.0 histoncal freight trams per day assumed to be an accurate baselme condition. 
6.0 Feather River Route Freight Trams per day; 
6.0 Burlington Northem/Sanu Fe (BN/SF) settlement agreement trains per day; 
2.0 Amtrak Trains per day (espeaally if Amtrak begms to carry freight); and 
2.0 Local movement trams per day. 

This represents an moease of 242 trams per day (175 percent inaease in the number of trains 
over existmg tram traffic). 

NATTVT: AMERICAN ISSUES 
NATUT AVfFRICANCONSTITTATION 

PMP Text Quote #46: page 6 - 31.1 3, line 1: During prepamtion of this ^MP. SEA 
conduaed site visits in the Reno area, including meeting with Paula Berkley, representing the 
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony m October 1996. In December 1996, SEA established the advisory 
Reno Mitigation Uisk force, which included Paula Berkley as a representanve of Native 
.Amencans. Ms. Berkley attended most task fome meetings. Arian D. Melendez. Chair ofthe 
Reno-Sparks Cxilony was Ms Berkley's alternate on the task fome Both Mr. Melendez and Ms. 
Berkley, received all materials distributed ;o task force members 

In May 1997. SEA sent letters to the chairs of the Native American councils (Reno-Sparks 
Indian Colony. Pyramid Lake Paiute and Washo Tnbal) ii the Reno area offering an 
opportuniry to consult regarding Native Amencan issuej (see tppendix O [ofthe PMF]). In 
addition. SEA added to its study team a subcontractor Mary Rusco. from the Reno area to 
address Native .American issues. 

Comment #46.1: SEA mcicates that the>' have consulted with all potentially 
afTected Nanvc Amencan rcpresenutives as oart of preparanon of fhe PMP. 
Required consulution \̂ as never conduaed dunng the EA and Post EA NEPA 
process, and as evidenced m the PMP. has not been completed during the 
prcDaraaon of the PMP All attempts to conduct Native American consulution 
wwe mitiated foUowmg completion of tlte EA NEPA process which is a violation 
of NTPA. It is ĥe City's undersunding that only one meenn<? was held with Reno-
Sparks Lidiau CcAony and no dirsa meetmgs or contacts have been complaed with 
the Washoe o\ Paiute NaDons The Ciry requests that SEA officially start the 
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Native Amencan consulution process and complete the process like all other 
Federal, sute, and local agencies are required to do. 

P.MP Text Quote #47: page 6 - 33,1 4, line 1: During consultations. Native American 
representatives raised a number of envimnmental and other issues. On July 10, 1997. Arlan 
D. Melendez (Chairman, Reno-Sparks Indian Colony Tnbal Council) Paula Berkeley 
(Consuluint to local Native American interests), Pat Smith (Attomey representing local Native 
Amencan interests), and Mem Belaustegui-Traficanti (Deputy City Attomey for the Ciry of 
Reno) met with Dave Mansen und Mary Rusco ofthe SEA study team. 

Comment #47.1: The referenced July 10,1997 consulution with the Reno-Sparks 
Indian Colony, not "fonnaP consulution, and was conduaed many months 
after the completion of the NEPA process which is a violation of N'EPA. 

•Kl.r m T I I R A I . R E S O U R C E S 
PMP Text Quote ^ : page 6 - 33,1 2, line 1. A mitigatior. inzasure that would involve 
consttucnon .ilong the railroad nght-of-way thmugh Washoe County (eg., highway/rail gr_Je 
separation(s) or a depressed railway) can be expected to have potential adverse impacts on 
significant cuUural pmpemes. As noted above, both Washo and Northem Paiute people made 
use ofthe Tmckee River. They lived on terraces above the nver, where they ttapped, hunted, 
arid fished and made use of edible and medicinal plants. 

Comment #48.1: SEA sutes grade separanons or a depressed railway have 
adverse impacts on histonc and culniral resources and if these options are used, 
more consuludon is required with Native Amencans. This statement is entirely 
without basis. Only upon survey oi culnira'. resources and complenon of the 
Seaion 106 ccnsulUDon provision of the Naaonal Historic Preservation Aa 
(NHPA)''. would a determinanon cf significance be completed and resources 
determmed eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NTIHP)'̂  If 
disturbance was unavoidable, the resource could .equire mitigation upon 

" N I I P A estabiiibod the Ptcsidcni's AdvMory Council on Histonc Presei-vauon anc -iie Nauona, Register of 
His-ionc Places (80 SUL 915) Uixiei these provisioos. liWiao Tnbes are guaranteed a role m ttie Section 106 
consuiti-aco pronsioos, which rwjuire tbe rrv .>-w of ftder^l undertakings « . non-Indian lands 

' T V significance of a ciltiirai resource is an assessment of the importance of a cultural resource to the ctUTrns of 
the Utattd Slates and indicates thai a site has aunbuies that quaUfy u for inciusioei oo the fJRHP In order to be 
coiisideiwl ehcWe for mclusioo m the NF-HP a culniral resource must retain integnty and sansfy at least ooe of 
the four significance cnteru as defined m 3<> CFR part 60 4 The resource must cooiam one of these qualities: 

36 CFR 60 4a thai ait; 3ssoaai»!d with events si^ jficans to broad patterns of histo-y. or 
36 CFR 60 4b thii air associated with the lives of peisoos sipuucam m Mie past, oi 
36 CFR 60 4c tnat embody disuncuve charaoiJisucs of j tvpe. penod or method of construction; represent the 

woTt. of a master, possess high artisu: values; or represent a dis"nguishable entity whose 
corr.po.icnts laclc lodindual dtsunojon. or 

36 CFR 60 4d L>iat have yielded or may yield informauon imponani lo history or prehistory 
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completion of the 106 consuitauon process. The likelihood of encountermg 
cultural materials associated with construction, can not be determined at this time, 
and should not be used as a faaor to discount the feasibiUty of this or any 
mitigation option. 

3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
PMP Text Quote #49: pag^. 6 - 27. ^ 2. line 2: ^5 shown in the table, the likelihood of a 
hazardous materials release berween Tmckee, Califomia and Femley, Nevada is once every 
39.8 vears for pre-merger conditions. The estimated number of years between hazardous 
mataials spill events for post-merger tivins (with the increased number of hazardous materials 
cars) is once ev:ry 27.4 years, a reduction of 12.4 yean. The Uible also pmvides these 
estimates for the Califomia and Nevada portions of thb mil line segment. 

pace 8 - 14.1 6, line 1: Based on SEA's independent estimate, the likelihood of a hazardous 
materiab release benveen Tmckee. Califomia and Femley, Nevada b once every 39.8 years 
for pre-merger conditions- The estimated number of years between hazardous materiab spill 
events for post-merge: trains ('with the increased number of hazardous materiab cars) b once 
every 27.4 years, a reduction of 12.4 years. 

page 6 - 38,1 4, line 1: Based cn the history of spill events along the Tmckee River (see 
Section 6.2J) and the infrequency of derailments, SEA has concluded that it b unlikely that the 
above-referenced endangered and threatened species will be affected by the merger-related 
increase in ttain Oxiffic given the 'ow likelihood that an accidental upstteam spill from a UP 
freight ttain will occur ,see Section 6.2.5). In addition, UP plans to improve ttacks and rail 
beds, imrwovements which should fiirther reduce the risk of mil spilb along the Truckee River. 
UP has also developed an emergency response plan to respond to spill events, in cooperation 
with local emergency service agencies. 

page 6 - 39.1 1, line 1: In conclusion it appears that the merger-related ttrdn ttaffic increases 
through Reno and Wa<:hoe County would have a negligible impact on the cui-ui arui Lahonuin 
cutthmat trout for the following reasons: 

• Appmpriate mitigation measures imposed in Decbion No. 44. 
• fymmid Lake the major .labital for cui-ui. b 15 miles from the UP (formeriy SP) ttacks. 

There b no history of major derailment spilb along the Tmckee River, which feeds into 
Pyramid Lake 

• UP has an emergency restx>nse program m place, and in the event that a spill occurs, UP 
ccm respond quickly witk appmpriate ranediation measures. 

. The Washoe County En\ imnmental Health Department arui other local agencies have 
emergency response plans and staff to respond to emergencies. 

. UP IS impmving the ttacks along :he Tmckee River, which will ftirther reduce the 
potential for a spill event. (These planned impmvements will not occur in pmximity to 
either spixies' habitats arui would r.ot affect the fish or their habitats. I 
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On June 17, 1997. SEA oa ismitted letters discussing these initial conclusions to USFWS staff 
in the Sacramento Field office, the Nevada State office and the Region I office SEA's 
proposed additional mitigation measures for the protection ofthe Tmckee River and the 
endangered and threatened species are pmvided in Section 8. With the bsuance ofthe PMP 
and its preliminary recommendations. SEA will continue consultation with the USFWS on both 
the initial conclusions and the PMP with its pmposed additional mitigation measures. 

Comment #49.1: SEA concludes that the likelihood of a hazardous materials 
release between Tmckee, California and Feniley, Nevada is once every 39.8 years 
(pre-merger) and once every 27.4 years (post-merger), a macase in likelihood of 
12 7 years not a reduction. In other words what might have only happened once 
every 40 yean before is now Ukely to happen once every 30 years — an increase 
in risk. 

The City does not subscribe to these conclusions and refers to the numerous 
accida.ts, derailments, and collisions that are documented in the newspaper articles 
contained in Appendix E of this conunent document The most recent tram 
derailment located in close proximity to, and in a similar ecological envu-onmeLt 
to the Tmckee River mvolvei the Upper Sacramento River near Dunsmuir, 
Cahfonua which involved a SP train transporting Vapam or metam sodium which 
resulted in the sterilization of nearly 42 miles of stream environment 

Comment #49.2: It would appear that the pubUc who has indicated this is a 
prionty envuonmental concem for the community will have no opportumty to 
evaluate that consultation process prior to tbe end of the comment period. This is 
unaccepuble to the citizens of Reno and tl e City. The adequacy of the proposed 
"mitigation" can not be evahiated without the complete consulution pnKcss of the 
USFWS. 

Comment #49J: Throughout the Reno Mitigation Smdy process, the City 
requested that SEA put the issue of endangered speaes mhabitmg the Tmckee 
River (the endangered cui-ui and the threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout [LCT]) 
on the Reno Miugation Task Force agenda so that this cntical issue could be 
publicly studied and reasonable mitigation solutions could be discussed. SEA 
failed to honor this request 

Nonetheless, on June 17, 1997 (prior to SEA's abmpt cancellation of the August 
and September Task Force mecnngs) SEA sent a letter request to the Nevada office 
of the U.S. Fish and WUdhfe Sovicc (USFWS) seekmg the-r concunence m SEA's 
conclusion that The UP/SP raihx)ad merger-related tram traffic mcreases through 
Reno and Washoe County would have a negligible impaa on the cm-m or the 
Lahontan cutthroat trout..." SEA did not invite the pubhc, including the Native 
Americans, to partiapats m this process. Please refer to the June 17. 1997 letter 
from Elame Kaiser. Chief Section of Envuonraenul Analysis to the USFW^, as 
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well as all other correspondence related to this matter placed m the record by the 
City, as set forth m Appendix F of this comment document 

The USFWS agreed with SEA via its July 9, 1997 informal consulution process 
(File No. 1-5-97-1-281). This informal consulution finding was not forwarded by 
SEA to the City until August 18,1997. to their mformal consulution, the USFWS 
concluded: 

Based upon the information pmvided in [SEA's] letter, UP/SP 
Progress reports.... and the dbcussions with Hamld McNoulty [sic] cf 
the Section Envimnmental Analysb the [Fish and midUfe] Service 
concurs that the increased ttaffic from the UP/SP me. ger b not likely 
to adversely affect the cui-ui and L(OT as long as the train safety 
impmvements are continued and the emergency response plan b 
implemented tn needed. Therefore, formal consultation cursuant to 
section 7 ofthe [Endangered Specicj Aa b not required. 

A review of SEA's request to the USFWS reveals that certain misleiidmg 
informanon was given to the USFWS to consider. This misleading mformanon 
was in the form of an mcomplete summary of a study conducted by James Carr, 
Ph.D., PE. ofthe Univeisty of Nevada. Reno. SEA reported that based upon Dr. 
Carr's findings, the probabiUty (risk) of a contammanon event in the Tmckee River 
was once in every 1 ̂ 4̂.15 [sic] yeai3. This findmg was not based on the increased 
tram oaffic (pos: merger 24 trains per day per LT;. but rather it was based upon 
existing basel jie train traific (14 7 trams po day) and only the Nevada portion 
of tbeTrocket Rrver. In a September 2, 1997 letter to the City, Dr. Carr verified 
that the sr.mmary information from his report provided by SEA to the 
USFWS was in fact misleading (see Appendix F of this comment document for 
a complete copy of Dr. Carr's letter). 

Tbe City met with the USFWS-Nevada office or. August 26. 1997 to discuss these 
concerns. The City provided the USFWS with the M l text of Dr. Carr's report (not 
previously providtti bv SEA) and asked the USFWS to request that SEA authonze 
a formal consulunon under Section 7 of the Endangered Speaes Aa (ESA). On 
August 29.1997 the Reno-Spaiks Uidian Colony forwarded a similar request to the 
USFWS. 

On September 8. 1997, the City Attorney's Office was copied with a letter from 
USFWS to SEA reiterating that the City had provided informatioQ to them wluch 
had not previously been provided by SEA. Further, the USFWS pointed out the 
discrepandes in the stanshcs provided the by SEA. The U'SFWS concluded 
"[biased on our receipt of Dr Carr's report our conversation with your staff, and 
the impending report that you will provide to explain your assssmcnt of the 
likelihood of a hazardous spiU occurring, we recommend an exchange of 
informaDon detailing your laterpretaoon of this addiuonal mformation and how 
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that interpreution coincides Nvitb earUer infonnation present and our -not likely to 
adversely affea" determination. 

On Oaober 7 1 f̂ 7 the Citv Attomev's Office was copied with a letter to USFWS from 
SEA requesting re-mination of the uifonnal consulution process based upon mfonnanon 
not previously provided to USFWS. 

The Citv also mfonned U.S. Secreury of Transportation Rodne7 Slater, Senators 
Reid and Brysn and Represenuuves Gibbons and Ensign of these senous 
environmenul concerns. Seiu^o- R'̂ d and Bryan have sent letters to the STB and 
to CEQ expressly requesnng their oversight on these important aivironmental 
issues m the Tmckee Meadows All oinespondence referenced m this comment 
appears in Appendix F of this comment document 

3.9 NOISEATBR4TION 
The City has been provided a a>py of a recemly completed raiĥ ad noise / vibranon ass«sment 
completed bv Brown-Bunnn Assoaates. Inc. of Fair Oaks. Califomia enntled Railmad Noise 
/ Vibration Assessment: UP.SP Merger (BBA. 1997). The foUoNvmg comments were uken m 
part from that report which appears in its entirety as Appoidix G of this comment doaiment. 

PMP Text Qnote #50: paee 2 -19,11. Une 1: W officiab have asked the Board to review 
its sumdanb for what are considered "nobe receptors " (schoob, hospitab, retirement homa). 
suggesting that commemml pmpertv and hoteb be included. It was abo suggested by the City 
that the night-weighted noise averages for calailating potential nobe impaas may not apply 
in thb sm.iy. because Reno opemtes as a 24-hour town. The nobe desaiptor used m the 
analysts b Ldn. which is the time-average ofthe noise leveb obtained over a 24-hour penod. 
with a 10-decibel penalty added to the nighttime leveb (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m). This 
adjusonent is intended to account ft)r the increased sensitivity to nighttime noise events. 

oace 6 - 40 ^ 4 line 1 Board regulations require identification of sensitive receptors w.thin 
aZas that 'w^uld expenence increases in nobe under these aiteria The following examples 
of sensitive receptors are pmvided in the Board's regulanons: "schoob libranes.hospnab. 
r^7ences, retirement coZmitics. and mirsmg homes" (49 CFR ll05.7(e)(6)lii)(1996)). 

page 6 - 42 to 6 - 43 1 8, hne 1: Three dBA Increase Criterion: Based on an inaease in the 
number of ttains fivm pre- to post-merger leveb. the potential increase m ttam noise is 
pmjeaed to be 2.7 dBA Un Consequently, no exceedance ofthe Board's aitenon of a three 
dBA or greater noise increase is pmjeaed for Reno and Washoe County. 

Comment #50.1: SEA notes definition of sensitive noise receptions but no hotels 
are listed as requested by the City (Appendix E of the PMP says this vvas 
addressed, but it is not). SEA offers no explananon why hotels are not mcluded 
and in faa never raise the issue except m .Appendix E ofthe PMP. 
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PMP Text Quote #51: page 6 - 41,1 2. lme 1 (see also Figure 7.2.^1 page 7-50): Single-
event Sound Exposure W (SEL) data for each tram noise event ̂ vere used to detenmne how 
tram noise decreases (i.e.. the dmfyoffrate) with distance for each location identified in Table 
6 - U SEL b a noise descnptor that nomializes all ofthe sound energy ofatwtseevait to 

second duration and pmvides a meamngfiil way to compare nobe le^'eb oftwo different 
vents of different durations. SEL b useftil for calailating the dmp-offmte because it 

u. . nts for pmpagation of soumi from the train to the mea'n.remem position far theyre 

train nobe event, not just for the loudest poriion ofthe noise event. In addition SEL, in 
conjunction with the mimber of daytime and nighttime ttam noise events, can be used to 
calculate direaly the Ldn. 

Comment #51.1: The distances to the noise comours shown by SEA (see Figtffc 
7 2 6-1 page 7 - 50 of the PMP) are significantly less than those reported m the 
BBA report (BBA, 1997). The noise levels and attenuation rate results which were 
previously published by Acentech (see Appendix B of this commait document 
Mav 14 1997 - Task Force #5 Meeting Summary and May 14,1997 Agenda Item 
No' 3 Noise and Train Speed Survey Results Handouts), have been reevaluated 
and it'has shown while the reported SEL values were of similar magmtude, the 
distances to the contour; were dramaucaily less, espeaally for the post-merger 
condition These distances are calculated m a sunple manner, usmg the SEL valuê  
the number of operanons (weighted for day / mght spbt) and an assumed 
attenuation (drop îfl) rate. Refemng to the two sites where shielding is not a 
significant faaor, a mral crossing and a niral wayside (without hora use), and 
assuming that the reference SEL values used by SEA are similar to those reported 
bv Acentech and BBA, and that they both use SEA day / mght split the only 
si'gnificant difference between the caloilanon methods wiU be the attenuanon rate. 

The BBA report assumed a noise attenuanon faaor of 15 times tbe logarithm of the 
relative change m .hsunce. which is consistent with the methods and theoreool 
approach used bv Wilson, Ihng & Assoaates, hic. (WIA) m the EA, as weU as by 
others (SEA, 1996a; BBA, 1997). Acentech reported attenuanon faaors at the 
rural oossmg rangmg from 2 to 40.9. The higher values were aU asoibed to 
-shielding" and presumably were discounted. At the mral wayside. Acentech 
reported attenuanon faaors rangmg frora 5.4 to 11 6, If attenuanon faaors less 
than 15 were used by Acen; ech, the contour disunces would have been greater than 
those wfaict BBA calailaied Instead, the distances are less, so a higher attenuanon 
faaor must have beai us*xL No dau has been fomid m tlie PMP desoibmg the 
assumed attenuanon faao- or the rationale for its selection. 

Comment #512: SEA noise contours (see Figure 72.̂ 1 page 7 - 50 ofthe PNQ>) 
also faU to account speafically for the presaice or lack of shielding. It appears that 
the contours m the downtov̂ n area are generahzed, represennng pnmanly artas 
where ull buikhngs block Une of sight to train noise. Field obsen.anons and aenal 
photos reveal, ho^er. that this is not a umversal condinot- nor is «/he dommant 
condinon outside of a small area. The City believes that the approach which BBA 
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employed, where the Environmenul Noise Model (ENM)" was used to caloilate 
shielding due to ull buildings, based on aenal photos, is more defimnve. 

PMP Text Quote #52: page 6 - 41,13. line 1: 77ie mrcs of noise decrease with dbtance were 
caladated for the locations identified m Table 6.2.9-1 for ex'ery measured ttain noise event and 
..ere used to detennine the distance fmm the ttacks to the 65 dBA Un contour. These 
distances were caladated to detenmne die avemge dbtance to the 65 dBA contour for an uri^an 
grade cmssing mral grade cmssing and no-hom condition The results of this analysis are 
shown in Table 6.2.9-2. 

Comment #52.1: Both the PMP and Acentech' report (see Appendix B of this 
comment dooimoit May 14. 1997 - Task Force #5 Meeting Summary and May 
14 1997 Agenda Item No. 3, Noise and Train Speed Survey Results Handouts) arc 
silrat on the assumed day / night split SEA must provide this mfonnanon along 
with the ranonale for the faaors. 

PMP Text Quote #53: page 6 - 43.1 3. hne 1: Table 6.2.9-3 shows the mimber ofexbnng 
sensitive receptor pmpemes Iparceb) that potentially fall between or are intersected by the 
pre- and post-merger 65 dBA L^ noise contours. As shown in the table the increase in the 
number of sensitive receptors ftvm pre- to post-merger ttain leveb b 40. which includes 27 
hoteb/aisinos and 13 other pmpemes. The parcel locations are shown on maps m Appendix Q 
[ofthe PMP]. 

Using acmal nobe measurements and nobe modeb, the SEA smdy team has taken a "harder 
look " at the potennal noise impacts in Reno. The Boani has the authority to detennine the 
signiftcance or insignificance of these potential envimnmental impacts, and SEA recommends 
that the Boani find these potential nobe impacts to be insignificant, which is consistent with 
the EA Post EA and Decision No. 44. As noted in the Board's Decbion No. 44, the intensity 
ofthe ttam homs is not expected to increase, only the frequency. Moreover, thb is not a ew 
type of nobe that will be expirienced ami the effects are on pmperties that developed over the 
vears next to the mil line Most importantly, safety, which b of pammount importance 
requires the blowing ofthe ttain homs as noted in the Boanls Decbion No. 44, and as 
recognized in the recently passed Federal Swifi Act. 

Comment #53.1: These sutements and the corresponding table appear to be m 
cooflia The P.MP text acknowledges that motel and hotels are sensinve receptors 
m the increase from pre-merger and post-merger amtours, yet the table specifiolly 
Usts -Number of Affected Noise-Sensitive ReaT>tors" as compared to -Number of 
Affected Casmos and Hotels" mdicanng that "Casmos and Hotels" are not -Noise-
Sensinve Receptors" 

"The ENM has boer. developed bv RTA Technology Pty Ltd. and mcorporates accepted met.Sods of modeling 
o l d ^ t s e e:tposures, a 2 « L . g for ground 
bamers. 

CITY or PXNO 
Preiiminary Miugauoa Plan Comment Document - trP/SP Railroad Merger 

October 15. 1997 

3-30 

315 



RESOmCE IMPACT EVALUATION 

Comment #53.2: While acknowledging hotels and motels as sensitive receptors 
in one paragraph, SEA -recommends that the Board find these potennal noise 
impacts to be msignificant which is consistent with the EA, Post EA, and Deasion 
No. 44 " As summarized in BBA's report and indicated in Table 10 below, the 
proposed merger is expeaed to result in addition of approximately 34 residences, 
261 hotel rooms, and one church to the area withm the DNL 65 dB raih-oad noise 
contour. SEA must consider and evaluate this dau as a significant adverse noise 
impact 

Table 10 

Comparison of Noise Sensitive Receptors 

Receptors 

Existing*^ 
(1997) Post-merger Difference 

Receptors 

12.7 Trains 24.0 Trains l U Trains 

Receptors PMP BBA PMP BBA PMP BBA 

Residences 31 84 44 lis 13 34 

Aparjnent Units 

31 

185 

44 

185 

13 

0 

Churches 

31 44 

1 

13 

1 

Hotels 34" 18 61=* 27 2715 9 

Hotel 

34" 

875 

61=* 

1,136 

2715 

261 

TOTAL 65 1,144 105 1.440 40 296 

Source: BBA. 1997; Table IN'. STD, 1997d: Table 6.2.9-3 

3.10 AIR QUALITY - TRAINS 
The City has been pr j'/ided a copy of a recently complaed air emissions analysis completed 
by Air Sciences Inc. of Lakewood, Colorado enn Jed Analysb of Air Emission Increases 
Resulting Fmm the Union Pacific and Southem Pacific Railroad Merger and Effects on the 
Management of the Air Resoume • the Tmckee Meadows Nonattammeiu Area (ASL 1997). 
The foliowmg conunent* were taken m part from that report which ̂ jpcars in its entirety as 
Appendix H of this comment doaiment 

"Boi.n tne P.Vf? and BBA's report indicate existing (1997) measurtanent data as no data was available for the pre-
meigw(ca. 1995) penod 

' The PMP in TaWe 62.9-3 indicates "number of afTecttxl casmos and hotels" with no indicatian of tbe number of 
rooms 
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PMP Text Quote #54: page 6-51.14, line 1; Conttibution of Locomotives to the Emission 
Inventory in Washoe Countv: As part of the emissions inventory preparation and updating 
pmcess, the Washoe County Dbttict Health Department has estimated emissions resulting ftvm 
current rttilmad operations within the County. These values help place into context the relative 
impact of the increased ttain levels associated with the merger on locomotive embsions. 
Im'entory numbers are shown in Tabic 6.2.11-3 They do not include emissions from idling on-
road vehicles, but do include emissions fmm locomotives operating on the Pyramid 
LakejFeather River mute north of Reno. They also include switching operations as well as 
line-haul opemtions, which are not associated with the merger. For three pollutants, the 
conttibution to the touil inventory b insignificant. The percentage of railmad .WO. as compared 
to the County inventory, is small but not negligible. 

Comment #54.1: Cunent diesel emissions of NO, in Washoe County are 929 tons 
per year. In the PMP this quantity is incorrectly compared to a total of 27.261 tons 
per year. The correct number (subtractmg out the Storey County "Buffer Zone 
Sources" of 13351 tons per year, as shown in WCAQMD-b, Table 1-2) is 13,910 
tons per year (also see WCAQMD, 1996a; "Maintenance Plan", Table 3, Total 
NOJ. The coimty-wide locomotive emissions are 6.7 percent of the county totaL 
This is a significant contnbutjon to tbe county inventory. 

Comment #54.2: The PMP sutes that the Sparks switchyard operations are not 
associated with the merger. In fact if the mcrease in freight trains through the 
Reno / Spsrks / Truckee Meadows area increases the switchyard activity levels, 
then the increase in switchyard activities and asstxnated air emissions are an effea 
of the merger, just as tbe increase in emissions due to vehicle delays is an effea of 
the merger. The Sparks rail yard impacts from increased traffic must be given a 
"hard look" m the FMP. 

PMP Text Quote #55: page 6 - 53.1 I. line 1: In addition, the anplysb excludes freight ttains 
on other rcul lines in Washoe County, specifically the Pyramid Lake/Feather River UP/SP line 
north of Reno. Thb line b -within Washoe Counry and activiry on thb line is expected to 
decrease as a result ofthe UP/SP merger. However, emissions related to this line do not have 
an appreciable effea on peak levels of ozone and other pollutants in Washoe County, due to 
its dbtance from Reno. 

Comment #55.1: The PMP notes that tĥ  frei^t traffic on the existing UP Feather 
River route, passing through northem Washoe County will decrease, but the 
emissions from these trams wiU not affea the locanon where ozone violations weit 
measuretl in the Reno / Sp-̂ rks / Truckee Meadows area. 

SEA'S statement provides the propo- logic for focusing attention regarding the NO, 
emissions increases caused by the merger on the Truckee Meadows basin rather 
than the ennre counry This sutement makes the conclusion m page 6-55, 
paragraph 3 of the PMP irrelev ant That conclusion states that since county-wide 
NO, emissions mcreases are about 1.5 percent of the mventory, ".. .the SEA smdy 
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team beiieve the NO, maease resulting from the inaeased levels of through 
train traffic Que to the raPT-jer is unlikely, by itself to result in a change from 
atuinment to nonatumment..." 

In faa the NO, emissions mcrease m the Truckee Meadows relative to the total 
mventorv is provided in Air Sciences Inc. (ASI), recendy released report in Table 
3.10 (ASI. 1997) summanzed in Table 11 below. 

Table 11 

Net NO, Emissions Increase (tons per year) 

Trains / Day 1995 2000 2007 2015 

12.7 0 — — — 

24.0 — 390 390 68 

36.0 — 805 805 320 

Source; ASL 1997 Table 3 10 

These tables demonstrate that at 24 trains per day through Truckee Meadows there 
IS an expeaed 5 percent inaease in Truckee Meado%v5 NO, inventory and with a 
36 trains per day there is an expeaed 10 percent maease m the inventory. These 
axe significant emissions increases m the basm where the ozone violations were 
me;isured. 

PMP Text Quote #56: page 6 - 56, Table 62.11-5; Locomotive NO. emissions pre-merger 
= 443.4 tons per year. Locomotive NO, embsions post-merger = 838.0 tons per year. 

Comment #56.1: The table title mdicates these are Washoe County emissions. 
However. tfae>' appear as Truckee Meadows emissions. The pre-merger locomotive 
NO, emissions of 443.4 tons per year in this uble appear to be represenunve of the 
Truckee Meadows locomodve eimssions (see WCAQMD, 1996b:Table 4-19, 
Southem Paafic Transportation Freight Tram emissions of 449 tons per year). 
Furthermore, the county-wide NO, emissions have already been listed m the PMP, 
Table bl. 11 -3 as 929 tons per year. The post-merger emissions of 838 tons jjer 
year are similar to those m ASFs Table 3 .9 at 829 tons NO, per year for Tmckee 
Meado\*'5(ASI, 1997). 

PMP Text Quote #57: page 6 - 57, Table 62.11-6: Locomonve CO emissions pre-merger = 
16.1 tons per year. Locomotive CO emissions post-merger = 30.4 tons per year. 
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Comment #57.1: The pre-merger Truckee Meadows locomotive CO emissions 
(16.1 tons per year) are low by a faaor of at least 3. For a companson (see Table 
4-19 of WCAQMD, 1996b) where Truckee Meadows CO emissions from freight 
Gains are 57 tons per year. Alternatively, note from the PMP Uble 6.2.1M that 
the rano of CO to NO, emissions per unU of fuel consumed is 0.13. This same 
ratio must hold for the annual emissions of the two pollutant, as both are based ou 
the same amount of fuel bumed. Thirteen percent (13 percent) of 443.4 tons pa-
year of NO, is equal to 56 tons per year of CO. With this error correaed, the Table 
62.11-6 CO .otal resulnng from the merger will be larger by about 40 tons per year 
(a total of 77 tons per year). 

PMP Tat Quote #58: page 6 - 58, ̂  1, line 1: Geneml Conformity: SEA has concluded that 
the pmposed merger b not subject to EPA's air quality regulations entitled "Determining 
Conformity of General Fedeml Actions to State of Federal Implementation Plans " (General 
Conformity). The pmposed merger does not meet the definitions set forth in the General 
Conformity regulations at 40 CFR 51.852. because as a regulatory agency the Board does not 
maimain pmgram contml over railmad emissions as part of its coruinuing responsibilities. 

Comment #58.1: Connary to the PMP. the STB is subjea to general conformity 
as discussed in ASI's recently released report (ASI, 1997;Sect 5). The STB's 
abihty to hmit freight tram tiaffic throu^ Tmckee Meadows during the mitiganon 
study penod (see STB, 1996c222) is evidence of the STB's program conffol ovcr 
raikoad emissions. 

3.11 AIR QUALITY - VEHICLES 
PMP Text Quote #S9: page 6 - 58.1 1, line 1. Vehicle air emissions were calculate! jor 
queuing vehicles at the grade cmssings reviewed tti Section 6.2.1 for traffic delay. .4. each 
crossing, the avemge daily total hours of delay for vehicles was multiplied by an embsion 
factor in grams ofpolbitant per hour. These scenario-specific emission faaors were generated 
bv using the EPA's mobile source emissions modeb, M0BlLE5a and PART5. 

Comment #59.1: -The City has reviewed SEA methodology for estimating 
emission from vehicles and concurs with the methodology. Unfortunately, smce 
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 vehicle emissions studied bastd upon substandard delay 
dau as discussed in the City's Traffic Delay Resource Evaluation comments 
begmnmg at Conunent #27.1 on page 3 - 1 of this document 

The City would submit the following CO emissions increases in the Tmckee 
Meadows relanve to the toul inventory as provided m Air Sciences Inc. (ASI), 
recently released report m Table 3.8 (.\SI. 1997) summanzed in Table 12 below. 
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Table 12 « 

Net CO Emissions Increase (tons per >e*r) 

Trains / Dav 1995 2000 2007 2015 

12.7 0 — — — 

24.0 — 68 66 72 

36.0 — 144 138 147 

Source ASI, 1997 Table 3 8 

3.12 PROPERTY IMPACTS/LAND USE 
PMP Text Quote #60: page 4 - Z17. line 1; The number of ttains passing thmugh Reno has 
varied over the years. For example an SP dbpatcher's ttain sheet for Reno/Sparks Une. June 
5, 1947. shows 40 daily freight and passenger trains. From that penod to the 1980s, ttaffic 
declined to about 24 daily ttains. During this period, UP acquired the Westem Pacific 
Railroad, pmviding the UP with its own route between Ogden-Salt Uke City and Califomia. 
Thus, SP lost a major source of intemhange ttaffic at Ogden. Thb, in connection with the 
declining finanaal position ofSP, led to a fiirther decline in ttaffic leveb. By 1994, the 
average daily through freight ttain count in Reno was 12.7 freight ttains. Because of ttaffic 
remutes. ttaffic in 1996 declined fiirther to an average of appmximately 11.0 tmins a day. 
Section 4.4 presents pmjected freight ttain leveb in thefutiire under the merger. 

Comment #60.1: SEA notes the financial decbne of the SP RaihDad in the 1980s, 
even though it completely ignores the SPs aggressive marketmg and profiuble sale 
of excess nght-of-way to the pnvate sector for development purposes. Please refer 
to a document entitled the "Comments on Umon Pacific's Downtown Reno & the 
Railroad" by Stewart M. Peters, Ph.D., Prmcipal Planner for the City, for a 
complete discussion of the histoncal development of downtown Reno (sec 
Appendix I of this comment document). Please also refer to the May 14. 1997 
lener to Elame Kaiser. Chief Section of Environmental Analysis from Merri 
Belaustegui-Traficann. Deputy City Attorney, providmg detailed nght-of-way 
development mfonnanon mcluding a parcel map m Response to SEA's November 
4, 1996 letter, placed m the record by the Ciry on August 8,1997 as set forth in 
Appendix A of this comment document 

3.13 ECONOMIC ISSUES 
SE.\ failed to condua an economic analysis outlimng deaeascd performances of the ennre 
dou-ntown area which will occur even after implemenunon of the nunganon measures 
idennfied m the PMP. Some of these impacts will occur due to restriaed access and impaired 
uulizanon which will fmanaally affea the downtown casmos and busmesses. SEA does not 
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addrpss the faa that dovntô -n casinos and businesses represent a major source of funding for 
culnnal acnvi ics, parks, schools, police and fire protecnon, and other services offered by the 
City and if cismos and busmesses located downtown are financially affeaed, so are the 
financial resources that help to fimd those servi :es. The City requests that SEA address tbe 
implications if ?il cf the mitigation measures are not complied with due to the faa that many 
of the measures are self regulanng. The City requests that the FIvlP address these economic 
issues. 
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A farce ... If tbis report stands unaltered... Reno will be 
shafted It is tbat basic ... citizens have only 28 days to comment 
on this travesty in hopes of changing it. They need to do so tn 
large numbeis tmSmth the utmost urgency --^^^M^ 
be left at the m^t§^ d federal agency that dmt^savejmdamn 
about Reno 
damn aboi 

whose actions 

lumal, September 17, 199 

TjKdng blockage wo 
icy vehicle ac 

'eased train spee 
issings tOs^ii^orter would be delayy^ ^^ 

were stopped b^^n. 

Section of Envimnmental Analysis, ffgno Freliminarv Mitigation Plan 
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4.0 M I T I G A T I O N E V A L U A T I O N 

The PMP provides some discussion ofthe mitigation and secondary impaas ofthe primary 
mitigation measure recommended by SEA to the STB. Underpasses and overpasses are 
provided a cursory discussion ("soft look") emphasizmg the property acquisition costs as the 
mam unpaa of the mitigation and acmally when justly compensated, land used in a projea is 
typically not considered an impaa. The depressed railway receives only the most basic of 
evaluations (another "soft look") and multiple cntiasms for its cost'*, then it is summarily 
dismissed Table 13 below provides a comparison of each mitigation option and the degree to 
which the mitigation measure would reduce potential envu-onmental impacts (decreased) and 
introduce potential environmenul impacts (increased) frora post-merger increase in freight train 
traffic. 

PMP Text Quote #61: page 2 - 4.15, line 1: As pertinent here SEA had conduaed site visits 
to the Reno and Sparks area, dunng which concems such as nobe levels, grade cmssing 
activity, and safety were evaluated. Thus, SEA recommended numerous general and regional 
mitigation measures addressing safety, hazardous materiab ttansport. ar quality, and noise 
that pertain to Reno and other areas potentially affected by increased rail ttaffic as a result of 
the merger. 

Comment #61.1: SEA says they recommend "numerous general and regional 
mitigation measures" addressing safety, hazardous materials, air quality and noise 
that pertains to Reno. The City requests specific mitigation measures to mitigate 
specific merger related impacts in Reno. 

PMP Text Quote #62: page 2 - 5,14, line I: The Board reiected the argument of various 
parties that a ftill HS should have been prepared, noting that ttte environmental mitigation 
measures imposed in thb case are far-reaching and comprehensive. 

page 8-22,12, hne 3: The Tier 2 measures that SEA has identified are expected tr, offer more 
far-reaching long-temt benefits by reducing conflicts and impacts resulting from existing land 
uses and pre-merger trtun traffic. 

Comment #62.1: SEA notes that no EIS is needed for the Reno / Sparks / Tmckee 
Meadows area because miuganon measures imposed are -far reaching and 
compr̂ ensive" Yrt the entire PMP raterates that only TICT 2 mitigation is "far-
reaching" (which is not mandatory nor recommended for Board approval), as 
mdicated above by merely 2 ofthe nearly 15 references to Tier 2 mitigation's "far-
reaching and comprehensive" benefits. Either the EIS is not needed because 
mitigation is "far-reaching" or its is needed because this PMP does not provide 
those "far-reaching and comprehensive" mitigation measures. 

"Please note that SEA has Jidicated "economic" factors (ostensibly cost) are not part of the miugauon smdy as 
mandated under Decision No 44 
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Table 13 

Mitigation Measures which would Reduce Environmenial Impacts (I decreased) and Introduce Foleulial 
Environmenta Impacts (I Increased) from Post-merger Increase in Freight Train Traffic 

Impacts 1 decreased or 
Impacts t increased Unmitigated Increased Speed 30 mph Grade Separaiion(s) Depressed Railway 

TrafTic Delay 
t delay 1 delay • delay 1 delay 

Safely • Pedestrians 
1 fVequency t fiequeiicy 1 frequency (frequency 

Safely • tmergency Vehicle Access 
1 blockages I blockages" 1 bloc koines (blockages 

Safely - I rainA'ehicle Accidents 
I frequency f frequency t seventy 1 frequency (frequency 

Safely • Derailnienl/Spills 
1 frequency I (Yequency t severity f frequency I frequency 

Biological Resources 
t risk i risk i risk ! risk 

Noise/vibtation 
I noise i vibration I noise I vibration 1 noise 1 noise 

Air Quality • Trains 
I NO. (+395 tons) t NO, (+388 lens) INO. iNO, (+394 lons) 

.Air Quality • Vehicles 
f e e (+33 5 lons) I CO (+10 8 tons) ICO ICO (-15 lons) 

Property/Land Use NA NA none if compensated none If compensated 

Source Adapted from SiB. 1997d 

"SI-A uses a measure of impact of average daily gale down lime per crossing on major crossings. Please see Section 3.1 of Ihis commenl document. The Cily 
of Reno does not consider this measure appropriate, when dealing wilh public heallh and safely 
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4 1 TIER 1 MITIGATION - SPEED u ct-A 0,^ 
PMP Text Quote #63: page 7 -10.1 3. lme 4: However, FRA data pmvided to the SEA smdy 
^^iXrhatl^eniTafe likelv to be more severe with increased ttain speeds. Speafically 
^e72T2Zwsthatanticipatedfatalityra^ (number of fatalities per accident) increase 

as train .speeds increase. 

Comment #63.1: SEA knowingly acknowledges that severe, increasingly fatal 
. Z Z l are more likely to occur with increased speed and still haŝ recommended 
a mi^non measure thit increases the speed of trams ^ o ; ; ^ ^ ^ ^ : ' ^ ^ 
of the City from 20 mph to 30 mph. THe City is outraged by the ^ f ^ } ^ ^ ^ ^ 
recommended a mitigation measure that will have imphcations to the health, safrty. 
and welfare of Reno's citizens and tourists. 

PMP Text Quote #64: page 7 - I. V . line 1. Thb section desaibes physiaxl facilities, ttain 
! « n l S g e s . Z other options that have been e^'aluated as potential mitigation 
meZTftirthe Lease in thmugh freight tram ttaffic in Reno and the surmunding area. 

Comment #64.1: Ofthe options SEA reviewed, increased speed is the only "tiam 
ooerational change" listed. There is nothing mentioned about shoitemng train 
lengths by 50 percent or reduang the number of trains by 50 P«;c«,t even thou^ 
A ^ x E o H h e PMP incorrectiy sutes this is discuss«^ 

V. 

PMP Text Quote #65: page 7 - 4,11, line 1: 77ie awrent UP maximum authorized speed for 
^ iTh^dotao^ Zto arA^ 20 miles per hour (mph). '^-PP^J^/t:^^: 
TpeZ^Lbeinaeasedunder applicable FRA regulat^^^^ ^ ^ Z ^ ^ f ^ ^ C 
UP regarding the feasibility and practicality ofinaeastng '^'"^^^f^T^^^^,^' "^""^ 
with the associated costs UP's response b contained m Appendix R [ofthe PMP]. 

.becoming to UP It b feasible to mcrease general tmin speeds to 30 '^P'l'^^f^^^;^^ 
ofthe S,^ Rail Yani (Mile Post (MP) 247.1) toftist west of Keystone Stteet (MP 242) on the 
i^isiS^d^nto^ Reno, if various capital impmvements and operating requirements were 
implemented. These include: 

. Replacement, betyt^ Woodland Avenue and Vista (^'^^^^'J^^^^'^a^ 
a^nt automatic block signal (ABS) system with centtuUzed traffic <^onttol (CTCl 

. Replacement of various mmouts (switches) m theSparks Yard from sue No.lO tc a larger 
size (No. 14) that would be power operated. 

0 Addition of a universal power^perated No.20 avssover west ofReno. 
Tie replacement and ttack surfacing as needed. , ^ ,, . t.nrir< ir, the 

. Installation of power^perated or electric lock switches for all mam lme ttacks in the 

CTC territory. 

According to UP these changes ^uld enable ttains to achieve a timetable speed of 30 mph 

on a consistent basb through Reno. 
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page 7 - 12, 1 5, line 1. In the case of Reno, the existing track has been maintained to 
standards exceeding that required for 20 mph operations, i.e.. the ttacks are aClass 3 under 
FRA regulations. Under FRA regulations, if UP increases train speed up to 30 mph, it must 
continue to meet Class 3 sa fety standartb. FRA Class 3 track permits freight ttain speeds up 
to 40 mph, so at 30 mph, the track would be well within its maximum safe limit under FRA 
regulations. As operating speetb would be relatively low, incident severity in the 30 mph area 
would be less than that expected for the 40-60 mph nuunline operation The incremental 
increase in the incident rate that would result from 20 to 30 mph is statbtically very low. 

page 8 - 6. ^ 1, line 1: UP has informed SEA that, not only is it feasible to increase the speed 
of each train by 10 mph (which b the basts for the above analysb), UP can consisteruly 
maintain oain speeds of all ttains thmugh downtown Reno at 30 mph with appmpriate capital 
investments. However, to be conservative. SEA assumed for its analysb only that each ttain 
would travel at a speed 10 mph greater than observed during the surve;/ week, mther than 
assume that all ttains would travel at 30 mph. 

Comment #65.1: Tbe PMP has introduced "increased train speeds" as the 
principal mitigation measure. Speed has alv̂ ays been treated as an operational 
diaractenstic of the vehicles as well as trains and it is not an appropriaxe measure 
of mitigatiotL Speed by nature is not a constant parameter. It could change due to 
several factors which are not controllable. Factors such as acceleration, 
decderation, horsepower, grade, trailing tonnage, stopping distance, weather, and 
emergency situations such as right-of-way trespass'* could affect the speed (Hunter, 
1997) (see a memorandum from Gary V. Hunter to Steve Varela iu Appendix F of 
this comment document). It is, therefore, a stochastic faaor. The City's field 
observations, as well as tbe PMP itself indicates great variation in speed (firom 5 
mph to over 30 mph) dunng the video taping and SEA field survey. 

Assuming a 30 mph speed as a "required" nitigation measure is therefore not a 
realistic solutioiL There is no guarantee that speed will be "...consistently 
maintain [ed]... [for] all trains through downtown Reno at 30 mph" (STB, 
1997d:8 - 6). The City beheves that a probabilistic model needs to be developed 
to identify the speed distnbuuon over time (under vanous environmental 
conditions) and esublisb the randomness of this parameter. 

Increasmg speed, if it happens, may improve the total delay, but the occurrence of 
that IS not by any means under control. Increased train speed may also have other 
traffic-related impacts at at-grade crossings that are near signalized intersection and 
signal preemption are in effect The PMP needs to consider a comprehensive and 
detailed analysis of preemption conditions at those locations and include the impact 

"The nght-«r-way tbougti fenced is oot secured aixi does allow for trespasser is a poorly illuminated etr'iroomeat 
where trams pass liuough a building thai forms a tunnel iimiung visibility with a auturt or neoo lights or tx> light 
at all conmbutmg to very poor visibihty. 
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of increased speed on preempoon sffategies. With mcreased speed, more time may 
need to be given to motonsts to clear the trac< environment pnor to train amval. 

PMP Text Quote #66: page 8 - 6.1 1, line 1: UP has informed SEA that, no: only b it 
feasible to increase the speed of each ttain by 10 mph (which b the basb for ihe above 
analvsis), UP can consistently maintain train speeds of all trains thmugh downtown Reno at 
30 mph with appmpriate capital investments. However, to be conservative SEA assumed for 
its analysis only that each train would travel at a speea 10 mph greater than observed during 
the survey week, rather than assume that all trains would ttavel at 30 mph. 

Comment #66.1: It has certainly been the Reno City Council's, the City 
Manager's, the staffs, and the citizen's (who spoke out at the October 9,1997 STB 
publ.c meetings) position that increasing the speed of trains would exacerbate an 
exismig problem (i.e.. create addiuonal impacts) and then by defiKition" would not 
mitigate impacts of the merger. As with all potential mitigauon that would 
increase one impaa to potentially off-set another the City would noi consider the 
proposal mitiganon. 

4.1J _TRAEnrDF.].AY 
PMP Text Qnote #67: page 6 - 15,1 3, line 1: Because gate closed time b primarily 
determined by ttain frequency, speed, and length, the downtown cmssings between Keystone 
and Sage (where the train speed limit b 20 mph) generally experience similar amounts of gate 
closed time per day. 

page 7-1,11, hne 1: Thb section describes ph vsical facilities, tmin operational changes, and 
other option-, that have been evaluated as potential mitigation measures for the increase in 
through freight tiain ttaffic in Reno and the surrounding area [emphasis added]. 

page ES - 1,14, line 1: The Board has bmad authority to impose conditions in railmad 
merger cases, but its power is not limitless. Any conditions imposed by the Board must be 
reasonable and must address issues directly related to the merger. 

page 2 - 3.18. hne h 77ie Board has broad authority to impose conditions in railmad merger 
cases under 49 US.C§1 1324(c). However, the Board's power to impose conditions is not 
limitless. To survive judicial review, the record must suppori the imposition ofthe condition 
at bsue. Moreover, there must be a sufficient nexus between the condition imposed and the 
proposed merger, and the conditions must be reasonable 

Minganon tncliuies: (a) .ii^dinv the impact aliogalter by not taking a certain acnon or parts of an acaon. (b) 
jduammng impacts by Umta/tg ihe degree or magmtude of t- v aaion and us impiememaaon: (o Rectifying ine 
impact by repairing. r̂ hoDilitanng. or resiormg Uie affected ..-rrvironmeni: (d) Pfdiirmg or rUmi'vmng the impaa 
over tune bv preservation and mawienance operanons dunng lhe lije ofthe acaon. [and or] (e) Cnittprraa ,g/or 

impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments [en̂ phasis added] (40 CFR ! 5''. J ' 
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Comment #67.1: As is clearly demonstrated by the above passages, SEA 
understands the relationship between tram frequency, speed, and length, and 
increased traffic delay rime 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 aiso"̂  (Please refer to the Comments to SEA from Mark A. 
Demuth. May 14, 1997 and to the July 2, 1997 lener to Elaine Kaiser, Chief 
Section of EnvuDnraental Analysis from Charles McNeely, City Manager, placed 
in the record by the Ciry on August 8, 1997 as set forth m Appendix A of this 
comment document). It is sasily understood by the City that mampulating any one 
ofthe above vanables (50 percent less trains [frequency), 50 percent faster trains 
[speed], or 50 percent shorter trains) can accompbsh essentially the same omcome, 
50 percent less delay time. SEA must take a "hard look" at these operational 
change as well as speed. 

PMP Text Quote #68: page 6 - 9. H 1. line 4: There are two types of potential mitigation 
measures to decrease the amount of tune that trains delay motorists waiting at grade cmssings 
- those that eliminate at-grade cmssings entirely and thaseJbaLKduceJhe amount of time 
theJrainsJblocklbecrttssings [emphasis added]. 

page 6 - 9,11, line 4: Increasing tram speeds would allow trains to pass through Reno faster 
and would therefore reduce the amount of time that motonsts must wait at cmssings while 
trains block at-grade cmssings. 

Comment #68.1: As with Comment #67 i above, SEA notes "those that reduce 
the amount of nme 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 m SEA analysis are frequency (50 percent less trains) and length 
(50 percent shorter trains) which can accomplish basically the same outcome, 50 
percent less delay '. Tie. 

4AJ. 5AEEIX^EDESTRIAN& 
PMP Text Qnote #69: page 7 - 46.1 1. line 1: Under an agreement with JP, Fitzgerald's 
Hotel has pmposed to consttuct, with financial help fivm UP, a pedestrian overpass west of 
Virginia Stteet Thb overpass would pass directly ftvm the second floor of Fitzgerald's Hotel 
over the ttacks to in/ Stteet, where it would connect to stteet level Thus, the pmposed 
pedesttian overpass vvould connect to street level only on the north side ofthe ttacks. If 
Fitzgerald's Hotel agreed the overpass could also be connected to stteet level on the south side 
ofthe ttacks with the addition of stairs, escalators, and elevators. 

Comment #69.1: This is the most undefined of all the Tier 1 proposed mitigation. 
SEA says if UP can get the Fitzgeralds property to agree to modify the jointly 
funded overpass to feed pedestnans to the street, then that will suffice (at a cost of 
$800,000) for Virgmia Street If not another $2.5 million pedestnan underpass or 
overpass is required on Virginia. UP must also build a pedestnan underpass or 
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overpass costmg S2.4 million on Sierra Street Initiai reaction from Fitzgerald's 
management indicate no interest >n any type of joint "public access", and for that 
maner any additional use of their property between Virgima and Sierra for any 
additional pedestnar overpass. 

PMP Text Quote #70: page 7 - 45.1 2, line I: SEA considers safety ttaining pmgrams, 
particularly in the schoob, an effective way to help drivers or pm.spective drivers imderstand 
the dangers cu^sociated with trams and warning sigruzb. The current "Operation Ufesaver" 
program is an example of the tmining that can occur in the community arA the schoob. 
Moreover. UP could provide a safety training pmgram for Rerun's downtown employees. 

Comment #70.1: SEA suggests a "reasonable" mitigation measure to educate the 
dnvers and prospective dnvers in the Reno / Sparks / Truckee Meadows area by 
recommerding enhanced rail safety program which would educate the area's youth 
(through drivers training programs) and the employees who work in downtown 
Reno. However, this program would not reach out to the hundreds of thousands 
of tounsts who visit downtown Reno (Reno is a major tourist destination) 
throughout the year. This mitigation measure would not serve to mitigate safety 
impacts associated with tounsts visiting the downtown area and crossmg the 
numerous at-grade intersecnons that traverse downtown Reno. 

PMP Text Quote #71: Appcndu A, page 16, Condition 22c, ^2, bullet 6: With respect to 
vehicular and pedestrian safety, mitigation measures that identity the number arui location of 
highway/rail grade separations and rail/pedestrian grade separations in downtown Reno. 

Comment #71.1: On tbe contrary. SEA has suggested a mitigation (increased 
speed) which would actually mcrease acadents and fatalities. 

4 A J S A F F T Y - FIVTFRr.r iVrY V F R i n . F A C r E S S 
PMP Text Quote #72: page 7 - 47, ^ 6, line 2: 77ie installation of dbplays and video 
monitors, depicting the appmach or presence of a tmin in the mil nerwork m Reno could be 
connected to a Reno emergency centtal dbpatch facility. Such a facility, staffed by ttained 
personnel, would then be in a position to advise emergtncy response vehicle drivers ofthe 
presence or immment presence of an obstrvaed train cmssing. arui to suggest altemate routes, 
alternative destinations (i.e. health care facilities), or altemative resoumes for dbpatch. Such 
a mitigation measure b expected to have a beneficial effect on response time for emergency 
vehicles. Training of personnel communications connections, and equipment upgrades would 
be required to implement this mitigation measure 

Comment #72.1: .Accordmg to the PMP, tjp is requuTKl to install, with the 
concurrence of the Ciry, displays and vide.) momtors in Reno's future central 
emergency dispaich facUity at a cost of S3(X).900 which depicts the approach or 
presence of a train. However, this mitigation does not include aay provisions to 
maintain, educate, tram, or stalT the video monitors. The City does not have the 
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financial resources to maintain, educate, train, and staff this equipment In 
addition, the City does not and wil! not accept the additional liability of managing 
the nsks associated with monitoring the increase in trains which is a safety 
mitigation "requirement" to be completed by UP. This is solely the responsibility 
of the UP and must be addressed by SEA. 

PMP Text Quote #73: page 8 - 4, ̂  2, lme 4: ...SEA has concluded tha' increasing ttain 
speed is an effective option for mitigating potential envimnmental impacts related to ttaffic 
delav and cmssing bl(Kka7es. However, additioruil measures are required to address other 
potential environmental impacts. 

Comment #73.1: SEA concedes that increasing the speed of trains still leaves the 
problem of increased numbers of trains gomg through town which will continue to 
delay tourists, residents, and emergency vehicles. If the UP doubles the number 
of trains a day through Reno, tiien the number of times emergency vehicles would 
be blocked mcreases proportionally. 

PMP Text Qnote #74: page 8 - 8,1 5, line 3; Mitigation would be costly as it would involve 
constmclion of a new road along and possibly thmugh parklarub and/or a bridge over the 
Tmckee River. SEA believes that, given the low vehicular traffic leveb, no mitigation b 
warranted particulariy nith the possible adverse impacts to parklands and the Truckee River. 
Therefore. SEA does not recommend that mitigation measures for Del Curio be imposed. 

Comment #74.1: SEA is staling that they are not proposing any mitigation at Del 
Curto because of issues involving costs and impacts to parkland and/or the Truckee 
River which must not be factors when mitigating the additional impacts created by 
the merger. There are other streets constructed through parklands in Reno 
including roads through Idlewild Park located across the Truckee River from the 
neighborhood off of Del Curto. Jn addition, there are several bwidges recently 
constructed over the Truckee River that were construaed without impacts to the 
River, the most recent example involving the bridge on White Fir Street off of 
Woodland Avenue. Therefore, the argument involving costs and unpacts to 
parklands and/or the Truckee River are inaccurate or unacceptable. Costs* is not 
an issue. Feasibility is. SEA must evaluate either a secondary access road or a 
bndge and upgradmg the existmg at-grade crossmg at Del Curto. 

PMP Text Qnote #75: page 6 - 12,1 1. line 5: A road that runs parallel to and south ofthe 
ttacks connects Woodland Avenue with Mayberrv Drive which passes tmder the railroad Thb 
mad between Woodland and Maybeny has recendy been widened and paved and the gate that 
formeriy pmhibited its use has been opened Thb recent impmvemeru serves to help mitigate 
emergency access impacts for the Woodland area. 

"Tlcase txKe that SEA has mdicated "economic" factors (ostensibly cost) are not pan of the miu^on study as 
mandated urulcT Decision No 44. 
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page 8 - 8 T 4 line 1 Another pmblem in the Woodland area was UP/SP's prior practice of 
^ding "helper" locomotives to ttains to pmvide additiomil power for the ttam to ttavel over 
Donner Pass. 

Comment #75.1: The fart that UP has chosen to change its operations does 
eliminate the excessive delays previously anticipated dunng this tram maneuver. 
SEA concludes that because the City has recently widened and paved the access 
road that parallels the tracks, there is no need for UP to mingate the imparts that 
have been identified m the Woodland Avenue area, which mvolve providing a 
secondary emergency access. The road that nins parallel to and south of the tracks 
connerting Woodland Avenue with Mayberry Drive has recendy been paved but 
is not a pubhc access road, nor has it been constmcted to City standards. Only the 
Fire Department personnel control access and access which is not guaranteed on 
a pennanent basis. SEA must reqmre UP to obtain a pennanent access and make 
necessary improvements to mitigate the freight trains blockmg school buses m the 
mortiing and residents throughout the day. This impact needs to be addressed m 
the FMP and mitigation offered to alleviate the impacts. 

4 1 4 <;AFFTY - TRAINATHia ,F AmOENTS 
PMP Text Qnote #76: page 7 - 45, ̂  3, line I: Costs ofthe Mitigation Measure(s): The 
estimated cost for ftnir-quadrant gates at the seven identified stteets b $1.21 million Median 
bamers for the seven stteos would cost an estimated $700,000. Gate violation enfomement 
cameras at seven cmssings b estimated to cost $1.4 million 

Comment #76.1: The estimated cost for four-quadrant gates at the seven 
identified streets is $121 milhon which is the only required mmganon. The 
median barrier; for the seven identified streets is $0.7 miUion and gate violation 
enforcement cameras at the seven identified crossings is $1.4 milbon which are not 
reqmred mitigation. The PMP needs to consider a comprehensive aad detailed 
analysis of preemption conditions at Virgmia and Sutro Streets of the seven 
locations and include the impart of inorased speed and four-quadrant gates on 
preemption strategies. With increased : peed, more time may need to be given to 
motonsts to clear the track environment prior to train amval. 

PMP Text Qnote #77: page 6 - 9,14, hnc 3: As the mimber of ttains increases, so does the 

exposure of pedesttians to trtuns. 

Comment #77.1: To mitigate this safety impart, the UP must be responsible for 
the installation of ai-grade safety feanires at aU at-grade crossings m the downtown 
area or ehminate the need for pedestnans to cross the tracks at-grade by 
constructing the depressed railway opuon. 

CrrY OF RENO 
Preluninary Miugauon Plan Comment Document - UP/SP Raihtiad Mager 

October 15. 1997 

4 - 9 

331 



MTTICATION EVALUATION 

4.13 S A F E T Y - HA7ART>OIIS rOlVfiVfOnrrTFS 
PMP Text Quote #78: page 6 - 30. I. line 5: Additional detection and pmtection would be 
offered by the installation of high, wide, shifted load detectors at MP 240. In addition, 
impmved. ongoing commumcatior,s could be pmmoted with the establishment of a Community 
Advisory Panel, consisting of representatives of the community, including Native Americans, 
who are willing to work with UP management on a regular basts to review safety, envimnment. 
and health bsues associated widi rail opemtions, particularly as they relate to the ttansport of 
hazardous materiab. 

Comment #78,1: SEA notes adding a hot box and a high, wide load detertor at 
MP 240 would provide some mitigaticn. The City would note that MP 240 is 11 
miles downstream of the California / Nevada border, 3 miles from the Keystone 
Avenue crossing. Clearly as indicated from the work of Carr (1996) the greatest 
risk to the Truckee River exists upstream of the California / Nevada border. It is 
therefore quesnonable the true benefit of this mitigation measure. 

Comment #78J: SEA's suggestion that the formation of a "Community .Advisory 
Panel" would some how mitigate the mcreased nsk of con'aminauon to the 
Truckee River is without basis and appears to be an appeasement policy with httle 
to offer the ecosystem or habitat wtiicfa could be imparted by the increased number 
of trains. 

4.1 .fl TRATN O P E R A T I O N S 
PMP Text Quote #79: page 6 - 6. T 6. line 1: TTrcr^ tire two types of potential mitigation 
measures to decrease the amount of time that trains delay motorists waiting at grade cmssings 
— those that eliminate at-grade crossmgs entirely and those that reduce the amount of time the 
tmins block the cmssings. 

Mitigation measures with the potential for entirely eliminating traffic delay involve separating 
the mad ftvm the railmad Highwcry'rail grade separations can be made by creating an 
elevated or depressed train way, or by building underpasses or overpasses for vehicles and 
pedestrians- Any of these options would mean that vehicular tmffic would not have to wait at 
the highway/rail grade-sepamted cm.ssings while tmins paiised through the City of Reno. 

Comment #79.1: The PMP text notes that there are two types of nutiganon 
meastires which would decrease or eliminate railroad related vehicular and 
pedestnan delay, 1) elimination of at-grade crossmgs and 2) reducing the tune that 
at-grade crossmgs are blocked. Using this rationale, SEA must equally mvestigate 
all railroad operational fartois that result in delay time, including train speed, tram 
lengtn and the number of Drains. SEA chose to evaluate only the potennilly 
mitigating affects of mcreasmg the speed of trains through the downtown core lo 
reduce total vehicular and pedesman delay nuie. Manipulation cf either of the rwo 
other identified operanonal fartors (tram length and'or the number of trains) would 
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result in identical reducdons in delay time, while at the same time reducing unpacts 
to public safet>'. noise and air quality. 

The primary 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 which amends an important component of the pnjposed acoon, 
as evaluated m the EA and Post E A, in accordance with the requirements of NEPA. 
Part 1̂ 02 9(cKl) of Chapter 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, reqmres 
supplemCTtal NEPA documentation when the lead agency makes substantial 
changes m the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concenis. and/or 
there are sigmficant new circumstances or infonnation relevant to envu-onmental 
concems and beanng on the proposed action or it's impacts. Based on these 
procedural NEPA requirements, the City requests that Post EA be revised to reflert 
the operational :hanges recommended for the proposed action and recirculate the 
Supplemental EA for public review and comment 

PMP Text Quote #80: page 8 - 23.1 5. line 1: The Board, in its Decbion No. 44. directed 
a review of highwav/rail gmde separations as possible mitigation measures for potential 
merger-related impacts in Reno The Board noted in its decbion that SEA had determined m 
the Post EA that separated grade cmssings ^-ould be needed to address vehiadar safety 
a>ncems on the exbting mil Unes in Reno. However, SEA's detennination that separated grade 
cmssings womd be required did not take into account the benefits of increasmg ttam speeds 
in Reno. 

Section 7 22 reviews the possible costs, benefits, and potential envimnmental impacts of seven 
rail/highway grade separations m Reno. Given the inft>muition now available and SEA's 
fitrther focused analvsb in thb PMP. SEA now believes that separated gmde cmssings m Reno 
are not wan-anted and would create senous secondary envimnmental pmblems Therefore 
SEA does not recommend m the PMP any rail/highway gmde sepamtions in the Reno area as 
Tier 1 mitigation 

However if the paties could resolve the potennal adverse effects of separated cmssings and 
reach agreement regarding cos's and other bsues. then such mitigation could be appmpnate 
as Tier 2 mitigation 

Comment #80.1: SEA has completely ignored a critical mandate contained in 
Decision No. 44. which states: 

The sole purpose of the mitigation smdies will be to arrive at 
speciftcallv tailored mitigation plans that will ensure that localized 
envimnmental bsues unique to these two communities are effectively 
addressed For example with respea to vehicular and pedesttian 
safety, SEA has determined that separated grade cmssings and 
pedesttian overpasses and/or underpasses will be needed to address 
safety concems on the existing rail lines in Reno and mchita 
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Accordingly, the smdies will identify the appmpriate number and 
precise location of highway/rail grade separations and raii pedesttian 
grade separations in Reno and Wichita 

SEA has continued to ignore the aforementioned mandate contained in Decision 
K J . 44. requinng separated grade crossings and pedestrian overpasses / 
underpasses. Other railroad operational parameters should include length of trains 
and number of trains, and should be equally evaluated with the proposed mcrease 
in speed, to detenmne the appropriate modifications required to Decision No. 44. 
Decision No. 44 states that the purpose of the mitigation study is to identify the 
appropnate number and prease location of highway / rail grade separations, not to 
randomly change one, but not all raihoad operational chararteristics to undennme 
the dirert mandates contained in Decision No. 44. 

4,1 7 X A T f V E A M E R I C A N ISSUES^ 
4.1.7.1 Cultural Resources 
PMP Text Quote #81: page 7 - 39,11, hne 1: Historic and Pre-Historic: Consimction ofthe 
depressed milway could have potential adverse impacts on histonc and pre-hbtoric resources, 
particulariy given the close pmximity of the right-of-way to the Tmckee River. Pnor to 
undertaking thb mitigation option, an analysis would need to be performed regarding the 
potential presence of these resources. In addition, monitoring for archeological resources 
'Mould likelv be required during construction. Moreover, additional consultation would need 
to occur with Native Amencans regarding possible impacts to Native American resources. 

Comment #81.1: Please refer to Comment #48.1 on page 3 - 24 of this comment 
document for a detailed response to this section of the PMP. 

PMP Text Qnote #82: page 7 - 31,1 1, line 1: Consttiiction of a highway/rail grade 
separation would have potential adverse impacts on hbtoric and pre-hbtoric resources, 
pamcularly given the close pmximity of the right-of-way to the Truckee River. 

Prior to undertaking thb mitigation option, an analysb would need to be performed regarding 
the potential presence of diese resources. In addition monitoring for archeological resoumes 
likelv would be required during constmcdon Moreover, additional consulution would need 
to occur with the Native Americans regarding possible impacts to Native American resources. 

Comment #82.1: Please refer to Comnaent #48 1 on page 3 - 24 of this comment 
document for a detailed response to this section ofthe PMP. 

4 } ft NOfSF/VTBRATlON 
PMP Text Quote #83: page 6 - 42,1 3, line 1: The Board addressed the public safety 
implications ofthe ttain hom tn its Decision No. 44. Specifically the Board noted that "[a]ny 
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attempt significantly to reduce noise leveb at grade crossings would jeopardize safety, which 
we consider to be of paramount importance. 

Comment #83.1: The PMPs assumption here is that any type of mitigation for 
noise would be based upon change or redurtion of the noise source. The City 
acknowledges that "to alter noise would jeopardize safety which is of paramount 
importance", but there are other ways, mcluding other mitiganon opoons, to 
mitigate the moeased number of sensitive recepton; exposed to post-merger noise 
which must be given a "hard look" by SEA. 

PMP Text Quote #84: page 7 -13,11, hnc 1: Wheel/rail noise ftvm ttains is related to ttain 
; Z Iric^^es in ttamspeeds in locations where train homs are not the predominant source 
Train noise are predicted to result m increases in wheel/rail nobe (calculated as varying 
appmamatelv as 30XUglO [speed]f For those areas where horns are ihe major source of 
Zhno.se an increase in tram speeds from 20 to 30 miles '-""'"^J.^"^^^^ 
b notprediaed to increase Unnoise leveb. The portion of the mil line pmposed for possible 
L^Tmnn speeds is between Keystone A venue and the Sparks Yard, and the major source 
7ffreight tmin noise in this area is fivm ttam homs. An increase from 20 to 30 mph in freight 
tram speeds in thb area b not expected to add to post-merger Un noise leveb. 

riace 7 - 13 1 2, line 1: The Board envimnmental regulations do not contain gmund-bome 
IbLn IJ ^ t ^ An mcrease m ttam speed will increase vibnOion levels Trottiwhe^ 
mllinz on die raib create vibmtion energy that b ttansmttted thmugh the ground. As the ttam 
7pJincreases, the wheel to mil energy increases and vibration leveb at receptors increase 

A speed increase from 20 to 30 mph could change the vibration velocity leveb by 3 dB (with 
r^eato 1 micminJsec). Based on human response to residential building vibmxion an 
increase vibmtion velocity of 3 dB would be barely pemeptible 

Comment #84.1: As previously noted, the mcrease m tram speed from below 20 
mrb to 30 mph would, all other fartors bemg equal, resalt m a change m Ldn 
values of - -1 8 dB However. aU fartors may not be equal in tbe downtown Reno 
area, as It may be necessary, at a i..." - w i . for the engineer to artuaie the horn 
for a gieater proportion of the time to ensure that all cn)ssmgs are cl«r. In 
additicS. tl mav be necessary m either mral or urban situations to artivate the honi 
farther fiom the crossmgs, which could mcrease the noise levels at receivers disumt 
from the crossmgs. The City reiterates the efferts ofthe morase of tram speeds 
camiot be quantified withom more specific infonnation regardmg the dicraflOT of 
hom use m the urban area, and regarding the pomt at which homs would first be 

acuvated on appnjach to cnjssings which are not provided m the PMP. 

Ho^^er based upon the noise contour; BBA has prepared (BBA, 1997). it appears that 
the PMP "̂ gmficantly understates the number of people and hotel rooms afferted by both 
^ and pô merger raihoad operation noise exceedmg 65 dB Un. ITius. the change m 
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noise level, whatever its magnitude, could still impart a significant number of residents 

and hotel guests. 

4 . L S L _ _ _ A I R i ) - l i A L I I \ l ^ V X H L C L E S . 
As discussed in the City's Air Quality Resource Evaluation Comment #59.1 on P f f ' ' 
this comment doaiment relanve to Traffic Delay Resource Evaluauon Comment #2 /. on page 
I . 1 of thisdocumenttheCity has reviewedSEA'smethodologj-for «mmaung emission fr^^^^^ 

vehicles and conrtirs with the mrthodology. Unfortmiately, smce the emissions calculaaons 
are dependent upon the average daily total hour, of delay, total daily delay hours, and the 
n l b T f vehicle delayed the City would dispute the r ^ ^ 
based upon substandard delay data as • ell as any mitigation gamed by the mcreased speed ot 
trains using the same inferior delay data. 

4ailL_£CDM)MlCJSSLT:& ^ ̂  . 
SEA fails to condurt an economic analysis outlimng decreased perfonnances of ±e entire 
dow t̂ow. are. which ..11 occur evei, after implementanon ofthe Tier 1 ̂ "tigation m ^ 
.dennfied m the PMP. Some of these imparts will occur due to restnrted ̂ " ^ ^ " i ^ ^ ' ^ ^ 
unlizanon which wiU fmancially affert the downtown casmos and busmesses. SEA does not 
address the fart that downtown casmos and busmesses represent a tnajor source o f ^ ^ ^ ^ l 
culmral artivities. parks, schools, police and fire protertion. and o^^ ^ ^ o f f ^ ^ 
Citv and If casmos and businesses located downtown are fmancially affected, so are the 
f m l d ^ l e ^ e s that help to fimd those services. The City requests that SEA address the 
L^J^o^someoftherlLlmitiganonnieasuresarenotcomph^ 
m^y of the measures are self regulatmg. Hie City requests that the FMP address these 
economic issues. 

4 2 T I E R 2 M I T I G A T I O N 
4 J L l _ _ _ G R A D I L S E E A R A T I Q > i S . 
PMP Text Quote #85: page 2 - 16. "5 3. lme 4: Oty staff members have fiirther stated drat t^ 
aty does not consider requinng UP SP to consttua highway/rail gmde ^eporatioj m Reno 
to be accepuible miagation... The Oty ofReno staff have aatvely participated m the task fome 
meetings, and these views have been restated in the press. 

Comment #85.1: City staff made no such statements. To the contrary, due to 
UPs January 31. 1997 proposal to pnsvide the depressed railway at no cost to the 
City the City Council subsequently (February 18, 1997) duxrtcd the City Manager 
to emphasize the depressed rall^v3y as the City's primary objectivê  As is Ae 
policy of the City Manager and his staff, when the City Council provides speafic 
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du-ection. and clearly ts silent on other matterŝ ' (i.e., grade .-^arations^, it would 
be mappropnate for staff to indicate the City's position one way or another, as was 
the case dunng the March 12, 1997 task force meeting. The above noted quote 
must therefore be deleted frora anv discussion in the FMP. 

4.2.1.1 Tramc Delay 
PMP Text Quote #86: page 7 - 23,1 1, line 1: Grade sepamtions would reduce vehicular 
traffic delay and predicted vehicular accident rates associated with the post-merger increase 
in thmugh freight tmins. 

Comment #86.1: SEA concludes that grade separations would reduce delays and 
accidents but SEA does not consider or offer grade separations to mitigate the 
merger-related impacts. Cleariy grade separations are by definition mitigation: 
...Imlinimizing impacts by limiting lhe degree or magnimde of the action arui its 
implementanon... [emphasis added] (40 CFR 150820). 

4.2.12 Safety - Pedestrians 
PMP Text Quote #87: page 7 - 23.1 1. line 1: Grade separations would reduce vehicular 
traffic delay and predicted vehicular accident mtes associated wilh tiie post-merger increase 
in through freight trains. 

Comment #87.1: SEA concedes that grade separanons would reduce vehicular 
traffic delay and predirted vehicular acadent rates assoaated with post-merger 
related mcreases in freight trains which leads the City to beUeve that pedestnan 
safety wxHild also be vasUy im|7roved with this mitigation, with the caveat that the 
grade separations were implemented closer to Virguua Street where the majority 
of the pedestnans cross the tracks. Qearly grade separations are by defmition 
mitigation: ...Imliaimizitig impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude ofthe 
action and its implementation... [emphasis added] (40 CFR 150820). 

However. SEA does not offer grade separations at any of the roadways in either 
Reno or any crossmg m Washoe County. The City requests that this option be 
given equal consideration (i.e., a "bard look"). 

•'Without the benefits of SEA's complcu: impaa analysis, it is impossible for Chy staff to present any such 
"required" (as opposed to "Degouaied*) altemauves to uhe City Council 

hereafter lollecuvely referring to any and all combinauoo of underpasses aod̂ or overpasses 
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4 2 . U Safety - Emergency Vehicle Access 
PMP Text Quote #88: page 7 - 23.1 1, liae I: Grade separations 'would reduce vehicular 
tmffic delay cmd predicted vehicular accident rates associated with the post-merger increase 
in through freight trains. 

Comment #88.1: Even though the City disagrees in the measure used by SEA 
(iraffic delay) in deterraimng the effecnveness of mitigation on emergency vehicle 
access, the City does acknowledge that additional grade separations should have a 
positive effert on emergency vehicle access in Reno. SEA concedes that grade 
separations would reduce vehicular oaffic delay and predirted vehicular accident 
rates associated with post-merger related mcreases in freight trains. The 
elimination of blockages at an existing at-grade crossing by replacing it with a 
grade separation would be mitigation: ...Imlinimizing impacts by limiting the 
degree or magmtude of the action and its implementation... [emphasis added] (40 
CFR 1508.20). Yet again, SEA does not offer this option or any combination of 
the grade separations at any of the roadways m either Reno or any crossmg in 
Washoe County. The City requests lhat this option be given equal consideration 
(i.e., a "hard look"). 

42.1.4 Safety - Tra in/Vebide Acciden ts 
PMP Text Quote #89: page 7 - 23.1 1, line 1: Grade separations would reduce vehicular 
tmffic delay and predicted vehicular accident rates associated vvith the post-merger increase 
in through freight ttains. 

Comment #89.1: As consistent wth Comments #86.1, #87.1, and #88.1. SEA 
concedes that grade sepoTSDons would reduce vehicular traffic delay and predirted 
vehicular acadent rates assoaated with post-merger related increases in freight 
trains which leads the City to believe that tbe possibility of post-merger train / 
vehicle acadents would also be vastly imjxoved with this option. Qeariy grade 
separations are by defimtion iratiganon: ...[mlinimizing impacts by limiting the 
degree or magnimde of the action and its implemeruation... [emphasis added] (40 
CFR 150820). 

However, SEA does not offer this opton or a combination of the grade separations 
at any of the roadways m either Reno or any crossmg in Washoe County. The City 
requests that this option be given equal consideration (i.e., a "hard look"). 

42.1.5 Safety - Hazardous Commodities 
The issues invoKing safety with hazaidous commodities associated with grade separations was 
not addressed in the PMP and the City requests that this potential impart on resources be given 
equal analysis (i.e.. a "hard look"). 
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4.2.1.6 Noise/Vibration 
PMP Text Quote #90: page 7 - 24,1 1, line I: Train hom noise could be elimiruited at those 
grade cmssings where highway/rail grade separations are constmcted. Ofthe cmssings listed, 
possible highway/rail grade separations are evaluated in thb PMP for Rabton arui Uke 
streets, with 10 and 4 receptors, respectively. 

Comment #90.1: SEA concedes train homs could be ehminated with grade 
separanons due to the ehminanon ofthe FRA requirement for hom soundmg at that 
particular grade separated crossing. Unfortunately, SEA does not offer this option 
or any combuiaticKi of the grade separations at any of the roadways in either Reno 
or any crossmg in Washoe County. The City requests that this option be given 
equal consideration (i.e., a "hard look") and analysis in the FMP and recommended 
as Tier I mitigation. 

42.1.7 Property Impacts/Land Use 
PMP Text Quote #91: page 7 - 24, ̂  2, line 1: The most critical potential envimnmental 
impaas of the possible highway/mil grade separations would be to adjoining pmperties 
Tables 7.2.2-5a, b, and c summarize the fiill pmperty acqubition. partial acquisitions, and 
impairment cf access associated with each of the highway/rail grade separations. 

Comment #91.1: Grade separanons are provided a cursory discussion emphasizmg 
the property acquisition costs as the "most cntical potential environmental impart" 
of the mitigation and actually when jusUy compensated, land used m a proiert is 
typically not considered an impact Though the City agrees property assemblage 
would be costly and timely, cleariy there is no fatal engineering flaw to many of 
the possible location for grade separations. Therefore, the argument mvolving 
costs and impacts to adjacent properties are inaccurate or unacceptable. Costŝ  is 
not an issue. Feasibility is. 

42.1.8 Economic Issues 
SEA fails to condurt an ecptiomic analysis oiUlimng short-term decreases in performances and 
long-term mcreases m performances of the entire downtown area which might occur with 
implementation of the grade separanon option. Some of these short-term impacts will occur 
due to restarted access and impaired utihzation during construction which will fiiuncially 
affert the downtown casmos aod businesses. SF.\ does not address the fart that downto<vn 
casinos and businesses represent a m̂ - " ''arce of funding for cultural activities, parks, 
schools, police and fire protection, and other services offered by the City and if casinos and 
busmesses located downtown are fmancially afTected. so are the finanaal resources that help 
to ftmd those servnces. The City requests that the FMP address these economic issues 
assoaated with the grade sepaiation opaon. 

^Please note that SEA has indicated 'ecoDonuc* facu>-s (ostensibly cost) are not pan of tbe miugauoo study as 
mandated under Decision No 44 
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4.12 DEBRESSEDJRAILWA5L 
PMP Text Quote #92: page 2-21,12, line 1: Many community members felt that lowenng 
the ttacks would be the best solution for all concemed The Reno City Council has endorsed 
the depressed railway as a priority for the City and the City's primary objective for downtown. 
Th.ose in favor of building a depressed railway feel that t.Hb option would solve potential noise 
impacts, facilitate access to local husines.ses. unite a commumty split by the railmad. and 
improve downtown streets such as Uke. Center. Virgmia. Sierra. West. Arlington. Ralston. 
Washington Vine and Keystone Pontes who question the viability ofthe pmposed depressed 
railway fear the ttench would create groundwater pmblems. jeopardize business with noisy 
consttvction, nnt address pmblems with Arlington and Uke streets, and be subject to flooding 
and litter. Others state that enclosing the tracks in a mnnel and extending them fiirther west 
would be a good solution. 

page 8 - 22, t 3, line 1: The City of Reno has stmngly advocated the construction ofthe 
depressed railway. In fact, recently the City and UP jointly smdied the feasibility of thb option 
as part of their private negotiations (see Section 2.9). The position ofthe City reflects the 
hbtorical relationship of downtown Reno and md operations. The City has stated its viewis that 
a depressed milway would substantiallv alleviate a vanety of delay and safety (both pedesttian 
and vehicular), noise, emergency response, and atr quality pmblems that currently exist in 
Reno. 

Comment #92.1: The City finds SEA's explanation and history ofthe depressed 
railway lacking factual analysis. During the February 13, 1997, STB Pabbc 
meetings, UP presented a model of the depressed railway and made statements to 
the public and the media touting the benefits of the depressed railway. Due to UFs 
January 31,1997 proposal tc provided the depressed railway at no cost to the City, 
the City Council subsequently (Tebruary 18. 1997) direaed the City Manager to 
emphasize the depressed railway as tbe City's primary objective. UP has strongly 
advocated the construction of depressed railway as demonstrated by UFs lobbying 
efforts the week of March 17-21.1997. when UP again presented its model of the 
depressed cam and lobbied state legislators for a week regarding fundmg options. 

PMP Text Quote #93: page 7 - 32, ^ 2. line 1: Under die plan considered by UP and the City, 
tmcks would begin to be lowered in the vicinitv of Suttv Street east ofthe downtown area and 
would rise in elevation to meet the exisnng gmde near the 2nd Sneet overpass west of Keystone 
Avenue. For thb pmposal. major streets would cmss over the depressed railway on bridges 
arui minor stteets would be closed. 

The depressed .milway would be 54-feet \t.ide. the wdth of the exbting UP right-of-way through 
the downtown area, between the inside faces of the retaining walb. To pmvide the required 
23-foot vertical clearance above the ttacks. the top of mil would be about 27 feet below the 
grade (elevation) of adjacent stteets. The track sttucmre would require that the subgrade of 
the railwav be about 30 feet below grade Ditches or underdrains for the railway would be 
below subgrade. Based on the pmfite of i.'^e current proposal, the existing grade crossing at 
Sutto Avenue would be lowered slightly ar.d the grade cmssing at Morrill Avenue vtvuLd be 
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closed. The exbting undei pass at Welb A venue also would be closed. The pmfile of Keystone 
Avenue 'would be rabed more than 12 feet to cmss the ttacks. The depressed railway would 
contain nvo tracks plus a maintenance access road. Some access to the railway may be needed 
in or near the downtown area. 

The depressed railway would eliminate all at-grade cmssings in the downtown area, thereby 
eliminating tmffic and pedestrian delays and noise due to whistle blowing and cmssing belb. 
Several potential envimnmental impacts would relate to the concept, including: 

• Maintenance of vehicular and train traffic during constmclion. 
• Noi.se, dust, vibration, and inconvenience during constmcdon. 
• Relocation of underground utilities. 
• Modification of adjacent stmcmres. 
• Gmundwater impacts, both dunng constmclion and permanem. Stomi water dbcharge 

from the depressed raily.ay-
• Pmperty impacts and acquisition. 
• Consimction duration 

Comment #93.1: SEA discusses the temporary "shoo fly" proposed by UP under 
the heading of maintenance of vehicular and train traiTic during construction", but 
fails to note that re-routing of traffic to the Feather River route is feasible, jusi as 
re-routing of traffic from the Feather River route to the ceutral corridor when the 
Feather River route was closed for repairs. 

Comment #932: SEA says "several potential environmental impacts" from 
constructing a deoressed railway exist The City beheves this statement is 
irtsleading and incorrert - these are not potential environmental impacts, they are 
nonnal. temporary construction impacts which are mitigated through existing City 
permitting processes and required Washoe County Health Department Air Quality 
Construction Permits, "̂ able i4 below lists generally accepted elements ofthe 
human environment as prescribed by law (which must be reviewed to determine 
if they will be afferted). 

Others not specifically enumerated in Federal law include, forestry; geologic 
resources; lands, meteorology; noise; range; recreauon; se'Simc; socioeconomics; 
soils; traffic; vegetation; visual resource management, wild horse & buno; and 
wildlife. The FMP must dierefore recognize these as normal, temporary 
construction impacts. 

422.1 Traffic Delay 
PMP Text Quote #94: page 7 - 33.1 4. line 1: Traffic Delay: With Year 2000 iraffic. the 
depressed railway would reduce the pmjeaed post-merger toted vehicular traffic delax 
attnbutable to freight trains from 373 hours per day to 33 hours per day, well below the 
pmjected total pre-merger u-affic delay of 189 hours per day [emphasis added]. 
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Table 14 

Critical Elements of the Human Environment 

Element Relevant Authority 

Air Quality The Clean Air Art as amended (42 USC 
7401 etseq.) 

Areas of Cntical Environmental Concem Federal Land Policy and Management Art 
of 1976 (43 USC 1701 etseq.) 

Cultural Resources mcluding 
Paleontological Resources 

National Historic Preservation Art as 
amended (16 USC 470) 

Farm Lands (prime or unique) Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Art of 1977 (30 USC 1201 et seq.) 

Floodplams E 0. 11988. as amended, Roodplain 
Management 5/24/77 

Native AmencaL Religious Concems American Indian Religious Freedom Art 
of 1978 (42 USC 1996) 

Threatened or Endangered Speaes Endangered Species Art of 1973 as 
amended (16 USC 1531) 

Wastes, Hazardous or Sohd Resource Conservation and Recovery Art 
of 1976(42USC 6901 etseq.) 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and LiabiUty Art of 1980 
as amended (42 USC 9615) 

Water Quality Drinking/Ground Safe Drinking Water Art as amended (42 
USC 300(f] ct seq.) Ocan Water Art of 
1977 (33 USC 1251 etseq.) 

WeUandsHiparian Zones' E.G. . . 990, Protection of Wetlands, 
5/24/77 

Wild and Scenir Rivers Wild and Scenic Rivers Art as amended 
(16 USC 1271) 

Wildcraess Federal Land Policy and Management Art 
of 1976 (43 USC 1701 et seq.) Wilderness 
Art of 1964 (16 USw 1131 et seq.) 

SoiBce: City of Reno 
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Comment #94.1: The depressed railway actually has the potential to offset the 
impacts of the proposed 24 trains as well as any future increase in freight train 
traffic as well as incidental pre-existing traffic. The secondary mitigation effects 
of the depressed railway do not diminish the fart that the depressed railway is by 
definition traffic mitigation: ...Irleducing or eliminatiag the impact over time by 
presentation and maintenance opemtions during the life of the action., [emphasis 
added] (40 CFR 1508.20). 

4222 Safety - Pedestrians 
PMP Text Quote #95: pai;e 7 - 33. ^ 4. line 1: Pedestnan Safety: The depressed railway 
option would removeJhepotential conflicts, between the tmins and pedestrians rfnulrin^ in 
a substantial reduction in.pedestrian safety.j:oncenis [emphasis added]. 

Comment #95.1: SEA concedes that implementation of the depressed railway 
option would remove the potential conflicts between the trains and pedestrian 
resulting m a substantial reduction in pedestrian safety concerns. The secondary 
mitigation effects of the depressed railway do not dimimsh the fart that the 
depressed railway is by defmition safety mitigation: [rjeduring nr eliminating 
the impact over time by preservation and maintemmce operations during the life 
ofthe action... [emphasis added] (40 CFR 150820). 

4,22J Safety - Emergency Vehicle Access 
PMP Text Qnote #96: page 7 - 33. ^ 4. line I: Emergency Vehicle Access. The depressed 
railway option would also eliminate atty hinckage of emergency vehicles for those stteets that 
would be grade-separated [emphasis added]. 

Comment #96.1: SEA concedes that implementation of the depressed railway 
opdon would eliminate any blockage of emergency vehicles for those streets that 
would be grade-separated This secondary nutigation effert of the depressed 
railway does not dimimsh the fart that the depressed railway is by defininon 
emergency vehicle acpess minganon: ...IrleducsagjULehminahng the impact over 
time by preservation and maintenance operations dunng the life ofthe action... 
[emphasis added] (40 CFR 150820). 

4.22.4 Safety - Train/Vebiek Accidents 
PMP Text Qaote #97: page 7 - 33.1 4, Une 1: Train/Vehicle Accident: With Year 2000 
traffic, a depressed railway would reduce the projected post-merger total Train-vehicle 
accidents attnbutable to freigh: tmins ftvm 0.952 accidents per year to 0.146 accidents per 
year. The pre-merger accidents were pmjected to be 0.795 accidents per year [emphasis 
added}. 
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Comment #97.1: SEA concedes that with year 2000 traffic, a depressed railway 
option would reduce the projerted post-merger total train-vehicle accidents 
attributable to freight trains from 0.952 accidents per year to 0.146 accidents per 
year. This secondary mitigation effects of the depressed railway actually benefits 
all parties involved: UP (with lessened liability), UFs workers (with lessened 
exposure to potential derailment), and the City (with less likelihood of fatalities 
amongst the citizens and visitors of Reno. This secondary mitigation effert does 
not diminish the fart lhat the depressed railway is by definition train / vehicle 
accident mitigation: ...lr]educing.jir-eUmirutting the impact over time by 
preservation arui maintenance opemtions during the life ofthe action... [emphasis 
added] (40 CFR 1508.20). 

4.22.5 Noise/Vibration 
PMP Text Quote #98: page 7-33,14, line 1: Noise: A depressed railway from Keystone to 
Sutro would eliiniiuiteJbeneed-f"chomsounding in that area and would reduce potential 
nobe impaas to 62 nobe-sensitrve pmperties (Pamebj, including hoteb/casinos...All but four 
of these cmssings fWoodland. Del Curto, Stag and Sage) would be grade-separated imder the 
depressed railway option [emphasis added]. 

Comment #98.1: This is the only proposed or suggested mitigation which 
effertively mitigates hom noise on sunounding sensitive receptors, businesses, 
visitors, pedestrians, and dtizens of Reno. The secondary mitigation effects of the 
depressed railway does not diminish the fart that the depressed railway is by 
definition noise abatement / mitigation: ...[rJetlucittgjULduttinating he impact 
over ttme by preservation and mairuenance operations during the life of the 
action... [emphasis added] (40 CFR 150820). 

422.6 Air Quality - Vehicles 
P.MP Text Quote #99: page 7 - 33. T 4, lme 1: Air Quality: Tables 7.2.3-2. -3, arA -4 -..how 
the effects on cur quality of a depressed rmlway. Intersections that would become grade-
separated as pari of the depressed railway option are assumed to reven ta the peak 
backgmund CO level of 6.0 ppmJiecause queuia^elated^issiotts would he eMminated... 
[emphasis added]. 

Comment #99.1: The secondary mitigation effects of the depressed railway does 
not diminish the fart that the depressed railway is by definition air quahty 
mitiganon; [rfeduHng or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations dunng the life of the action... [emphasis added] (40 CFR 
150820). 
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4 22.7 Property Impacts/Land Use 
P.'VIP Text Quote #100: pace 7 - 24. ^ 2. line 1: 77ie most critical potential envimnmental 
impacts of the possible highway/rail grade separations would be to adjoining pmperties. 
Tables 7.2.2-5a. b, and c summarize the ftill property acquisition, partial acquisitions, and 
impairment of access associated with each ofthe highway/rail grade separations. 

Comment #100.1: The depressed railway is provided a cursory discussion (a "soft 
look") emphasizmg the property acquisition costs as the main impart of the 
mitigation. When justly compensated, land used in a projert is typically not 
considered an impact The depressed railway receives only the most banc of 
evaluations — then it is summarily dismissed. Table 13 on page 4 - 2 above, 
provides a companson of each mitigauon option and the degree to which the 
mitigation measure would reduce potential environmenul impacts (decreased) and 
introduce potential environmental impacts (inaeased) from post-merger increase 
in freight train traffic. 

422.8 Economic Issues 
SEA fails to condurt an economic analysis outlining short-term decreases in performances and 
long-term increases m performances of the entire downtovra area which might occur with 
implementation of the depressed railway option. Some of these short-term impacts will occur 
due to restrirted access and impau-ed utilization durmg constraction which will fmancially 
affert the downtown casmos and businesses. SEA does not address the fart that downtown 
casinos and businesses represent a major source of funding for culniral activities, parks, 
schools, police and fire protection, and other services offered by the City and if casmos and 
businesses located downtown are fmanaally afferted, so are the financial resources that help 
to ftmd those sendees. The City requests that the FMP address these economic u.sues associated 
with the depressed railway opuon. 

42JL_t81LREJ8miEE 
PMP Text Quote #101: page 2 - 1.1 I, lme 1: The merger application included plans 
covenng the remuting of ttain ttaffic within the combined system, the consolidation of yards 
and terminal facilities, changes m activities at mil yards and intermodal facilities, 
abandonment of some rail line segments, and consttiiction of new rail line segments. 

page 2 - 21,1 6, Une 1: Eariy in the study the City of Reno suued that remuting ttains to a 
new rail line mute parallel to 1-80 and bypassing the downtown area would be a viable 
solution 

Comment #101.1: When discussmg re-routing, SEA only discussed 1-80. not the 
Feather River Route. The issue mvolving safety with hazardous commodines 
assoaated with the 1-80 reroute opDon was not addressed m the PMP and the City 
requests that this issue be given equal analysis and consideration m the FMP. 
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Comment #1012: SEA fails to conduct an economic analysis outlining maeases 
in performances ofthe ennre downtown area which will occur with implementation 
of the 1-80 re-route option. SEA does not address the fart that downtown casinos 
and businesses represent a major source of funding for cultural activities, parks, 
schools, police and fire protection, and other services offered by the City and if 
casinos and businesses located downtown are financially afferted, so are the 
financial resources that help to fund those services. The City requests that the FMP 
address these economic issues associated with the 1-80 re-route option. 

43 OTHER MITIGATION OPTIONS 
P.MP Text Qnote #102: page 7 - 55.1 2 and Une 1: System-wide and corridor specific 
mitigation measures (see Section 7.2.7) imposed in Decbion No. 44 pmvide a high level of 
pmtection ftvm hazardous materiab events in the Reno and surmunding area. Moreover, UP 
has sophisticated detection equipment (hot box dragging equipment, and high, wide shifted 
load detectors) throughout the Reno area. Section 6.2.5 reviews the detection equipment 
already present on the UP mainline in Reno, Washoe County, and the surmunding area. 
Installation of additional detectors could reduce the likelihood of hazardous materiab spilb. 

In addition UP could establish a Community Advisory Panel, consisting of representatives of 
the Reno/Sparks/Washoe County community, including Native Americans, who are willing to 
work with UP management on a regular basb to review safety, envimnment, and health issues 
associated with rail operations, particularly as they relate to die ttxmsport of hazardous 
materiab. 

Comment #102.1: First, system-wide and corridor specific mitigation measures 
imposed in Decision No. 44 are measures that are required to be implemented 
throughout the country and can not be considered as mitigation to offset the 
specific merger-related impacts in the Rcno / Sparks / Truckee Meadows area 
without absolute quantifiable results. Certain presumed benefits of these system-
wide and corridor specific mitigation measures may not produce the offsetting 
benefits equally throughout the country or comdor, and therefore may actually 
provide no benefit to Washoe County, tbe location of the unpact 
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Watch Out Reno, You're About To Get Railroaded! If you 
care about your health, safety, and quality of life, you have less 
than one week to take action! 

City of RiuiOy OomnuatfRe^^s Dep^ttment 

Es^^aradc. 
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A Copy of the City of Reno 
Comment Document 
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request to: 

Harold McNulty 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental 
Analysis 
1925 K Street NW, 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20423 
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Fire Chief 
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Larry S. Fan-
Fire Marshal 

OfBce of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Streetl NW, Room 700 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

Attention: Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief. Section of Environmental Analysis 
Environmental Filing - Designate Reno 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: lO-^^-'^'^ 
DOCUMENT # l£l£±SJ_Al^^fyry 

Dear Board Members; 

I have reviewed the Preliminary- Mitigation Plan for the Cit\- of Reno and can only express great 
disappointment. Tbe Plan falls fai short of tuly identiiying tbe impacts to tbe community and 
therefore cannot reasonably propose true mitigation. 

My primary concem is public safety. In the report, on page 6-15, there are six bullrt points that 
are identified as.*^tential impacts.... on emergency vehicle response". Bullrt points one and six 
are impacts, the rest are general statements that seem to be made to justify the reports findings. 
The real impart of emergency vehicle response is not identified. The real impart is, the Reno 
Fire Department currently has approximately 3700 emergency service calls that require 
emergency vehicles to cross the railroad tracks. Those calls for service are currently impacted by 
an average of twelve tiains daily. The merger will impart those calls by twenty-four trains per 
day average. Train speed is not going lo mitigate the impart ofthe frequency of trains versus 
emergency- calls for service. Additionally, vehicle gridlock created by railroad crossings being 
blocked by a passing train has not be examined. Tbe impart of vehicle gridlock on emergency 
vehicles responding, happens on both sides of the railroad tracks and hampers quick response 
whether or not emergency- vehicle must cross the tracks. 

If train speed is allowed to stand as the primary mitigation for emergency vehicle re^xmse, lives 
and property will be lost as a result ofthe merger and the actions of the Surface Transportation 
Board 
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Page rwo 
PMP Response 

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 vehicles. There are all sorts of 
issues related tc this proposal, not tbe least of which is additional traimng and or sta£f required to 
properiy use the system and the most important; will it work and not add to longer and or 
incorrert dispatches. 

Video monitors and train displays are not mitigation. They are, additional costs to the City- of 
Reno and confusion for those trying to dispaich emergency vehicles. 

Potential hazardous materials spills along the Truckee River corridor are not adequately 
identified. Again, without properiy identifying tbe impart a mitigation cannot be recommended. 
However. I do believe the Railroad should develop a comprehensive contmgency plan lo pro-vide 
dnnking water to the City ofReno. The plan should identify- the feasibility of constructing an 
emergency- pipeline from the Boca reservoir to Reno. The plan should identify the route, pipe 
size, pump size, number and locations of pumps, construction time and cost The cost to 
develop a contingency plan is small and is sound emergency planning. 

The contingency plan is a must, since we know it is only a matter of time before there is a 
hazardous material spill on the Truckee River corridor. 

Toe railroad should also be required to provide hazardous material emergency response 
equipment, m addition to the training they are offering. When a hazardous material spill does 
occur it will be the fire department responding and trying to mitigate the danger. 

In closing let me say the PMP &lls far short of mitigating any public safety impacts to the City 
of Reno and in fiart may compoimd tbe imparts and impede our ability to respond to emergencies 
in our community. Speeding the trains through Rene does nothing in the way- of maintaining 
emergency vehicle respoase pre or post merger. Video cameras and displays in dispatch may 
cause delays in emergency vehicle dispatches and add additional costs to the City ofReno. 
Hazardous materials impacts have, in no way, been adequately identified therefore fiill mitigation 
is unknown; however an emergency contmgency pian should be developed. 

I have spent 27 years working for the safety of the citizens and visitors of the City of Reno and to 
that end I must present the forgoing based on my know-ledge ofthe Cities emergency response 
system and expenence in dealing with the railroad over those years. I hope you will coi^der the 
impart of your firia) renon on the lives of those who live and v-isit the City of Reno. 
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Page 3 
PMP Response 

if-

It seems to me, there needs to be more study. More questions need to be asked; more answers 
need to be found 

Please seriously consider my response to the PMP. I am available to answer any questions aud 
to as.sist in any way possible to provide a mitigation plan that protects the lives and property of 
the citizens and visitors of the City ofReno. 

Sincerely, 

Larry S. Farr 
Fire Marshal 
City ofReno, Fire Department 
Bureau of Fire Prevention 

xc: 
Mitigation file 
Readers File 
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1 RENC, NEVADA, WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1997, 12:05 P.M. 

2 -oOo-

2 1 
4 

1 
MS. WILSON: Good afternoon everybody. Thanks f o r 

5 1 coming and thanks f o r adapting t o our d i f f e r e n t environment i n • 1 1 1 
6 here. I t ' s a l i t t l e cozy, but t h i s i s the only room t h a t was 

1 

7 a v a i l a b l e here f o r us t o meet today a t C i t y H a l l . 

8 I t h i n k most of the task force members, I t h i n k 1 
9 I've g o t t e n you a l l t o come up f r o n t . I f there are any others, -

10 move up f r o n t , and then you're a l l welcome t o get as close as • 11 you can. We w i l l be using the screen. 

12 We are going t o be f o l l o w i n g the agenda t h a t we 

13 passed cut today, and usually the f i r s t t h i n g we do i s go 1 
14 around the room and introduce ourselves. So w e ' l l do t h a t 

15 f i r s t . I'm Kay Wilson and I'm on the t h i r d - p a r t y c o n s u l t a n t • 16 team. 

17 MR. MANSEN: Dave Mansen, t h i r d - p a r t y independent 

18 co n s u l t a n t . 1 
19 MR. BRADHURST: Steve Bradhurst representing the 

20 C i t i z e n s c f Reno. • 21 MR. DEML'TH: Mark Demuth. I'm w i t h the 

22 environmental team w i r h the City of Reno. 

23 MS. BELAUSTEGUI: Me r r i B e l a u s t e g u i - T r a f i c a n t i , 1 
24 depu-y c i t y a t tcrney. 

25 MR. FRAJ:KOVICH: John Frankovich, NFRA. 
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1 MR. WEBB: Bob Webb w i t h Washoe Cou.nty. 

2 MR. PYZEL: Ron Pyzel w i t h C i t y of Sparks. 

3 I MR. SCOLARO: Ron Scolaro, Amtrak. 

4 MR. OSGOOD: B i l l Osgood w i t h the Downtown 

5 Improvement Association of Reno. 

6 MS. PERREAULT: O l i v i a P e r r a u l t . I'm on the 

7 t h i r d - p a r t y c o n t r a c t o r team. 

8 MR. STARZEL: Bob Strazel w i t h Union P a c i f i c . 

9 MR. HEMMER: Mike Hemmer f o r Union P a c i f i c . 

10 .MR. BURN: Bob Burn representing NFRA. 

11 MR. FRANK: Winn Frank wi t h the t h i r d - p a r t y 

12 consultants study group. 

13 .MR. McNULTY: Harold McNulty w i t h the 

14 Transportation's Board Section of E.nvironmental Analysis. 

15 MS. WILSON: Paula. 

16 .MS. BERI<:LEY: Paula Berkley, Reno/Sparks I n d i a n 

17 Colony. 

18 ."R. SHEARIN: Gui Shearin, t h i r d - p a r t y 

19 consultant. 

20 THE P-EPCRTER: I'm sorr:^'. I can't hear. 

21 MR. RUBY: Eric Ruby with the e.nvironmental -earn 

22 representing the C i t y of Reno. 

2 3 THE REPO.RTER: Tha.-ik you. 

24 MS. HENDERSON: Colleen Henderson, the 

25 environr.ental team. 

I 

SIERRA NE'.'ADA .REPO.RTERS (702) 329-656C 

363 



1 
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1 MS. WILSON: Back row. 

2 MS. PUDDINGTON: Mcnica Puddington, NDOT. 

3 MR. BROWN: Syd Brown, consultant f o r NDOT. 1 
4 MS. WILSON: Both cf those are w i t h Nevada DOT. -

5 MS. PETERSON: Becky Peterson w i t h Channel 2 

6 
1 

News. 

7 MS. WILSON: Thank you. 

8 MR. PARTLOW: Frank Partlow, Northern Nevada 1 
9 Network. 

10 MS. WILSON: Behind Frank. • 11 MR. HOLTS: Rich Houts, B u i l d i n g Construction 

12 Trades Counc i l of Northern Nevada. 

13 MR. RAFTER: John Rafter, B u i l d i n g Trades. 1 
14 MS. WILSON: Thank you. 

15 MR. YORK: Harry York, Reno/Sparks Chamber • 16 executive. 

17 MR. ASSELIN: A.ndy A s s e l i n , Flamingo H i l t o n . 

18 MS. BL'RKHART: Nancy Burkhart, compliance downtown 1 
19 area. 

20 MS. WILSON: Mr. Ogee. • 21 MR. OGEE: Tom Ogee, Union P a c i f i c R a i l r oad. 

22 MR. HORIUCHI: Wayne Horiuchi w i t h UP. 

23 MS. LINN: Elaine Lir.n, the Dolphin Group. 1 
24 MR. NAPIE.=^SKI: Frank Napierski, Napz Drayage, -

25 Reno. 

SIERRA NEVADA REPORTERS (702) 329-6560 

364 



Il 
1 a 

1 1 MS. WILSON: Okay. A couple of people, gentlemen 

1 • ^ j u s t walked i n . Welcome to the task force meeting. I ' l l hand 

1 ^ you sor.e m a t e r i a l s , and would you l i k e to introduce y o u r s e l f . 

I I . MR. TAUSCH: I'm Jer r y Tausch, locomotive engineer 

1 5 w i t h the Union P a c i f i c . 

I B 6 MR. PALETTA: Ron P a l e t t a , same. 

1 1 • MS. WILSON: Okay. Great. 

1 ® MR. LANG: My name i s Jerry Lang and I'm wit h the 

1 1 ^ Union P a c i f i c R a i l r oad. 

1 MS. WILSON: Thank you. Okay. What we would l i k e 

1 ' t o do, we have one unusual t h i n g today. We do have a court 

1 • r e p o r t e r w i t h us today so t h a t we can get a l l the task force 

" 13 comments down i n d e t a i l . Ker name i s Kris.. 

1 And t h a t probably means w e ' l l need t o take about a 

15 three-mdnute break a t twc. I don't r e a l l y want us t o leave the 

I room. .Maybe we'.l j u s t s t r e t c h and chat a minute while she • ̂ "^ changes her tape, and i t mea.ns i f we do g-^t t o your discussion 

• 18 t i n e , i f you could j u s t give your name i n i t i a l l y . You don't 

1 need to give your address and l i k e t h a t , l i k e you would at a 

20 p u b l i c meeting, j u s t your name so she can t r y t o keep up. 

We do have some handouts that are being passed • out. They include the agenda. They include — yes, Merri. 

• 23 MS. BELAUSTEGUI: Before you move on, the City 

1 would li:--.e t c applaud your e f f o r t s f o r c r i n g i n g a court 

25 report e r .here today, and i t would be h e l p f u l f o r a l l the task 
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1 f o r c e members f o r you t c ex p l a i n why you diverged from your 

2 p o l i c y of never recording task force meetings i n the past. 

MS. WILSON: Okay. The reason t h a t we have a 

co u r t r e p o r t e r here today i s t h a t t h i s meeting i s s p e c i f i c a l l y 

on the Pr e l i m i n a r y M i t i g a t i o n Plan t o hear the task force 

6 comments, plus we're having two public meetings f c r the same 

7 purpose tomorrow, and we j u s t wanted t o be able t c get the 

8 comments down i n as much d e t a i l as possible. 

9 Let's see. I was t a l k i n g about the handouts. We 

10 have an agenda. We also have the handouts t h a t Dave and Mac 

11 w i l l be using during t h e i r presentation, and then we have a 

12 frequently asked questions, public information sheet that was 

13 prepared by the Section cf En v i r o r j i e n t a l Analysis of the 

14 Surface Transportation Board. 

15 So w i t h t h a t , I t h i n k we w i l l go ahead and get 

16 s t a r t e d . I would l i k e t o ask you to hold your questions during 

17 tne i n i t i a i presentation. .Mac and Dave would l i k e t o get 

18 through t h e i r presentation, and then most of the meeting i s 

19 devoted t o task force discussion. I f you've got notes, you can 

2 0 w r i t e them down on the handouts. 

21 There's a copy of everything t h a t we're 

22 pre s e n t i n g . There's even a copy -- a few things we probably 

23 won't take rime t o 7,_esr-.t. So any questions? 

2 4 Okay. We'll gc ahead and get s t a r t e d , i.-id I ' l l 

25 l e t Mac s t a r t o f f . 
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1 MR. McNULTY: Thank you, Kay. Thank you f o r a l l 

2 coming here today, and my pa r t i s going t o be p r e t t y b r i e f from 

3 the outset, :;ust t c review a l i t r l e b i t of the Board's 

4 a u t h o r i t y here. 
i 

5 Most of you know t h i s already, what our p o s i t i o n 

6 i s . We have the a u t h o r i t y t o impose conditions on r a i l r o a d 

7 mergers, but t h a t i s not l i m . i t l e s s . We have t o use a t e s t of 

8 reasonableness, and we can only m i t i g a t e those c o n d i t i o n s per 

9 these environmental conditions which r e s u l t from the merger. 

10 S p e c i f i c a l l y here we're t a l k i n g abcut the impact 

11 p o t e n t i a l from the a d d i t i o n of about 11 t r a i n s d a i l y , av<=>rage 

12 d a i l y ; and we are not t o address p r e e x i s t i n g c o n d i t i o n s , t h a t 

13 i s , conditions t.hat e x i s t e d before the merger took place, those 

14 c o n d i t i o n s being the r e s u i t of the development along t.he t r a c k , 

15 h o t e l s , businesses, and so f o r t h . 

16 The Board has also said t h a t there are r e a l l y two 

17 t i e r s of m i t i g a t i o n we're looking a t . Tier one i s m.itigation 

18 which the Eoard can im.pose on the r a i l r o a d alone and the 

19 r a i l r c a d wculd be responsible f o r funding those c o n d i t i o n s . 

20 T i e r two conditions are nuch more f a r reaching and 

21 would r e q - i r e funding cn the par t cf other p a r t i e s over whom 

22 the Board has r.o aut.hority, a.nd as wel l as the r a i l r o a d , and t o 

2 3 best deterr.me by the n e g o t i a t i o n process. 

24 These parameters, as i t star - i n here, were set 

25 down i n Decision 71 m t.he merger proceedings by the Eoard 
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11 

1 p r i o r to the preparation of the Preliminary Mitigation Plan 

2 that we have with us today. We'll be discuss-.'-.g the authority 

3 of the Board as the presentation continues, have questions on 

4 i t . I ' l l attempt to answer them the best I can. 

5 Specifically here the Preliminary Mitigation Plan 

6 I i d e n t i f i e s the envirojjnental impact solely from the t r a f f i c 

I 
7 j increases resulting fron the m.erger, and we've t r i e d to 

8 i i d e n t i f y actions which either reduce or t o t a l l y eliminate 

9 i potential environmental impacts that I described. 

10 Beyond that, we szrongly encourage the City, other 

11 interested parties, and the Union Pacific to negotiate 

12 settlement of th e i r own making and get that done as soon as 

13 possible. 

14 I don't think I have to review the enti r e 

15 background of t h i s case, r u t ̂  couple of words about the Final 

16 ; .Mitigation Plc-n process. 

17 I Once the comment period here, the preliminary plan 
I 
I 

IS i s completed on October 16th, we'll be taking intc 

19 consideration a l l of those comments here today and the meetings 

20 tomorrow and the written comments sent into us, and revise, i f 
i 

21 t necessary, our preliminary' plan and prepare the Final 

22 ' Mitigation Plan, which w i l l come cut som.etine m December. We 

2 3 don't have a specific date cn t.iat because we dcn't knew the 

2-0 amount cf work w<2're going tc be req'uired to put i n on i t yet. 

25 Once that's done, that w i l l be rut out for public SIERRA NEVADA .REPORTERS (702) 325-6 560 
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12 

comment again, and a f t e r t h a t commient period i s completed, 

2 w e ' l l be re c e i v i n g or p u t t i n g a l l the comments together and 

• 3 preparing our recommendations t o the Surface T r a n s p c r t a t i o n 

1 ^' Board members so t h a t they can issue a decision sometim.e 

1 B 5 probably February or March. 

1 ^ M e r r i . 

7 .MS. BELAUSTEGUI: How many days w i l l we have t o 

1 1 8 comment a f t e r your f i n a l plan comes out i n December? 

9 MR. McNULTY: We're s t i l l at ground zero on t h a t . 

B 10 We'll l e t you know as soon as we make up our minds on i t . 

MS. BELAUSTEGUI: Well, I might caution you t h a t 

12 i f you're p u t t i n g i t out i n t o December, you do have the holiday 

period i n there, and I would hope you would take t h a t i n t o 

14 serious c o n s i d e i a t i o n . 

B 15 MR. McNULTY: That's d e f i n i t e l y i n our minds. • MS. BELAUSTEGUI: Thank you. 

17 MS. WILSON: They're not able to hear a t a i l back 

1 1 here. I s there a way we can t u r n on the microphone? 

19 MR. DEMUTH: See i f they're on. 

B 20 MS. WILSON: You can move down closer. You don't • need t o s i t a l l the way m the back. 

22 >!R. GUILD: You can't hear i n t h i s row e i t h e r , 

B SC --

24 .MS. WILSON: Come s i t over here, Joe. Joe, 

B 25 there's a c h a i r r i g h t here i f you want t o hear. 
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1 Can you hear? Gc ahead, Dave. 

2 MR. McNULTY: I'm basically through. I would 

3 j refer ycu to the map that's included in the packet here which 

4 shows t.he enti r e merged Union Pacific/Southern Pacific system, 
I 

5 ' and t.hat kind of puts things i n perspective of what we looked 

6 I at i n i t i a l l y and what we're down to looking at now. 

7 Turn the meeting over now to Dave Mansen. 

8 MR. MANSEN: Thank you, Mac. 

9 Each of you ĥ iS received a copy cf the Preliminai-y 

10 M i t i g a t i o n Plan. What I would l i k e to do i s take a few minutes 

11 and try and summarize som.e cf the r.ore salient key points that 

12 we have made i n the mitigaticn plan. 
I 

13 And the purpose today is r e a l l y to get your 

14 comments, but do want to present to you what we put i n the 

15 plan so that we can explain some cf the c r i t i c a l elements. 

16 Our assignmer.t was t'j do a focus study of the 

17 impacts of the increased t r a i n t r a f f i c i n the City of Reno and 

18 ' the surrounding area from the meraer, and to do that, we had to 
i 

19 j i d e n t i f y what types of t r a f f i c , t r a i n t r a f f i c we would be 

2 0 ' looking at. 

21 We had Union Pacific look at the f r e i g h t that they 

22 have been carrying i n the past; and they ran a computer model, 

23 I sim.ulated model cf a l l cf the f r e i g h t of the area, a l l of the 

24 f r e i g h t cars and ran that ever the entire 34,COO mile system to 

25 dc a projection of the types cf t r a f f i c that we can anticipate 

I 
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I I i n the C i t y of Reno. 

1 That was one of the m.ost extensive a n a l y s i s t h a t 

1 we're aware cf cf the t r a i n t r a f f i c p r o j e c t i o n . The 

1 B t h i r d - p a r t y independent consultant then reviewed t h a t work and 

1 ^ found t h a t i t seemed t o be quite ruascnable, and we have 

I I presented the r e s u l t s of what we e:<pect i n the C i t y of Reno on 

1 • ^ t h i s c h a r t . You've seen i t before. I t ' s i n the P r e l i m i n a r y 

1 ^ M i t i g a t i o n Plan. 

I B ^ I w i l l p o i n t out what we're t a l k i n g about here. 

1 I n the year 1995 we had 13.8 t r a i r s , 1.1 of which was Amtrak, 

I I so we had 12.7 through f r e i g h t tre.ins i n the year 1995. 

1 Based on the modelincj t h a t I j u s t mentioned, the 

I B 13 a n t i c i p a t e d increase i n f r e i g h t t r a i n t r a f f i c through the C i t y 

of Reno i s 11.3 t r a i n s . That's an increase cf 7.3 t r a i n s f o r 

i Union Pacific/Southern P a c i f i c , end an a n t i c i p a t e d increase of 

1 1 four t r a i n s f c r B u r l i n g t o n North<;rn. 

1 ~̂ Sc our assignment f ; r t h i s Preliminary M i t i g a t i o n 

1 B 18 Flan was t c i d e n t i f y m i t i g a t i c n f c r t h a t increase, f o r t h a t 

1 1 11.3 t r a i n average d a i l y increase cf t r a i n s through the C i t y of 

j 20 Reno. 

1 1 By the way, the overheads are also i n your packet 

1 22 i f you f o l l o w with me. 

B 23 To evaluate ways to m i t i g a t e those impacts, we • ̂'̂ looked at a nurber cf mitigatic:^ options. The one t h a t we were 

25 proposing as pr e l i m i n a r y i n the Preliminary M i t i g a t i o n P.Ian i s • SIEPJ^ NEVADA REPORTERS (702) 329-6560 
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increased t r a i n speed, a.nd I want t o t a l k a b i t about what t h a t 

does and why we are recommending t h a t , a t l e a s t p r e l i m i n a r i l y . 

We came t o the C i t y of Reno e a r l y p a r t of February 

and a c t u a l l y f o r 24 hours a day, seven days, watched the 

impacts c f the t r a i n t r a f f i c f o r t h a t week. That happened t o 

be a week when they were running a d d i t i o n a l t r a i n s through Reno 

because of the f l o o d on the Feather River route, and f o r t h a t 

week we had an average of 2 0 f r e i g h t t r a i n s d a i l y . 

That's not quite the a n t i c i p a t e d l e v e l t h a t we 

expect under the merger. I t approaches the a n t i c i p a t e d l e v e l 

of a l l t r a i n s f o r Union P a c i f i c and BNSF i s 24 t r a i n s . 

That week we evaluated t he r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

t.he t r a i n t r a f f i c , the s t r e e t t r a f f i c , and.the gate down times 

f o r each of the crossings i n the C i t y of Reno, and once we 

i d e n t i f i e d t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p , we were able t o evaluate what 

types of t r a f f i c delays could be a n t i c i p a t e d f o r both 

pre-merger c c n d i t i o n s and pcst-merger c o n d i t i o n s , and t.hat's 

what's on the screen here. 

Pre-mercer delay, 12.v t r a i n s , t o t a l delay, t h i s 

i s one hour equals 3 0 cars stepped f o r two minutes or 60 cars 

stccced f o r one minute, hcwever you want t o evaluate t h a t . 

Fcr the 15 crossings i n the C i t y cf Reno, the 

pre-merger t r a f f i c del^y i s a n t i c i p a t e d — or was ciCtually 189 

hours. With the incr-^ase t e 24 f r e i g h t t r a i n s per day, t h a t 

increases t o 373 hours. 
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And i f you increase the t r a i n speeds by ten miles 

an hour, and what we did i s increase Lhe observed trains that 

we saw by ten m.iles an hour. For example, i f we saw a t r a i n 

going four m.iles an hour, we assumed i t was goi.ng 14. I f we 

saw a t r a i n going 18 m.iles an hour, we assumed i t would go 28. 

So we took a conservative approach to evaluate the 

increased t r a i n speeds, and by increasi.ng each t r a i n ten miles 

an hour i n speed, we reduced the t r a f f i c delay to less than 

pre-merger levels. We reduce t r a f f i c delays by 219 hours, and 

th?.t i s 3 5 hours less than the pre-merger l e v e l . 

As a result, we also reduced to the low pre-merger 

levels the emissions from the i d l i n g t r a f f i c vehicles at the 13 

crosses. 

One of the advantages of t h i s increased t r a i n 

speed i s that we get the reduction i n t r a f f i c delay at multiple 

locations, and I ' l l t a l k a b i t more about that later, but for 

the area that we're looking at, you actually get \ reduced 

t r a f f i c delay at 13 crossings rather than j u s t one or two. 

I t also provides some reduction i n some of the 

major downtown streets where grade separations do not appear to 

be practical due to the land considerations, the f operty that 

needs to be taken. 

Although our analysis was conser'vativr although 

we said we're only assuming a ten-mile-per-hour increase, tne 

Surface Transportation Board at t h i s point i s proposing that 

I 
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1 a l l t r a i n s be r e q u i r e d t o t r a v e l at 3 0 miles an hour through 

2 t n i s area. subject t o the conditions cf safety, ».nd w e ' l l t a l k 

3 a b i t about t h a t . 1 
4 I want t o t a l k a l i t t l e b i t about t.he increased 

5 t r a i n speed and how t h a t r e l a t e s t o saf e t y i n the C i t y of 

f Reno. The Federal ^ a i l r o a d A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has a formula f o r 

1 predict, i n g accidents, and i f you have adequate warning devices 

8 at your c r o s s i n g , speed i s not included i n t h a t formula. 1 
9 So what e r s e n t i a l l y the Federal Railroad 

10 A d m i n i s t r a t i o n i s saying i s i f you have f l a s h i n g l i g h t s and • gates, t h a t the speed of the t r a i n does not a f f e c t the number 

12 of accident s t h a t occur. I t does a f f e c t s e v e r i t y , and w e ' l l 

13 t a l k about t h a t i n a mi: ate. 1 
14 One other p o i n t I want t o make i s there i s a 

15 Federal Rai Iroad A d m i n i s t r a t i o n r e g u l a t i o n t h a t requires a 

16 minim.ujn war ning of 20 seconds i n advance of the trai.ning coming 

1 — i n t o the cr ossing, and t h a t i s regardless ef whatever speed tne 

IS t r a i n i s go mg. So even i n areas where — i n r u r a l areas where 1 
19 i t ' s t r a v e l mg much f a s t e r speeds, there has t o be a 2 0-second 

20 warni.ng, i t l e a s t . 

21 We recognise there i s a major i n t e r e s t , concern 

2 2 f c r the saf ety of the c i t i z e n s ef Reno, and we .have added some 

23 a d d i t i o n a l . - . i t i g a t i c n regarding safety t h a t w i l l ^nter i n t o i t . 1 
24 Another o p t i o n t h a t we looked at t h a t the Board 

2 5 d i r e c t e d us tc look at was grade separations. We did not 
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B 1 recommend any grade separations, and I want t o exp l a i n the 

• ̂  
reasons t h a t we d i d n ' t . 

3 For one t h i n g , as I mentioned e a r l i e r , we get 

B ^ reduced t r a f f . ' " delay at m u l t i p l e l o c a t i o n s w i t h the increased 

5 t r a i n speed. I f you were t e ta.ke a given grade separation and 

B ^ put i t i n place, you don't get anywhere near the reduction i n 

• ̂  t r a f f i c delay t h a t you would get from the increased t r a i n 

8 speed. 

B ^ I put one up here t o show you, f o r example, you 

10 b u i l t — and t h i s , by the way, i s the m.ost e f f e c t i v e of the 

1 -'-̂  grade separations i n terms of reducing — i n f a c t , i t ' s the • highest t r a f f i c , toe, the one at Keystone. 

13 I f we were t o put a grade separation i n a t 

• 14 Keystone, we would get 79 hours cf reduc t i o n at t h a t crossing. 

15 That's about one-third of the reduction i n delay t h a t we get 

1 from increasing the t r a i n speeds. 

17 

• 18 looked a t , we looked at a l l cf the possible l o c a t i o n s , we 

B a c t u a l l y designed grade separations f o r seven l o c a t i o n s because 

20 we f e l t they were the most possible l o c a t i o n s as a r e s u l t of 

1 the high t r a f f i c and the land uses surrounding the l o c a t i o n s . 

I f you were to rake the delay reduction from a l l • seven ef those, you s t i l l do not get the l a v e l ef reduction 

B t.hat you get from, increasing the t r a i n speeds. 

25 

B ! 
MR. DEMUTH: But do you get below pre-merger? 
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1 .MR. MAIJSEN: Ne. Let me check t h a t , Mark. I 

2 d o n ' t know. 

3 The other reason that we did not recommend a grade 

4 separation is the property impacts that are associated with 

5 each and every one of these. The most ef f e c t i v e one I 

6 mentioned e a r l i e r was Keystone. 

7 Keystone has, as you can see, 2 3 properties that 

8 would be affected by a grade separation. I t would also m t h i s 

9 ca^e require actually relocating Fourth Street, because Fourth 

10 street i s too close to the r a i l l i n e to actually put a grade 

11 separation i n . 

12 The next option that we looked at is one that i s 

13 highlv — Olivia — is clearly highly e f f e c t i v e . The City has 

14 showT. a great deal of interest and support for the depressed 

15 railway. 

16 We did .not recommend a depressed railway as a 
I 
I 

I " ' Union Pacific mandated mitigation only because i t goes beyond 

13 the impacts of the merger. I t mitigates not only zhe im.pacts 

19 i of the merger, but preexisting conditions, and therefore, goes 

2 0 beyond the authority cf the Boa::d to mandate that Union Pacific 

21 I pay f c r the entire depressed t r a i n way. I t involves major 

22 i cost. I t does have adverse construction ir.ipacts. 

23 As Charles McNulty was saying a b i t ago, we 

24 certainly encourage negotiations te ce.ntinue on t h i s p a i t i c u l a r 

25 ; eptien because i t is highly effective in mitigati.-^g not only 
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1 the ex i s t i n g — not only the merger impacts but preexisting 

2 impacts. 

3 Two other opt\ons that we discussed on occasion i n 

4 the task force, the 1-80 bypass. Again, well beyond the 

5 j u r i s d i c t i o n of the Boara. I u.nderstand i t , the City 

6 Council i s s t i l l interested i n that one, but that would require 

7 a separate application to the Surface Transportation Board, and 

8 it'a- well beyond the j u r i s d i c t i o n of the Board te mandate. 

9 Elevated railway we discussed b r i e f l y , but there 

10 was — at least the Downtown Business Association expressed 

11 t h e i r d i s l i k e for that because of the visual barrier that i t 

12 creates. I t divides the c i t y . There was concern of possible 

13 derailments, and there would be some existing structures over 

14 the track that would need to be removed for that option. 

15 To look at each of these mitigations, we studied 

16 seven subject areas — cr 11 subject areas, and we've had t h i s 

17 l i s t m front of you before, and evaluated each cf those 

18 subject areas and I'd l i k e to go through those f a i r l y quickly. 

19 The t r a f f i c delay, as I mentioned e a r l i e r , the 

20 calculations were based en actual observed conditions here i n 

21 the City cf Reno. We used the City of Reno t r a f f i c numbers for 

22 the year 2,OOC when they were available, and i n most cases they 

23 were available. At times fcr some ef the outlying crossings we 

24 had to use F?A t r a f f i c data, but I've gene through these 

25 numbers. 
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1 Pre-merger t r a f f i c delay, 189 hours. The average 

2 delijy per i c l e , t h i s is per vehicle that is stopped by a 

3 t r a i n , - . .. minutes. About two minutes. Under the 

4 post-merger, the average delay is a l i t t l e over two minutes. 

5 j I f you increase the t r a i n speed, that average 

6 i delay i s — per vehicle i s reduced to about one and one quarter 

7 i miinutes, 1.27 minutes, and the delay, as I mentioned e a r l i e r , 

8 . i s less tha.n pre-merger levels. 

9 The post-m.itigation of 30 m.iles per hour i s a 

10 i reasonable speed for the City of Reno. There has been concem 

11 I expressed about safety associated with increased t r a i n speeds, 

12 and we took a very hard look at that issue. 

13 Over the past 25 years thern have been four 

14 f a t a l i t i e s , one of them t h i s weekend, t h i s l a s t weekend, and 

15 two i n j u r i e s i n the City ef Reno. 

16 The City has ncted that there aia problems with 

17 i large crowds for the special events. Hoc August Nights and so 

18 on. 

19 What we are proposing to require Union Pacific is 

20 '' construction of two straight pedestrian grade separations, 

21 overcrossings or undercrossings at two locations, and those two 

22 locations, based on cur data, are the highest pedestrian areas 

23 : i n the City cf Reno, and that's Sierra Street and V i r g i n i a 

24 Street.. 

25 i In addition -- well, l e t me back up a b i t . A good 
i 
! 
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way t o prevent accidents, t o the exte.nt possible, i s t o t r y and 

warn people and keep them, o f f of the right-of-way, and we have 

put a number cf m i t i g a t i o n measures i n t o here t o do e x a c t l y 

t h a t , e i t h e r grade separations, p e d e s t r i walkways, or give 

them a d d i t i o n a l warni.ng and advice t h a t w i l l prevent them from 

d r i v i n g around gates, a.nd I ' l l t a l k abcut each cf those as we 

get t o them. 

Proposing grade separations a t Sierra and V i r g i n i a 

S t r e e t , proposing t h a t we put signs f o r pedestrians at s i x 

l o c a t i o n s , warning them i f a t r a i n i s coming, e l e c t r o n i c 

signs. Also a d d i t i o n a l s k i r t s on the pedestrian gate t o o f f e r 

i n c e n t i v e s f o r pedestrians not t o dive under the gates, which 

you a l l observed as you were lo o k i n g at videotapes and as we 

were l o o k i n g at the videotapes. 

Downtown employee t r a i n i n g program, and I 

remention the f a c t t h a t there's a warning not only f o r 

v e h i c l e s , but f c r pedestrians cf 20 seconds required. As I 

understand i t . Union P a c i f i c a c t u a l l y provides a l i t t l e more 

than 2 0 seconds i n the C i t y ef Rene today. There i s fencing 

along the right-of-way i n downtown Reno. O l i v i a . 

This IS out of the r e p o r t . I wanted t o show you a 

summ.ary again of some of the delay s t a t i s t i c s , i n p a r t i c u l a r 

p o i n t cut the 1S9 pre-merger and 373 post-merger increased 

t r a m speed, 154. The average delay per v e h i c l e , one p o i n t — 

almost two minutes pre-merger, 2.01 post-merger, and t.'-.e 
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1 reduction in delay with the increased train speeds of one and 

2 one quarter minutes. 

3 The number cf vehicles stopped does increase. I t 

4 ! goes from. 5,740 to 11,130 post-merger, and i t ' s actually higher 

5 I than post-merger — higher than pre-merger, but because of the 

6 ' reduction i n delay time, the overall delay is less. Those 

7 s t a t i s t i c s are — 

8 Health and safety is a c r i t i c a l concern to us, and 

9 we saw l a s t night that i t ' s again a c r i t i c a l concern for the 

10 City of Reno. A couple of points about that. Ore i s there are 

11 emergency service f a c i l i t i e s on both sides of the tracks. 

12 j The t o t a l gate down time for the 16 grade 
i 

13 ! crossings w i l l increase under the post-merger t r a i n l e \ e l s . 
I 

14 j The average gate down time per t r a i n i s 3.4 minutes f o r both 

15 I the pre- and post-merger. But i f we increase that — i f we 
I 

16 ; increase the r r a i n speed, the average gate down time i s 2.28 

17 minutes. 

13 Now, I want te t a l k about the 2.2 8 minutes fcr a 

19 seccnd. I f you multiply — now, th i s i s at one location. This 

20 , IS the average per t r a i n . I f yo^ multiply the 2.28 minutes 

21 , times the number of trai.-.s and divide that by the number of 

2 2 ' minutes i n the day, we're talking about a gate down time a 

23 l i t t l e less than 4 percent. 
I 

24 j Let me restate that. The gate w i l l be down at any 
I 

25 civen location i n the City ef Rene less than 4 percent over the 
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