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May 19, 1998 

Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 
Surface Transportalion Board 
Washington, DC 20423 

Re: Historic American Engineering Record documentation of Soutliem Pacific Transcontinental 
Railroad, Donner Pass Route Tunnels, from Sacramento, Califomia to the CA/NV^ State Line 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

Uie National Park Service acknowledges the receipt of and accepts the Historic American Engineei ing 
Record (HAER) documentation for the Southem Pacific Donner Pass Route Tunnels. This documentation 
meets the Historic American Engineering Record standards and complies with the agreement between the 
Surface Transp<.)rtation Board and the Califomia State Historic Preservation Officer requiring completion 
of Historic American Engi. i Bering Record documentation. 

The completed documentation will be transmitted to the Prints and Fhotogiaphs Division ofthe Library of 
Congress. The records are in tlie pubiic domain and will be accessible through the Library. A copy ofthe 
documentation will be provided to the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

These records will be a valuable addition to the documentation of America's engineering and industrial 
heritage. 

Sine 31 eiy, 

Pâ -̂Pr-PU • 
David W. Look 
Team Leader, Cultural Resources 

cc: 
HABS/HAHR, WASO 
SHPO, CA 
Advisory Co'inci! 
Richard Starzak, Myra L. Frank & Assoc'-tes, Inc., 81! W. Tth Street, Suite 800, Los Angeles. CA 90017 
John Snyder, P.S. Preservation Services, P.O. Box 191275, Sacramento, CA 95819 
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Elaine Kaiser 
Program Director 
Section ornnvironmental Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street NW, 5'" Floor 
Washington, DC 20423 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'O: ^13 
DOCUMENf # iL^5M_j£iM.'5UffY) 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Final Mitigation Plan 

Dear Flaine: 

As a courtesy, the City of Reno provided me a copy ofthe f̂ inal Mitigation Plan (FMP) 
dated February' 11, 1998. They also informed me that the comment due date has been stayed 
until sometime in October 1998 

Upon reviewing this FMP. I noted the following: 

1) the principal difTerence between SEA's analysis, as presented in Section 4 ofthe FMP, 
and my analysis involves the estimates of conditional probab lity of contamination, i e., how 
often a hazardous materials release will enter the 1 ruckee River should a release occur My 
method is conservative (I prepared my study for a public utility charged with providing drinking 
water to the Reno Sparks metropolitan area), therefore I assumed a hi<jh likelihood of 
contamination regardless ofthe size, or type of release, 

2) because SEA's analysis is more detailed, therefore more representative, preference is 
given to their analysis, rather than to mine, even though they used some of my information when 
conducting their analysis. 

In anticipation of commenting on the Surface Transportation Board's use of my study, I 
would like to request the following information from the FRA accident/incident databases and 

Hazardous Materials Incident Reporiing System (HMIRS); 

1) the number of ha/iirdous materials cars involved in reportable accidents in 1995, 
1996, and or 1997, 

2) ofthe hazmat cars involved in reportable accidents, the number sustaining releases. 



1 am requesting these data so that I can attempt statistical tests ofthe two methodologies, 
min ^ and that presented in the FMP 

Thank you in advance for your time and attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

James R Can-
Professor, Geological Sciences 
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Regional Transportation Comniission 
Planning Department • 600 Sutro Street • Mailing Address: P.O. Box 30002 • Reno, Nevada 89520-3002 

Telephone 702-348-0480 • FAX 702-348-0450 

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

March 6, 1998 

James M. Shaw, Commissioner Joanne Bond, Commissioner 
David Aia/zi, Commissioner Celia G Kupersmith, Executive Director 

Ms. Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Environmental Filing—Reno 
Office of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit 
Finance Docket No. 32760 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street NvV, Room 700 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

RE: COMMENTS ON CITY OF RENO 
PACIFIC/SOUTHERN PACIFIC MERGER 

ENVI rAL 
DOCUMENT 

FR: Chrono/TR 2-5 

w/? 10 ms 
Mill 

SJa 

FINAL MITIGATION PLAN-UNION 

Dear Ms Kaiser: 

The Regional Transportation Commission (RTO has received and reviewed the Final Mitigation 
Plan for the merger bet\/een the Southern Pacific and Union Pacific railroads. The RTC sent 
formal comments on October 14, 1 397, concerning the Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP). As 
the Final Mitigation Plan represents the same mitigation measures as the PMP, the RTC's 
comments remain essentially the same as our October 1997 letter. These comments include: 

1. According to the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) and RTC forecasts, traffic 
at the SIX major crossings between Wells Avenue and Keystone Avenue will increase from 
78,000 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) to more than 90,000 ADT. Staff is concerned that 
even the Final Mitigation Plan's recommendation for faster trains does not address the 
need for additional grade separations to handle the forecasted traffic increases through 
the dov;ntown core. 

2. Concerns over emergency vehicle access with additional tram traffic are important. The 
Final Mitigation Plan identifies actions such as more aggressive behavior by emergency 
vehicle drivers, the random nature of emergency calls, and emergency operators already 
having plans m place avoid trams. The Final Plan does not mention real solutions to 
emergency access, such as the benefit of additional grade separations, so that there 
would be no chance that emergency vehicles would be delayed by tram traffic even on 
a raridom basis. 

3. The accident portion of the Final Plan mentions mitigations such as the elimination of 
grade crossmgs through street closures or operational changes such as one-way streets. 
Again, no mention of the creation of grade separations is mentioned as the best way to 
eliminate train vehicle conflicts. Additionally, staff does not recollect any analysis done 
on street closures or operational changes recommended by the Final Pian. 

Providing Qualify i'ransportation Systems Since 1965 
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4. Citifare operations include more than 700 daily crossings of the tracks carrying an average 
of nearly 40 passengers per hour of service. Currently, there are already major sight 
distance problems for Citi^jre vehicles at Lake Street and Center Street railroad crossings. 
These concerns obviously become m.urli more critical with the proposal to increase the 
tram speeds. There is no discussion about the mitigation of eliminating tram/bus conflicts 
by providing grade separations throughout he downtown Reno area and, particularly, at 
the locations with current sight dist&.ice problems. 

5. There is concern about the ability to reach 30 MPH between the required stop in the 
Sparks yard and the short distance to the Reno downtown area. The inability to reach this 
speed will increase delays for vehicles waiting at train crossings; thus, benefits of the 
Final Plan mitigations are overestimated. 

6. The air quality portion of the Final Plan admits the small but significant rise in post merger 
emissions from additional tram traffic. However, the mitigations measures contained in 
the report discuss "options," not commitments, by the railroad to convert to cleaner 
b'jrnmg locomotives. There is no cost associated with this conversion and no 
commitment from the railroad to change to different locomotives. As a primary air quality 
modeling agency, RTC staff is concerned about ary increase in emissions that are not fully 
mitigated through a dedicated process paid for by the merging companies 

7. RTC staff, as part of the Mitigation Task Force, feels strongly that the Final Plan removes 
viable mitigating measuies, such as grade separations, from serious consideration. The 
installation of grade separations can reduce delay and increase safety by eliminating 
tram/vehicle conflicts. 

Pleaso call me at 348-0480 if you have any questions regarding RTC staff comments. 

Sincerely, . 

7^7 K;W-
Lf / Celia Gf Kupersmith 

Executive Director 

GHK JML dsc 

cc Regional Transportation Commission 
Mark Demutn, MADCON 
Charles McNeely, City of Reno 
Greg Krause, RTC 
Derek Morse, RTC 
Mike Steele, Citifare 

J: TRANSFER CH002.DOC 
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February 18, 1998 

Office of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit, Room 715 
Finance Docket IMO. 32760 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

Attn: Elaine K, Kaiser, Chief of Section, Environmental Analysis 
Environmental F i l i n g - Reno FMP 

Dear Ms. Kaiser, 

We do not worlc for a local casino nor are we associated v/ith the 
rai l r o a d s i n any way. We have l i v e d i n Nevada a l l of our l i v e s 
excluding college and m i l i t a r y service, and have l i v e d i n Reno most 
of our l i v e s . We fe e l that t h i s places us i n an unusual p o s i t i o n 
since we've been a resident of Reno longer than most of the members 
of the City Council and our "here today, gone tomorrow" City 
Manager. 

We also have a l i f e s t y l e that requires us to cross the r a i l r o a d 
tracks on most weekdays a minimum of six times. We honestly cannot 
see what a l l the noise regarding the r a i l merger is about. We don't 
th i n k that we have to wait f or the crossing of a t r a m once i n 50 
t r i p s across the tracks. The delay we experience has never 
exceeded three minutes. (We have been timing my wait since the City 
of Reno has been screaming bloody murder and doom.) We are 
experiencing more combined delay on a d a i l y basis by the t r a f f i c 
l i g h t s along our route through downtown Reno. You wouldn't believe 
some of the delays we've encountered during the construction phase 
of some of Reno's newer casinos. T r a f f i c l i g h t s and construction 
doesn't seem to register with the City Council. Their only issue 
i s to do wnat the casino operators want. 

We f e e l that a l l of the grade crossings are very well protected, 
both f c r vehicles and pedestrians. I f people don't t r y to defeat 
the e x i s t i n a gating at the crossings, nc one w i l l be harmed. One 
of the l o c a l casinos got smart and has already b u i l t a pedestrian 
crossina above the tracks. Any person who absolutely, p o s i t i v e l y 
needs to get from one side of the tracks to the other can use that 
s t r u c t u r e . Neither of us can imagine what need would be so urgent 
for a pedestrian, but a crossing structure i s available. 

Reno has f i r e stations, police, and ambulance services on both 
sides of the tracks. There i s a hosp i t a l on both sides of the 
tracks. I t might be necessary to resign some equipment to 
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d i f f e r e n t stations and reassign some o f f i c e r s , but what's the big 
deal. Normal growth patterns force such reassignments a l l the 
time. 

We cannot see what addiv-ional environmental damage might be 
incurred with the increase i n t r a i n t r a f f i c . The Truckee River 
does run adjacent to the tracks most cf the way from Truckee, CA 
in t o Reno and continues to do so eastward away from the Reno-Sparks 
area. We fee l due to the routing of the tracks through the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains, the railroads r e a l l y spend a l o t of time and 
money maintaining the roadbed and tracks. We don't see why t h i s 
w i l l not continue to be the s i t u a t i o n . The railroads c e r t a i n l y 
don't want derailments or accidents t c prevent them from using the 
tracks. I t i s i n t h e i r best i n t e r e s t s to continually maintain 
these tracks to a very high standard, and they seem to do so. 

Within our c i r c l e of friends ana associates, there i s t h i s constant 
question of "what's the big deal about the tracks?". For those of 
us who are not under the thumb of the casinos, t h i s r a i l r o a d merger 
and track s i t u a t i o n i s a non-performer. We have far greater 
problems w i t h i n t h i s valley than the r a i l r o a d . Those tracks have 
been here as long as Reno as been here. I t was decided that the 
c i t y would b u i l d up around the tracks a long tim>e ago. I t has been 
recent c i t y planners (?) and councils that have allowed the casinos 
to b u i l d r i g h t up to the railroad's right-of-way. At t h i s time i n 
the game, i t wouldn't be possible to place the t r a i n i n a "trench" 
thrcugh that area without tremiendous inconvenience to the 
population and would probably require the demolition of many 
structures that e x i s t near, over and around the tracks. The 
problem i s n ' t new, i t was created i n the 1860's and t h i s c i t y never 
saw f i t to remedy t n i s s i t u a t i o n e a r l i e r . I t i s ri d i c u l o u s to t r y 
to remedy t h i s s i t u a t i o n now. I f you want serious environmental 
damage to be done, lower the tracks through Reno. That would 
create havoc for the c i t i z e n r y and the environment. That would 
t r u l y create a ghost town of downtown Reno. 

I f -1 decided that the solution to the increase i n r a i l t r a f f i c 
i s to speed up the t r a i n s , so be i t . At the present time, they 
r e a l l y do go through Reno quite slowly and only speed up once they 
cross a l l of the grade crossings. I f the railroads were hauling 
passengers and not f r e i g h t , the City of Reno would be jumping up 
ana down over the prospects of a l l these new p o t e n t i a l customers. 
I t i s ar.azinq to see the volume of f r e i g h t that a c t u a l l y arrives by 
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t r a i n i n t h i s v alley. To harm that portion of our economy i s more 
f o o l i s h than the projected harm to the casino industry might be. 
We have t h i s problem only because the gam.ing industry has the 
a b i l i t y to generate money for p o l i t i c a l contributions which exceeds 
the a b i l i t y of the other industries w i t h i n the area and so only the 
casinos' voice i s heard. The City of Reno and i t s City Council is 
b l i n d to these other i n t e r e s t s i n t h i s matter. 

We found i t i n t e r e s t i n g that as reported i n our local newspaper 
today, the City of Reno has spent to date $750,000.00 f i g h t i n g t h i s 
merger. That same amount of money could have been used to repair a 
l o t of streets, address the hom.eless issue, subsidize low-cost 
housing for our casino workers, b u i l d nev schools or be used to 
reduce taxes. We have far greater problems w i t h i n t h i s c i t y than 
the merger of the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific railroads and 
t h e i r tracks. I t ' s too bad that our c i t y fathers cannot see that 
t r u t h . 

Respectfully submitted. 

^ —> 

/yi^/-^ jTyrt^-^yy^y^'^ <. •y^^_ 
John Wright & Pat Brackett-Wrig 
5255 Eisan Avenue 
Reno, NV 89506-9005 
(702) 329-7172 
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Department of Manauerial Sciences 
I niv ersity of Nevada 
Reno, N \ ' 89557 
Febaiai> 24, 1998 

Ms Elaine Kaiser 
OtVice of the Secretary 
Case Control I nit Room 715 
Finance docket No }27bO 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925K Street NW 
Washington. D C :04:.>-0001 

Dear Ms Kaiser 

I am. v ritinu in respcmse to the Surface Transportation Board's request for comments from 
individuals to the Final Mitigation Plan tor Reno. N \ ' 1 am making these bnef comments from 
the perspectives of a University of Nevada Professor of Transportation and Logistics and a 
citizen of Washoe county 

I belie\ e the proposals of increased train speeds, streei overpasses at Keystone and Evans, and 
pedestrian o\erpasses on \ irginia are sutTicient to mitigate the impacts of increased train trafJlc 
through Reno The cost-benefit ratio of reconfiguring the rail line below grade-level is not 
sutTicient to justify such action 

The Surface Transpoitation Board needs to understand that Senator Reid, the mayor of Reno, his 
citv manauer. and most ofthe city council do not really represent the desires ofthe average citizen 
of Reno and W ashoe county Their actions are pnmariK influenced and moti\ ated by the gaming 
interests and real estate de\ elopers Most citi/ens do not want these expenditures made that 
benefit only a few special interests at the expense of many individuals 

Sincerelv. 

/... . ^.L/V>^^ ' ^ " - ^ Q T J * - 1 

11 Barr> Spraggins 
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.Attention Sea-Finance Docket 
3.T 8̂8 
925 K St NW 
Washington. DC 2042.̂  

Avon Lake PT.\ Council 
117 Parkwood .-\\enue 
Avon Lake, OH 44012 
Att Jane Conian, President 

To Whom it May Concern 

Wc are w riting in support of the Lakewood PT.A Council Resolution dated 11-6-97 A 
copy of which is attached 

The increase of train traffic through our communities is of great concern, that it increases 
the risk of derailments and the risk of hazardous material spills This, as well other points 
are noted in the resolution 
Further. L S H R 1270, The nuclear Waste Policy At, 1997 will increase the risk of 
nuclear waste spills occurring in heavily populated areas This poses a substantial risk to 
our homes in our communities Furthermore, the rails are currently used heavily, often 
blocking the intersecting roads The proposal would giadruple rail traffic, thereby 
increasing the risk of motorist trying to beat the train, or to have emergency vehicles 
delayed the constant use and delays will drive down property values, increase noise levels 
and pose t. safety hazard for our children trying to cross the tracks 

Therefore, we support the Lakewood PT.A Councils opposition lo increased rai! traffic 
through residential areas and support PT.A governmental eflbrts to curtail additional train 
trafTic 

RECEIVED f \ 
M 6 1998 

Mil l 

Sincerely, 

Jane Conian President and District 7 Legislation Chairman 

cc Lakewood PTA Council 



R E S O l X T l O . N 

W1{ERE.A.S, .An objective of PTA is to promote the welfare of children and yout'̂  in the 

commumt\-; 

WHEREAS, .An objective of PTA is to secure adequate laws for the care and protection 

of youth, and 

WHER£ AS. The proposed acquisition of Conrail Inc. by Norfolk Southem Corp. and 

CS.X Transportation threatens to drastically increase rail traffic through residential areas 

throughout the state; and 

WTfERE.AS. Our children's safety while walking to and fiom school, and while at play 

would be threatened h\- the trains themselves; and 

WHERE.AS. Train traffic blocking the crossings in our communities will cause critical 

delays for emergency vehicles in reaching their desnnanons; and 

WTtERE.AS. The increase of freight trains mcreases the nsk of derailments and the nsk of 

hazardous matenal spills, be it 

R£SCL\'ED, That Lakewood PTA Council make known to the Surface Transportarion Board 

PT.A's opposition to increased rail traffic through residenti.il areas; and be it further 

RESOL\'ED, That PT.A work in conjunction with government efforts to curtail addinonal 

train traffic which vsould affect the safety ofthe commumties. 

Submitting group Lakewood PT.A Council 

Date of adopnon P7yy.y.yp.'< Ft/.PPy 

President's signature ;/y/i>/4 fij •. Tp.yiay^. 

Secretarv s signature 

Contact person 

Paula Reed 

1208 Manor Park .Avenue 

Lakewood, Ohio 44107 

^216)228-8645 



SL^MM/ARY 
RADLRO-'VD TRAFFIC CONCERNS 

The proposed acquisition of Conrail Inc. by Norfolk Southem Corp. and 
CSX Transportation threatens to drastically increase rail traffic through residential 
areas throughout the state. 

Our local concems center around the tracks that bisect West Cleveland and 
pamcularly our suburb, Lakewood. and the other suburbs of Rocky River, Bay 
Village and .Avon Lake. 

.All of these communities share concems about delayed response for 
emergency vehicles, and about the possibilities escape routes being blocked in the 
case of a hazardous waste spill. 

Lakewood alone, however, must deal with safety concems brought by 
children of aJl ages crossing the tracks on their walk to and fi"om school. Students 
in all the other commumties are bussed Lakewood's boundanes encompass just 
five square miles, and this area is served by ten elementary schools, three middle 
schools and one high school The probability of death or senous injury with these 
man\ children moving througli the ciry daily on foot would skyrocket were train 
traffic to tnple. 

A related concem is that ofthe effects of increased traffic on real estate 
values Houses near the tracks will decrease in value, having a defimte effect on 
tax rev enues generated, and therefore on the funding for schools 

.Anached is the West Shore Report—a summary of the problem issued by 
the office of Representative Dennis Kucimch. 

Paula Reed 
Railroad Safety Concems Commi tree Chairman 
Lakewood PT.A Council 
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A U L E N C O U N T V D E P A R T M E N T O F P L A N N I N O S E R V I C E S 

February 27,1998 

Office ofthe Secretary 
Case Control Unit 
Finance Docket No 3:'388 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street N W 
Washington, D. C. 20423-0001 

Attention. Elaine K Kaiser 
Environmental Project Director 

Re Conrail Acquisition Impacts on Fort Wayne Urbanized Area, Indiana 

Dear Director 

On behalf of the Northeastern Indiana Regional Coordinating Council (NIRCC), the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization in northeast Indiana, let me assure you that the communities vvithin the 
Fort Wayne Urbanized Area are in support ofthe Conrail acquisition by CSX and NS railroads 

The NIRCC also is a strong supporter of safer railroad crossings and a better quality ' i ^ ^ ^^e 
communities. SEA's recommendation to improve crossing warning equipment at Anthony Blvd_ 

<.le Rd is endorsed NIRCC is recommending that ' secured" crossings be provided for the 
the residential areas bordering the affected lines in Fort Wayne These and En 

grade crossings near 
crossings are 

Lumbard Street 
Wabash Avenue 
Fletcher Avenue 

Winter Street 
Brooklyn Avenue 
Nuttman Avenue 

These improvements bv the railroad companies will greatly enhance the satetv of the 
transportation systems ' These same improvements will negate the use cf tram horns at the 
crossings thus making these neighborhoods more .ivable. 

Thank vou for your consideration ofthe Council's recommendations 

Sincerely, 

f/4r 
Elias G Samaan 
Director, NIRCC 

® 
D n n I • A n d r e w G o r d o n . A i C P 





ELKHART FIRE DEPARTMENT 
500 East Street 

Elkhart. IN 46516 

ELM-NT 
PONY JOHNSON, FIRE CHIEF 

ANTHONY R CINELLI. DEPUTY CHIEF 
BETTE COTI. OFFICE MANAGER 

•INDIAN.AS MOST OUTSTANDING COMMUNITY — 1996' 

JAMES P. PERRON, MAYOR 

February 26, 1998 

Office of the Secretary 
Case v̂ ontroi Unu 
Finance Docket .No. 33388 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street",N '̂, Room 500 
Washington, DC 20412-0001 

Attention. Elaine K. Kaiser; 

, . %/ yp% 

m 
•z 

a o 

5> 

We would like to express my concern for the well being of my communit; during the changes 
that are occurring on the rr ilroad industry. Elkhart certainly owes a great deal to the railroad. 
We all want a healthy railroad in Elkhart. 

Conrail mo\es tons and tons of freight, both hazardous and non-hazardous, through our 
community daily. In the past it was widely felt that there was little regard for t' e health and 
well being of the comm.unity or the employees. We believe that the Elkhart yara is still our 
biggest spii! ;x)tential. but as a result of years of hard work by members of the Conrail staff, like 
H. "Skip" Elliott, Tom Davis, Tim Manis, Romano Desiinone. and others, we are trained to 
deal with events, not ignored or misdirected. The general feeling is one that the railroad is a 
working panner in our community. 

We are very concerned that the changes that are underway will erode this relationship. 
Specifically the men mentioned bove have spent a large amount of time and energy training 
members of the emergency response organizations in the Elkfiart area. 

We sincerely hope that the new operation at the Elkhart Yard will build on this effort and we 
will continue to grow as a community with the rail industry. 

Sincerely, 

W. A. Tony Johnson 
Fire Chief 

Tony PigOrs 
Hazardous Material Coordinator 

TELEPHONE: 
(219) 293-8931 

FAX: 
(219) 522-1023 

CITY ACCESS: 
(219) 522-2377 

lOO*t Recycled Paper 
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February 14, 1998 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Office of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit - Roon. 715 
Finance r>3cket No. 32760 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

9PC 

Ms. Kaiser: 

r .hold to the view thai- governmpnt is to be viewed as an uncle, such as Uncle 
.Sam, and the people to be governed as adult children. I t comes from this that 
government should view situations as they would view situations wit± children, 
with fairness and objectivity. Before us is a case where one child. Union 
Pacific Corporation, l e f t i t s place i n the l i v i n g room playground ar.d took 
i t s play elsewhere. Anotlicr child, the City of Reno and t±e casino industry, 
catie and took i t s place. 

Union Pacific has no-A? changed i t s mind and decided i t wants to return to i t s 
place on the playground. I f i t hurts the welfare and play of the other 
children, "Who cares"? They feei tfiat t h i s is part of their right because 
they played i n f ^ i s section of the l i v i n g room before. The government, Uncle 
Sam i n the form of the Surface Transportation Board, hias been asked to make 
a decision. How I would handle t±e situation was given at the hearings last 
year. 

The decision of the Surface Tramsportation Board i s likewise clear. The Lady 
Justice has taken off her blindfold and decided to l i s t e n to big money. She 
has been bought. A l l the railroad has to do i s speed up i t s trains and i f 
people are k i l l e d , "Who cares"? They do not feel, as I do, that one death 
is one too many and that every higher number is only an abstraction. They 
aro l i k e the dom.inant party of 1940's Germany who curgued in the 1950's that 
what they did was acceptable because they k i l l e d i n the tens of thousands and 
• lot millions as tiie prosecution contended. The f i r s t child has a right to 
retum to ics place on the playground and can do so at any time, recklessly 
pushing aside and hurting other children who are in the way. The fact thiat 
tlie Native Americans -/jere here even before them i s irrelevant. The railroad 
stole the land f a i r and square. 

Is this how you handle fights between children at home? 
you are not my parents! 

Sincerely, 

I f so, I am glad that 

CJiarles W. G i l l I I 

P.O. Box 11702 
Reno, m 89510-1702 
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28971 DOCUMENT 
Surface Transportation Board 

Washington, DC 2 042 3 

STB Finance Docket No. 32760 

UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY, 
AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY--CONTROL AND MERGER--

SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC 
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOUIS SOUTHWESTERN RP.ILWAY 
COMPANY, SPCSL CORP. AND THE DENVER AND RIO GRANDE 

WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY 

February 11, 1998 

NOTICE TO THE PARTIES: 

The Surface Transportation Board's (Board) Section of 
Environmental Analysis (SEA) coday has issued the Final 
M i t i g a t i o n Plan (FMP) f o r Reno, 

The FMP was prepared by SEA as part of 
M i t i g a t i o n Study ordered by the Board a 
August 12, 1996 approval of the Union P 
(UP''-'') merger. The FMP contains SEA's 
at t h i s time f o r m i t i g a t i n g the p o t e n t i 
of increased t r a i n t r a f f i c through Reno 
merger (beyond the environmental m.itiga 
the Board i n i t s August 1996 decision). 
com-ments from over 53 0 corrjr;enters on th 
Plan (released m Septervher 1997) , SEA' 
comjT>ents, and a d d i t i o n a l technical anal 

the ongoing Reno 
s a condition of i t s 
acific/Southern P a c i f i c 
proposed recommendations 

al environmental e f f e c t s 
as a r e s u l t of the UP/SP 

t i o n already imposed by 
The FMP also contains 

e Preliminary M i t i g a t i o n 
s responses to those 
ysis conducted by SEA. 

SEA i n v i t e s public review and comment on the FMP during a 30-day 
review period, which w i l l end on March 12, 1998. Copies of the 
FMP have been d i s t r i b u t e d to interested p a r t i e s , and are also 
available at the Reno and Sparks branches of the Washoe County 
Public Library. 

SEA will consider all timely comments on the FMP before making 
final reco.T-mendations to the Board. After full consideration of 
the PMP, the FMP, all public comjnents, and SEA's final 
recommendations, the Board will issue a final decision imposing 
additional specific mitigation measures for Reno and Washo^^yy 
County that it deems to be appropriate. 7 f 

I n d i v i d u a l s who wish to f i l e a corjr.ent may subm.it one o r i g i n a l ; 
government agencies and businesses are asked to submit an 
o r i g i n a l plus 10 copies. Public comm.ents should be submitted i n 
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D O C U M E N T January:! 1998 

Ms. Elaine Kaiser. Froizram l)irecU)r, Ugal Counsel 
Mr Harold McNulty. Studv Director 
Surface Transportation Bĉ ard 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NW. .'̂ th Floor 
W ashington. DC 20423 

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

Rh I P SF Railroad Merger - Reno Preliminary Mitigation Pian (PMF): i inance 

Docket No. 32760 

Deal Mv Kaiser and .Mr. McNuli\: 

Please consider this letter a supplement to our commenis filed on Oetoher 16. 
1997 on the Preliminan Mi!im'-i<>n Pkm. I P SP Meri^er - Reno Miti.^ation 
Snuty - Reno. Seuida - Sepiemher 7^97 - Fimmce Document So. 32760. I mon 
Pacific Corp . et al - Control and .Merger - Southern Pacific Rail Corp.. et al. 
Septemher 15. 1997. 

The following comments were not possihle prior to Oetoher 16. 1997, 
hecausc thex are derived as a direct result of the Draft Environmenial impact 
Staiement -Proposed Conrail Acquisition- December 12. 1997 - Finance Docket No. 
33388 (hereinafter referred to as "Conrail Draft HIS' ) prepared hy the Surface 
Transportation Board. .Section of Environmental Analysis (SEA). 

CRITERIA FOR A.SSESSIN(, POTENTIAEL^ SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

FOR MANI)AT()R^ I P SP MITK.A I ION 

The Cit\ of Reno ("l hc ( itV ) has on numerous occasions (both orally and in 
written form) requested from SEA criteria for assessing all potentially significant 
impacts vMth particular emphasis on traffic at highway rail at-grade crossmgs wh.ch 
would require mitieation The City has often noted that the increase in average 
delaN per stopped vehicle is one such criteria which must he considered by SEA, 
1-urthei the I^vc: of Service (EOS) as defined by the Transportatum Research 
Board s Hn:hwav Capacitv Manual (1994) should also be considered 

fol lows: 

SEA defined traff ic delay significance criteria in the Coniail Draft EIS as 

SEA established criteria for asses.sin^ potentially ufinificani impacts on 
traffic delax at linMay rail at-grade crossings.. For average ddax ftn all 
vehicles SEA considered the impact significant if the post-Acquisition traffic 



Harold McNulty 
• - ..uary 21. 1998 
Page 2 of 5 

level of service at a highsvay/rail at-grade crossing would be a Level of 
Service (LOS) "E" or "F" regardless of the pre-Acquisition LOS. or would 
decline from a pre-Acquisition LOS of "C" or better to a post-Acquisition 
LOS of "D". (Conrail EIS Vol. 4, chapter/page 7-4 to 7-5). 

The City's October 16. 1997 Comments to the PMP incorporated by 
reference Appendix D. a lengthy report completed by Meyer. Mohaddes Associates. 
Inc.. in 1997. entitled VP/SP Railroad Merger Impact Analysis: Traffic/Delay 
Analysis. This study specifically analyzed the LOS changes in Reno. Table 1 below 
summarizes the changes in LOS for the City of Reno pre-Merger and post-Merger. 

Table 1 

Comparison Between Pre-Merger and Post-Merger 
Level o Service at 12 Downtown At-grade Crossings 

Pre-Merger Post-Merger 

Rail Crossing 1995 LOS with 2000 LOS with 
Level of Impact Location 12.7 trains/day 24.0 trains/day Level of Impact 

Kev stone C D SIGNIFICANT 

\'ine C D SIGNIFICANT 

Washington c D SIGNIFICANT 
— 

Ralston c D SIGNIFICANT 

•Arlington c D SIGNIFICANT 

West c D SIGNIFICANT 

Sierra D D 

c D SIGNIFICANT 

Virginia 
tai — 

Center D I-; SIGNIFICANT 

Lake C D SIGNIFICANT 

Morrill D D 

Sutro C D SIGNIFICANT 

Source: .MMA. 1997: Figure 4-16; Figure 4-20 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
January 21. 1998 
Page 3 of 5 

Applying SEA's definition of significant impacts on traffic at highway/rail 
at-grade crossings (set forth in the Conrail Draft EIS). it would appear that 10 out of 
12 of the downtown Reno at-grade crossings will qualify as significantly impacted 
by the Merjrer which must be mitigated by the UP/SP. The City respectfully 
requests that identical criteria be critically evaluated by SEA for each grade crossing 
in the Reno mitigation study. 

Additionally, many ofthe criteria for significance established by the STB in 
the Conrail Draft EIS for safety, energy, air quality, noise, cultural resources, 
hazardous waste, natural resources and land u.se/socioeconomics differ markedly 
from those employed in the Reno Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMF). The City 
respectfully requests that these differences be explained in detail in the Reno Final 
Mitigation Plan (FMP). 

MITIGATION OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS - INCREASED TRAIN SPEED 

SEA s criteria for mitigation via 'increasing train speed" in the Conrail Draft 
EIS is given as: 

Wliere local operating conditions allow for increased 
train speeds without compromising safety. . SEA 
recommends tha the Board impose on any decision 
approving the proposed Conrail Acquisition a condition 
requiring the acquiring railroad to implement the 
necessary physical and operating improvements to 
increase train .vp̂ î/5. . .lemphasis added) (Conrail Draft 
EIS. Vol. 4.chapter/page 7-5) 

It appears that the SEA's safety/increased speed criteria in the Conrail Draft 
EIS would be inconsistent to SEA's criteria used in the Reno PMP. For example, 
SEA concedes that "accidents are likely to be more severe with increased train 
speed>" However. SE.A has recommended increased speed thrt)Ugh downtown Reno 
as mandatory mitigation in the FMP Please refer to Figure 7.2.1-2 which shows 
that anticipated fatality rates (number of fatalities per accident) increase as train 
speeds increase (Reno P.MP. page 7-10 and page 8-8). The City submits that the 
proposed train speed increase in downtown Reno does compromise safety. 

The City respectfully requests that this criteria be used to determine the 
feasibility of increased train speed through downtown Reno as a mitigation measure. 
Specifically, a critical element ot the Reno FMP must include a deiennination of 
whether an increase m train speed through downtown Reno can occur without 
compromising safety. 



Mr. Harold McNulty 
January 21, 1998 
Page 4 of 5 

MITIGATION OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS - SEPARATED GRADE 
CROSSINGS MANDATORY UP/SP .MITIGATION 

SEA states in the Conrail Draft EIS: 

... [SEAJ developed three criteria to identify- the 
highway/rail at-grade crossings where a .separated 
grade crossing appears warranted. SEA's preliminary 
deterii.ination is that a separated grade crossing may 
be warranted if each of the follosving criteria is met: 

1. Acquisition-related train traffic 
would increased by at least eight 
trains per day. 

2. Estimated post-Acquisition 
roadsvay traffic LOS would fall to 
an "E" or "F" because of 
increased post-Acquisition train 
traffic. 

3. Sufficient increase in train speeds 
needed to mitigate Acqui sit ion-
relattd traffic delay impact would 
not be fea sible. (Conrail Draft 
EIS Vol. 4, chapter page 7-6 to 
7-7) 

The Citv submits that had this same criteria been applied to the Reno PMP, 
St PARATED np Aty rpn^m\C.S WOI I D BE WARRANTED I D _ M m G A I £ 
S | r . \ | M r A \ T IMPACTS FROM THV INCRFASEI) MERGER RELATED 
TRAIN TRAFFir I NDFR REOI IRED MrriGATK)_N. 

For instance, the City will experience at least an 11.3 train per day post-
Merger increase in train traffic (Reno PMP page 4-5) with roadway traffic EOS 
falling to an EOS "E ' (Center Street) because of increased post-Merger train traffic 
(Reno F.MF Comments. Appendix D. Figure 4-16 and Figure 4-20). Further, 
sufficient increase in train speeds is not feasible under SEA's criteria that anticipated 
fatality rates (number of fatalities per accident) increase as train speeds increase thus 
compromising safety (Reno F.MF. page 7 - 10 and page 8 - 8). 
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Because SEA's new criteria was only recently disclosed to the public via the 
Conrail Draft EIS, the City requests that the above discrepancies between the 
Conrail Draft EIS and the Reno PMF be thoroughly discussed in a response letter to 
the Citv prior to the issuance of the Reno FMP. Specifically, the discussion sh(HiId 
include the criteria for determining significance; the establishment of 10 out of 12 of 
Reno's at-grade crossings as significantly impacted; the establishment that increased 
train speed through downtown Reno would compromise safety; the establishment of 
1 out of the 10 significantly impacted at-grade crossings meets the criteria tor a 
separated grade crossing; and that the other 9 out of 10 significantly impacted at-
grade crossing, in the absence of a separated grade crossing, would still be 
problematic and require funher mitigation to bring the level of impact to pre-merger 
conditions. 

We kH)k forward to your timely response to these issues. Please contact me 
at (702) 334-2215 or you may contact the Deputy City Attorney Merri Belaustegui-
Traficanti at (702) 334-2050 or the City s Environmental Coiisuliaiit Mark A. 
Demuth at (702) 829-1126 should you have any specific questions or comments. 
Per Elaine Kaiser's instruction, the City requests that this letter be made a part of 
the record in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Varela 
Director of Public Works'City Engineer 

cc: Jeff Grift'in, Mayor 
Pierre Haschett. Council Member .-Xt-Laige 
Tom Herndon. Council Member Ward 1 
Candice Pearce. Council Member Ward Z 
Bill Ncwberg. Council .Member Ward 3 
Jud> Herman. Council .Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi. Council Member Ward 
Senator Harr> Reid 
Senator Richard Br>an 
Rep-eseniative Jim Gibbons 
Representaiive John tnsign 
Cha-les .McN'ecIy 
Merri Belaustegui-Tratlcanti 
Mark Deniulh. The Knviroiimenial Team 
J. Michael Hemmer Counsel CP SP 
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Ms. 1 lame K. Kaiser 
Chief Section of f in ironmental Analysis 
Surface 1 raii.-.porl;iti '̂.n Poard 
Washingtun. I). C. 2()4:.i-00()l 

Re: l 'nion Pacific Southern Pacific railroad merger. Section 106 Compliance 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

I ;'ni wriiing in reference to the ahove proiect to give vou m> comments on the proposed undertaking as 
provided for under Section 106 ofthe National Historic Preservation Act of 1%6. as amended, and its 
implementing r .'gulation!> ^̂6 C f R 800. 

As vou know, the proposed railroad merger will involve construction at 19 locations .n New Mexico 
v\ithin existing Scnithern I'acific right-«>f-wav from Cochise. .A/ to l.ordsburg. NM to F.I Paso. TX and 
from \.\ Paso. I.X to Dalhart. I .X. following n>> recommendation, the project area has been surveved by 
Icologv and l-nv ironment. Inc which examined 12 ofthe 19 locations in 1M% and the ren.aining seven 
locations in 1W7. A single report incorporating the results of both siirvevs was produced and a draft was 
went to mv office last summer I did not review the draft until this ( all; when I did. 1 found that the draft 
contains serious omissit>ns in the information thai must be collected during cultural resources survev 
work in New Mexico. I hoi.e problems relate specitlcalK to a lack of detailed descriptions for the eight 
archaeological sites that were recorded, and a lack of precise locational information for each (I IM 
coordina'es. PI SS • .gal descriptions, plotting on a I SCiS 7 5 minute series quad sheet). As a result of 
these ''ioblerf.:). mv abiiitv to pruvidw .ouragciicv v^itli guidance on tligihiiilv diid eiicci ior ihis 
undertaking has been tireatlv complicated. 

I spoke with Mr I eonid Shmookier of I-xolog\ and F.nvironrnent about these concerns on several 
occasions in ()ctober and Novemher and he informed me that the authors i>f the sur\e> report are no 
longer working for his firm and are not available to make corrections, (/iveii the time that this 
consultation has alreadv taken and in light ofthe need to move forward. I present below mv 
leterminations of eligibilitv. as host as I can make them with the informatii>n available, and mv 
recommendations tor how to resolve the outstanding problems that remain. 

l.colouv and l.nvironment recorded each ofthe affected rail segments as a site and additionalK recorded 
other archaeological sties as thev were encountered I have read the report and looked at the site forms 
and find that none ofthe rail segments themselves are eligible for listing on thc National Register of 
Historic Places due to their hav iiii: been substantially modified over the years. Rail segments found not 



eligible are identified bv laboratory of Anthropology (I . \) site number and geographic location as 
follows: 

Site Number Rail Segment Site Number Rail Segment 
1 14451 1 ordsbiiru to I inioris 114464 1 eoncito 
1 144-" ' Separ !o VV iliia 114465 Arabella 
114456 (iauc 114468 Palomas 
i 1445:' funis 116048 .\napra to 1 ;/ard 
114458 Deniinu 116044 Strauss 
! 1445'' ( arnc 116050 1 anark 
114460 1 ularosa 116051 .\tton 
114461 ()scura 116052 Aden 
1 1 AAtt-i Robsari 1 1605.1 I)i>na 

116054 Akela 

I.ight other sites were reci^rJcii during the surveys vshich are identified by site number and rail segment. 
Sites I .A 5171 (Separ lo \V ilna > and l . , \ 86̂ '.15 ( I ularosa) were prev lously recorded and have bi>th been 
recommended as eligible to the National Register under criteria d for their potential to yield important 
information on the history or prehistory of New Mexico; I..A 5171 encompasses the historic town of 
Separ and may also he eligible for listing to the National Register under criterion a. as well. Newly 
recorded site LA 1 14462 (Oscura) is also National Register eligible under d. Sites recommended as 
eliizible are as follows: 

Site Number Kuil Segment Site Number Kail Segment 
5171 Separ to \V ilna S6~35 f ularoasa 
I 14462 ()scura 

Sites I,A 1 14452 (l.ordsburg to L Imoris). I.A 114455 (Separ to W ilna). LA 114466 (Arabella) may he 
eligible ior listing, hovsever additional information on each wi>uld be needed to make an actual 
determination I he information value of these sites may be contained primarily in historic and archival 
records on the history ofthe railroad rather than in their physical character per se. such as artifact 
assemblages and features. .Additii>nal informat'o.i from bi>th sources, however, is needed to complete 
site recording and to an make accurate determination of eligibility. Sites recommended as potentially 
eligible are as follows: 

Site Number r--' -

Kail Segment Site Number Kail Segmenl 
1 14452 1 ordsburtz to Llnn^ris 114455 Separ to W ilna 
114466 Arabella 

Sites LA 1 14453 (l.ordsburg to I Imoris) and I.A 1 14467 (Arabella) do not meet the criteria of eligibility, 
in mv opinion, and do not warrant further consideration. Sites recommended as not eligible are as 
fiillows: 

Site Number Kail Segment Site Number Kail Segment 
1 1445.1 1 ordsburu to I Imoris 1 14467 Arabella 

I he survey report identifies three additional sites in the Anapra to Li/ard rail segment: L.A 18381. LA 
21533d. and L A 21 553e A rev iew of our records indicates that these three sites do not exist anv where 



near the project area and it is unclear ho\s or why they were identified w ithin the ROW for this rail 
segment. I hese sites will not be effected hy ihe undertaking nor will any (>lher known sites in the 
vicinity of tins rail segment 

Oflhe six eligible or potentially eligible sites only LA 5171 (the town of Separ) is noted in the survev 
report as likely to be affected by the undertaking; however since good locational information for the four 
newly recorded sites is unavailable, and since design specifications for the actual construction in the 
vicinity of all six sites is aLo not available. I cannot really comment on effect other than to say that site 
LA 5 r i (Separ) will probably be affected, and sites LA 86735 ( I ularoasa). LA 1 14462 (Oscura). LA 
114452 (l.ordsburg to LImoris). LA 114455 (Separ to W ilna). 1 A 114466 (Arabella), may be affected. 

In order to correct the lt>catit)nal problems ihat exist v îth the site rccv)rds. I reconiinend that those sites 
found to be eligible or potentially eligible, as described above, be relocated and re-iecosded by an 
archaeological contracting firm local to New Mexict). Only new site forms would need to be filled out. 
1 his w.Tv accurate information about the location ofthe sites and their nature and content can be 
collected m a manner that meets our data needs W ith this information. I can provided you with our final 
recommendation on site eligibility and can then make more meaningful recommendations about effect 
and avoidance of effect. I he actual design plans for the track construction in the vicinity of the sites 
would greatly assist us in "laking recommendations regarding effect, hut I understand that these plans 
have no! yet been drafted. 

To conclude, the consultation on this project in New Mexico has been long and cumbersome and for 
what ever part we played in this. I apologize; however. I want to resolve the few outstanding problems 
that remain so that we can conclude the Section 106 com. illation process To that end. I v ill not reject 
thc survev report prepared hy {-coitigy and l-nv iri>nnient. even though there are grounds to do so. ^ hat i 
want is the updated site information on the eligible and potentially eligible sites, along with any 
information thai can be prov ided about the actual construction ofthe new track so that I can give you 
meaningful recommendation on avoidance, or if need be. treatment of effect. 

If you have ain questions, please call me. 

Sincerely, 

-y/Y/'tx 
Dav id C iishman 
Oeputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

cc: Mr. Kichan' Siar/ak 
Mvra L. frank And Associates. Inc. 
8 i'l W est 7" Street 
Suite 800 
Los Angeles. CA WO 17 

Mr I ecMiid Shmookier 
l.cology and Lnv irimment. Inc. 
Bufalo (. orporate Center 
368 Pleasant View Drive 
Lancaster. N't' 14086 
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Otfice of the Secretary 
Surface I ransportation fioard 
finance Docket .32760 V, • 
l'>25 K Street. NW - Room 700 
Washington. DC 2007X-5646 
Attention I laine K Kaiscr 
Chief Section o f i nvironmental Analysis 

Dear Mrs Kaiser 

I ai.i writing you in concerns to thc depressing ofthe railroads in the I ruckee Meadows 
Communitv I feel as a resident ofthe communitv the importance of addressing the safetv and 
quality of life of our residents concerning the L'nion PaciHc merger 

W'e as a communitv have a right to a sccun- and safe quality of life It is imperative that 
residents be informed abi)ut possible health and safetv issues that concern this merger 

More trains equal more public nuisance I here are man> problems more trains will bring 
to our communitv Longer trains equal more locomotives and engine noise, and more 
wheel track noise, creating additional disturbances to both our residents and tourists Longer 
and taster trams could block crossings and J .-lav police, tire and medical response teams An 
increase in tram traffic will jeopardi/e our communitv s wav of life by tainting the I ruckee 
Meadows" blue skies and clear water More trains causes traffic delays which causes emissions 
to rise and effect our communitv later m potentially new and costly air quality compliance 
measures not tv) mention health hazards to citizens My foremost concern is the health issues 
that deal with the increase in more trains as well as the shipment of hazardous waste materials. 

I he increase in trains in our communitv poses a threat to our safety let alone the consequences 
of accic' -iital hazardous spills More trams is of no benefit to the I ruckee Meadows area With 
this in mind, we must all consider plans of action before thev are taken as to inform and educate 
the communitv in issues that impact our qualitv of lite 

Our communitv "s economv is large!' tourist based and the increase in trains can threaten 
our communitv "s special events like I lot August Nights and the Reno Rodeo I he I ruckee 
Meadows economy could suffer drasticalK with fewer tourists 

I ruckee Meadow residents take pride in their community and want the opportunity and 
the abilitv to make informed decisions and take action on subjects that effect or impact the 
qualitv of our lives as well as t)ur safet\ 

An environmental impact statement should be conducted and released prio' tvt any train 
wav plan being implemented to give the residents ot the I ruckee Meadows a voice in the future 
ol Our communit-. We take pride m our homes, in our communities, and m our country Ihe 
pride of t.wnership reflects that we all want to be secure that which effects our lives We need to 
be assured that our air and water qualit\ and emergencv response issues are fully studied prior to 
an n, rease m trams m our communitv (iur needs as a concerned and caring community must 
be acJic «sed |ust as the Surface I ransportation Moard has addressed their needs and concerns. 



Sincerelv, ^ , _y 

J i^ r/M'w, '^^"'-' 
l uyet Nhung I hi I ran 



I STB PD-32760 10-17-97 K ID-GOV 



BOB MI I I I R 
G o t f>rn<)r 

STATE OF "XFAAD^ JOHN P COMf Al X 
Direi tttt 

. .'̂ MENTAL 
DOCUMENT 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
C ... p i l o l C n ; J t ' \ 

Cdr»un City. Nevada 89710 
Fa» (702) 687 3983 

7021687 4065 

October 13. 

Office of the Secretary 
C ase C ontrol I nit 
Surface Transportation Board 
192s K Stree! WV. Room "00 
Washington. Dc 20423-(J001 

1 1 1 , r 

J i l l I CENTRAL ADMINI3TRAT1V 
REC'D: lO-n-^n 
DOCUMENT # ^.3\ya(m 

Ann : Llaine K Kaiser 
Chief Section of Lnv ironmental Analysis 
Environmental Kiling - Reno. NN 

Re; SAl N\ " L1998-045 Project I, P SP Merger finance Docket \ o 32'60 
Prelimir.irv Mitieation Plan Reno. NV 

Dear Ms kaifer: 

tnclosed are the comments from the Nevada DiviM.'n of F.nvi;onmental Protection concerning the 
above referenced project These comments constitute the State C learinghouse review of this proposal as 
per fxecutive Order 123"2 Please address these comrrents or concerns m yinir final dc^i^ion ir you 
ha\e any que-:. lis please ^»uuact me at. "U2i f?H"-636" 

Also, pieasc note cuir nevv mailing address. 

Nevada State C learinghouse 
Department of .-\dministratK>n 
209 East Musser Street. Rcn-vm 200 
( arson Citv. NV 89-'0! -4298 

Smcereiv. 

Julie Bu!!er. C oordinator 
Nevada state C learinghouse SPOC 

f.ncK'sarc 

s stiardat clea' comment doc 



; H (IlilH l^N tJmini.lraliir 

' »• -••..! •.• I..:l:.: 

SI VIK (IF NKVADA 
HiiH k W - . — • — 

RECE'"' 

OCT 8B97 
I 

--.tivi Vl.. 

• t „ .1.1 . 

lu, -.irTlilf . ' 

Dl I V K I M t A r 4 C ( ) \ s t k V \ l l W D W I I K M K I X d K ^ I . ^ 

DIVISION OF K W IKONMKNTAL PROTKC TION 
.t i.i U S»i l.jnc. K.Mmi 1 :> 

Carson Cil>. Nevada SVi7l)»i iis.-,l 

Ei- ONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT October 7. 1997 

CLEARINGIIOrSL CO.MMIiNTS 

NDLP # 1998-04.̂ 5 
SAI NV ff I:1998-(J45 

TITLF:: rSDOT STB - l nion P.icific Southern Pacific .Merger "Reno Mitigation Study 

i he DiMsion of IMIV ironmentai Protection lias reviewed the atoremeniioned State Clearinghouse 
Item and has the follow ing cotr."ients: 

Ihe I)i\ision m conjun.non with the I S FP.X and the State of California ha-.e been 
cooperating in the Ue^elopmen: f a spill contingency plan for the Truckee River 1 he Surface 
Transportation Board is reminded that increased rail traffic the corridor will substantiallv expand 
the potential tor spills into the Trjckee River. This river is verv important to Northern .Nevada, 
since it is the prime drinking u ;:er source for the Reno metro area In addition, lowering the 
raihoad track- will like!) eiKi -r.ter polluted groundwaier in the alteded corridor 

-y -7/ y 
'cty^y'7\' /^yyyFu/^y 

David R Ccnvperthwaite 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 
DiMsjon oi l.n\ ironmenial Pro:.-.tion 
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October 14, 1997 

DARYI, F.. DRAKE 
1111 Mirsh Avenue Reno Neviai 89S09 

(702) 3:2-1648(h) (702) 322-4044(o) 

OtTice of the Secretary ~ r * k l T 
Ca.se Control I nit n O C U W E * * * * * 
Surface Fransportation Boaid 
192.S K Street. NW. Room 700 - L ' j . ^ 
W ashington. DC 20423-001 

Attention: l:laine K. Kaiser 
Chief. Section of I-nvironmcatal .Xnalysis 
Fnvironmental 1 ding (Sl.A)-RhN(). NhVAlM 

RE: Response to September 15. 1997 Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP) 

Dear Ms. Kaiser, 

My comments are categtiri/.ed in two parts an 1 set forth mv v iews on the fundamental 
shortcomings of the Surface transportation Bt)ard"s iSIU) process to mitigate the impacts of 
the ' nion Pacific Railroad'.s merger with the Southern Pacific Railroad. .\n elaboration of 
each premise is presented below, 

A. I 'Ml' Limitations—In my opinion, the's i l i has 
imposed limitations on itself to the e.vt̂ nit that the 
fundamental concerns of our community are 
disregarded. 1 he long-term impacts to our 
communitv extend well beyond the willingness or 
the authority of the S I B to act. 

B. Capacitv and Safetv-In my .-pinion, capacity and 
salety are the tundamental issues facing the 

I ruckee Meadows and are relevant throughout the 
continental I S. If the S I B lacks the authority to 
implement capacity and safety improvemenis. the 
LS Congress must intercede. 

A. I'MP I.imitations 

In the "(iuide to the Reno Open House and Public Meeiing" made available for the 
October 9. 1997 public hearing, model questions are suggested on the page entitled. "Purpose 
of .Meeting". Mv answers follow: 

,\re I here Mitigation Options You Support .' Answer: Yes. the depressed trainway. 



Klaine K. Kaiser. Chief 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
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.\TC Fhere Mitigation Options You Suggest? Answer: Yes. the depressed trainway. 

Have the Kev Issues Been .Addressed in the PMP.' Answer: No. 

Fhe last question is the most telling of the three. It is my opinion that the Surface 
Transportation Board does not have the authority to act on. or. has used its authority to issue 
decisions that effectively disregard the fundamental issues facing our community. I'nlimited 
rail traffic through the core of Reno's central business district has the potential of devastating 
the unique ecimomic engine of our community. 

1) I he PMP cites on Page 7. Appendix .\. "An existing railroad can increase its 
level of operations without coming to us. and without limitation." In other 
words, the Southern Pacific Railroad (SP) had the authority to increa.se its rail 
operations through the I ruckee Meadows without SIB or SEA review. Ihe 
SI B is conducting this analysis only because the l nion Pacitic Railroad (I P) 
i>tt"ered to buy the SP. and the SP agieed to sell to I P. Is it possible that the 
SIB has considered the predecessor entity's "authority for unlimited traffic" as 
the principal factor to limit the Mitigation Measures to be imposed on the 
successor entity? 

2) Ihe SI B is required bv its own rules to look at the impacts anticipated within 
a five-year window only, '..eginning with the merger. September 12. 1996. I he 
primary generator of incremental rail traftic through the I ruckee Meadows may 
not be the merger oi I P SP itself but the completion of the "land bridge acrtsss 
the I nited States '. I he SIB addresses on Pages 4.x through 4-9 of' the PMP 
the implications of final build-out ofthe Port of Oakland's Joint Intermodai 
Facility (.11 1 ) which will noi be completed and in service until the year 2()0.s. 

I he S I i i states. "In light ot these factors, major expansion at the i'ort of 
Oakland plans appears to be beyond the reasonable foreseeable '̂ear 2()()() train 
projection horizon." Is the S i B justitle-j in not considering the potential traffic 
increases because the increases cannot be "reasonably projected" that far out or 
because major traffic increases from the Jl 1 are not expected within the live-
year window anv way? 

3) I he S i B's Decision 44 states on Page X. .Appendix A. "Mitigation of 
conditions resulting from pre-existing development of hotels, casinos, and other 
tourist-oriented businesses, are not within thc scope ot the studies." If the SIB 
has the authority to exclude the economic impacts to our community's unique 
economic engine, does that not imply it has the authority to include them .' I he 
impacts ol unlimited rail traftic on pedestrian and vehicular traffic in downtown 
Reno are severe and it is blatantly improper to ignore such impacts. Does this 
not border on a "taking without fair compensation'.'" Nevada Revised Statutes. 

DAKYL L. DRAKE-1111 Marsh Avenue Reno, N \ ' 89509 
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Chapter Ko.OlO authorizes railroads to exercise the right of eminent domain. 
C ould this not be construed as "inverse condemnation ".' 

4) Page 6-59 ofthe PMP a.sserts that "Railroad profitability is not germane to the 
environmental review process and is clearly beyond the Board's directives for 
this study " 1 do not disagree with this premise, however, dismissing this 
aspect of the issue should not relieve the S I B (>f the responsibility of 
measuring the damages to incidental business activity and mitigating such 
damages fairly , even if the damages exceed the net benefit to I P. II the 
damages are no' readily apparent, as in this case, should there not be a 
reservation h>r future liability .' If there are mutual beneficiaries to the 
mitigation, such as capacity improvements, should thev not. by all rights, be 
compelled to participate in the improvements as well (see B below)? 

5) The Independent I hird-Party C ontractor, described on Page 2-9 of the PMP. 
assisted the SI:A with the Reno Mitigation Study .Although retained by 
I P SP. Si:.\ selected the contractor." While specific guidelines are set forth to 
ensure that no conflict of interest exists, "...information relating tu 
compen.sation was not provided, becau.se SI:.A is not invdived in matters of 
coiiipensation for third-partv contractors." While I have no reason to believe 
the re.nilts oflhe study were bia.sed. I believe it is important for all parties to 
have access to the agreement between LP SP and the contractor as well as 
records of payments to the contractor. I submit to the SIB that a more 
appropriate relationship with the I hird-Party (\)ntractor is through a contract 
between the S I .B and the contractor directly. Would this not eliminate even 
the appearance of' a conflict of interest tor the contractor in producing an 
objective, comprehensive report? 

•As you can see. my comments relate more to the deficiencies ot the process itself 
rather than the sufflciencv ofthe analysis or data that were included in the report. Again, it is 
my opinion that the process is tundameniailv flawed. 

li. C apacitv and Safetv 

In reviewing the Mitigation Measures, one could conclude that the SI B has completed 
Its task satistactorily. it measured by its own rules, decisions, and guidelines. Nonetheless, 
the continuing concerns of this community remain unmitigated. We heard testimony from a 
I P representative at the October 9. 1997 nearing and from many other I P supporters that 
"the railroad was here first." I hat I cannot denv. '̂  es. the railroad propelled our community 
into the 20th century and it remains a v ital link between the Fast and W est coasts. I he rail is 
critical as well to the success of the I ruckee Meadows' economic diversification elforts today. 
It is. perhaps, as important to the community as is the Reno 1 ahoe International .Airport. 

I^XkYI 1 D R A K i - n i l Marsh Avenue Reno.NV 89309 
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Both the railroad and the airport have corresponding regulatory agencies, the FR A and 
the FA.A. Not surprisingly, the F.A.A was created to promote air commerce as well as aviatit)n 
safetv. In the 19th centc" the federal government promoted the rail industry through 
incentivws of land grants. . ne I RA promotes raii safety through regulation. I he airports and 
the railioads have similar challenges-capacUy and public safety. Only the F.\.\ facilitates 
capacity improvements through its I S .Airports and Airways I rust Fund by matching local 
funds on a 90-10 basis to improve airport and airwav capacitv and aviation safety . It is 
funded through airline ticket and aviation fuel taxes and disburses billions of dollars annually. 
Isn't this what .stares Wichita and Reno directly in the face: a compelling i.ssue cd" capacity 
and safety that extends well beyond the SF.A's five-year window? It s not a Lnion Pacific-
created problem o/ a 1 ruckee Meadows-created problem. Fhe problem has been nurtured bv 
our collective prosperity over the last 130 years and we must now plan for the next 130 years. 
Impacts to communities along every active railway will increase as railroads and communities 
prosper. Because of our free enterprise system, economic opportunity should expand lor all 
transportation sy.stems (rail, highways, waterways, and airways) and population centers across 
the country. If. however, stakeholders are unable to agree to an equitable sharing of ct>sts. 
then the I S Congress mu.st become involved. A Railways 1 ru.st Fund mu.st be established to 
fund the upgrading of railwav facilities to increase capacity and public safety. I suggest this 
be funded vvith rail fuel or freight taxes and be adniiniste; jd in a manner similar to die 
Federal Hiiihwav Administration or 'he Federal .Aviation .AdministraticMi. 

In conclusion, it is my opinion that the TP SP merger Mitigation Measures set forth in 
the PMP have been limited because of the S I B's unwillingness or lack of authority to act. I 
believe the fundamental concerns ot the I ruckee Meadows will remain unnnligated. Our 
communitv has no alternative but to press the issue through litigation or to invite the Congress 
ofthe I'nited States to inteicede 

Sincerelv, 

Darvl Drake 

cc: Sen. Richard Bryan 
Sen. Harry Reid 
Rep Jim (iibbons 
(iov. Robert Miiler 
Joanne Bond. Chair. \\ a.shoe County Commission 
Jeff (iriflln. Mayor. City of Reno 
Rodney Slater. Secretary (d' t ran.sportation 
Jolene M. Molitoris. Administrator. Federal Railroad Administration 

DARYI. L. D K A K i : - l l l l Marsh Avenue Reno, NV 89309 
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Department of 
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Development 
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ohn » I lester. AlCP 
Director 

Jess S Traver. P i : 
Count> Building 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT Octol«rl6IW 

Oftice of the Secretary 
Case Control L'nit 
Finance [Rocket No. 32760 
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: iQ-iu)-^^ -» Rv/F^y 
DOCUMENT # IQnTt^TLAl^^Offr) 

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

The Washoe County Board of County Commissioner̂  (BCC) held a public hearing on Tuesday, 
October 14, 1997 to review, and provide fortral comments on, the Reno Mitigation Study 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan (P.MP) for the Union Pacific (UP) and Southern Pacific (SP) merger. 
A copy ofthe staff 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 oflhe formal 
comments from Washoe County on the PMP. The tape recording should be made part of the 
public record for this case. This letter will highlight the BCC action taken during the public 
hearing. 

The Washoe County Commission unanimously voted (4 voting for with I absence) to adopt the 
following motion concerning fonnal comments on the Reno Mitigation Study PMP for the 
UP/SP merger: 

1. Based on information provided to the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners 
during 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 City of Reno comments on the PMP. The City of Reno comments are recorded 
within the Citv of Reno Preliminary' Mitigiation 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 during their public hearing on October 
14. 1997. 

2. The Board of County Commissioners further supports County staff comments on specific 
items w ithin the PMP which are inadequate. These staff comments were noted ir. 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 requiring the Union 
Pacific Railroad to repair any noted deficiencies within a specified time period. 

COM.MUNITY 
DKVFXOPMHN'r 
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b. Fhe PMP should include a specific mitigation measure to inform residences and 
businesses on the south side ofthe railroad tracks serviced by Woodland Avenue ofthe 
emergency access route available should the railroad crossing be blocked. 

c. I he PMP should provide specific mitigation measuies to provide for emergency access 
to the residential communities serviced by the following roads: Stag Lane. Del Curto 
Lane, and Canal Road. The PMP does noi evaluate emergency access for either Stag 
Lane or Canal Road Although the PMP dees evaluate emergency access for Del Curto 
Lane, the plan does not provide costs nor altematives to provide emergency access to 
that area. Additionally, the conclusion of the PMP to not mandate thc 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 communiiy of Gerlach, Nevada 
which lies along the Feather River route. Of particular concern is the potential for 
hazardous material spills and subsequent slow response times to an emergency due to the 
remoteness of Gerlach. The PMP ihould fully evaluate environmental impacts in the 
Gerlach area. 

e. HAZMAT mitigation meas ires specific to the Truckee Meadows (Reno. Sparks, and 
south Washoe County) 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 
HAZMAT spills in the Truckee Meadows. Mitigation measures should be specific to the 
Truckee Meadows area and should contain identified time periods for the Union Pacific 
Railroad to complete the measures. Additionally, the PMP should evalua 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 appropriate mitigation measures for Verdi 
should be part ofthe PMP. 

3. There are serious and real economic damages resulting from increased train traffic through 
Reno and Washoe County that need to be mitigated, whether through the Reno Mitigation 
Study process or outside ofthe process, but in some definitive manner. 

4. The Preliminary Mitigation Plan inadequately addresses public safety, specifically with 
regard to response for maintenance and preventive n.aintenance. 

5. The time frame for allowing increased train traffic through the Reno and Washoe County 
area is too short und will occur too soon. This short time frame is a disincentive to any 
reasonable negotiations to resolve the serious problems noted in this public hearing. The 
time period before allowing increased train traffic should be extended. 

6. An additional reason to not proceed with increased train traffic through Reno and Washoe 
County, 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 from the 
Nevada State line toward Reno) highlights rotting railroad ties and totally unsafe conditions 
next to our water supply. The Southem Pacific Railroad knew that it was financially in 
trouble, so they were not mak'iig adequate repairs nor were they improving their system 
because they were short of cash tlow. Tlie Board of County Commissioners is opposed to 
expanding the train traffic levels on a system that is already inadequate for its current train 
traffic loads. 
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7. The Board of County Commissioners emphasizes the importance of an Environmental 
Impact Statement under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) being 
completed for the Reno. Sparks, and Washoe Ccunty area as part of the merger. 

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

a. The railroad currently represents between 4 and 5 percent ofthe total inventory of oxides 
of nitrogen in Washoe County. If the Union Pacific Railroad increases the number of 
trains in ttie Truckee Meadows (Reno. Sparks and south Washoe %rour.ty), there will be a 
concentration of the impacts of emissions from locomotives in thc area where the 
majority of our citizens live. 

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

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

9. The Board of County Commissioners feels that the exclusion of pre-existing conditions from 
the Reno Mitigation Study is inadequate and does not recognize current conditions vvithin 
Reno and Washoe County. The Board believes that several of thc conditions proposed to be 
imposed as Tier I measures (e.g., improvements on tracks and in yards to accommodate 
increased train speeds, installation of four quadrant gates, installation 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 Courty Board of County Commissioners on the Reno Mitigation 
St'idy Preliminary Mitigation Plan for thf UP/SP Meiger. These comments will also be 
forwarded to oiher interested agencies and local governments, such as the City of Reno. 

If you have any questions on these formal commenis from the Washoe County Board of County 
Commissioners, please do not hesitate to call me at (•/02) 328-3623. 

Sincerely, 

\% (AMV 
Bob Webb 
Community Coordinator 

CRW:bw 

cc: City of Reno 
City of Sparks 
Washoe County Board of County Commissioners 
John Maclntyre, County Manager 
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October:, 1997 

TO: Washoe County Commission 

FROM: Bob Webb. Community '"oordinator 

SUBJECT: Background Report and Possible Action on the Preliminary Mitigation Plan. 
LP'SP Merger - Reno Mitigation Study 

This memorandum provides background information on 'he Preliminary Mitigation Plan <PMP) 
prepared by the Surface Transportation Board. Sec.ion of Environmental Analysis (SEA) on the 
Reno Mitigation Study for the Union Pacific Southern Pacific Railroads (UP SP) merger. The 
memorandum also summarizes con?spondence from Washoe County concerning the UP SP 
merger and the subseq̂ ient Reno Mitigation Study. 

Recommendation 

Staff recomm.ends the Washoe County Commisi.on review ihe background information and 
recommendations from the Section of Envircnmerital Analysis contained in the Prelim.nary 
Mitigation Plan. Staff asks the County Commissioners 'o provide formal comments on the PMP 
as part ot the public review process for that document. Staff will transmit County Commission 
comments in writing to the Section of Environmental Ana'ysis. All public comments on the 
PMP must be postmarked by October 16, 1997 to meet public review requirements imposed by 
the SEA. 

I,.hn B Hcler AlCP 
Direclor 

VV Dear Owjench. VICT 
Planning Manager 

Jess S rraver. P E 
Counts Building 

Otficial 

Background 

The Surface Transportation Board (STB)approved the merger of the Un-on Pacific and Southem 
Pacific railroads on August !2. 1996. The Board's decision was recorded in Decision No. 44. 
svhicli co.Uiined several conditions specific to the Reno area. A copy of that aecision is anached 
to (his memorandum as enclosure 1. Condition No 22 ofthe STB's decision imposed a number 
of measures specific to Reno, to include the requirement foi SEA to conduct an additional 18 
month mitigation smdy in Reno (condition 22ĉ  The purpose of this study, as outlined in the 
PMP. was: 

" to develop additional mitigation measures, irt addition to those system-wide 
and corridor-specific environmental mitigation measures already imposed in 
Decision No. 44, that are specifically tailored to address the unique 
circumstances of Reno. W ashoe Ccunty, and the sunrounding area en<:ompassing 
the former SP rail line. ...the study should focus only on merger-rflated train 
traffic and that mitigation of conditions resulting from the preexisting 
development of hotels, casinos, and other tour.st-oriented businesses on both 
sides ofthe existing SP rail line in Reno...are not within the scope ofthe study." 

Mitiaation measures in the PMP are divided into two distinct levels, or tier- , as established by 
Decision No. 71 issued bv the STB on April 15, 1997. Tier I are those "measures that will be 
mandated mitigation for LP to implement and fund emirely". Tier 2 are those measures that are 

COMMUNITY 
OfcVELOPMhNr 
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more far-reaching and for which implementation and funding would require voluntary 
participation of UP and other interested parties and can therefore not be mandated by the Board " 
.A copv of Decision 71 is anached 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 SE.A in its final 
rtcoinmendations to the STB. The STB will then aecide what additional mitigation measures I if 
any ) to .mpose on UP as part of the UP/SP merger 

Tier I .Measures 

SE A's preliminary Tier 1 recommendations for mitigation measures to the STB are shoAn in 
enclosure 4. 

Tier 2 .Measures 

Possible Tier 2 mitigation measures are shown in enclosure 5. 

Reno .Study .'Mitigation Task Force 

A Reno Study Mitigation Task Force was established by SEA on January 15. 1997. A roster of 
task force members is included at enclosure 3. I represented Washoe County at the majority of 
the task force meetings. 1 prepared a memorandum to the task force members in early January 
1997 outlining the impacts to Washoe County of the merger. These impacts mirror the concems 
expressed bv the County Commission during a public heartng to discuss the merger held on 
March 26. 1996. A copy of that memorandum is attached as enclosure 6; however, a brief 
outline of those impacts is: 

Public Safe.y: 
A emergency access for isolated communities (Woodland Avenue. Stag Lane, Del 

Curto Lane, and Canal Road) 
• existing, substandard railroad crossings 
• long trains blocking multiple crossings 
• speed of trains in outlying areas 
Economic: 
A delay to tourists at railroad crossings 
• potential negative publicity to tourist based economy in the event of a major traffic 

accident or HAZMAT spill 
Environmental: 
A 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 switch yard railroad traffic 

.Miscellaneous: 
A noise from train whistles 
• noise from passing trains 
• future ofthe Reno Branch line and Reno irtennodal facility at Pan- Boulevard 
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I \v.a3 unable to attend the last meeting ofthe mitigation task fcrce on July 9. 199" and so sent a 
lener to SE.A outlining what 1 believed to be appropriate mitigation measures to consider for the 
PMP A copv of that letter is at enclosure '': however, an outline ofthe proposed mitigation 
measures (sorted according to SEA categories) is: 

Pedestrian Safe Emerge ney Vehicle .•iccess'Train-Vehicle .Accidents: 
a evaluate and repair, as appropnate. railroad crossings in Washoe County 
• inform residents and business owners of the emergency access road providing 

secondary access to the W oodland Avenue area 
• prov ide emergency access to the Stag Lane. Del Curto Lane, and Canal Road areas 
• provide a system which alerts emergency responder dispatch centers as to wiien 

trains are on the tracks 

Deradments/Spills. Water Quality : 
A develop a plan to respond to HAZMAT spills/accidents in or near Gerlach 
• develop a plan to address the impact of spills and leaks of HAZM.AT along railroad 

tracks and in railroad yards (e.g.. catch basins) 
• develop a plan to address train derailments and/or HAZMAT spills in the proximity 

ofthe Truckee River (includes control of train speeds and location of appropriate 
spilt containment equipment in the Truckee .Meadows) 

Evaluation of PMP and Proposed .Mitigation .Measures 

The Tier I and Tier 2 measures should be the primary 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 
comments for possible inclusion in the PM?*. 

I have reviewed the main parts ofthe PMP and offer the following observations on the proposed 
mitigation measures as outlined m my letter to SEA dated July 8. 1997: 

1. Evaluate and repair, as appropriate, railroad crossings in Washoe County. 

SEA noted my comment. Condition AI f'-om Decision 44 discusses system wide 
measures for track inspection and Condition A3 requires the posting of an 800 number 
on cei lain railroad crossings. However, no time line is given for track inspection and I 
could not find any reference to evaluating existing railroad crossings, either system wide 
or specifically in Washoe County. 

2. Infonn residents and business owners of the emergency access road providing secondary 
access to the Woodland Avenue area 

3. Provide emergency access to the Stag Lane. Del Curto Lane, and Canal Road areas. 

Tier 1 mitigation measure number 4 would require UP to discontinue the use of 
"helper " locomotives in the Woodland Avenue area (note: UP officials have publicly 
stated that thev stopped such practices in January of 1997). This measure should help 
alleviate railroad caused delays at the Woodland Avenue crossing. The PMP also 
mentions that a road south of the railroad tracks connecting Woodland Avenue to 
Mayben-v Drive has been recently widened, paved, and a gate which restricted access 
has been'removed. This road provides emergency access to the Woodland Avenue area 
if Woodland Avenue is blocked by a train. The PMP does not address public 
infonnation measures to notify residences and businesses of this emergency access road. 
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The PMP discusses Dei curto Drive and states that, "given the low vehicular 
traffic levels using Del Curto Drive, that no mitigation is warranted, particularly with the 
possible adverse irr.pacts 'o parklands and the Truckee River Therefore. SEA 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 Stag Lane or the Canal Road areas. 

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

Tier 1 mitigation measure number 3 proposes the installation of cameras and 
video 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 HAZMAT along railroad 
tracks and m railroad yards (e.g.. catch basins). 

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

The system wide mitigation measure^ nui^bered A l . A2. A5. A'', and AI2 in 
Decision No 44 address safety and potential FLAZMAT spills. According to the PMP. 
SEA believes that these system wide mitigation measures "provide a high level of 
protection from hazardous materials events in the Reno and surrounding area". 
However, in o'-der to augment these system wide measures. Tier I mitigation measures 
13 and 14 would require SP tc install an additional high. wide, shifted load detector and 
a hot box detector at milepost 40 (about three miles west of Reno). These additional 
measures would provide "optimum detection capability'" in the Reno area. 

The PMP does not indicate whether any of the system wide measures have been 
implemented in the Truckee 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 HAZMAT occurrences in the vicinity 
of Gerlach. 

I also evaluated the PMP with regard to comments I made to the Reno Mitigation Task Force 
(also included SEA representatives) in my memorandum dated January 21. 1997. i offer the 
following from portions of that memorandum: 

a. Economic concems (i.e., delay to tourists at railroad crossings and potential negative 
publicitv to tourist based economy in the event of a major traffic accident or HAZMAT 
spill). 

According to rhe PMP, the STB directed a review of potential environmental 
impacts of merger-related increased train traffic levels. Therefore, SEA detennined that 
additional economic analysis was not required as part ofthe PMP. 

b. Air quality impacts. 

I provided a copy of the PMP to 3rian Jennison. Director for the Air Quality 
Management Division with the District Health Department. I asked Mr. Jennison to 
provide his comments directly to SEA in accordance with their deadlines As of the 
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submittal of this staff report. I do not have a copy of comments he may have written. If I 
receive a copy of his comments. I will provide them to the County Commission prior to 
their public hearing on October 14. 1997. 

c. Noise impacts in the Verdi area. 
The PMP did extensive evaluation of noise related impacts (both fron train 

whistles and passing trains) in the Reno area. The STB was concerned about noise levels 
durina its review ofthe UP'SP merger; however, the Board noted that any attempt to 
significantly 'reduce noise levels at grade crossings would jeopardize safety, which we 
consider to be of paramount importance" Therefore, possible mitigation mea.̂ ures 
outlined in the PMP are included in possible Tier 2 mitigation measures. 

I should note that no noise analysis was conducted in the Verdi area, tho jgh 
even if such analysis was done it is likely that the PMP recommendations would remain 
the same. 

I will attend the caucus on October 13. 1997 to answer any questions you may have, to the be it 
of my ability, on this staff report or the PMP. Please do not hesitate to call me at 328-3623 fcr 
questions or clarification on the staff report in the interim. 

Communitv Coordinator 

CRWbw 

Enclosures 

cc: Charles McNeely. Reno City Manager 
John Maclntyre. County Manager 
Mem Beiaustegui-Traficanti. Deputy City Attorney, City of Reno. Mitigation Task 

Force contact for the City of Reno 
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UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC PAILROAD COMPANY, AND 
MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY—CONTROL AND MERGER—SOUTHERN 

PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC TRANSPORTATION 
COMPANY, ST. LOUIS SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY, SPCSL CORP., AND 

THE DENVER AND RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY 

Decision No. 44 

Decided: August 6, 1996 

ENVIB01IM21ITAL COMSZDBRATZOHS. 
extensive EnTiroimental Review Process. Under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related environmental laws, 
the environmental effects of the merger and the ancillary 
abandonment and construction projects that were proposed by 
applicants must be considered, and we have thoroughly done so. 
Our environmental staff, the Section of Environmental Analysis 
(SEA), conducted various public outreach activities to Inform the 
public about the proposed merger and to encourage and facilitate 
pubiic participation in the environmental review process." 

As part of i t s environmental review, SEA prepared detailed 
analyses not only of the systeawide effects of the proposed 
merger, but also of particular merger-related activities that 
would affect individual r a i l line segments, r a i l yards, and 
intermodai f a c i l i t i e s to a degree that would meet or exceed our 
thresholds' for environmental analysis. SM± 49 CFR 

^ SEA sent approximately 400 consultation letters to 
various agencies seeJcing their comments. In addition, SEA 
consulted wi*-h federal, state, and local agencies, affected 
communities UP and SP, and UP/SP's environmental consultants to 
gather and disseminate information about the proposal, identity 
potential environmental impacts, and develop appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

2 These thresholds ensure that those r a i l line segments and 
fa c i l i t i e s that would experience a substantial increase in 
traf f i c as a result of the transaction are thoroughly analyzed 
for potential a i r quality, noise, transportation, and safety 
impacts. 



1105.7(e)(5)(1) and ( i i ) . ^ SEA conducted a thorough independent 
analysis, which included verifying projected r a i l operations; 
verifying and estimating noise level impacts; estimating 
increases in air emissions; assessing potential impacts on 
safety; and performing land use, habitat, surface water and 
wetlands surveys, ground water analyses, and historic and 
cultural resource surveys. 

Based on the information provided by the parties and other 
agencies, SEA issued a comprehensive Environmental Assessment 
(EA) on April 12, 1996. SEA received approximately 160 comments 
following issuance of the EA. To address those comments and the 
other environmental comments received throughout the 
environmental review process (approximately 400 in total), SEA 
undertook additional environmental analysis, which culminated in 
the issuance of a detailed Post Environmental Assessment 
(Post EA) on June 24, 1996, refining some of the discussion and 
mitigation recommended in the EA. 

As a result of i t s investigation, SEA concluded that the 
merger would result in several environmental benefits, including 
a systemwide net reduction of 3^ million gallons of diesel fuel 
consumption (based on 1994 figures) from r a i l operations and 
truck-to-rail operations, systemwide improvements to a i r quality 
from reduced fuel use, and a reduction in long-haul truck miles, 
highway congestion and maintenance, and motor vehicle accidents. 

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

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

^ SEA emd 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 p.an. Preliminary Draft 
Environmental Assessment and other pleadings, a l l of the 
settlement agreements entered into dxxring the environmental 
review process, and technical studies. 
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adequately mitigate the potential environmental impacts 
identified during the course of the environmental review, and we 
v i l l impose those conditions here (see Appendix G).* We also 
adopt SEA'S envirorunental analysis and the conclusions reached m 
the HA and the Post EA. 

No Need for Environmental Impact Statement. We have 
considered the arguments of some parties that an envirorunental 
iapact statement (EIS) is required heie, but do not believe that 
one is needed. An EIS is required only for "major federal 
actions significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment." 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C).* Under our environmental 
rules, 49 CFR 1105.6(b)(4), an EA i s normally sufficient 
envirorunental documentation in r a i l merger cases to allow us to 
take the requisite "hard look" at the proposed action.* 
Moreover, interested parties received essentially the same 
benefits they would have received with an EIS. As the EA and 
Post EA show, SEA conducted a thorough and comprehensive 
environmental review. There was extensive notice and opportunity 
for input from the public and appropriate agencies throughout the 
process. In addition to the EA, SEA issued a detailed Post EA 
which contains SEA's individual responses to the comments on the 

* We note that the mitigation recommended i n the Post EA 
for two proposed abandonments in Colorado (Sage to I>eadville and 
Malta to Canon City) has been modified to r e f l e c t our decision to 
permit only discontinuance of r a i l service, and not abandonment, 
at t h i s time. Other c l a r i f y i n g changes have been made as well. 

' The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of such actions i s a matter for the 
agency to determine, as long as the determination i s not 
arbitrary or capricious. Sfifi cooa v. ICC. 911 F.2d 1283, x292 

(8tJi Cir. 1990), citing Harih v. Qftgon yflt\tral Rtggyrces 
council. 490 U.S. 360, 377 (1989). 

* While this merger involves somewhat more trackage than 
other merger proposals that have come before our predecessor 
agency, the ICC, that does not mean that the qualitative 
environmental effects of this merger are greater (or different) 
than those of the other railroad mergers that haye been 
considered. Similarly, the extensive trackage rights that we ara 
granting in this decision to preserve competition generally w i l l 
not create additional t r a f f i c (or potentially »i?nxficant 
environmental impacts). Traffic that can be efficiently handled 
by train would be handled by train whether or not the trackage 
rights 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 environmental mitigation we are imposing here 
is far reaching and comprehensive.' As appropriate, i t 
addresses impacts on a variety of levels: systemwide, r a i l 
corridor-specific, and local. There i s mitigation for particular 
r a i l line segments, r a i l yards, intermodai f a c i l i t i e s , and r a i l 
abandonments and constructions. In short, no EIS i s required 
because our environmental mitigation conditions specifically 
address the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
merger and ensure there w i l l be no significant environmental 
effects.' 

Reno and Wichita. As discussed in the Post EA, in 
developing mitigation for two ci t i e s , Reno, NV, and Wichita, KS, 
SEA concluded that further, more focused mitigation studies are 
warranted, notwithstanding the extensive analysis (including site 
v i s i t s and meetings with city officials, emergency response 
representatives and business interests) that already has been 
done to identify environmental concems and arrive at appropriate 
mitigation for these two commvmities. Nothing in the record 
here, however, suggests that the potential environmental effects 
of the merger in Reno or Wichita are so severe that 
impl^nentation 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 malfvmction, and a requirement that UP/SP 
provide emergency response personnel with information regarding 
anticipated train movements and work vith communities to develop 
plans to deal vith the transportation of hazardous materials, 
emergencies, and the upgrading of grade crossing signals. In 
addition, UP/SP wil l be required to equip certain trains carrying 
hazardous materials vith tvo-way end-of-train devices to enhance 
braking capabilities on particular line segments. In response to 
concems involving a i r pollution, UP/SP will have to reduce 
idling of locomotives, close box car doors on empty cars, and use 
more efficient locomotives when the equipment becomes available. 

• SIM, Sierra Club v. DOT. 753 r.2d 120, 127 (D.C. 
Cir. 1985); cabinet Mountains Wildemess v. Peterson. 685 F.2d 
678, 682 (D.C. Cir. 1982). 

- 4 -
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completion of the studies.' To the contrary, in both Reno and 
Wichita the environmental impacts are limited to the effects of 
an increase in traff 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 enviroruaental s.'atus quo will 
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 environmental effects. Based on it-s 
analysis, SEA concluded that, with the systemwide and corridor-
specific mitigation already imposed and the conditions to be 
arrived at following the independent mitigation studies, there 
will be no significant environmental impacts to Reno and Wichita, 
and we agree. 

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 these two communities 
are effectively addressed. For example, with respect to 
vehicular and pedestrian sal'ety, SEA has determined that 
separated grade crossings and pedestrian overpasses and/or 
underpasses will be needed to address safety concems on the 
existing r a i l lines in Reno and Wichita. Accordingly, the 
studies will identify the appropriate number and precise location 

" We note that the Supreme Court has rejected arguments 
that NEPA Gttmands the formulation and adoption of a plan that 
will fully mitigate environmental harm before an agency can act. 
Robertson v. Methov Vallev Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 3i2, 352-53 
(1989). Rather, the deferral of a decision on specific 
mitigation steps until more detailed information is available is 
embraced in the procedures promulgated under NEPA. £Ul2ilC 
u t i l i t i e s Cotna'n of C a l i f o r n i a v. FERC. 900 F.2d 269, 282-3 (D.C. 
Cir. 1990). NEPA "does not require agencies to adopt any 
particular internal decisionmaking structure." Baltinore gag 4 
Electric Co. v. NRDC. 462 U.S. 87, 100 (1983). I t is well 
settled that NEPA does not repeal other statutes by implication 
and that i f the agency meets MEPA's basic requirements, i t may 
fashion i t s own procediiral rules to discharge i t s multitudinous 
duties. Vermont Yankee v. N-RDC. 435 U.S. 519 (1978); Ilniifid 
States V. SCRAP. 412 U.S. 669, 694 (1973). 

" The courts have recognized that there i s no violation of 
NEPA where proposed actions v i l l not effect a change in the 
status quo. Sjft sierra Club v. FERC. 754 r.2d 1506, 1509-10 (9th 
Cir. 1985). 

- 5 -
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of highway/rail grade separations and rail/pedestrian arade 
separations m Reno and Wichita. With resoect to air m^f?^. 

^ ? ° " frequent exposure to hom noise rather than 
? I °' additional types of nSIse SSuid 
be introduced. To address noise impacts, we are requi"Ja S P / I P 
to consult with affected counties to dev4lop focuHd^iolse 
J h f J ^ ; ! ^ P^J"*' the Post EA notes, however, sHeJy dLtates 

TĴ'ot̂intr''̂^ - ci;sis:rt%%\̂ r̂;a?iss;iŝ » 
The studies will be conducted by SEA with the a«ais<-»T,o« 

SS/sS''*i;;''*?^^'f'* contractors^ S t h o J ^ h ^ r t H J i f Sy*=' °' 
undfnVn^ " J ^ ^ ^ * contractor. The contractor will work 
under the sole supervision, direction, and control of SEA. 

litigation studies will include consultations with the 

UP/sS ^ S l r r i i i ? 2 other appropriate agencies, as well as 
UP/SP. There w i l l be public notice and participation. The 
S??}^^.''^^^*'* consulted regarding the rknge of add?Sional 
?heixis??na°r^??^?"*='^^^^^ i^oleased r a i l t r a f f i c on 
5!̂ ® !''if!^"'5r,rail lines m Reno and Wichita. SEA will prepare 
draft mitigation studies and maJce them 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 
im^^d ^° mitigation that has already been 

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

Because trains are mobile, rather than stationary 
quality impacts associated vith locomotive emissions 

t^SiJfS,!!? ? '^^•'^•'ore, the impacts at any 
individual location are typically relatively minor. 

12 
indicates that FRA has been directed by the Svift 

crosJiSgs* ^ - l ^ i r e that hom. be sounded at i l l grade 

- 6 -
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the public and wi l l be submitted to us for our review and 
approval. We will then issue a decision imposing specific 
mitigation measures. This entire process will be completed 
within IB months of consummation of the merger. 

In t.̂ e meantime, as explained in the Post EA, during the 
18-month study period UP/SP wil l be permitted to add only an 
average of two additional freight trains per day to the affected 
r a i l line segments (Chickasha, OK, to Wichita and Roseville, CA, 
to Sparks, NV),̂ ^ which is below the threshold level for 
environmental analysis.^* UP/SP will be prohibited from 
increasing traf f i c to the levels they projected under the merger 
(11.3 daily trains for Reno and 7.4 trains for Wichita) without 
our approval.^* Thus, there wi l l be no significant adverse 
environmental impacts to these communities while SEA, the Board, 
and the parties work to arrive at additional tailored mitigation 
for those c i t i e s . 

I t should be noted that the studies w i l l focus only on the 
mitigation of the environmental effacts of additional r a i l 
t r a f f i c through Reno and Wichita resulting from the merger. 

For nonattainment areas such as Reno, our rules permit 
railroads to operate up to three additional trains per day. The 
threshold for attainment areas such as Wichita i s normally an 
increase of eight trains or more a day. Here, we are taking a 
more conservative approach and v i l l permit for Wichita only an 
average increase of two trains per day. In short, these limited 
increases for Reno and Wichita are at or below the threshold 
levels, and the environmental status quo v i l l essentially be 
maintained. This addition of an average of two trains a day 
includes BNSF trains but does not include Amtrak trains, which 
are unrelated to the merger. 

" We note that an existing railroad can increase i t s level 
of operations without coming to us, and without limitation. 
Thus, i f UP and SP had not proposed this merger, SP on i t s own 
could have increased the number of trains on i t s line in Reno to 
any level i t considered appropriate. Allowing an increase of up 
to two trains per day during the interim period takes into 
account that the number of trains going through Reno and Wichita 
might have been increased even without the merger. 

" UP/SP wi l l be required to f i l s verified copies of 
station passing reports of train movements for Reno and Wichita 
on a monthly basis vith SEA for the duration of the study period. 
We w i l l review them to ensure compliance. 

- 7 -
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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 r a i l line in o,no or 
the preexisting switching operations thit are a priSJr^ sou??; of 
the congestion associated with the existing UP line in Wichi?! 
are not within the scope of the studies. limilaJly ?he ' 
construction of a new r a i l line now under considaration by Reno 
IS too preliminary to be assessed now.̂ ' 

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

In sum, pending determination of the exact mitigation 
measures to be required for Reno and Wichita, UP/SP will be 
subject to a tr»:ffic cap on the affected r a i l lines to ensure 
that no adverse effects to the environment w i l l occur and 
existing environmental conditions w i l l essentially remain 
unchanged. Because we already know the nature and general 
parameters of the appropriate mitigation measures for Reno and 
Wichita, based on our analysis of the environmental impacts and 
imposition of systemwide and regional mitigation, we find that, 
with the more specific mitigation that wi l l be developed, the 
merger wi l l not significantly affect the quality of the 
environment in those tvo locations. 

Coonents of EPA. On July 12, 1996, we received comments 
from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on 
various aspects of the EA and the Post EA." EPA notes that, in 

. Plans for such a line are only in the development stage. 
SEA indicates that such a project could taJce 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 environmental document at that point. See Kleppe v. 

781 F.2d 1176, 1193-96 (6th Cir. 1986). 

17 
SEA agreed to EPA's request for an extension of time to 

comment on the Post EA. We velcome EPA's input after reviewing 
(continued...) 

- 8 -



Finance Docket No. 32760 

analyzing air quality, the EA failed specifically to identify 
"maintenance" areas,*' which i t believes may have caused air 
quality concerns to be overlooked.'' But maintenance areas were 
not ignored in SEA's analysis. For those areas that were not 
classified as nonattainment, SEA applied the EPA conformity 
emission threshold levels applicable to maintenance areas. This 
means that SEA analyzed both attainment and maintenance areas 
under the more rigorous standard.** applicable to maintenance 
areas, and that, i f anything, the anticipated effects of tne 
proposed merger on air quality ara conservative. We believe that 
air quality has been thoroughly analyzed, and that the mitigation 
we are imposing here, along with the more specific measures which 
wil l be arrived at in the further mitigation studies for Reno and 
Wichita," adequately mitigates ?.ny potential adverse air 
impacts. 

'^(.. .continued) 
our environmental analysis, since, as EPA notes, i t generally 
does not comment on EAs. 

" There are three classifications for air quality: 
attainment areas, in which levels of certain pollutants are 
considered equal to or better than federal and state ambient air 
guality standards; nonattainment areas, in which levels of one or 
more pollutants do not meet federal and state ambient air quality 
standards; and maintenance areas, which were at one time 
nonattainment areas but have subsequently improved their air 
quality and are now in attainment for the relevant pollutant(s). 

" We note that EPA does not disagree vith SEA's 
determination that the proposed merger is not subject to EPA's 
regulations entitled -Determining Conformity of General Federal 
Actions to State or Federal Impleme«itation Plans" (General 
conformity). The General Conformity criteria do not apply 
directly to railroad operations, except for future locomotive 
emission standards. SEA properly concluded that the proposed 
merger does not meet the definitions in the General Conformity 
regulations at 40 CFR 51.852 because, as a regulatory agency, the 
Board does not maintain program control over railroad emissions 
as part of i t s continuing responsibilities. 

" SEA v i l l take into account EPA's concems and consult 
v i t h them i n conducting i t s mitigation studies for Reno and 
Wichita. 
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EPA further states that the EA used the terms NÔ  and NO 
incorrectly. We recognize that NO, i s not a criteria pollutant 
under EPA and state ambient a i r quality standards. In assessing 
air quality emissions, SEA looked at emission factors applicable 
to NO,, instead of NOj, because NO, emission factors are readily 
available tihrough 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 
NOj. This conservative approach, which is widely accepted, 
ensured that the criteria 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 difficulty understanding SEA's 
estimates of the projected net increase and decrease in air 
emissions with the mitigation measures we are innosing. 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 clarify the net 
emissions reflecting mitigation. 

EPA notes that some of the proposed r a i l line abandonments 
in Colorado nin through or near EPA-designated Superfund sites. 
EPA i s troubled that soil in and around the railroad lines could 
require remediation, that 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 substances. These concems are premature 
because, as discussed above, we are permitting only the 
discontinuance of r a i l service, and not abandonment of the 
involved lines. Thus there v i l l be no salvage of these lines or 
opportunity for t r a i l use unless and until UP/SP obtains our 
authority to abandon these lines. 

While t r a i l use requests can be made i f the abandonments are 
granted, any t r a i l arrangement would not supersede the 
requirements of the specific lavs that govern Superfund s i t e s . " 
Nor vould ve thereby become im^olved in negotiating or enforcing 
consent decrees involving remediation of those sites. 

At that point, ve v i l l analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed abandonments. 

" SSS Union Pac. R.R. — Abandonment — Wallace Braneh, 
IC, Docket No. AB-33 (Sub-Ko. 70) (ICC served Dec. 2, 1994). 
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EPA does not view requiring UP/SP to comply with existing 
faderal, state, and local regulation as mitigation. We believe, 
however, that requiring compliance with ocher laws and 
regulations, such, as FHA's safety regulations, can assist in 
reducing the potential environmental impacts of the actions 
before us. If the railroad f a i l s to comply with conditions that 
we have imposed, parties can notify us and request that ve (as 
well as the agency that has promulgated the regulation) take 
appropriate action. 

In any event, the mitigation we are imposing here goes well 
beyond requiring compliance, with other laws and regulations. For 
example, i t includes more frequent track and train car 
inspections to reduce anticipated safety impacts and reduced 
idling of locomotives and the use of more efficient locomotives 
to offset air pollution emissions associated with the merger. 
Moreover, to enhance safety, UP/SP wil l be required to equip 
certain trains carrying hazardous materials with two-way end-of-
train devices to improve braking capabilities on particular line 
segments. 

EPA suggests that we failed to discuss the environmental 
impacts associated with the handling and disposal of waste 
materials for the proposed abandonments and constructions. But 
we have included detailed mitigation for these actions. Sfifi 
Appendix G, including conditions #26, #27, #62 and #63. 

EPA questions whether SEA considered a l l the settlement 
agreements reached with competing railroads and trade 
associations. SEA specifically took a l l settlement agreements 
into account in i t s analysis, as the EA and Post EA show. 

Finally, we disagree with EPA's suggestion that SEA should 
rev i s i t i t s consultation «fforts vith Native American tribes. 
SEA'S efforts to contact and consult vith Native American tribes 
have been extensive. As part of i t s outreach activities, SEA 
contacted approximately 11 area offices of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs to inform them eUaout the proposed merger; three offices 
commented and provided the names of tribes that should be 
contacted. Both the EA and Post EA vere distributed to 31 
American Indian tribes. In addition, there vas nevspaper and 
Federal Register notice to infora a l l affected tribes and 
communities about the proposed merger and hov they could 
participate. To ensure continued participation, SEA v i l l contact 
the affected Native American tribes vhen initiating i t s 
mitigation studies for Reno and Wichita and invite them to 
participate. 

- 11 -
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APPENDIX G: ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATING CONDITIONS 

The environmental mitigating conditions imposed in Finance Docket 
No. 32760 are categorized as follows: (A) Systemwide, (B) Corridor-
Specific, (C) Rail Line Segments, (D) Rail Yards and Intermodai 
F a c i l i t i e s , (E) Proposed Abandorunents, and (F) Construction Projects. 
These mitigation conditions are numbered sequentially. 

A. SYSTEMWIDE MITIGATION 

The following systemwide mitigation conditions apply to r a i l line 
segments, r a i l yards, intermodai f a c i l i t i e s , and r a i l line construction 
projects on new right-of-way. 

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

2. UP/SP shall adopt UP's existing tank car inspection programs for 
a l l appropriate f a c i l i t i e s on the merged system. 

3. For a l l highway grade crossing signals, UP/SP shall provide 
visible instructions designating an 800 nuisber to be called i f 
signal crossing devices malfunction. 

4. UP/SP shall provide SOO numbers to a l l emergency response forces 
in a l l communities. These numbers shall provide access to UP/SP 
supervisors who shall provide train movement information and work 
cooperatively vith communities in emergency situations. These 
numbers are not to be disclosed to the general public. 

5. UP/SP shall participate on a systemvide basis in the TRANSCARE 
program to develop hazardous material and emergency response plans 
in cooperation vith communities. 

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

8. 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 modulation, use of dynamic 
braking, increased use of pacing and coasting trains, isolating 
unneeded horsepover, shutting dovn locomotives vhen not in use for 
more than an hour vhen temperatures are above 40 degrees, and 
maintaining and upgrading SP locomotives to UP standards. 

9. As suggested by UP/SP, UP/SP shall extend to SP r a i l lines UP's 
program of closing boxcar doors on empty cars before movement on 
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the system in order to reduce wind resistance and, thereby, fuel 
consumption. 

10 As suggested by UP/SP, UP/SP shall use its own security forces to 
conduct i t s own arrests and bookings, reducing reliance on local 
police forces. 

11 UP/SP shall convert a l l railroad locomotives to the standards for 
visible smoke reduction that are established in the South Coast 
Air Quality Basin. 

12 

13. 

UP/SP shall adopt UP's existing policy of using head-hardened ra i l 
on curves in mountainous territory for SP r a i l lines to promote 

safer operations. 
UP/SP shall comply with a l l applicable FRA rules and regulations 
in conducting r a i l operations on the merged system. 

B. CORRIDOR MITIGATION 

ThS*f5ilowing mitigation conditions apply to the Central^ 
southem, Northem, Illinois-Gulf Coast, and Pacific Coast (1-5) 
Corridors. 

14 UP/SP shall implement the draft emissions standards for diesel-
' electric raii?Sad locomotives that the Environmental Protection 

/EPÂ  ha« developed. I t is the Board's understanding that 
EPA S^ais ? l p J o p o i r i S n : standards and make them available for 
p S l ? c "miSn? in December 1996. " " d * V M ; " I « = J « O ? I J : ; that are 
shall utilize newly manufactured or re-built locomotives that are 
more fuel efficient and produce less emissions. When this 
I Z i v l l n t SeciSiravailable, UP/SP shall assign these locomotives 
o?^a priority basis to the corridors or portions thereof specified 
below: 

• Southern Corridor: 
- Fort worth, TX, to West Colton, CA. 

• central coxrridor; 
- Cheyenne, WY, to Hirikle, OR. 
- Chicago, IL, to Fremont, NE. 
- Ogden, UT, to Roseville, CA. 
- Denver, CO, to Grand Junction, CO. 

Pacific coast (1-5) corridor: 
- Seattle, WA, to west Colton, CA. 
- Sacramento, CA, to Bakersfield, CA. 

15. TO further facilitate th. improvement of *iJ^S*ita^e'and^lo?ar'' 
locations, UP/SP shall consult with appropriate stawe and locai 
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air quality off i c i a l s in the States of Arizona, Califomia, 
Colorado, I l l i n o i s , Nevada, Oregon, Texas, Washington, and 
Wyoming, through which the Pacific (1-5), Southern, Central, and 
Northern Corridors extend in 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 dOA or c'jre as a result of the increased r a i l tra.fic over 
r a i l lines in the States of California, 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 
shall submit the result of these consultations to SEA who will 
review these findings with FRA. 

The folloving mitigation conditions apply to specific r a i l line 
segments vithin the Central, Southem, and Illinois-Gulf ':oast 
Corridors. 

17. UP/SP Shall give priority to equipping key trains, as defined by 
Union Pacific Railroad Form 8620, on the corridor segments listed 
belov vith tvo-vay end of train devices. This requirement also 
applies to BNSF key trains operating betveen lova Junction, LA, 
and Avondale, LA. 

• Central corridor 
- North Platte, NE, to Oakland, CA (UP and SP). 
- Cheyenne, WY, to Denver, CO (UP). 

• Southern Corridor 
- Houston, TX, to Avondale (Nev Orleans), LA (SP). 
- lova Junction, LA, to Avondale, IA, via Kinder and Livonia 

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

• Illinois-Oulf Coast Corridor 
- St. Louis, MO, and East St. Louis/Salem, IL, to Houston, 

TX, and Avondale, LA (UP and SP) . 
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C. RAIL LINE SEGMENT MITIGATION 

General 
The following mitigation conditions apply to a l l of the r a i l line 

segments in t:he states identified below. 

18. UP/SP shall consult with the states and appropriate local 
officials as well as FRA to develop a priority l i s t for upgrading 
grade crossing signals, where necessary, due to increases in r a i l 
t raffic resulting from the proposed merger. This process shall be 
undertaken for a l l r a i l line segments in the States of Arkansas, 
Califomia, Colorado, Kansas, Nevada, Oregon, and Texas. UP/sp 
shall advise SEA as to the status and the results of these 
consultations. 

soecifis 
The following detailed mitigation conditions apply to the specific 

r a i l l ine segments and/or locations identified belov. 

Citv of Reno 
22a. UP/SP shall operate no more than a daily average count of 14.7 

freight trains per day through the City of Reno. (This reflects 
the Base Year daily average of 13.8 trains — 12.7 freight trains 
and 1.1 passenger trains — plus 2 additional freight trains.) The 
addition of tvo freight trains per day does not exceed the Board's 
threshold for environmental analysis at 49 CFR 1105.7(e)(5)(ii). 
The 14.7 average freight train count per day does not include the 
folloving types of movements: (1) maintenance-of-^ ay trains, 
(2) light locomotive movements, (3) local and industry svitching 
train movements, (4) emergency trains operated under detour 
authority, for snow removal, for fire or other natural disaster 
purposes, and wreck removal purposes. This condition v i l l be 
effective upon constimmation of the merger and v i l l continue in 
effect for 18 calendar months in total. 

22b. For the purpose of monitoring the preceding condition, UP/SP shall 
f i l e on a monthly basis vith the Board verified copies of station 
passing reports of train movements through Reno, NV, for each day 
of each preceding month in the specified 18-month period. These 
reports shall also identify those train movements, specified in 
the above condition, that are excluded from the 14.7 trains per 
day average count. 
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22c. UP/SP, in consultation with and subject to tne approval of SEA, 
shall retain an independent, third-party consultant to prepare a 
specific mitigation study to address the environmental effects on 
the City of Reno of the additional r a i l freight t r a f f i c projected 
as a result of the proposed merger. This study shall b.* prepared 
under the sole airection and supervision of SEA. I t shall include 
a final mitigation plan based on a further study of the railway, 
highway, and pedestrian traffic flows and associated environmental 
effects on the City of Reno. This study would tailor mitigation 
to address environmental effects such as safety, hazardous 
materials transport, air quality, noise and water quality. UP/sP 
shall 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 nerger, shall include the following: 
• Projected post-merger increases in r a i l freight t r a f f i c on the 
Sparks to Roseville line segment. 

• Consultations with the City of Reno, Washoe County, 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 information and studies including those 
prepared by the City of Reno, Washoe County and UP/SP. 

• Independent analyses. 
• With respect to vehicular and pedestrian safety, mitigation 
measures that identify the number and location of highvay/rail 
grade separations and rail/pedestrian grade separations in 
dovntovn Reno. 

• Funding options. 
. Submission of a draft study to the puJdlic for reviev and comment 

and then issuance of a final mitigation study. 

22d. SEA v i l l stibmit the final mitigation study and i t s recommendations 
to the Board, vhich shall then issue a decision imposing 
mitigation. In the event UP/SP and tho City of Reno and other 
appropriate parties reach agreement on a final mitigation plan, 
UP/SP and the City of Reno shall innediately notify SEA, and the 
Board v i l l take appropriate action consistent vith such an 
agreement. 
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SORFACE TRAKSfORTATrCK BOARO' 

OECrSZON 

riaaaee ooexse ho. 32760 

rKicH PAcinc ooRPORAiTOK, tarioK PAcirre SAILROILD CSXPAKY , Aim 
.>a£S3CRi PAcrnc RAIUWAO COKTAKY—CCMTBOZ. AJTO Kiasisni—9ocrHr?j< 

FACmC RAII CORPOFATICN, SOOTHESW PACmC •nUUtSPOFSAIION 
CC.*arAKY, ST. lOUZ^ SOCTHWESTERK RAII.VXY COXPAKY, SPCSL CORP.. XKt 

TSE DZKVTR AMD RXO CSAOTE WTSTTKN RA1LSOAI3 CSXPMTi 

CD«e3.SiOO KO. 71] 

OeeXdsd: April 15, 1997 

tn D»ci*lon MO. *4 (««rv«d AIX«UST: 12. It9<1 . v» »pprov«d 'Jie 
cosson conrrol and eervar or the r a i l carrlars ccnt3roil«d by 
CftAcn Ptc ir ic Corporation (Union Ptc i f i e Railroad Caapmny and 
fcifisourl Pacific Railroad caspaay) aad the rmii 
concroilad by fiocthem Paei£ l s Rai l corparatloa (Southern p a c i . . . 
Transportation ceapany, St. Lott« Soutthve««rn Rall)«y Ceapany, 
SPCSL carp.. and tha oanver and Rio oraade wsstezs Railroad 
coapasr) ( « l i « < ^ v * ^ y C / S F ) , •ab)aoe to various coaditisns, 
^P^i„Ai„m noBereos eavlraaaMrtal a i t lvs t lag oonHltlnnf. As 
pertlaaac here, the ea^lroniB^tal condltleee f y f ' * ! , ^ 
HO. aA c a l l for forcnar, more ceeused. Hltlgmtlen « « d i a a to 
* m v a ac .paoii leaily t a l l o r « l J f L ^ f f ^ S ^ ^ 
and Raoo. NV. ia addition to the • f J ^ J ^ J t ^ S n ^ t a i 
alraady nas bwui iasesed. to assure tnac leeallzad saviroamaatai 

u i S u T t o ^ e two coBSttnitias are effecclvsly addrm«Md. 

Aftsr Decision Ko. 44 was iseuad. tae city of wicnita aad 
Uje Board of County co«»tssion«rs ot ' F z ^ . 
(Hicnita/sadqvick) ri led an •nviroaaaatal court «=^ii;*f^e -a <=at 
oaltad stataa Court ot Appeals for taa Distr ic t ot M i « s x * _ 
Circuit. MO. flTY nf Html^r Y . T O ' ^ C ^ r T ^'pr'tS^ 
Bfl«r^ (pat. for rmvimv f i iad Aug. 21. (lOcaiiAJ • ^^^.^ , 
T M A U f l lod in that l it if latlon. i t baeaaa •PP*'««*„Ht!^;S 
S i f i i S appa*! io addrasaad aolaly co tae .entanea la 0 « " f 
HO. ( a t p . 218) s « i t l a » , Tha (sltlganloa) scadlaa ttfcat are 

' preea«dla«s p«ndia« batore taa J = " * ^ j L 
ca=ai . . iM ( I W e a January i , i f » « . auat ae f*e*$*5J»f«^ 
i S ^ atroct prior te that date 1« taey lavoive lo, 
retalaad Jr/ taa tCC Ttrmiaatloa Act of I9f5. J " * - i " a t 
i t l t T a o a . '."fcls procaadlnq vaa p««lla» v i ta taa prior to 
January l . l » t« . aad to fuaetlon. rataxnod f'^f!*"^ „ 
Tran.porcAt.v-a Board (Soartj of *ia 
o.s.c. 11223-27. dvatlons ara to taa foanear aact^ens oe jxa 
statute, unless othozvise indieatad. 

' Anotaar anvironaantal court caallanqa i« panding m taa 
O.C. c ircuit in MO. 9«- i4 i« , n r v nf Htnn Y . J " ^ ^ f " 
V r tatao). O.C. c i » ? i ^ ^ S i l S t n ^ v x t a 
motion. orxlar«i tao aaaa and Ulfi&UA •PPJfi* ' 'SSS iS t t«Bi ia^«^ 
tae patltlona for rarxav rais ln? ^ • • " • • - S ^ ^ S f - S ^ J ^ ^ S l t a d 
icaue. taat v r a £J.lad ia taat eo»»«- *?»!'*^S2S.Ia £ r « 
stataa aav. movwl te .-vmr tba «*no 
otbar caaaa aaaJtlnq i»vlav of Oaeialoa Cl^rh- otaer 
bri.flnq in aaayanea ia taaa. t v e a . . . ^ i ^ ^ t r T t l ^ S i a . 
patltloas oaaxlaq rervxav of Decision Mo. 44, "7^ -iae 
?6tition« are «iTiron«ental court «=a*fi*»9*l!je*Sotnn H a l t ^ 
or f lae l for judicial review at tais t iaa . Tftst action reaauui 
paadl£9 ia taa court. 
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r,ov '--.aervav far wtcJuta and Ranoj will carefully examine criva^e 
4Lrui puclxc fuT̂ .f.m-q opcicns. aa we believe t&at tJ:a cost =f 
=j.ti7ati:3n for Rano and wica.4.ta aaouid ce anarad.' 7>.an, 
:cll;vir.q an inquiry loor.inq nsward sacriasant sf ti:e wi e?? . 
litigation, paticlonara' counsel la taa ut str-. ina sue advisea cur 
Saaarai Counsel. by lartsr dated April 7, 1997,- taat if ttie 
Board issuaa a dacisloo clarifying taat OP/SP v i i i be requixed tc 
pay 100* of tha cost of aaadated aovlroaaental aitlgation. 
wicaita/SadQvlclc will vltadrav taair appeal. 

Petitlonars' counsel stataa that Wlehlta/SadgvacJc 
understands taat. consistent vita Oeelsien Ho. 44, tae Board . j 
considering beta 'baAO llaa' sxtlgatlOA. i.e., mitigation 
including, but net lialted to, taa typa discussed lA oeeisior. Ko. 
44, taat LTP/SP vould be ragulred te iapleaent and ftcad in oraer 
to increase tbe nuscer of tarou^h trains operating througn 
Wicaita/Sedgvicx, and alternative Bltlgatlon i.e., sore 
ejcpansiva options. As to tbs latter. vricaitia/SedgvxcX 
understands taat t*is Board aay suggest ru nding altamativas, isut 
suca suggestions veuld ba in no vay blnd.^g. Soo Addsndua A. 

Baviag aseertaiaod taat CP/fP has no aaj action to the 
issuanea of a decision clarKyiag the lataat of thm santenee at 
paga 223 ef Decision Mo. 44. quoted atoofve, la the Banner 
ragoestad by fflehlta/Sadgvlek, I t appears to us appropnate te 
clarify our istont vith rasp set co developing flaai altlgador. 
for Hlehlts aad lUwo. speelCloally, tbe Ciaal onvlronsaatal 
Bltlgmtlea that v i l l tae developed for vloblta sad Reno folleviag 
taa eeepletloa of tae ongoing mltlga«laa etaidlea v t l l ineluda (ia 
addition to the eltlgatloa thae has already baea iaposed) beta 
(I) aaadated or base liae Bitlgmtloa, vhich the Board v l l l 
rtguire OP/SP to isvleaent aad eatlrely ftad. aad (2) alternative 
nltigatloa tiist aight ba a more far reaehlBg seloelen fer a l l 
concerned, but valca v i l l not bo bindlag aasant a voluntary 
agraeaent by the parties to share costs or oxpand grsator 
raseureas. 

This aetlon v i l l not significantly affect eitatr tha guailty 
of tha huaan anvixonaant or tfte conservation of energy resources. 

Tt is tii^ma'Afl. 

1. tho discussion of onvlrensoncal aitlgatloa la Oaeisioa 
No. 44 is elariflad as sat ferca ia this decision. 

2. ThLa deeisioo i s effeetive on the date of service. 

By the Board, chaixaaa Korgaa and Vlee Chalzsan oven. 

Veraen A. Willi 
Becrotary 

' A copy of tnat latter is attached as Addsndua A. 
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UP/SP MERGER 
RENO MITIGATION STUDY TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP UST 

STB Section of Environmental Analysis 
Representatives aod/or Contacts 

Elaine K. Kaiscr 
Program Direcior/Legal Counsel 

Harold McNulty 
Reno Co-Study Director 

Vicki Rutson 
Reno Co-Study Director 

Dave Mansen 
Reno Mitigation Study Project Manager 

Kay Wilson 
Reno Mitigation Study Community Coordinator 

City of Reno RepreseaUtivet 
Msnager's Ofllce 

Mem Belaustegui 
Deputy City Attomey 

City of Reno Altemstes 
Manager's Oflicc 

Michael E. Halley 
Deputy City Attorney 

Eaginccriaf 
Steve Varela, City Engineer 
City of Reno Public Worics 

CBgiBccriaf 
Tom Gribbin 
Pyramid Engineering 

Enviroamentsl j 
Mark Demuth 
MADCON Consultation Services 

EeviroBmentsI 
Colleen Henderson 
Environmenttl Management Associates 

Emergency Services 
Lany Farr, Fire Marshall 
Reno Fire Department 

Emcrf ency Services 
Chuck Lowden 
Fire Chief 

Jim Weston, Chief of Police 
Reno Police Department 

Tom Robinson 
Reno Police Departmen* 

Reno Citizcos Rcprcacatttivc 
General Interests 

Steve Bradhurst 

RcBO CitizsRS Alttmstet 
GoBcral Latcrests 

No Ahernate Named 

River Bsaks Hoc cowners 
Richard Vitali 

River BBBIO Honeowaers 
No Alternate Named 

Native Americss ReprcscaUtivci 
Paula Berkeley 
Paula Berkeley and Associates 

1 Native Amcricaa Altcreatc 
Arltn Melendez. Director 
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 

Prelimuiary /Hitigatioit Piatt C'l Rtno Mitigatiott Study 
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RENO MITIGATION STUDY TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP LIST 

Business Community RepresenUtive 
Bli! Osgood. Chairperson 
Reno Downtown Improvement Assoc. 

Business Commnnity Alternate 
Harry York 
Reno-Sparks Chamber of Commerce 

.VFRA RepresenUtive 
Bob Bum. Chairperson 
Nevadans for Fast &. Responsible Action 

NFRA Alternate 
John Frankovich 

Washoe County RepresenUtive 
Bob Webb. Community Coordinator 
Washoe Co. Dept. Ot Comprehensive 
Planning 

Washoe County Alternate 
Dean Diedehrh 
Principal Planner of Washoe County 
Department of Community Development 

Regional TransporUtiOB CommiMion Rep. 
Greg Krause, Plaiuiing Manager 
Regional Transportation Commission 

RegioBBl Tl aasporUtioB Commission Alt 
Jack Lorbeer 

Sutc of Nevada Rcpreseatfltivc 
Tim Crowley, Executive Assistant 
Nevada Governor' s Office 

Sutc of Nevada AlterBSte 
No Alternate Named 

Nevada PubUc Service Commissios Rep 
Galen Denio, Commissioner 
Nevada Public Service Commission 

Nevada Pablic Service Commission Alt 
Craig Wesner, Mgr. Engineering Svcs. 
Nevada Public Service Commission 

City of Sparks RepresenUtive 
Rob Pyzel. Senior Planner 
Plannmg & Community Development 

City of Sparks Altcmstc 
Randy Mellinger 
Community Development Director 

UP Railroad RepresenUtive 
Mike Hemmer 
Covington & Burling 

UP Railroad Altcrutc 
Joe Guild 
Union Pacific Railroad 

Amtrak RepresenUtive 
Ron Scolaro 
Amtrak 

j Amtrak Altcnstc 
j Raymord Lang 
1 Amtrak Intercity Rail Service 

Sutc Economic InUrest Repi-cseaUtivc 
Ken Lynn 
Economic Dev Authority of Westem Nevada 

j SUU Economic latcrett AluniaU 
No Alternate Named 
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David Lonng 
Dermody Properties 

Warcbottsing/DistributioB Altcmstc 
Scott L. Hutcherson 
Eagle-Picher Minerals. Inc. 
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Enclosure 4 

FORMAL CONDITIONS FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION 

The preliminary Tier 1 mitigation measures proposed in Section 8 by the Surface 
Transportation Board's (Board s) Section of Environmental Analysis (SEA) are restated here for 
public review and comment and for Board consideration as additional conditions to the UP'SP 
merger decision. 

r ' Table 10-1 
1 Preliminary Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UP) Mitigation Measures 
1 for Consideration by the Board and PubUc 

Mitigation Proposed Board Coaditioiis | 

Increased Train 
Speeds 

centralized traffic control (CTC), track reconfigunnon, and track rehabilitation, as 
approprutt in the Reno/Sparks, Nevada area, to enable trains to operas over the 
rail line segment between the east end of the Sparks yard (approximately Mile Post 
[MP] 247) and a point just west of Keystone Avenue (approximately MP 242) in 
Reno at a speed of 30 miles per hour. LT shall then operate, and require BN/SF to 
operate, all trains over the described rail line segment at a speed of 30 miles per 
hour consistent with safe operatiag practkei dicttted by eoadittons present at 
the time cscb trais traverses thc segmesL 

Train Location Color 
Video Displays 

2. Subject to the written concuneoce of die City of Reno, UP shall install in the new 
City of Reno emergency communications center (or anodter location if desired by 
the City) color video displays coordinated with the UP signal system circuitry 
showing the location of each train present on die rail line segment from 
approximaiely MP 245 oo die west side of Ae Spaiks Yard to MP 238 
(approximately Woodland Avenue) on die west side of Reno. 

Cancras and VMeo 
Moniton Skowiag 
RsULinc 

3. Subject to die written concurrence ofthe City of Reno, UP shall install television 
cameras over or near die rail line akmg widi corresponding video monitors at die 
same emergency communicatioos center locaxioo dut continuously show real-time 
conditions oo the right-of-way direugh downtown Reno in die area bounded by 
and including die grade crossings at Keystone and Lake Streets. 

DiKontinBcd Use of 
the Addition of 
-Helper" 
Loconotives in 
Woodland Ares 

4. UP shall discontinue die practice of adding "helper" locomotives in she Woodland 
Avenue area. 

Four-quadraat 
Crossing Gates nt 
Nine Locations 

5 U? shall install four-quadrant cro«ing gales at rail-highway crossings at Sutro. 
Lake, Virginia. West. Arlington, Ralston, Washington, Vine, and Keystone streea. 
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j Table 10-1 
1 Preliminary Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UP) Mitigation Measures 
1 for Consideration by the Board and Public 

Mitigation 
Measure 

Proposed Board CoaditioBS 

Enhanced Rail Safety 
Programs 

6. UP shall augment its safety training programs for driven and pedestrians 
including: 
A. Supplementing its panicipatioD io the "Operation Lifesaver" Program, and 
B Supplementing existing school educanonal programs m Reno and Washoe 

County 
(e.g., driver's training), and 

C. Establishing a safety training program for Reno's doMoitown employees. 

Pedestrian Crossing 
Gate "Skjru" at Six 
Locations 

7. UP shail install devices known as pedestrian crossing gate "skirts" on pedestnan 
crossing gates at Lake. Center, Virginia, Sierra, West, and Arlington streets. 

Electronic Warning 
Signs for Pedestrians 
at Sis Locations 

8. UP shall install electronic waning signs for pedestrians at Lake, Center. Virginia, 1 
Sierra, West, and Arlington streets. These signs shall be designed and constructed 
so that diey are clearly visible and easily read by pedestrians. 

CoastmctioB of a 
Pcdtftrisn Grade 
ScparatiOB at 
VtrgiBis Street 

9. UP shall constnict a pedestrian overpass or underpas; at Virginia Street with street 
level access on both sides of the tncks 

CoBstructioa of a 
Pedestrisa Grade 
ScparatiOB ai Sierra 
Street 

10. UP shtll construct a pedestrian grade overpass or underpass at Sierra Street widi 
street level access on bodi side of die tracks 

Prehistoric aad 
Historic Survey for 
Pedestrisa 
Undcrpass(es) aad 

u Monitoring Dnriag 
Construction for 
Archeok>gical 
Rcscarces 

11. Prior to construction of a pedesaian uoderpess at eidier Virginia or Sierra streets, 
UP shall condua a survey of potential historic and prehistoric resources in 
consultation with die Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). If any 
such resources are discovered during coosoruction, UP shall cease consnucQoo and 
coosuh widi die SHPO. 

CoBsalUtion with 
Native Aaî r̂icass 

12. Priartoconsffuctwnofapedestrianuoderpassateidier Virginia or Sierra streets, 
UP shall coosuh widi Native American interesa regarding possible impacts to 
Native American resources from underground coosffuctioo. If any such resources 
aic discovered during construction. UP shall mmediately stop consouctioo and 
consuh with Native American interests and die SHPO. 

InstalUition of a 
high, wide, shifted 
load detector at MP 
240 

13. UP shall install a high, wide, shifted kiad icttctot at MP 240 for bodi mainlme 
tracks. 

lastaltatiOB of a Hot 
Box Detector at MP 
240 

14. UP shall install an additional hot box detector on die westbound track at MP 240. 
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Table 10-1 | 
Preliminary Tier 1 (Fully Funded by UP) Mitigation Measures 1 

for Consideration by the Board and Public | 

1 .Mitigation 
1 Measure 

Proposed Board Conditions 

1 EsUblishmcnt of a 
1 Community Advisory 
1 Panel 

15 . UP shall establish a Commumty Advisory Panel, consisting of representatives of 
the Reno/Sparks/ Washoe County conununity, including Native Americans, who 
are willing to work widi UP management on a regular basis to review safety, 
environment, and healdi issues assoc-sted widi rail operations, panicuiarly as diey 
relate to die oansport of hazardous materials. 

1 Certification to tbe 
1 Board and Notice to 
1 ihe City of Reno and 
R Washoe County of 
1 UP's Compliaace 
fl with CcrUia 
1 lasuUatioB 
1 Requirements 

is When compliance has been completed for each of die insttllanons required in 
Conditions 1,2. 3, 5.7, 8,9,10,13. and 14 above, UP shall certify such 
compleiior. to the Board, widi copies to die City of Reno, and Washoe County 
Each certification shall be pade widiin two weeks of the date of compliance for 
each condition. 

EnviroBmcBUi 
Mitigation Status in 
Qaarttrty Reports 

17 UP's quartert' reporu to die Board shall include die stems of compliance widi the 
envuonmenial mitigatica measures pertaining to Reno and Washoe County for die 
duration of die Poard's oversight proceeding. Copies of diese reports shall also be 

Prtliminary Mitigation Plan 



Enclosure 5 
quality mi'igation measures would certainly be considered by the Board, as was done in Truckee, 
California for its air.quality mitigation agreement. 

Table 8,5-1 provides a summary list of possible Tier 2 mitigation measures. 

Mitigation 
Measures 

Depressed Railw&y 

Table 8.5-1 
Measures Ideatifled as Potcatial Tier 2 Mitigstioo 

Comments 

Would reduce potentuil environmental impacts related to tbe merger, but also pre
existing conditions. 
Rail impacts on surrounding land uses pre-date the merger, so it would not be 
appropriate to requue UP alone to absorb extensive costs of a depressed railway. 
Casmos and hotels have coniisttnUy built dieir facilities next to die exisnng UP 
(foraieriy SP) tracks. 
Impact of rail operations has been a matter of local concern for decades. In a 1980 
ballot measure, die citizens of Reno considered die issue of a depressed railway. (In 
die 1980 baiUst measure, die citizens of Reno voted down a oood issue for construction 
of a depressed railway dvough downtown Reno.) 
A depressed railway would bestow substantial beneiitt on die City as well as private 
property owners in die area of die existing track. 
A depressed railway would benefit die railroad. 
Would involve secondary environmental impaa-, (e.g., construction, groundwater, 
emergency vehicle access). 
Cannot equate benefhs of a depressed railway xo potential merger-related impacts only. 
SEA urges the parties to continue negotiations widi respect to die depressed railway, if 
ĵpropriatc. 

If a munially acceptable agreement were reached for a depressed railway, SEA could 
recommend diat die Board impose an obligation upoo UP to comply widi such 

Rail/Highwav 
Grade Separanons 

. Tier 1 mitigation measures comprise a package diat provides substantial addmonal 
mitigation beyond ttiat already imposed in die Board's Deciswo No. 44. 

• Grade separations woukl have major pro|/erty acquisition, displacement, and other 
unpects. 

• Grade separations wouWadvenely affect vehkular access to properoes diat front on 
the adjoining streetL 

. Increasing train speeds serves to reduce die vehicular delay associated widi merger-
related utaeases in train traffic to below pre-merger leveb, and none of die 
highway/nil grade separations would achieve diis level of delay reduction. 

• The City ofReno has staled its opposrtioo to grade separations as a mitigation measure. . Downtown business interesa and die City have raised concems about potential adverse 
enviroomenfal impacts associated widi ao elevatod raihwy in Reno, including die 
visual barrier diat would be created, die associated division of die City, possible 
deraihnents and spills of hazardous materials from elevated trains, and die need to 
demolish existing structures over the trades. 

. As widi die depressed raihvay. a shoofly oack wouW be needed to permit die 

COBSlIUCtiOB. 
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Table 8.5-1 | 
Measures Identified as Potential Tier 2 Mitigation | 

Mitigation 
Measures 

Comments 

11-80 Bypass 

• No support in die Board's precedent or case law for requuing a railroad seekuig merger 
authonty to construct a new raitoad line to bypass a City 

• No source of funding. 
• Questionable feasibility 
• The City has mdicated diat, while it does not wuw to drop the bypass from 

considerauon, the depressed railway is a priority in Reno. 
• Private parties could pursue and fund an 1-80 bypass Doing so would require diat die 

appropnue authority to construct and operate be sought from die Board. At that time, 
die Board would undertake the environmental review that was warranted for a byp̂ s 
ahemative. 

1 Grade Crossing Safer y Measures (Vehiculv) 

• Street median 
barriers 

• Conversion of 
existing two-
way streets to 
one-way 

• Would reduce die vviddi of die soeet traffic lanes and could uitroduce access problems 
from adjoining land uses. 

• Not be needed widi four-quadrant gates (proposed as Tier I mitigation). 

• Street median 
barriers 

• Conversion of 
existing two-
way streets to 
one-way 

• Far-reaching implications for downtown traffic circulation and businesses. 
• Should be part of a broader transponation, land use. and property access planning 

process for die areas surroundmg die grade crossings. 
. One-way street couplets (pairs of one-way streets) were reviewed during a 1995 

analysis of downtown traffic and parking to reduce vaffic conflict and increase 
intersection capacity. Snidy notes diat one-way streets offer some advantages but can 
confiise motorists, especially visitors, and can be frustrating to local motorists. 

• Local businesses may also oppose one-way soeets because of potential access 
problems. 

• Four-quadrant gates proposed as Tier 1 mitigation eliminate advantages from die 
standpoint of railroad/highway safety. 

1 Grade Crossmg Safei y Measures (Pedestrians) .. _ .„ 

• Crossing guards 

• Proposed Tier I mitigation measures include pedestrian crossing gate skirts, electronic 
warning signs, and pedestrian/rail grade separations, all in addition to die pedestrian 
warning signab and gates diat currendy exist at die heavily-used pedesnian crossings 
in Reno. 

• Would entail unnecessary ongoing costs. 
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Table 8.5-1 
Measures Identified as Potential Tier 2 Mitigation 

Mitigation 
Mckjures 

Comments 

Air Quality Measures 
Implementing 
the proposed 
EPA locomotive 
emission 
standards 
Concentratmg 
operanon of 
new EPA-
certified low-
em tssion 
locomotives in 
Reno 

Early 
Introduction of 
low-emission 
tocomouves 
Diesel engme 
modifications 
Improved diesel 
fuels 

Diesel exhaust 
after treatment 

"use of 
alteraative fuels 

Offsetting die 
Increase in 
Locomotive 
Emissions 

EPA regulanons not yet m place. 
Would be applicable to ail locomotives operating dirough Reno and introduce 
unlmown costs. 
hiadequate information exists to recommend at this pomt 
Odier system-wide mitigation measures diet are already imposed appear to mitigate 
unpacts. 

Would not direcUy mitigate effects of die mcreased train levels. 
Goes beyond audiority of die Board and requires voluntary compliance, e.g.. Tnickee 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 
Odier system-wide mitigation measures diat are already imposed appear to mitigate 
impacts. — — 

In conclusion, SEA would certainly review and consider any of the above Tier 2 mitigation 
measures if they wete agreed upon voluntarily and became part of a memorandum of understanding 
between UP and p̂ropriate interested paities. 

8.6 Nois« 

Noise is a distinct and separate area of environmental concern, because of its paramount role 
in providing for the public safety. The overwhelming majority of noise generated by rail oP««io"J 
in Reno is that which emanates from warning horns located on the locomotives. The Board 
addressed thc public safety implications ofthe train hom noise in its Decision No. 44. Specifically 
the Board noted that "[a]ny attempt significantly to reduce noise levels at grade crossmgs would 
jeopardize safety, which we consider to be of paramount importance." 
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Enclosure 6 
W A S H O E C O U N T Y 

' To P.'-ofecf ana To Serve 

DEPARTMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING " ' P-C%e"''"2^32= Hr. 

January 21, 1997 

TO' Reno Mitigation Task Force 

FROM Bob Webb Community Coordinator 

SUBJECT impacts on Washoe County 

As part of the preliminary mligation and evaluation critena. task force members were asked to 
consider the impacts of the railroad merger in order to better evaluate potential mitigation 
measures The following list of impacts is denved from staff reports prepared for the Washoe 
County Commission, comments by County Commissioners dunng oublic meet.ngs and the staff 
report prepared for the Environmental Assessment on the r̂ ierger impacts are divided mto three 
general categories public safety, economic, environmental, and miscellaneous 

Public Safety 
• emergency access for isolated communities served by Woodland Avenue Stag Lane Del 

Curto Lane, and Canal Road Canal Road is located off •he Interstate 80 Patrick Exit and 
provides access for about 35 residences m Storey County Concem is two fold first, 
blockage of tracks dunng normal operations for emergency response agencies Second, 
blockage dunng a tram accident andy'or hazardous matenal spillaga for community access/ 
evacuation 

• existing, substandard railroad crossing throughout Washoe County 

• long trains blocking multiple crossings (particularly should a tram stop and block two or more 
railroad crossings) 

• speed of trams m outlying areas Information supplied by Union Pacific officials show that 
trains will be traveling at 65 mph on tracks east of Reno (i e, thnjugh the east Truckee 
Canyon) and at 45 mph on tracks west of Reno (i e , through the Verdi area) Obviously, 
faster trams mean longer braking distances m case of vehicles or pedestnans on the tracks 

Economic 

• delays to tounsts (pedestnan and vehicle) at railroad crossings. 

. potential negative publicity to tounst based economy m the event of a mapr traffic accident or 
HAZMAT spill (similar to effects of nstonal media attention dunng the 1997 floods), 

Environmantal; 
. hazardous matenal spills at railroad switching yards (Sparks and Parr Boulevard) and along 

the railroad tracks. This impact also involves clean up of hazardous matenais, even it 
accumulation of small amounts occurs over a long penod of time. 

'/VASHOE COUNTY IS AN E-QUAL QPPO.'^TUNITY EMPLOYER 
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• potential contamination of surface vi/ater (pnmanly Truckee River where municipal water 
intakes are located very close to the railroad) and groundwater supplies This concern 
includes contamination due to normal operations (e g.. oil leaks from engines on the railroad 
oed) 

• increased HAZMAT shipments on ths Feather River railroad route ar^ potential impacts to the 
Gerlach community 

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

• air quality impacts of switch yard railroad traffic (e g switching engines, adding additional 
engines for the climb up Donner summit). 

Mitceiiancout 

• noise from tram whistles (County staff reports highlighted the Verdi area as a pnma'y 
concern, but noise aiso effects nearby residences near the tracks through both Reno and 
Sparks) 

• noise from passing trains (particularly at slow speeds, for instance m the downtown area) 

• future of the Reno Branch line and the Reno intermodai facility at Parr Boulevard (particularly 
should there be increases m rail traffic) 

0*Z5 fi/L 

Community Coordinator 

CRWbw 

cc: John Maclntyre, County Manager 
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Enclosure 7 

lulv 8. 1997 

Elaine K Kaiser. Chief 
Harold McNulty. Reno Co-Study Director 
Section ot" Env ironmenial .Analysis 
Surface Transportatton Board 
1Q:5 K Street NW 
5th Floor 
W ashinaton. DC :04:3 

Subject: Recommended Mitigation Measures 

Dear Vis, Kaiser and Mr McNulty. 

In your letter of Julv 2. 1997 to Charles McNeely. City Manager for the City of Reno, you stated 
that the Reno Mitigation Study Task Force would not meet in August as your section will be 
finalizing the Preliminarv Mitigation Pian, Your sectiot\ will issue the plan in September and the 
process will then move into a formal public review phase. As a member ofthe study task force. 1 
have watted for the appropriate task force meeting to raise issues of concem to Washoe County 
as a whole and it appears as if opportunities to discuss these issues in a task force meeting will be 
slim (particularly since I wili be unable to attend the task force meeting on July 9, 1997) 

The following comments are mitigation measures which I believe should be considered as part of 
a larger mitigation plan for Washoe County (to include the Cities of Reno and Sparks), The 
comrifients are segregated by the appropriate categories for evaluation (provided to task force 
me.-ibers dunng the meeting on June 11. 1997), These mitigation measures have appeared in a 
letter to you dated April 30. 1996 and were reiterated n a memorandum to the Reno Mitigation 
Study Task Force dated January 21. 1997 

Pedestrian Safety and/or Emergency Vehicle Access rnd/or Train/Vehicle Accidents 

1 Evaluate existing railroad crossings (public and private) in Washoe County and repair 
those crossing which do not meet appropriate Federal or State regulations. Southem 
Pacific Railroad repaired die railroad crossmg at Woodland Avenue prior to the merger 
and a similar effort should be provided for all crossings m Washoe County 

2 Inform residents and business owners of the emergency accesr road which provides 
secondary access should Woodland Avenue be blocked at 'he railroad crossinĝ  
Information should include agencies to contact should an emergency arise which would 
cause the need for secondary emergency access. 

3 Provide emergency access to residents in the Stag Lane. Del Curto Lane, and Canal Road 
areas. There should be. at a minimum, discussion between railroad ofTicials. the Public 
Service Commission, and appropriate County staflf as to measures to be taken to provide 
emergency access and/or evacuation should the railroad crossings at those locations be 
blocked. 

4 Provide a svstem which alerts emergency responder dispatch centers as to ̂ hen trains 
are on the tracks. This system should be able to divide the Donner Pass corridor through 

COMMLfNlTY 
DEVELOPMENT 
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Washoe County into discrete segments so that dispatchers can keep track ofthe progress 
of a train Such a system would alert emergency responders when a crossing will be 
blocked so they can pian alternate routes. 

Derailments/SpillsA^ater Quality 

5. Develop a plan to respond to hazardous material spills and/or accidents ;n or near 
Gerlach. Nevada (Feather River route). The plan should idemify the equipment needed 
for minimum response and the location of this equipment, the agency(s) (both public and 
private) charged with responding to an incident, and response f.mes to an incident 

6. Develop a plan to address the impact of spills and leaks of hazardous. toKic matenal 
along the railr.-ad tracks. The plan should provide mitigation measures to minimize the 
migration of leaKS and spills into the ground water supply andor into surface drainage 
facilities which eventually empty into the Truckee River. The plan should also address 
the need for structures simila' to catch basins (which arc required for parking lotsi for 
the railroad tracks and railroad yards 

7. Control the speed of trains in the Truckee Canyon (Wadsworth to Verdi) adjacent to 
municipal water intakes on the Truckee River. Develop a plan to address tram 
derailment and/or hazardous/toxic material spills which endanger either ground water or 
Truckee River water supplies. Situate appropriate emergency response and spill 
containment equipment in the Tnickee Meadows region. 

I would appreciate a written response to each of these items either separately or within the 
Preliminary Mitigation Plan. I also request that this letter be made part of the public record. If 
you have any questions, please 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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STATE OF KANS/VS 

i(S> 

GARY SHI-RRI R 
LIKUTHNANT GOVFKNOK 

October 16, 1997 

•'{ 

Office iif the Secretary 
Attn: Elaine K. Kaiser 
Case Control Unit 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street, NW, Room 700 
Washington, D.C. 20423-0001 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

I want to go on record saying the Primary Mitigation Plan offered by the Section 
of F.nvironmental Analysis of the Surface Transpt>rtatitin Board is inadequate. The 
reasons include: 

1. The plan uses the single-solution, short-term approach of increasing 
the speed of the trains and refuses to consider long-term solutions in 
grade separations. 

2. The report is inadequate because it doesn't discuss the impact of trains 
whose average speeds are below 30 mph. 

3. Incredibly, there is nothing in the plan that provides effective m.onitoring 
to ensure the trains do average 30 mph, nor is there anything that holds 
the railroads accountable for maintaining said speed. 

4. There is absolutelv no enforcement mechanism charged with holding 
the railroads to any provision of this report. 

I am. disappointed with the SEA/STB's preliminary mitigation plan. Unless 
significant changes are made it will remain unacceptable. 

.1 a rfON'MENTAL 
DOCUMENT Gary SlfwrrcT 

Kansas\L^eutenant Governor 

SIATI-. ( A l ' l IOL. SUri l i 222S • .̂ (Ml SW 1(11 II AVLNIJI-; • TOPl-KA. KS r,W>i:-l.S((4 • (41.^) yHi-221?. - VAX ('>l.^) 2V() 566V 



STB FD 32760 ^ ^ W - 1 7 - 9 7 K 



ENVIR iam 

October 16 1997 

via Federal Express 

Ms Elaine Kaiser 
Program Director Legal Counsel 
Surface Transportation Board 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street N W 5th Floor, Room 700 
Washington DC 20423 -0001 

Re UP/SP Railroad Mitigation Study/Finance Docket No. 32760 

Dear Ms Kaiser 

This letter will act as Harrah s Operating Company Inc dba Harrah's Casino Hotel 
Reno's official commert to the Preliminary Mitigation Plan ( PMP ) also made on behalf 
of our 2100 employees who are citizens living throughout the region impacted by tnis 
merger An original a id ter. (10) copies are included, as required 

Harrah's has had an opportunity to review the PMP as well as the City of Reno s official 
comment document Harrah's fully supports the issues raised in the City's official 
comment document Hafah 's supports the City's position requesting appropriate 
mitigation for the City of Reno, but not opposing the merger of the Union Pacific 
and Southern Pacific railroads As you are aware, the City of Reno has unique 
impacts from the merger which, unmitigated will cause a great disruption in the 
economic future and :^uai'ty of life for the Reno community. While Harrah's supports all 
the comments raited m the comment document, there are certain issues which 
Harrah's believes should be highlighted 

The pnmary mitigation proposed by the PMP is to increase the speed of the trains 
which now go t;irough Reno as well as those trains which wilt go through Reno once 
the merger is put into full effect by ten (10) miles an hour Harrah s appreciates the 
efforts which have been put in by a great number of interests in trying to reach the 
appropriate mitigation for tne impacts of the merger Harrah's has followed closely with 
great interest the efforts After hearing of the various solutions, relocation of the 
tracks to 1-80, grade separations and a depressed railway, the proposed 
mitigation of increasing the train speed seems to be somewhat meager and 
ineffective. 

Even assuming the trains speed could be increased as proposed and it had the 
predicted impact on traffic delay, train speed simply does not mitigate the other impacts 

l l . i r r . i h s ( . iMi io. I ' .O. I',..\ I ' l K i n o . S \ S 'M iM . K I c p l i u r i i : " l l2 - "Xf t -12.12 
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of this merger on other vital concerns air quality noise and emergency vehicle 
response time It is Harrah s understanding that the objective of the mitigation task 
force was to develop a mitigation scheme which mitigated the above factors 

In our reading of the PMP at best the only factor which is mitigated IG traffic delay The 
City's response raises serious questions as to the scientific integrity and 
methodologies used in determining that the increased speed would mitigate even 
the traffic delays. Since this appears to be the keystone upon which all the other 
mitigation is premised if this is flawed, it would appear to Harrah s that the rest of the 
report must be flawed and that a critical look must be taken by the STB during the time 
between the closing of the comment period and issuing of the Final Mitigation Pian 
( FMP ) Additionally, it not only does not mitigate any safety issues, it creates safety 
issues 

Another item that appears to be lacking in the PMP is any ability to enforce those 
mitigation measures which are ordered by the STB. Even assuming the railroad 
can comply with an average increased speed of ten (10) miles per hour and this has 
the desiroo effect Ihe PMP is devoid of any consequence should the railroad fail to 
comply It IS unrealistic to assume that issues will not occur which will cause the 
railroad to not be able to meet an average increase of ten (10) miles oer hour for all 
trains Issi'es which might arise include weather track conditions accidents and 
stalled vehicles on the track as examples. 

Additionally there is no limit as to the number of trains which the railroad could operate 
through this corridor once the merger takes full effect Therefore the increased 
benefits outlined in the PMP by the increased train speed would appear to 
diminish as the number of trains increases and therefore the traffic delays and 
the intended affect on air quality would not be mitigated. At that point there should 
be some consequence to the railroad such as running trains on other routes or 
explonng less operational'y based mitigation like grade separations. 

Another telling issue raised by the PMP is the apparent willingness of the STB to 
serve the economic needs of the railroad by placing the citizens of and visitors to 
Reno at greater risk by proposing increased train speed as the primary 
mitigation. While other mitigation is proposed such as pedestrian overpasses at 
Virginia and Sierra Streets as well as improved barriers at the gate crossings. Harrah's 
believes it is unrealistic to fail to recognize human nature and the fact that people will 
always challenge safety measures put in place for their protection 

Even without this trait of human nature, the PMP itself recognizes that even if the 
system were to work perfectly there is an increased danger to both pedestrians and 
vehicular traffic in regard to accidents It is difficult for Harrah's to understand how 
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mitigation, which is supposed to decrease or eliminate this issue, but actually increases 
the issue can be acceptable 

It appears that one of the primary considerations leading to the proposal to increase 
tram speed as the primary source of mitigation is a cost/benefits analysis It is Harrah s 
understanding that the issue of cost/benefit was discussed at the mitigation task force 
meetings Harrah s provided a representative to speak with the economic expert hired 
by the STB consultants in this matter Despite discussions which indicated that the 
economic expert was beginning to recognize the need to do an economic benefits 
analysis that issua was never fully presented to the task force and not part of the 
PMP It appears the only cost benefit analysis done was in regard tc the cost of 
mitigation as it affected the railroad It seems illogical to indicate that grade 
separations or a depressed railway would not be considered because of cost, yet 
the economic cost to the City of Reno occasioned by increised train traffic was 
not part of the analysis. It would seem that one of the goals of the task force 
would be fairness in making its determination and it does not appear that this 
was the case. 

Another issue that seems particularly clear from the PMP is the fact that the consultants 
were quick to point out that the mitigation to be ordered could not have any positive 
impact on conditions which existed prior to the date of the merger This is an 
unrealistic standard as proven by the mitigation suggested by the PMP If the PMP is 
to believed traffic delay will be reduceo to below pre-merger levels by increasing train 
speed Therefore if the proposed mitigation of increased train speed can have a 
positive impact on pre-merger conditions, why was that used as a factor to 
preclude consideration of such mitigation measures as the depressed railway 
and/or grade separations. 

Finally it appears that there are many inconsistencies in the analysis as evidenced by 
the PMP In reading the analysis it appears that when necessary the consultants 
would utilize very specific data to support the conclusion that tram speed was ihe best 
mitigation pian (e g gate downtime looks at each episode rather than the total number 
of hours increasing) However when specific information pointed away from that 
solution, the consultants would then look at averages and broad-based information in 
which to prove their point (e g the discussion regarding air pollution attempts to dilute 
the impact on Reno by looking at county-wide impact) It would appear that 
consistency was lacking in that a decision should have been made to utilize either 
specific information or averages m making al] determinations 

As a corporate citizen of the City of Reno Harrah s has an interest in seeing the best 
mitigation possible for the benefit of not only the railroad but the City of Reno 
Obviously Harrah s business interests are severely affected but more importantly the 
quality of hfe of the citizens of this community are impacted by the railroad s business 
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decision to merge with the Southern Pacific railroad It seems blatantly unfair that 
decisions are being based on economic factors and yet tr.e economic benefit impact is 
not considered for all sides 

The railroad in its own documentation has indicated that it will recognize $750 million 
dollars of savings on an annual basis from the merger, yet when mitigation proposals 
such as grade separations or the depressed railway are considered, that they are 
deemed to have too much of an economic impact on the railroad to be considered. 

Harrah s Reno shares the interest of the other citizens of Reno in seeing a fair and 
effective process completed through the mitigation study For the reasons highlighted 
in the City s official comments document Harrah's believes that this has not occurred 
and urges the Surface Transportation Board to take a more critical hard look at the 
process and the analysis which led to the conclusion that increased tram speed is the 
primary mitigation to be recommended in regard to this merger and its impact on the 
City of Reno When Harrah s as a business has an adverse impact on the community 
in which It operates it is expected to compensate the community for thai impact It is 
difficult to understand why the railroad who has the economic ability and will reap the 
greatest economic benefits of this merger, is not being required to do the same Thank 
you for your opportunity to comment and should you have any further questions about 
my comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (702) 788-3647. 

Very truly yours, 

J^mes p y^ogers 
pernor ^lae President and General Manager 

^ a r r a h ki^eno 

/frr 

cc Hector Mon 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richard Bryan 
Charles McNeely 
Mayor Jeff Griffin 

rrltr 



STB FD 32760 10-17-97 



BOB MILLEFi Governor 

STA^̂ E OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
1263 S Stewart Street 

Carson City. Nevada 89712 

October 14. 1997 

Office ofthe Secretary 
Case C ontrol Unit 
finance Docket No. ."̂ 2760 
Surface fransportation Board 
1925 K Street. NW. Room 700 
Wa.shington. DC 20423-0001 

Attn: Elaine K Kaiser 
Chief Seetion of f j iv ironmenial Analysis 
lin\ ironmenial l iliii«z - Reno 

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

EHVIRONIJIEHTAL 
DOCUMENT 

Dear Ms. Kaiser. 

The outeome oflhe C ily of Reno's Mitigation ofthe UP/SP Merger will affeel NDOf "s 
Railroad Safel> Program. Ihe following commenis are provided in regards lo elements oflhe plan. 

Tier 1 Recommendations (improxemenls indaled b\ the S I B) 

• increased frain Speeds 

fhe train speed is regulated h\ the class of track as determined by the Railroad. Since the Stale 
does not regulate train speeds, our commenis have been reslricled to operation of existing warning 
devices and other human factors. 

The approach speeds ofthe trains provide the necessar) waming lime for higher speeds. 
According lo the f'PRR. the proposed circuitp. has already been installed for all crossings 
impacted bv the higher speeds, fhe automatic waming devices compensate for changes in speed. 
1 rafllc signal preempt liming is autoinatically adjusted for those traffic signals close lo the tracks. 

Reaction lime for vehicle and pedestrian trespassers (those who choose to violate the waming 
devices) will be reduced. Preventing the opportunity for these occurrences is addressed in other 
areas ofthe 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. Ihe displavs could also wam pedestrians ofthe oncoming 
trains in st)me areas. I low ever, w ithout eni'orcement. the saiel) benefits may not be achieved. 

• Cameras and Monitors showing Rail fine 

These devices could be utilized to enforce right-of-way v iolations. linabling legislation will be 
required but has been successful in Southem Califomia. Providing lighting and signing to 
dissuade trespassers should also be considered. Again, without enforcement pedestrians will 
continue to take risks in iront ol oncoming trains. 

• l our-Ouadrant Crossing Gates at Nine Locations 

The proposed I RA criteria for four quadrant gates include median barriers. Median barriers 
were not proposed by the City since traffic tlow on fhird St, and Commercial Row will be 
inhibited, to the detriment of casinos and their valet parking services. .Additionally, the 
proposed I RA regulations preclude fou.-quadrant gates when preemption lortratfic signals 
exists, l hc regulations do allovs for regular gates with median barriers, fhis will be less 
expensive a.id require no additional maintenance. 

The concept of prev enting vehicles from bypassing the warning dev ices with gates is good but 
lour quadrant gales are not acceptable in many of the suggested locations. 

• Pedestrian Crossing Gate Skirts 

1 he pedestrian gates were installed under the Railroad Safet) Program. Like all material 
installed under this program. NDO'l maintains authority over the use and disposal ofthe 
propertv. I he skirts will add weight that could run down the emergency batter) system in the 
gates. Batter) operation is required by the I RA. which would be extremely expensive with 
heavy gales. Pedestrians i ide the gales uhen the) ascend. 1 here is space for pedestrians lo 
walk between the gates and the fence. Gates only serve as a waming. not a blockade. The 
skirts will iw\ improve this, fhe bi/arre pedestrian behavior, captured on video and presented 
to the S I B. denion.strated that skirls will be ineffective, l-ducalional billboards and active 
enlorcemenl are more likel) lo have an impact. 

• Electronic Warning Signs for Pedestrians 

l his is an enhancement for pedestrian safety but w ill hav e a minimal impact on pedestrian 

behavior. 



Office oflhe Secretary 
October 14. 1997 
Page 

• Pedestrian Cirade Separations 

It is questi mable whether the av ailable right-of-way will allow for the constmction of 
"effective"" overpass or underpass pedestrian facilities al the suggested locations. Escalators 
and elevators would be required to meet .\D..\ requirements. Prt)per design and location will 
encourage pedestrian use onl) bv restricting access to the roadwa). 

Tier 2 Kccommendations (not mandated by the S f B) 

More costlv .solutions, such as the depr-.'ssed train wav. will eliminate safety problems Grade 
separations need to be addressed. \\ henever grade separations are constructed, the) should occur with 
the closure of adjacent crossings, I he possibilit) of closures is nev er mentioned in this study. In the 
past, the C itv was reluctant to close even the least used crossing. 

Thc national policies all indicate closure of crossings that are close together with low 
.\D I . C'ros.-̂ ings suggested for closure in the Citv ofReno include: 

Sage St. (1.500 .\DT) Needs to be closed i f the Sutro St. grade separation is 
constructed, 

V ine St. (4.000 ADT) Likely candidates for closure if grade separations are 
Washington St, (2.000 .'\D1') con.structed at Keystone Ave. and Ariington St. 
Ralston St, (4.000 AD 1) 
West St. (4.700 ADT) 

Fvans .-Xve. is not currentiv an open crossing. The City obtained permission from the PSC. to 
open an at-grade crossing at this location. .\ grade separation is not proposed for this location. Ifa 
grade separatitm is no' built, an at-grade crossing should not be opened. 

The proposals f"or closures will be extremel) unpopular, but it is inappropriate for them not to 
at least receive consideration. Closures, combined with grade separations will eliminate most train 
hom noise m downtown, without instituting a whistle ban. which requires installation of medians, etc. 
There are no crashes where there are no at-grade crossings. 

Sincerelv 

/ Jim Ciallegos. PE 
Chief Safety Engineer 
Administrator. NDOT Railroad Safety Program 

J.\C;:dmg 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: 
DOCUMENT # iC-iQ-qi A'5^:^iprr) 

/^:^r I' 

•7 A 
To the ST:*. 

My name i s J e f f r e y Wyman, I am A l i f e time r e s i d e n t 
of Reno Nevada. 
I am w r i t i n g t h i s l e t t e r because I am very concerned 
about the r a i l r o a d impact on Reno, and your M i t i g a t i o n 
p l a n . 

1. I would l i k e t o know how someone could suggest i n c r e a s i n g 
the speed of the t r a i n s as An answer t o the problem, t h i s i s 
Outrageous, t o make A Dangerous s i t u a t i o n even more Dangerous. 

2. I have heard very l i t t l e t a l k about the noise p o l l u t i o n 
c r eated by the t r a i n s , the Reno Truckee Meadows has somewhat 
of A bowl e f f e c t between the mountains, and much of the t^)ath 
the t r a i n takes threw Reno i s near r e s i d e n t i a l Homes, And when 
t h i s p l a i n gets up t o f u l l speed we w i l l have A t r a i n on An 
Average of every 45 Minutes, and the engine and Obnoxious 
t r a i n w h i s t l e c a r r i e s 2 and 3 miles from the t r a c k , and vie 
would be enduring t h i s 24 hours A day, even know you can 
hear the w h i s t l e at fo u r i n the mourning. 

3. We m.ust have A Environmental Impact Statement t o see 
the r e a l e f f e c t on our community, Reno i s A b e a u t i f u l 
place t o l i v e , i t i s not some i n d u s t r i a l zone. 

Your t h o u g h t f u l c o n s i d e r a t i o n on t h i s matter would be 
g r e a t l y a p p r e ciated. 

S i g n a t u r e , 

J e f f r e y Wyman 
PO Box 33323 
Reno NV. 89633 

yyy^:;'''Z:. 

DOCUMENT 
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U.S Department of 
Transportation 
Ofdce o( trie Secretary 
ofTrcnsfXKiatioii 

GENERAL COUNSEL 400 Seventh St , S W 
Washington D C 20590 

C\i:ober 16, 1997 

Office of the Secretary 
Case Control Unit 
finance Docket No. 32760 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street, N.W. Room 700 
Wa.shington, D.C. 20423-0001 

Attention: Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief Section of Environmental Analysis 
Environmental f i l ing - Reno 

IX'ar Ms. Kaiser: 

Pursuant to the directions of the Section of Environmental Analysis in the above-
referenced proceeding, enclosed herewith are an original and ten copies of the 
C"(nnments the United States Department of Transportation in this matter. Please 
date-stamp the additional copy so that the messenger may return it to the 
Department. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Paul Samuel Smith 
Senior Trial Attorney 

:nclosures 

ii>̂ 3iAinooa 
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Finance Docket 32670 

RENO MITIGATION STUDY 

PRELIMINARY MITIGATION PLAN 

Cominents of the 
UNITED STATES DhPAR 1 .MEN I OF TRANSPORTATION 

Introduction 
The Surface Transportation Board ("STB" or "Board") in this proceeding 

approved the consolidation of the Union Pacific Railroad Company ("UP") and 

the Southern Pacific Transportation Company ("SP"), subject to a number of 

conditions. Decision No. 44, August 12,1996. One condition directed a staff unit 

of the STB, the Section of Environmental Analysis ("SEA"), to conduct studies to 

determine whether additional mitigation measures would be appropriate to 

address further the environmental impacts of merger-related increases in train 

traffic on the City of Reno and Washoe County, Nevada. Id-- Condition No. 22. 

The UP projected an increase in train traffic occasioned by the merger of 11.3 

trains per day (from a pre-merger average of 12.7 through freight trains per day 



to 24.0 post-merger). On September 15, 1997, SEA issued its Preliminary 

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

The United States Department t>f Transportation ("DOT" or 

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

DC>T is concerned 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 mitigation process. We also wish to 

encourage contiiuied dialogue between representatives of Reno and the UP. 

Finally, DOT understands that state law may require sounding of train horns in 

the interest of safety. However, the Federal Railroad Administration ("ERA '), an 

operating administration within DOT, will soo i propose federal rules on this 

subject under a statutory mandate enacted in 1̂ *94. Under the circumstances the 

Department recommends that the STB retain jurisdiction until after the 

conclusion of the pending rulemaking on train horns; 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 

communities and the UP consider participation in the ERA s "Operation 

Respond" program to further mitigate the risks from potential hazardous 

material releases. 

PRELIMINARY MITlCiATION PLAN FOR 

THE CITY o r RENO AND WASHC^E COUNTY 

I . Env ironmenta! Impacts on Reno and Washoe County 

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

coi^sidered the er'vironm.:'ntal impacts of the UP/SP merger on eleven specific 

areas: traffic delay, ePif'rgency vehicle access, pedestrian safety, train-vehicle 

accidents, derailment;^ including the risk of the release of hazardous materials), 

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

American issues. PMP at 6 1. 

Traffic Delay 

Among the significant in-pacts noted is the additional vehicular delay; 

' / The Board also directed the St'A to conduct an assessment of merger-related impacts and 
mitigation measures with respect to the City oi Wichita and Sedgwick County, Kansas. Our 
comnicnts on this study are being filed simultantously. 



without any mitigation, SEA estimates an increase from 189 vehicle-hours per 

day under 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 concerns pedestrian crossing of the 

tracks in downtown Reno. Crowds at periodic special events downtown would 

exacerbate possible safety impacts, id- at 6-10. 

Tra in-Vehicle Accidents 

Using a methodt)logy developed by FRA, the SEA estimates that the 

predicted frequency of train-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. 

C)ther Environmental Impacts 

The SEA generally did not find the merger's other likely impacts to be 

severe. Air quality impacts were expected to result from increased locomotive 

emissions, due to increases in the number of trains, and from additional 

vehicular emissions, due to increased vehicular delay at grade crossings. M- at 6-

53. The increase in total emissions is very small (id. at 6-56, 6-57), except for 

oxides of nitrogen ("NOx"), which would grow from 1.63 percent to 3.08 percent 

of total county-wide emissions. M- at 6-.56. The SEA study team believes that the 

NOx 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 particulate matter increases are small when compared to 

the overall emissions inventory, and they are not expected to have a detrimental 

impact on air qualitv within the air basin, id. 

11. Recommended Mitigation Measures 

The Board directed the SEA to consider two different mitigation levels: 

one would redress adverse environmental impacts from the merger's increased 

train operations, and the means adopted for this purpose would be mandatory 

and funded solely by UP; the second would entail "more far-reaching" measures 

where implementation would be dependent upon a voluntary agreement among 



the parties. Decision No. 71 (April 15,1997). The PMP contains both levels, 

denominated as "Tier I " and "Tier I I . " The Department takes no position on Tier 

II measures insofar as the Board will not impose them absent agreement among 

UP and the communities. 

The SEA put forth a number of recommendations in its proposed Tier I 

Mitigation Package (Table 8.4.4-1, PMP 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 train movement 

controls), improving communications to better coordinate emergency responses, 

discontinuing the practice of adding "helper" locomotives in the Woodland 

Avenue area, installing pedestrian crossing gate "skirts" at certain sites, installing 

four-quadrant crossing gates (extending across two lanes of traffic on both sides 

of the track) at nine locations, instituting safety education and training programs, 

consulting with Native Americans, constructing two pedestrian grade 

separations in downtown Reno (and conducting prehistoric and historic surveys 

during their construction), installing additional equipment to detect potential 

train defects, establishing a community advisory' panel, and issuing quarterly 

status reports. PMP at 8-19 through 8-22. 

111. Noise Impacts 

The SEA's evaluation indicates that the noise impact from the additional 

trains in Reno will increase from 31 to 44 the number of noise-sensitive receptors 

subject to Ldn of 63 dBA or greater. - PMP at 6-43; Table 6.2.9-3. The number of 

casinos and hotels subject to Ldn of 65 dBA or greater is expected to increase 

from 34 to 61. id. 

The PMP notes that, "[t]he overwhelming majority of noise generated by 

rail operatic^ns in Reno is that which emanates from warning horns located on 

the locomotives." id. at 8-28. The recommended mitigation package does not 

include any measures designed to reduce this noise, howev er, because of various 

legal and safety concerns. Nevada law requires the sounding of a bell or whistle 

at least 80 rods (1320 feet) from a highway-rail crossing. Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 

705.4.30 (1991). Moretn er, although federal regulations do not currently specify 

when warning devices are to be used, they do require that locomotives be 

^ I "Ldn" is the day-night av erage sound level or the av erage noise levek in a 24 hour period; 
"dBA" is the term for decibel; a "receptor" is considered to be a discrete structure vvith people 
inside on a regular basis, such as a school, residence, hospital, church, etc. 1^. at 6-40. 



equipped with audible warning devices that provide a warning of 96 dBA at 100 

feet in front of the locomotive. 49 C.F.R. § 229.129. Recognizing that state laws 

and railroad operating rules generally specify use of the horn as a warning at 

highway-rail crossings, the Environmental Protection Administration's Railroad 

Noise Emission Standards exclude horn noise from limitations at the perimeter of 

railroad property. 49 C.F.R. § 201.10. 

The SEA also correctly notes that, pursuant to 1994 statutory requirements 

(49 U.S.C. § 20153), FRA is now preparing proposed rules that would require that 

train horns be sounded when approaching and going over public highway-rail 

crossings. PMP at 8-29. Exceptions will be proposed for "quiet zones" where 

"supplementary safety measures" compensate for loss of the train horn as a 

warning device, but the final shape of those exceptions will be determined 

through the rulemaking process. The SEA suggests that when these regulations 

are issued, officials within Reno and W^shoe County will have the opportunity 

to apply to the FRA to establish "quiet zones" and other alternatives to sounding 

horns, id. 

Finally, the SEA quotes the Board's view, expressed in Decision No. 44, 

that "any attempt significantly 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 

impacts because any decrease in the sounding of horns would lead to an increase 

in safety risk. DO! agrees that a reduction in this particular noise, whether in 

loudness or duration, may have a negative impact on safety under existing 

circumstances. 

We also appreciate the difficulties facing the SEA and the Board on this 

subject: the most noteworthy source of train noise in Reno is required to 

continue in tht interests of safety. In these circumstances DOT believes that the 

STB should not now reach a final decision on this point, but should retain 

jurisdiction of at least this aspect of the instant proceeding until FRA completes 

its impending rulemaking. Once FRA has assessed the evidence, arguments, and 

alternatives relating to the creation t̂ f quiet zones, its final decision should clarify 

the extent to which such zones may be available to mitigate the noise at issue 

here. At that time, SEA can assess the cost and effectiveness of any options 

provided for establishing quiet zones in the subject communities and make 

recommendations to the Board. Since the noise impacts at issue are a direct 

consequence of the merger, assuming the actions required to implement quiet 



/ones meet the standards established in Decision 44, UP should be responsible 

for funding such improvements, unle.ss the cost of such modifications unduly 

interferes vvith UP's right to conduct business and provide rail freight 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 in a matter of this complexity, a rapid resolution of all problems is 

not alwavs possible 

IV. Additional Recommendations 

Operating more trains through a corridor increases the risk of a 

del ailment, absent other measures. The percentage of cars carrying hazardous 

materials through the Reno and Washoe County areas is anticipated to remain at 

the current lev el of 3.3 percent, and therefore as the total number of such cars 

rises, the risk of a derailment and subsequent release of hazardous materials is 

expected to increa.se post-merger. Id. at 6-24. The SEA estimates that the risk of 

a hazardous materials release in the corridor between Truckee, California, and 

Fernley, Nevada (which includes the rail line through Reno), increases from 

0.02514 per year to 0.036.50, or an expected release every 27.4 years post-merger 

compared to every 39.8 years pre-merger. 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 concerns about the increased risk of derailments and 

subsequent releases of hazardous materials. 

Although the increased risk is still slight, the potential risk to endangered 

fish species and other impacts of a release lead the Department to suggest that 

the City of Rem> and Washoe County join with the UP as participants in 

"C^peration Respond." This FRA program is designed to reduce the impact of 

accidental releases of hazardous materials through an improved information 

.system, which provides fire and 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 concerned about a nuntber of issues that have been 

raised about the accuracy of the analysis on which the choice of mitigation 

measures is based and on the adequacy of the coordination process that was used 

in preparing the PMP. We believe that in a matter where such serious public 



health and safety concems are raised, a careful review of the study, including thc 

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 limited time period. In the interests of 

safety and community viability, we urge the SEA to expand the study to assure 

that it meets all the concerns of the citizens of Reno. We further urge the Board 

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 offering X)T's expertise to review safety impacts of the 

measures recommended in the PMP. 

Respectfully Submitted 

'' ^ 

ROSALIND A. KNAPP N M 

eputy General Counsel 
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Case Control Unit 
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1925 K Street, N.W. Room 700 
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Attention: Elaine K. Kai.ser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 
Environmental Filing - Wichita 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

Pursuant to the directions of the Section of Environmental Analysis in thc above-
referenced priKeeding, enclo.sed herewi h are an original and ten copies of the 
Comments the United States Department of Transportation in this matter. Please 
date-stamp the additional copy so that the messenger may return it to the 
Department. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Paul Samuel Smith 
Senior Trial Attorney 
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WICHITA MITIGATION STUDY 
PRELIMINARY MITIGATION PLAN 

Comments of the 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Introduction 

The Surface Transportation Board ("STB" or "Board") in this proceeding 

approved the consolidation of the Union Pacific Railroad Company ("UP") and 

the Southern Pacific Transportation Company ("SP"), subject to a number of 

ct>nditions. Decision No. 44, August 12, 1996. One condition directed a .staff unit 

of the STB, the Section of Environmental Analysis ("SEA") to conduct studies to 

determine whether additional mitigation measures would be appropriate to 

address further the environmental impacts of merger-related increases in train 

traffic on the City of Wichita and Sedgwick County, Kansas, id.. Condition No. 

23. The UP projected an increase in train traffic occasioned bv the merger of 5.6 

trains per day (from a pre-merger average of 4.0 through freight trains per day to 



9.6 post-merger). On September 15,1997, SEA issued its Preliminary Mitigation 

Plan for the City of Wichita and Sedgwick County ("PMP").' 

The United States Department of Transportation ("DOT" or 

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

DOT is concerned 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 

Wichita area to assure the adequacy of the mitigation process. We also wish to 

encourage continued dialogue between representatives of Wichita and the UP. 

Finally, DĈ T understands that state law requires sounding of train horns in the 

interest of safety. However, the Federal Railroad Administration ("ERA"), an 

operating administration within DOT, will soon propose federal rules on this 

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

Department recommends that the STB retain jurisdiction until after the 

conclusion of the pending rulemaking on train horns; 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 

communities and the UP consider participation in the FRA's "Operation 

Respond" program to further mitigate the risks from potential.hazardous 

material releases. 

PRELIMINARY MITIGATION PLAN FOR 

THE CITY WICHITA AND SEDGWICK COUNTY 

L Environmental Impacts on Wichita anu Sedgwick County 

As more fully discussed below, for Wichita and Sedgwick County the 

PMP consideied the environmental impact of the merger in three broad 

categories encompassing a total of ten specific areas: Safety (including traffic 

delay, public transit delay, emergency vehicle access, pedestrian safety, train 

vehicle accidents and derailments, and the risk of the release of hazardous 

materials). Air Quality (in terms of total county-wide emissions and localized 

carbon monoxide concentrations), and Noise (from passing trains and associated 

vibrations). PMP at 6-1. 

Mm 

' / The Board aiso directed the SEA to conduct an assessment of merger-related impacts and 
mitigation measures with respect to the City of Reno and Washoe County, Nevada. Our 
comments on this study are bemg filed simultaneously. 



There are 26 major roadways in the communities crossed at grade by the 

subject UP rail line. id. at 6-3 The PMP identified these crossings as the points 

most likely to suffer vehicular traffic delays as well as other safety-related 

consequences as the result of merger-ba.sed increases in rail operations. Id at 6-3. 

In the absence of any mitigation, the SEA calculated that the merger would 

produce tLiC following quantitative impacts: 

Traffic delays - an additional 192.79 vehicle-hours per day. Id. at 6-5. 

Public transit delays - an additional 5.22 person-hours p^r day. Id- at 6-7. 

Average emergency vehicle crossing delay - an additional 0.5 minutes per 
vehicle. Id. at 6-10.' 

Total crossing blockage - an additional v.7 hours per day. id. at 6-12. 

Train-vehkie accidents - an additional 0 3 accidents per year. 1^. at 6-16. 

Derailments - an additional .248 per year. id. at b-21. 

The primarv' safety concern identified is the potential risks to the 259 school 

children who cross the tracks to reach elementary schools. M- at 6-14. 

Air C>uality 

The PMP projected increases in emissions from locomotives, due to the 

greater number of trains, and from motor vehicles, due to the increases in time 

that grade crossings would be blocked by trains, id at 6-23. The increase in 

emissions arising frt>m tht merger is less than one percent of total County-wide 

emissions Id. Since the communities comfortably meet the current National 

Ambient .Air Quality Standards ("NAAQS"), this increase would not jeopardize 

public health or welfare. Id. at 6-24-25. 

11 Recommended Mitigation .Measures 

The Board directed the SEA to con.sider two different mitigation levels: 

one would redress adverse environmental impacts from the merger's increased 

train operations, and the means adopted for this purpose would be mandatory 

and funded solely by UP; the second would entail "more far-reaching" measures 

where implementation would be dependent upon a voluntary agreement among 

the parties. Decision .No. 71 (April 15, 1997). The FMP contains both levels. 



denominated as "Tier 1" and "Tier I I " The Department takes no position on Tier 
II measures insofar as the Board will not imp)ose them absent agreement among 
UP and the communities. 

The SEA put forth a number of requirements in its proposed Tier I 

Mitigation Package (Table 8.4.5-1, PMP at 8-13), addressing each of the 

previously noted areas, except noise. Proposed requirements include a 

recommended increase in train speed (requiring improved track and train 

movement controls), elimination of crew changes for through trains, improved 

communications to better coordinate emergency responses, installing automatic 

grade crossing gates where there are now flashing lights, installing fences and 

pedestrian crossing gates at certain sites, safety education and training for 

schools and businesses near the tracks, installing train defect detectors, and the 

establishment of a community advisory panel and quarterly status reports, id. 

111. Noi•>̂ e Impacts 

The SEA's evaluation of the proposed T'.er 1 Mitigation Package indicates 

ihat the noise from the additional trains in Wichita will increase from 295 to 434 

the number ot noise-sensitive receptors subject to Ldn of 65 dBA or greater, id. 

at 6-27. - The PMP notes that "[tjhe overwhelming majority of noise generated 

by rail operations is that provided bv -.varning horns for safety purposes" and 

that "[iijnlike other adverse environmental impacts, train horn noise is a 

deliberately created annoyance" id. at 8-9, The recommended mitigation 

package does not include any measures designed to reduce this noise, however, 

because of various legal and safety concerns. The State of Kansas requires trains 

to give an audible warning (air whistle) at least four times beginning at least 80 

rods (1320 feet) from the crossing. Kan. Stat. Ann. § 66-2,120 (1992). Moreover, 

although federal regulations do not currently specify when waming devices are 

to be used, they do require that locomotives be equipped with audible waming 

devices that provide a warning of 96 dBA at 100 feet in front ot ĥe locomotive. 

49 C.F.R. § 229.129. Recognizing that state laws and railroad operating rules 

generally specify use of the horn as a warning at highway-rail crossings, the 

Environmental Protection Administration's Railroad Noise Emission Standards 

2 / "ldn is the dav-nighf average sound level or the average noise levels in a 24 hour period; 
dB.A IS the term lor decibel; a receptor" is considered to be a discrete structure vvith people 

inside on a regular basis, such as a school, residence, hospital, church, etc. Id. at 6-25, 26. 



exclude horn noise from limitations at the perimeter of railroad property. 49 
C ' R. § 201.10. 

The SEA also correctly notes that, pursuant to 1994 statutory requirements 

(49 U.S.C. § 201531, FRA is now preparing proposed rules that would require that 

traip horns be sounded when apprt)aching and going over public highway-rail 

crossiPigs. PMP at 8-9. Exceptions will be proposed for "quiet zones" where 

"supplemeiitarv saiety measures" compensate for loss of the train horn as a 

warning devic, 'ut fh J final shape of those exceptions will be determined 

through the rulemaking process. The PMP notes that when these regulations are 

issued, officials within Wichita and Sedgwick County will have the opportunity 

to apply to the FRA for alternatives to sounding horns. Id. 

It is thus clear that the SEA did not seek to leduce merger-related noise 

impacts because any decrease in the sounding of such horns would lead to an 

increase in safetv risk. LOT agrees that a reduction in this particular noise, 

whether in loudness or duration, may have a negative impact on safety at this 

time. 

We also appreciate the difficulty facing the SEA and the Board on this 

subject: the most noteworthy source of train noise in Wichita is required to 

continue in the interests of safety. In these circumstances DĈ T believes that the 

S LB should not now reach a final decision on this point, but should retain 

jurisdiction of at least this aspect of the instant proceeding until FRA completes 

its impending rulemaking. Once FRA has assessed the evidence, arguments, and 

alternativ es relating to the creation of quiet zones, its final decisicw should clarify 

the extent to which such zones may be available to mitigate the noise at issue 

here. .At that time, SEA can assess the cost and effectiveness of any options 

provided for establishing quiet zones in the subject communities and make 

recommendations to the Board. Since the noise impacts at issue are a direct 

consequence of the merger, assuming the actions required to implement quiet 

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 business and provide rail freight service to 

its customers. PMP at 8-2. The Department understands the desire of the Board, 

the UP, and the communities to resolve this issue expeditiously, but the fact that 

the Board has retained oversight of the entire proceeding for five years indicates 

that in a matter of this complexity, a rapid resolution of all problems is not 

always possible. 



IV. Additional Recommendations 

Operating more trains through any rail corridor increases the risk of a 

derailment, absent other measures. The SEA esumates that the risk of a 

derailment in the Wichita area increases as a result of the merger from 0.186 per 

year to 0.434 per year, and that the risk of a hazardous material release caused by 

a derailment increases (in terms of releases per year) from 0.003 to 0.0105. PMP 

at 6-21 and 6-22. The PMP notes that a number of the system-wide mitigation 

measures ordered by the Board in Decision No. 44 address concerns about the 

increased risk of derailments and subsequent releases of hazardous materials. 

Although the increased risk is slight, the Department suggests that the 

City of Wichita and Sedgwick County join with 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 and 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 concerned about a number of issues that have been 

raised about the accuracy of the analysis on which the choice of mitigation 

measures is based and on the adequacy of the coordination process that was used 

in preparing the PMP. We believe that in a matter where such serious public 

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 

Wichita 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 limited time period. In the interests of 

safety and community viability, we urge the SEA to expand the study to assure 

that it meets all the concerns of the citizens of Wichita. We further urge the 

Board 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 offering DOT's expertise to review safety impacts of 

the measure > recommended in the PMP. 

Respectfully Submitted 

\0^^^cy^P ^ ^-^S^^ ^ 
ROSALIND A. KNAPP 
Deputy General Counsel 
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UNION PACIFIC CORPORATION, UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 
AND MISSOURI PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 

- CONTROL AND MERGER ~ 
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAIL CORPORATION, SOUTHERN PACIFIC 

TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ST. LOUIS SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY 
COMPANY, SPCSL CORP. AND THE DENVER AND 

RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY 

CITY OF RENO'S MOTION FOR WAIVER 
OF SERVICE REQUIREMENT 
RENO MITIGATION STUDY 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT 

PaL.1 H. Lamboley 
1020 Nineteenth Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20036-6105 
Telephone: 202-496-4920 
Facsimile: 202-293-6200 

October 16, 1997 

Patricia A Lynch, City Attomey 
Michael K. Halley, Deputy City Attomey 
Reno City Hall 
490 South City Street 
Reno, Nevada 89501 
Telephone: 7̂02) 334-2050 
Facsimile: (702) 334-2420 

Counsel for The City of Reno 

)j\p^-. .*»£NT 



MOTION FOR WAIVER OF SERVICE 
REQUIREMENT*- OR COMMENT P U R P O S E S 

The City of Reno, hereby moves for waiver of service requirements of 49 

C.F.R. § 1104 12(a) for purposes of Comment related to the "Reno Mitigation 

Study" ordered in Decision No. 44. By waiver request, the City of Reno seeks 

authorization to limit service to counsel of record for the Union Pacific/Southern 

Pacific (UP/SP) applicants,' for the reason that there are no other parties of 

record (POR) who have interest or participate in the Reno Mitigation Study. 

The Board has previously granted similar waiver requests. See Decision 

Nos. 45 ard 70. 

Dated this 16th day of October 1997. 

Paul wJlamboley 
1020 Nineteenth Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20036-6105 
Telephone; 202-496-4920 
Facsimile: 202-293-6200 

Patricia A Lynch, City Attomey 
Michael 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 

' Union Pacific Corporation is re'erred to as UPC. Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR) 
and Missoun Pacific Railroad Company (MPRR) were formerly referred to collectively as UP. On 
January 1, 1997, MPRR merged into UPRR, ssfi Decision No. 67, slip op. at 1 n.3; and, for ttie 
penod beginning January 1. 1997. the acronym "UP," as used in ttiis motion, shall be understood 
to refer to UPRR. 

Southem Pacific Rail Corporation is referred to as SPR. Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company (SPT), St. Louis Southwestern Railway Company (SSW), SPCSL Corp. (SPCSL), and 
The Uenver and Rio Grande Westem Railroad Company (DRGW) are referred to collectively as SP 

UPC, UP, SPR, and SP are referred to collectively as applicants. See Decision No. 44, 
slip op. at 7 n.3. Common control was consummated September 11, 1996. 
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Certificate of Service 

This is to certify that 1 have this i t / i f day of October, 1997, served a copy 
of the foregoing Motion for Waiver of Service Requirement, Reno Mitigation 
Study via the most expeditious means first-class mail, postage prepaid on: 

Paul A Cunningham Arvid t . Roach, li 
Richard B. Herzog J. Michael Hemmer 
James M. Guinivan 1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Harkins Cunningham P.O. Box 7566 
1300 Nineteenth Street, NW Washington, DC 20044-7566 
Washington, DC 20036 Washington, DC 20036 

Counsel to Union Pacific Corp. 
Counsel to Southern Pacific Rail Corp. Union Pacific Railroad Co., and 
Southem Pacific Transportation Co. Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. 
St. Louis Southernwestern Railway Co. 
SPCSL Corp. and The Denver and 
Rio Grande Westem Railroad Co. 

AP— 
PauliHI. Lamboley 

7 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT 

Jet. 3, 1997 

To: Jarfuce T r a n s p o r t a t i o n Euard 
From: M. Lee Dazey, C i t i z e n A l e r t 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNiT 
REC'D: ' ' ' i'^-j \'7i l 
DOCUMENT • yi.^i/.yy,v\ 

Cuir.me.it.; .-n che Pr e i x.ni ;.ar y Tlari f o r the 'J. P. Merger i t P u b l i c 
Hearing i n Reno, Nevada 

C i t i z e n A l e r t i s a s t a t e w i d e g r a s s r o o t o r g a n i z a t i o n working on 
nuclear issues i n Nevada. Let i t go un record today t h a t C i t i z e n 
7»lert stands opposed to the r ecoiiuiiendat i on ot t h i i i Lcard t h a t U.P 
t r a i n s be dimply sped up to minirriize the impacts of the increased 
number of t r a i n s upon s e r v i c e p r o v i d e r s , commuters and a i r q u a l i t y . 
Given the t o x i c nature cf a l a r g e percentage of the t r a i n s through 
l\eno, whic.'̂ j w i l l Jouble ^^r t r i p l e as i r e s u l t cf the .nerger, and 
U.P. 'z d e c l i n i n g s a f e t y r e c o r d , t h i i . r eco.mmendat i on i s j n e e i f o l l y 
and - . . - i l l increase the l i v e l i h o o d cf a s e r i o u s acciie.'.t, When we 
d r i v e near elementary j c h o o i s , do we avoid h i t t i n g i c h i l d by 
speeding past the school? Ilo, we slow dowr. to A 5 i i i i l e s per nour . 

Heavy c r i t i c i s m f e l l upon Union P a c i f i c r e c e n t l y , a f t e r 7 
f a t a l i t i e s i n 3 months occurred w i t h J.P. t r a i n s . A f t e r an 
i n v e s t i 5at i c:i by the Federal . ^ a i l r c a d Admi;. i s t r at i on, i n which 57 

cf the locomotives inspected were fcund to be d e t e c t i v e ; 
j u p e r v i s c r s /iad ordered crews to move t r a i n s w i t h d e f e c t i v e 
equipment; employees had been t o l d not to r e p o r t defects or 
i n j u r i e s ; and d i s p a t c h e r s and managers had j i v e n c o n f l i c t i n g 
l.'iStructions t h a t wOuid have r e s u l t e d . : i r.ead-un w j i l i - i c n s , the 
FRA a r r i v e d at the f o l l o w i n g c o n c l u s i o n , " U.P i'.ad a fundamental 
oreakdown m basic r a i l r o a d cperati.ng ^^rccedures and p r a c t i c e s , 
- s s e n t i a l to a safe j p e r a t i o r . . " 

C e r t a i n l y , as the f e d e r a l board which oversees the merger uf U.P 
and -.P., these f a c t s should ;,ot be overlooked when l o o k i n g at 
r i ^ k s and i.Tipa-ts of the merger. Just because U.P, i s a p r e e x i s t i n g 
r a i l r o a d comyciny w i t h t r a i n s through Reno, they chouldn't be 
outside of s c r u t i n y by t h i s board. In ^ur o p i n i o n , U. F . ' tr a c k 
record doesn't warrant theiri tc increase t h e i r t r a i n s through town. 

Union P a c i f i c i s the r a i l r o a d company whose t r a i n s w i l l c a r r y high 
l e v e l nuclear waste from f o r e i g n r e a c t o r s next Spring through our 
community. The r a i l runs runs p a r a l l e l to 79 miles uf the Truckee 
River, the s i n g l e source of water f o r ;00,00u people i n Washoe 
County alone and hundreds of faruier ^ ;i the Lahontan V a l l e y . The 
Truckee i s the source whicn -Tinp^-ti^^i/.t - Pyramid Lake, t r a d i t i o n a l 
homelands t o the Paiute r i d t ^ ^ n whose c u l t u r e i s based upon the lake 
ind '-lie ancient cui J i f i s h . 

According to the Department of Energy's own study, a serious 
accident which r e s u l t s i n a release cf a nuclear cask's contents 
in J.'I urban area, would contaminate a 42-square mile area, cost 
b i l l i o n s cf d o l l a r s , and take s e v e r a l years to clean up. A s p i l l 
i n the Tru.-Kee cr an e x p l o s i o n or f i r e near the Truckee i n which 
r a d i o n u c l i d e s f e l l - o u t i n t o the r i v e r would be d i f f i c u l t , i f not 



Impossible to clean. 

Union P a c i f i c i s a dangerous r a i l r o a d company, which iS why i n 
another r e p o r t , the c i t y of Reno was I d e n t i f i e d as the most a t - r i s k 
urban area i n the U.S. f o r a .major accident i n v o l v i n g .hazardous 
m a t e r i a l a f f e c t i n g l a r g e p o p u l a t i o n s of people. The Good Neighbor 
P r o j e c t ' s r e p o r t , e n t i t l e d , "Hazardous M a t e r i a l s on the R a i l s , A 
Case etudy of the Union P a c i f i c R e a i l r o a d , The Nation's Largest 
Chemical Hauler s t a t e d t h a t at any given moment, a hazardous 
s p i l l , could d.'rectly harm 30, 000 r e s i d e n t s and t o u r i s t s i n 
p r o x i m i t y t o a .downtown s p i l l . 

Accidents can and do r o u t i n e l y happen, sometimes more r o u t i n e l y , 
dS i n the case of U.P. But we are the people who would have to l i v e 
w i t h J t o x i c s p i l l . I t Is cur duty to say no to t h i s board's 
s o l u t i o n to the U.F. merger i n order to a v e r t the kind of accident 
t h a t occured near Dunsmuir i n which a t r a i n d e r a i l e d c o n t a i n i n g 
chemicals and s p i l l e d tons of chemicals i n t o the Jacramento River, 
a r i v e r .".nee f u l l of l i f e , .-.ow s t e r i l e . 

The fact that thii> board came up with a finding that no serious 
humaii impacts would result from tne merger speaks again for the 
need for a more comprehensive environmental review, one that deals 
with U.P.'s track record and one that actually deals with the 
hazardous contents of these trains, in other words an Environmental 
Impact Study ;EI3.j Wiw^TTitKesfe trains tiwtapor t is "merger related" 
and .should have not been tossed uut by the STB Ln the backround 
jtudy. ^C\S 'bc"^ Lya^rai^rrc'-"^li/ 

l e r e i y address the ;.umber of t r a i n s i n i s o l a t i o n of ttie 
environment and th.e community In which the t r a i n s w i l l :v;ove i s 
I r r e s p o n s i b l e and Leads us tc b e l i e v e t h a t t h i s Board is more 
coiicerned w i t h c u t t i n g costs t o U.F. r a t h e r than to the costs t c 
the toxpayers, who would have to pay to clean*-up a nuclear - p i l i . 
I t ' s a p l a i n case cf worporate w e l f a r e . 
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the UP/SP Merger Reno Mitigahon Study. 

Name ^'^^-^ ^ ' ^^^ .^^ .^ Phone/Fax 

Organization & Title (if applicable) 

Address Fu-'U 7.'^~i^' C^.</^T 

Ci t v /S ta te /Z iD K / ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ / J t ^ ^ ^ / M p V ? - ^ y ? y 
> A ••• • M ^ M ^ — ._ .. _ ... 

Please mad completed comment sheet to: Office of the Secretar\: Surfact Transportation 
Board. Finance Docket 32760. 1925 K Street. NW, Room 700 Washington. DC. 20423. 
Attention: Elaine Kaiser, Chief Section of Environmental Analvsis. 
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Saii^wt^^^ fl^i^Pdftr/ftlON BOARD 

September 19, 1997 

MEMORANDUM 

TO : Arm Newman, Director's Office 
Office of Proceedings n Fty 

jy FROM Wlaine K. Kaiser, Chief ^ '^^ 
\Section of Environmental Analysis 

SUBJECT : Finance Docket cases reviewed from September 1 through September 19, 1997. 

RECOMMENDATION: No conditions. 

The following proceedingj are exempt from environmental reporting requirements under 
49 CFR 1105.6(c) and from historic reporting requirements under 1105.8(b). Theses transactions 
will have no effect on historic properties. 

FD J3451 
FD 33452 
FD 33453 
FD 33458 
FD 33455 
FD 33454 
FD 33459 
FD 33456 
FD 33444 
FD 33461 
FD 33463 
FD 33460 
FD 32760 

cc: Secretary' s Office (Rm 711) 
SEA Chron 
V. Rutson 
D. White 
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ENVIRONMEl^^^^ 'TJI^SPORTATION BOARD 
DOCUMENT Washington, DC 20423 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
Section of Environmental Analysis REC'Dl (^'^Sli-^l 

August 21. 1997 < i b W i 3 / ^ l ( j : 0 K(3. C>3 

Reno Mitigation Study Task Force Members and Alternates: 

RE: Public Review Process for Preliminary Mitigation Plan 

The purpose of this memo is to update you on the public review process which is planned 
for the UP/SP Merger Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP) for Reno. This letter also serves as a 
response to the August 8'" letter submitted to SEA by several task force members regarding thc 
review for the PMP. 

Please note the following important dates: 

Week of September 15,1997: Planned date for SEA release of PMP 

Wednesday, October 8, 1997: Reno Task Force meeting to receive Task Force 
(1:00 p.m.) comments on the PMP 

Thursday, October 9, 1997: Two public meetings on the PMP, one meeting 
(specific times to be determined) in the afternoon and one in the evening 

SEA has developed this schedule to specifically respond to task force requests for 
sufficient time to review the PMP prior to the task force meeting. This schedule allows 
approximately two to three weeks for task force members to review the PMP prior to the task 
force meeting. In addition, the task force meeting on October 8* is the date of a previously 
scheduled task force meeting, so hopefully this will maximize participation. Please note that no 
task force meeting will be held in September. There will be a 30 day review period for the PMP 
from the date of service in the week of September 15*. Regarding ihe public meetings, SEA is 
scheduling two public meetings to maximize attendance by residents and interested parties. This 
approach worked well for the public meetings held in February. 

We have received an inquiry as to whether SEA will be distributing the PMP by 
electronic mail. SEA will distribute the PMP in printed form and will not distribute it 
electronically. 

SEA is planning broad distribution of the actual PMP. In this past week, Mark Demuth 
ha-- supplied SEA the latest, updated version of the City of Reno's Environmental Mitigation 
Stua, 'nterested Parties/Contu t̂ List. SEA appreciates receiving the updated liat and will be 
using it as part of its master distribution list for the PMP. 
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Reno Mitigation Study Task Force Members and Alternates 

SEA would also like to emphasize that the PMP will contain SEA's preliminary staff 
recommendations. SEA will consider the public comments received on the PMP and then 
release a Final Mitigation Plan (FMP) for public review. After the review process is complete on 
both the preliminary and final mitigation plans, the Surface Transportation Board will review and 
consider all comments prior to making its final decision, which is currently scheduled for 
February, 1998. 

Thank you for your continued interest in the study. 

Sincerely yours. 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 

cc: Charles McNeely, Reno City Manager 
Dave Mansen 
Kay Wilson 
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Merri Beiaustegui-Traficanti 
Deputy City Attorney 
City of Reno 
PO Box 1900 
Reno.NV 89505 

Tom Gribbin 
Pyramkl Engineers 
330 Crampton SL 
Reno.NV 89502 

Ctuick Lowden 
Fire Chief 
Reno Rre Department 
POBox 1900 
Rono. NV 89505 

Paula Berkley 
Paula Berkley and Associates 
908 Nixon St. 
Reno.NV 89509 

C. Joseph Guild 
Attomey 
Union Pacific Railroad 
432 Court Street 
Reno.NV 89501 

Ken Lynn 
Economk: Dev Authority of Weetem Nevad; 
5190 NeU Road 
Reno.NV 89509 

S t e v e B r a d h u r s t 
4 7 2 0 C a n y o n D r i v e 
R e n o , NV 8 9 5 0 9 

Michael £• Halley 
Deputy City Attomey 
City of Reno 
POBox 1900 
Reno.NV 89505 

Arlan Melendez 
Director of Reno-Sparks Indian Colony 
Reno-Sparks Indian Cotony, Trtoai Councy 
98 Colony Roar! 
Reno.NV 69502 

Sot) Burn 
Chairperson 
Nevadans for Fast 4 Responsible Action 
77 Pringle Way 
Reno. NV 89520 

J. Mtchael Hecroner 
Attomey 
Covington 4 Burling 
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., fW 
Washington, DC 20044 

Randy Mellinger 
Comntunity Oevetopment Director 
City of Sparks 
431 Prater Way 
Sparks, NV 89431 

Um Crowley 
Executive Assistant 
Nevada Governor s Office 
Capitol Complex 
C*r8on City, NV 89710 

CoNeen Henderson 
Environmental Management Associates 
100 West Grove Street, Ste. #100 
Re.-)o. NV 89509-4026 

BRI Osgood 
Chair 
Reno Downtown Improventent Assodatkxi 
1 6. Rrtt St.. Ste. #1409 
Reno.NV 89501 

Mark Oemutf) 
Principal 
MADCON Consultation Services 
280 Island Ave . Ste. #1602 
Reno.NV 89501-1806 

Soott L Hutcherson 
Traffic Manager 
Eagle-P)cf\er Minerals. Inc. 
6110 Plumas St. 
Reno.NV 89509 

Rob Pyzel 
SerHor Planner 
Planning 4 Community Dtvetopment 
431 Prater Way 
Sparks. NV 89431 

Galen Oenio 
Commissioner 
Nevada Public Service Commission 
727 Fairview Drive 
Carson City. NV 89710 

Greg Krause 
Planning Manager 
Regional Transportatton Commission 
600 Sutro St. 
reno, NV 89512 

Tom Robinson 
Deputy Chief 
Reno PoHce Department 
POBox 1900 
Reno.NV 89505 

Dean " îedench 
Principal Planner 
Washoe Co. Dept. of Communrty Dev. 
1001 E 9th Street. PO Box 11130 
Reno.NV 89520 

Raynwnd B. Lang 
Government & PubUc Affairs Officer 
Amtrak Intercity RaU Sen/ice 
210 S. Canal SL. Ste. #540 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Ron Scolaro 
Amtrak 
530 Water St.. 5th Ftoor 
Oakland, CA 94607 

Larry Farr 
Fire Marshall 
Reno Fire Department 
PO Box 1900 
Reno. NV 89505 

Jack Lorbeer 
Principal Planner 
Regional Trar̂ sportation Commission 
600 Sutro St. 
Reno.NV 89512 

Steve Varela 
City Engineer/Maintenance Director 
City of Reno Publk: Works 
450 Sinclair 
Reno.NV 89501 

John Frankovich 
Nev-dans for Fast 4 Responsible Action 
PO Box 2670 
Reno.NV 89505 

Davkf Loring 
Dermody Properties 
1200 Rnancial Blvd. 
Reno.NV 89502 

Rk̂ hardVHaH 
Associate General Counsel 
Harrah's Reno 
219 N. Center SL 
Reno.NV 89501 



Bob Webb 
Community Coordinator 
Wasnoe Co. Dept. of Comp. Planning 
1001 E. 9th Street 
Reno. NV 89520 

Craig L. Wesner 
Manager. Engineering Services 
Nevada Public Service Commission 
727 Fairview Drive 
Carson City. NV 89710 

Jim Weston 
Chief of Pa'ice 
Reno Police Department 
PO Box 1900 
Reno.NV 89505 

Many Vork 
Executive Director 
Reno-Sparks Chamoer of Commerce 
405 Marsh Ave. 
Reno.NV 89509 
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AMymlT. 1917 

listers want Reno 
included in Fed probe of railroad 
RENO GAZETTE-i3U RNAL 

Reno City Manager Charfes 
McNeeiv and lhc nai ional Tcamaers 
Union cafcdTutsday for the Federal 
Raiiroad Admiaislration lo make 
Reno pan of in invesiigaiion of 
UrHon PadficRailroad. 

Sixly M t m and state nHroad in-
speciors b ^ a a nationwide p.-obr 
thiiweck inllievtakeofVJoioft Pacilic 
accidents whkh have killed seven 
people \n three crashes in the past 
three months and five o»her <ailn>ad 
employees since January. 

Reno was not among the (op irou-
b)e-spoU tangled in the invtsiigal ion 
«o be comnlcted n seven to 10 days. 

-Welhinkweouchltobeiacluded." 
McNreiy said. 'We have raisei the 
iuuc of ufetv from day oee." 

The railroad, he said, has been in
sensitive 10 Reno's concems thai 
plans lo at least double the M traini a 
day ihronihiowftpoae a taTety rick lo 
r«sidef>»i 'ovrMi and theTrucke« 
River. SOunse of much offKcaiM'S 

drinkini wairr. Officiab aba fear a 
ifick blockage would hamper emer
gency response. 

The Teaitsters diieoor ol corpo
rate alTairs said Tuesday thai Reno 
must be inchkled in the safely study. 

"The proUem ir acucc ifhazardous 
waste Wf re lc sonvchowbc involved in 
an accident in Reno." said Rati 
Naylor.-We'rcvefycodceniedihalin 
ihe'RenositwttionUPisdeployinRits 
contiderabtf lobbying resoaroes lo 
delay the inpoitanl sohMion thai 
needs to lakeplace . . . 

"I can't Inink of anything more 
pressing in the UP oetwork than 
Reno. Onc has to simply come lo 
Reno and see where that train is lo 
realize lhal tbis is notlokraMe." 

The prob« is expected to »ncen-
iraie on Los An«eJes. Chicaao. Den
ver. Kansas City. Mo.:Omaha. Neb.; 
Pocatello. Idaho- Poithnd. Ore:. and 
Houston. San Anionic and Fon 
Worth. Texas. 

Among reoeol aocideols: 
• A ary* reportedly failed to set 

(he brakes properly on an unman n<̂ -j 

uaifi>fiFonWofthAm.20.Tkcirain 
railed mne miles and dammed into a 
westbound frtijijhi min. kiting two 
locomoiive cngiaem. 

• A rrcighl canying hazardous 
materials failed lo stop al acrossingin 
RossviJIe. Kan:. July 2 and smashed 
inloanoiliairaiB.kjllingacre«rmcm-
ber and iniuring Ihe oonductoi. 
Tweniycars from bofhinins derailed 
and more than 1.000 pe«plc leR their 
homes for more than sixhonn 

• On June 22. iwc L'P freighl 
(rains collided head-on m (he niddie 
of the tiighi in Devine. Texas, and 
exploded in a huge nreball. Four peo-
|dc«Tne killed. 

-The FRA i invcsiieMioos of the 
recent toll isions on the Union Pacific 
Railroed have led us to believe (here 
are cril cal safely delktencies present 
al some iocaiivns and iinmcdiilc 
action scross thc UP svjicm ii neces
sarysaid FRA .Admmiilraiorlofcnc 
Moliiofis. 

~ We have nothing (o hide and look 
forward to them coming.' Unioo 
Paciricsppjccgman Muk Dav issaid 
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STATE OF CAUFCRNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY 
WILSON, Ootwmor 

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
P O BOX 942696 
.ACRAMENTO 94296-0001 

'.r,?.r̂ «NVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT 

August 11, 1997 

Reply to 70725A 

Elaine K. Kaiser, chief 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
WASHINGTON D.C. 20423-0001 

Subject: 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: rmc\Li£^ ^opl 
DOCUMENT^ -̂̂ fi"'̂ 7 

Union Southern P a c i f i c Railroad Merger, Lassen County 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: » 

Thank you f o r consulting me i n accordance w i t h 36 CFR 800, 
implementing regulations f o r Section 106 of the National H i s t o r i c 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 

The Surface Transportation Board (STB) submittal requests t h a t I 
concur w i t h the fo l l o w i n g determinations: 

(1) Three h i s t o r i c archaeological s i t e s ( t r i n o m i a l s pending) are 
not e l i g i b l e f o r the National Register of H i s t o r i c Places 
(NRHP); 

(2) Five p r e h i s t o r i c s i t e s w i l l be evaluated against NRHP 
c r i t e r i a i f i t i s determined they cannot be avoided during 
implementation of the undertaJcing. I f a c t i v i t i e s w i l l occur 
w i t h i n s i t e boundaries NRHP e l i g i b i l i t y evaluations w i l l be 
conducted and ef f e c t s determinations w i l l be reassessed i n 
consultation w i t h the State H i s t o r i c Preservation O f f i c e r . 
Total avoidance of the s i t e s w i l l c o n s t i t u t e a no e f f e c t 
determJ uation. 

Based on the information provided, I do not object w i t h the 
preceding determinations. Hone of water towers surveyed i n t h i s 
submittal appear t o be e l i g i b l e f o r the NRHF. The towers were 
constructed a f t e r Southern P a c i f i c Railroad Company (SP) took over 
the Nevada, C a l i f o r n i a , and Oregon Railroad (NCO) i n 1927. They 
have no associations with the NCO i n i t s h i s t o r i c period of 
signi f i c a n c e (1880 - 1930), and a r j not outstanding examples of 
a r c h i t e c t u r a l or engineering design or function. An 
archaeological monitor w i l l ensure th a t a c t i v i t i e s are not c a r r i e d 
out w i t h i n the p r e h i s t o r i c s i t e s . I f such a c t i v i t i e s are 
necessary they w i l l be conducted a f t e r a d d i t i o n a l consultation 
under 36 CFR 800. 



.Ms. Kaiser 
August 11, 1997 
Page two 

Thank you for considering historic propertiet during project 
planning. I f you have questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact Steven Grantham of my staff at (916) 653-8920, 

Sincerely, y"/ 

Ms. Xherilynns./Widen 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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JERRY DAVIS 
PnESIDENI AND 
CHIEF OPtnATlNG Of FCER 

UNION PACIFIC FV.ILROAD COMPANY 
M16 DODGE STREET 

ROOM i?30 
OMAHA i-JtBBASKA 68179-1230 

(402) 271 3596 
EAX (4021271 4048 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT 

The Honorable Bob Knight 
Mayor of Wichita 
City Hall - 1st Floor 
455 North Main 
Wichita. KS 67202 

Mr. Tom Winters 
County Chairman 
525 No. Main, Suite 320 
Wichita. KS 67203 

\y 

August 14.1997 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: 
DOCUMENT H &zMzRyLy^y^-i5c^fm 

Re: Finance Docket No. 32760. Wichita Mitigation Study 

Dear Mayor Knight and Chairman Winters: 

Thank you for your letter dated August 8, 1997, which I found promising. I 
appreciate its constructive tone and straightforward presentation of City and County 
concerns, without attacks on our motives. In the hope of continuing the dialogue that you 
have opened. I will respond in kind. 

J.-iion Pacific understands that one of your primary concerns is the extent to which 
rail operations might expand after the time period covered by our merger traffic predictions. 
We are. and always have been, willing to meet with you to discuss ways to address this 
concern, in connection with discussions about reasonable mitigation measures to offset 
the effects of our proposed operating plan. 

It may be useful to describe our perspectives on this concern. Had there been no 
UP/SP merger. Union Pacific would have been able to increase train service via Wichita 
without any mitigation costs, other than those resulting from normal negotiations between 
railroads and governmental entities about grade crossings and grade separations. This 
would have allowed us to respond competitively, and without extraordinary costs, to 
changes in demand for rail transportation to and from the Wichita area and central Kansas, 
which naturally flows through Wichita. We do not know whether this traffic will expand, as 
wfc always hope, or decline, but we need to be able to handia it if the market gives us the 
opp.irtunity. 



The increased traffic resulting from the merger is a different matter, because the 
Surface Transportation Board has authority over railroad mergers and reviews them for 
environmental effects. Our revised operating plan, which reflects our best judgment and 
was developed in part to reduce the effects of the merger on Wichita and Sedgwick 
County, increases train traffic beyond what Union Pacific would have operated as a 
separate railroad by about five and one-half trains per day. {Some coal shippers are now 
criticizing us for this change in their comments to the STB.) This is the traffic that the STB 
apparently will ask us to mitigate. We are quite willing to talk with you about how to deal 
with a future increase -- which I do not expect to happen -- in the number of merger-related 
trains through Wichita beyond that level. I know that you are concerned about Powder 
River Basin coal shipments, which could be the focus of those talks. 

I hope that this provides a useful framework for discussions. I look forward to 
receiving your upcoming proposal and to meeting with you in a constructive review of our 
mutual interests. 

SincQTely/^ 

Copies: 
Governor Bill Graves 
Lt. Governor Gary Sherrer 
Congressman Todd Tiahrt 
Senator Pat Roberts 
Senator Sam Brownback 
City Manager Chris Cherches 
County Manager Bill Buchanan 
Elaine Kaiser, SEA 
Michael J. Dalton, SEA 
Steve Kaiisr. Attorney for Wichita-Sedgwick County 

2-
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT 

A^iguat S, 1997 

MEMORANDDM TO; 

FROM! 

REFERENCE; 

Gary Sherrer 
Lieutenant Governor 

Secretary E. Dean Carlson, 
Kansas Department of Transportation 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: _e:i^-^n 
DOCUMENT # icot.QCcum 

iDOT Staff review of the STB's mitigation study 
team crossing dalay report 

Actached for your review is a copy of my staff's analysis of the 
STB's mitigation study team crossing delay report. Using an 
independenc analysis, KDOT staff came to the same general 
conclusions as the STB's mitigation study team. Though the 
calcu'.ated vehicle hours of delay KDOT derived differ from those 
developed by the STB's mitigation team, speeding the UP trains to 
3 0 mph will reduce the vehicle crossing delays caused by the 
increased number of trains in Wichita. 

My staff wuld be available to discuss their conclusions with you 
and the re-.t of the Governor's Task Force at your convenience-

Attachments 

cc; Mayor Bob Knight, City of Wichita 
Chairman Tom Winters, Sedgwick County 
Task Force Members 
B i l l Stockwell, Wiehin.i Metropolitan Area Planning 

Department - w/a / 
Phil Braum, DeLeuvr Cather - w/a// 
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Per the request of tbe Governor's Railroad Task Force, KDOT has reviewed the data (infomiaiion provided to the 
Mmgation commiOBe in Apiil. May, and Tune, 1997) presented by ifae Suiftce Tnmsportation BoaH'* i?ation Study 
Team regarding the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific RaUroad merger impacu on vehicle traffic in Wic . id die 
mitigation thereof. The KDOT has used the data provided by the STB smdy team and information pro-, iod by the City of 
Wichiu To develop an independent analysis, KDOT tt«d traffic engineering assumptions to reach its conclusions. Some 
of these assumptions raay be the leason die vehicle hoa^ of delay KDOT has calculated aie diffiarnt from those provided 
by the STB study team. While cbe calculated vehicle hours of delay derived by KDOT and those derived by STB are 
different, the general conclusion on the roitigarion is the same' thai is, the vehicle hours of delay will be mitigazed if the 
railroads can operate their trains at thc proposed miligaied speeds of 30 mph. 

Analysts Procedure: 

The first step in the analysis was to assimilate the input data necessary to calculate amounts of time txains will block the 
roadways and the vehicles wanting to use those roadways by hour by location. Data that was missing and had to be 
derived or assimied for the analysis included: speeds for local trains (assumed a flat 8 mph for all locals), additional time 
pre- and post-blockage for gaies and/or stop and start lime (assumed 0.5 minutes per train), mitigated through train speed 
(converted 12 mph sections to 30 mph and prorated all other locations), distribution of post meiger trains (used exiting 
distribution of ttuougfa trains), vehicle distributions at each location (used an average firom several locations near the 
crossings), vehicle distribution within the hour (assumed uniform). Also, some of the consultant's giafhics were used to 
estimate values for input into the analysis. A simplifying assumption that all trains vttc ofthe average Img&i and were 
running at tbe average speed was incorporated in the analysis. 

The analysis used the arrival rate of vehicles, the amount of dme the Drains blocked the road, and the departure rate of the 
vehicles once flow was reestablished. Thc graphic below depicts a sample calculation: 

Sampla Graphic for Tam at Cantral 
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IJsinr, 7 am at Central Avenue 
arriving vehicles per minute 
departing vehicles per minute 
blockage time for thru trains 

8.75 
60.00 
4.78 

Associated equations include; 
Maximum vehicles io the queue • arriving rate ' blockafle time 
Total time of impact per train « (btockage time - drparting time)/(departing rate - arriving rate) 

TotaTve™ = tTa^rS^^at^tS'sge Um.^ ^ arriving rate • WocKage time - (lota, - btockage time) - ^ 

area under \1e blue line) 

Maxmium vehicles in the queue 
Total time of impact per train 
Vehicles afferted 
Total vehicle time 

41.83 
5.60 minutes 

48,97 
117.03 minutes 

The calculation of total vehicle time was completed for each of ifte crossings for each hour of the day a»urTMng one 
thrau?h a S one tocal train per hour. The f suits of these hourly compulations were multiplied by the lfca«K)Ods of the 
through and local trains .n that hour and summed to get a total vehtele hours of delay for the tocation fbr a day. 

vehicle hours of delay were calculated this way for three scenarios (pre-merger, post merger unmitigated, and post 
merger mitigated) at each locatton. These values are compared to the values provtoed by the consultant in the graphics 
below 

UP SP Merger Vehicle Houra Delay 
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The previous figure (when blown up and examined) shows a comparable trend between the results provided by tha 
consultant and the resuits generated by these equattons and assumpttons. White the total vehicte hours of delay are 
mitigated by the change in operating speeds, some crossing tocattons still indicate increased vehicle •«oure of delay over 
the pre-merger conditton. 

UP SP Marger KDOT Calcs - STB Caics for Vithicia Hours Delay 
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The graphic above indicates these assumpttons and procedures generally yield larger vehicle hours of delay that those 
given by the consultant, but once again the comparison is generally ol(ay. 
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UP SP Merger Calculations % Difference for Veltiete Hours Delay 
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This Chart shows that the percentage differences between the consultants calculattons and those derh«d here are fairly 
high. The greatest difference is at the extremes ofthe dty. This may be strongly related to the inputs fbr local trains. 

Conclusion: 

This analysis shows that an increase in train speed can offeet tie increase in the number of trains. The key to the 
accumulated vehicle hours of delay is based on the length ofthe vehicle queue. Because the vehicle queue Is related to 
the square of the amount of time the road Is blocKed, the btocKage time is more critical than the number of trains, AS 
stated earlier, rf the tram speeds can be increased to 30 mph, the sum of the oossinq delays wHI be less even though 
there are to be more trains. 
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Administratiy^lv Confidential 
UP/SP MERGER 

FAX TRANSMITTAL 
URGENT 

DATE: 8 - i S - ^ - J 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD DOCUMENT 
Washington. DC 20423 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
Section of Environmental Analysis .Ij^J^. Oix.' ̂ d'lS'^n 

DOCUMENl^ # ^LMsBUl^l^^ptn 

August 14,1997 ^ .. 

Reno Mitigation Study Task Force Members and Alternates: 
Since the Reno Mitigation Study Task Force is not scheduled to meet during August 1997 

because we are in the process of completing the Preliminary Mitigation Plan (PMP), I wanted to 
take this opportunity to update you on a few key items and provide you with copies of some 
recent correspondence. 

SEA will be distributing the PMP to the Task Force, the City ofReno, and other 
interested parties in September 1997. Both '. Task forw.e meeting and a public meeting will be 
held after the release ofthe PMP. The dates for both of these meetings will be announced soon. 
Upon receipt and review of all comments submitted in response to the PMF, SEA will prepare a 
Final Mitigation Plan (FMP) for distribution to the public in December 1997. SEA will consider 
all comments received on the FMP in preparing its fiTul recommendations to the Surface 
Transportation Board (Board). 

I have enclosed a copy of a recent letter dated Augiist 1,1997 from the U.S. Department 
of Transportation (DOT) to Charles McNeely. This letter provides a good description of the role 
of both the DOT and the Board in relation to the ongoing mitigation study being conducted in 
Reno. Also enclosed is a copy of a letter dated July 9,1997 from the Nevada Siate Office of the 
U.S. Department ofthe Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (the Service) regarding endangered 
species in the Rene and Washoe County area. In page three ofthe letter, the Service concurs that 
/ 2 increased traffic from the UP/SP merger is not iikely to adversely affect tue Cui-ui and the 
Lahontan cutthroat trout as long as the train safety improvements are continued and the 
emergency response plan is implemented if needed. 

Thank you for your continued participation in this mitigation study. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis 



WASHINGTON. O.C 20S90 

f ^ m ^ THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

^'Xatni*'^ 

Aufust I , 1997 

Mr- Charles E. McNeely 
City Manager 
City of Reno 
P.O. Sox 1700 
Reno, Nevada 89SQi 

Dear Mr. KcNeelyt 

I was nlessed ro meet with you on July 19, 1997, to discuss tae unpacts on the City ofReno &otn 
IZVtl lTof l^Vmon Pacific and Southem Pacific Railroads- I was interested to leatn of your 
the m*fS«- d^^trainway estimaied to cos: approxiiî areiy $180 mUUon, appears to 
™ l s t " a b l ^ ^ c ^ ^ ^ to utitigatiog the effect of mcreased « i n «ixtc « 
offer the mosr vtaoie, iw K -^r outlined the efforts vou have made to cover the costs of that 

2 ^ ; r ^ « c 5 ^ f ^ 5TB Udon Pacific ^ t ^ 
^ c o n c « « «i4 to took to poaa.le souw. of fiindu.8 

A. a r«ul: of <ho3. conuc* I ̂  infonned to ^ STB h« ' ^ ^ ^ ' ^ . ^ ' ^ ' Z ^ «i iwwx leleased for corairer..c j i September 199/. we were 

BiTOcd tb.. mc " , „ie«ed and vill receivt written comments, which will he 
°° '̂ ^ Pjf" ' r : Fi^itMradon Pta due for acnoa by the Boaiu bj- f ebmay 1998. 

coosldercd m d«f.»« ^ J \ ' y ^ ^ i ^ ^ „ p.„ of i e g«.e«l ptocccdings on die 
W . p , m c i i » ^ « * e . m ^ > ^ ^ < ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ intend to review the 

: S a ^ S o : f l : S a . is î ucd'and wÛ l ,.vide connects to the Bo«d b«.d ou 

our review. 

intcr=5t in r«uming direct discussions with the City. 



With regard to the availability of additioDal funding assistance. I reconunend that yoM disctiss 
this with thc Nevada Department of Tianspottaaoo. As metiiioned in your m«tmg h«e in 
Washifltrton with the Federal Railroad Administraxion, funds fiom the Intctmoda* Surfece 
Transportation EfBciency Act of 199iaSTEA) tnay be used to support th«e mtgation projects. 
This could include fimdinfi fiom either the National Highway System, ttie Congestion 
Mitigation/Air Quality or the Surface Tranrponaiion Programs. State fimds may also be 
available. As you are aware, the Nevada Depa.tmeni of Transportation, together with your 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Regional TransporUtion Cotnaisaoti. play key roles in 
determining which transportation projects receive ISTEA funding. The Federal Highv̂ y 
Division OfBce in Carson City. Nevada, stands ready to help feciUtaie discussions on this issue. 

One matter that docs concern me is that recent news reports appear to have gone beyond what wc 
actuaUy discussed on July 19. I refer specifically to spccuUtion that I may intervene to mediate 
directiy hecwccn you and Union Pacific, as you have now requested in >'0"rĵ r̂. This may lu 
part, stem &om a misunderstanding ofthe respective roles played by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and the STB which, although nominally a part of DOT. is ennrely 
independent. Congress has assigned die STB the authority to examine, condition, and approve 
pro^sab for raU mergers and under the National Environmental PoUcy Act to assess aiid 
miti«^ adverse environmental impacts oa communities like Reno that may result fiom a 
merger Tie STB does this in a quasi-judicial process where the public svt weU as the parties 
with a direct stake in the outcome have access to the infonnanon bdng considered and have the 
opportunity to commcnL 

After coPtscting the STB and Union Pacific, as you requested, wc have detennined that d5x^ 
mcervention by the Deparmienc would be inarpro?riate while this oiatter is sail peridmg before 
the Board. I v/ant to assure you of DOT 5 commitment to assuring an equitable solution to this 
issue However, it is necessary to await issuance ofthe STB's Preliminary Mingation Plan to 
have a cotaplete record on which to base our recommendations. Please be assured we wtU 
cor^inue to remain m, v;:^ ?nd will coiiar.-ie to s^oport appiopnare tm-i^zxioa. 

Thank you again for the opportmiity to meet and discuss thU matter with yoa If we can be of 
farther assistance, please feel free td contaa Assistant Secretary for ^^^^^P^^^ 
Palmer at (202) 366-4573 or Federal Railroad Administrator Jolene Molitons at (iOl) bj^-jil^. 

Sincerely, 

(^ipA-cP^ Ay^ 
Rodney E. Slaijft-



United States Department of the Interior 
nSH AND V/ILDUFE SERVICE 

NEVADA STATE OFFICE 
4600 METZKE LANE, SUTTE 125C 

RENO, NEVADA 89502-5055 

July 9, 1997 
FUe No. 1-5-97-I-28I 

Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief 
Section of Environmental A-̂ alysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 k Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20423-0001 

Dear Chief Kaiser: 

Subject: Informal Consultation on the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Raihoad 
Merger 

The Fish and WUdlife Service received your June 24. 1997. letter regarding die merger of the 
Union Pacific (UT') and Southem Pacific (SP) raikoad. which wiU approxm t̂ely double tram 
traffic along the Tnickee River and through the cities of Sparks an«i ,^o . Your letter 
requests oS concurrence that the proposed merger will not advc.sely^txt the endangered 
^^^^cZmistes cujus) a:d threatened Lahoatan cutthroat trout (LCD (Oncorhyrtchus clarla 
her-iShawi) which spawt, in thc rr..-lccr River anu reside iu Pyramid I .kc dowmtream 
approximately 15 miles from the closest UP tracks. This material was subnut^ to us for 
irformal consultation puR.nant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Act). 

The cui-ui was listed as endangered on March 11, 1967. without critical habiut (32 E E 4001). 
S t ^ a r e llgc ^Tto 28 inctes and 8 pounds), long-lived (40-|- years) lake - c k e n e n d ^ 
to Pyramid L L the Truckee River in Washoe and Storey Counties. Nevada. »^ 
oblieawrv stream spawners. and each spring manirc adults gather m a prespawmng aggregate 

m o ^ f S c Trucl^ River. Typically cui-ui occur in the Truckee River from March 
^ o t Z at^ may occupy the river at a minimum distance approximately upstteam of 
N u S D 1 . The acmal spawning migration typically begins m either April ^ ^ V -
d e ^ S g upon timing of spring runoff, river access, and water temperature, and genc^y 
s p S o S s over a 1 to 2^eek period. Larval cui-ui can be expected m the river for 



. - Fflc No. 1-5-1-281 
Elaine K. Kaiser, Chief 

.nnrorimatelv 30 davs after the adult cui-ui have finished spawning. A more detaUoiaccount 
of ±e s^rJl- S e ^ ^ s provided m the revised Cuinii Recovery Plan (Service 1992). 

T r r are also obUeatory stream spawners. Historically, populations of LCT in Pyramid Lake 
^Sr^ly^^t^^o^^^^^ Spawning 
X S l y o ^ in riffle areas from April through July. < t e P « ^ °? J^'^'^^^^^^^' 
n h ^ ^ r i ^ ^ water tempeiature. To date, approximately 30 LCT have b^n pass^ 
S s « ^ ? f ' l ^ t e S i f f ^ . However, high water temperatures (above 60̂  F) m rhe low« 
T r ^ W v e r ^ y preclude LCT eggs from hatching. LCT mature between 2 and 4 ye«rs of 

^ ^ A ^ nTs to 9 v«rs Post-spawning mortality rates as high as 90 percent have been 
JSo^d^L^^^f c ^ i ^ S e y'ear s p S i s rare An ex«lU.m account of the species, life 
iStory is provided in the Final LCT Recovery Plan (Service 1995). 

The Surface Transportation Board's Section of Environmental Analysis maintains that an 
J ^ e a S t r a i S c wiU not appreciably increase tiie likelihood of an accutoaal 
^ d ^ ^ i X ^ m in die T^kee River. Ln a recent risk assessment conducted for 
lazardous *P"r"^ ^y. v̂er contamination from rail transportation is once every 
" ^ i s y Z s ' ^ ^ X ^vTbLn no catastrophic raU spills affecting tiie Truc^ 
154.15 years. Aomu ^ ire clean-up action were for tiiose 
River m over tiie past 10 y«!«-. "̂ "̂  19̂ 1 only 26 incidents have occurred 
r N̂^̂^̂^̂^ Z S ^ o t . of which was a 40 gallon 
fpTof^d^^^aTo^wLchnone entered tiie river. infotjmationsub^^^^ 
sSLstslhat based on me infrcqucncy of deraihnents and tiie geography of tiie area, it is 
S y S3«ious materiarwould enter tiie Tmckee River from a rati accidem. 

To further reduce U.e likelihood ot a hazardous material spiU affecting die listed A ^ ^ S found 
n t ^ ^ S ^ ^ v e r taLoved train safety actions have been enacted and an emergency 

m tiie Ttudcee Riverjmprove^ Track and tank car inspections have been increased and 
' " ^ ^ " ^ ' C J d ^ ^ & ^ h ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ AH signal crossing 
miprovcd. Hazardous ' ^ ^ P ' J ^ ! ! ^ ^ . an 800 number to be called if tiie device is 
devices contam vmble ««tiuctions d « t ^ ^ g !L,^rtoough has been issued an emergency 
malfimctioning. ^ ' ' ^ ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ T X ^ . ^ I S P has reaUocattd tiieir 
S ^ r o L ^ r S a T r ^ l T - ^ ^ ^ Lastiŷ  UP/SP has begun 
^ c i T a ^ a s wiXad-^ened rail on aU mountain curves to fimher prevent 
derailments or accidents. 



Elamc K. Kaiser, Chief No. 1-5-1-281 

Based on tiie information provided m tiie letter, UP/SP Progress Reports (UP/SP-284, UP/SP-
290, UP/SP-300), and the discussions with Harold McNoutiy of Section Environmental 
Analysis, tiie Service concurs tiiat tiie increase traffic from tiie UP/SP merger is not likely to 
adversely affect cui-ui and LCT as long as tiie train safety unprovemenis are continued and tiie 
emergency response plan is implemented if needed. Therefore, formal consultation pursuant 
to section 7 of the Act is not required. In tiie unlikely event of a spill, consultation would be 
conducted under tiie emergency provisions for consultation as discussed ha 50 CFR S 402.05. 

This response constitutes mformal consultation usJcr regulations promulgated m 50 CFR § 
402, which establish procedures governing interagency consultation under section 7 of tiie / -* 
If new biological information becomes available conceming listed or candidate species which 
may be affected by your activities, your agency should contact tiie Service regardmg 
consultation. 

Please conuct Stephanie Byers at (702) 784-5227 if you have any questions or commenis. 

Sincerely, 

Chester C. Buchania 
Acting State Supervisor 
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August 8, 1997 

CEriTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'O: ,fy^APL 
DOCUMENT fl ^jMQ7nyP<1^0prr^ 

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

ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT 

RE: UP/SP Railroad Merger Preliminary Mitigation Study Report 

Dear Ms. Kaiser and Mr. McNulty; 

The undersigned Task Force members and alternates reiterate their 
collective concerns and seek reassurance regarding disclosure of information in 
a timely t^anner. In this regard, we request that we receive the Preliminary 
Mitigation Study on or before September 5, 1997 for anticipated discussion at 
the September 10, 1997 task force meeting. 

This request is in response to the information we received from Kay 
Wilson and Dave Mansen at the July 9, 1997 task force meeting that task force 
members would have "ample time" to review the Preliminary Mitigation Study 
prior to the scheduled September 10, 1997 task force meeting. Accordingly, 
we would request expressed clarification that we will in fact receive the draft 
plan on or before September 5, 1997. 

In the event this critical document is not received on or before 
September 5, 1997, the task force meeting currently scheduled for September 
10, 1997 will have to rescheduled in order to adequately complete our review. 
If this is the case, the comment pe-iod should also be extended. Should either 
of you have any specific questions, please contact Mr. Mark Demuth at (702) 
829-1126. Per Elaine Kaiser's instructions, we request that this letter be made 
part of ;he record in this matter. 



Ms. Elaine Kaiser 
Mr. Harold McNulty 
Surface Transportation Board 
August 8, 1997 
Page 2 of 2 

Respectfully Submitted, 

m;'.. F7.rv.i.yiyptu 
Merri Beiaustegui-Traficanti J 
Deputy City Attorney. City of Reno 
Manager's Office R^resentative 

y^yi^ 
fevlg Varela 

City Engineer. City of Reno 
Engineering Representative 

ark A. Demuth 
MADCON,ConsLiitatior) Services 
Envirortrhentai Representative 

f^A - Chief Jim Weston 
Reno Police Department, City of Reno 

^ . . . 
•fcJl^e Bradhurst 
Reno Citizen Representative 

Bill Osgood 
Reno Do^rtitQwn JmpiDvement Assoc. 
Bus ine^ Cpmrrrhnifyl Representative 

Michael Halley 
Deputy City Attorney, City of Reno 
Manager's Office Alternate 

yM-^<:F'A^^' 
Tom Gribbin 
Pyramid Engineering 
Engineering Alternate 

Colleen Herulefson 
EnvironmehW Management Associates 
Environrafertfal Alte 

Reno Fire Department, City of Reno 

Richard Vitali 

Reno Citizen Representative 

yr....-y y^y 
Harry York 
Reno-Sparks Chamber of Commerce 
Business Community Alternate 

NFRA Alternate 

Charles McNeely, City Manager 
Jeff Griffin, Mayor 
Pierre Hascheff. Council Member At-Large 
Tom Herndon. Council Member Ward 1 
Candice Pearce, Council Member Ward 2 
Bill Newberg, Council Member Ward 3 
Judy Pruett. Council Member Ward 4 
Dave Aiazzi, Council Member Ward 5 
Senator Harry Reid 
Senator Richard Bryan 
Representative Jim Gibbons 
Representative John Ensign 



-yz w 4) 
Ms. Klaine Kaiser 
Surface Transportation fioard 
Section of Environmental Analysis 
1925 K Street NV, 5th IToor 
Washington, DC 20423 
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Elaine K. Kaiser 
Chief . Section of EnviroriP^unial Analysis 
Surface Transportation Board 
1925 K Street, N.W. 
Mercury Building 
Washington. D.C. 20423-0001 

Re: Re no Mitigation Studv 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 
REC'D: 
DOCUMF.N F a B'liPPlFiy^^P"^ 

HE. /5 -f R 
^Mf 3ynQ>o 

Dear Ms. Kaiser: 

Encios.-d for your consideration is a repon prepared last year for Sierra 
Pacific Power Company regarding the risks of a hazardous materials incident in the 
Truckee River Valley. As you will see, the report concludes that the realistic risk of 
a spill from motor carriers on Interstate 80 are much greater than the risks of an incident 
caused by a train derailment, and the risk of a raii incident is modest indeed. These low 
levels of risk trise fr m lengthy segments of the transport corridor, far longer than the 
short segment through Reno. 

Sincerely, 

J Michael Hemmer, 
Attorney for Union Pacific 

RaUroad Company 

Enclosure 



.\IACK--\V SCHOOL OF MINES 

U i \ [ V I RSI I Y 
Qf \ ' l VADA 

Ofpicnnfnt ol 
C«alogtc<l S<i«nc»»'\r: 

Ph. ro:) ru-MiCi 
FAX iTQZtTU-nn 

Augusc 7, 1996 

John Erwin 
Sierra Pacific Power Compa.iy 
6100 Neil' Road 
P.O. Bex 10100 
Reno, NV 39520-0400 

D^ar John: 

"^^^^ t h i s letiter i s an addendum to my f i n a i reoorc. 
1.11S addendum answers rhe question about r i s k posed to the T-uck-e 
R:.ver .rom transport of hazardous substances on che South-^n 
Pacific Rail l i n e , Interscate-30, 2Z U.S. 395. I w i l l refer'to 
wnis as j ^ a i i l r i s k . In summary, the tocal r i s k to the Tr-ackee 
River IS as follows.-

^•QStream o f nhe CA/N^/ hr^rH^;;; 

1 contamination event e\,ry 30 years ( t o t a l r i s k ) . 

Downstream of the CA/w bor^sr-

1 contamination event every 50.5 years ( t o t a l r i s k ) . 

Total r i s k r e f l e c t s the r i s k from both * ^ i l and highway 
u.ansporc. xhese values suggest expected Xfeque.ncies of 
contctmination, regardless of the volumes of hazardous substances 
i n v o l v e d . ^ av^ai,a..>,_a 

Should you have any questions regarding t h i s addendum, please 
do not hesitate to contact me at 784-4244. 

^rs t r u l y . 

r r 
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Addendum To: 

Development of an Integrated Computer Platform for th« 
Evaluation of Contamination Mitigation Scenarios along the 
Truckee River 

Risk of Transporting Hazardous Substances Adjacent to the 
Truckee River 

A question has been raised regarding the t o t a l risk to 

the truckee River from contamination by a hazardous substance 

released by an accident occurring on the Southern Pacific Rail 

Line, 2 i Interstate - 30, ax U.S. 395. This addendum i s written 

to answer t h i s question. 

In the analysis of probability, the probabil i t y of event 

A OR event 3 occurring is defined by Che union of events .\ and 

B: P'.AUB) . The probability of the union of two events, A or 

B, i s computed as: 

P(AUB) = ?(A) + ?(3) - P(A/^ B) . 

The probability, P(.\AB) , is the intersection of events A and 

B; that i s , t h i s i s the probability of outcomes common to both 

A and 3. I f , however, events A and B are mutuallv exclusive, 

then P(AnB) is equal to zero. In this case, P(ACB1 is 

computed simply as the sun, P(A) i- P{B). 

When analyzing the risk to the Truckee River posed by 

transport of hazardous substances along the Southern Pacific 

Rail l i n e , Interstate-30, and U.S. 395, thfe v a l i d assumption 

is made that accidents on any one of these transportation 

corridors are mutually exclusive of (have nothing to do with) 

accidents on the other transportation corridors. The only 
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time th i s assumption is not valid is when an accident on one 

of these transportation corridors also causes an accident on 

another transportation corridor or corridors. Such a 

circumstance i s deemed to be so rare that i t s influence on the 

analysis of risk to the Truckee River is in s i g n i f i c a n t . 

Therefore, with respect to the analysis of risk to the Truckee 

River from contamination by a hazardous substance, the 

probability, P(A/^B). is determined to be zero (negligible). 

This determ,ination allows the following calculations to 

be made: 

Cal i f omi t . upstrea-n of the CA/NV border: 

Total Risk = ? (contamination by r a i l ) + 

P(contamination by 1-30; 

» 1/(30.8 years) + ;/(45.2 years) 

» 1/30 years 

That i s , the cotal risk to the Truckee River 

upstream of the CA/NV border is one accident 

every 3 0 years causing contamination. 

Nevada (Truckee Meadows). downstream cf the CA/NV border: 

Tocal Risk = ?(contamination by r a i l ) + 

P(contamination by 1-30) + 

P(contamination by U.S. 3 95) 

= 1/(154.75 years) + 1/(93 years) • 

1/(333.5 years) 

- 1/50.5 years 
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That i s , the t o t a l risk to the Truckee River 

downstream of the CA/NV border is one accident 

every 50.5 years causing contamination. 
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DISCLAIMER 

Interpretations of data presented in t h i s report pertain only 
to the potential for contaminating the Truckee River by an accident 
involving material c l a s s i f i e d as a hazardous substance. Although 
these data may additionally be useful, i n general, for assessing 
r i s k to the public health, such an assessment exceeds the scope of 
th i s reoort. 
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Hazardous Substances Adjacent to the Truckee River 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A study was conducted to iden t i f y the r i s k to the Truckee 

River from contamination by a hazardous substance released duri.ng 

an accident on 1-80, U.S. 395, or the Southern Pacific r a i l l i ne. 

Data were collected from the following sources to aid Che 

assessment of r i s k : 

1. State of Califomia, Public U t i l i t i e s Commission: r a i l 

accident data for mileposts 106-228 (upstream cf the 

California/Nevada border). Southern Pacific r a i l l i n e ; 

2. Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology, University of Nevada, 

Reno: r a i l accident data for mileposts 229 - 263 (downstream of 

the California/Nevada border), Southern Pacific r a i l l i n e ; 

3. State o£ Nevada, Department of Transportation: a) highway 

accident data, Interstate-80 from the California/Nevada border 

eastward to the Vista Boulevard e x i t ; b) highway accident data, 

U.S. 395 from Bower's Mansion cutoff northward to N. McCarran 

Avenue; c) VMT data showing t r a f f i c volume on I-SO, 

California/Nevada border eastward to Vista Boulevard; d) VMT data, 

U.S. 3 95, between .Mill Street and the Oddie Boulevard e x i t ; e) 
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information describing the proportion of hazardous substances, by 

class, transported on Nevada highways; 

4. Reno Gazette-Journal (quoting data from the Reno Fire 

Department): information describing the number cf r a i l cars of 

pa r t i c u l a r hazardous substances transported daily along the 

Southern Pacific r a i l l i n e . These data pertain to one specific 

date, February 28, 1996; herein, because no ocher information is 

available, these data are taken to be representative of the average 

da i l y transport of hazardous substances along the Southern Pacific 

r a i l l i n e . 

Using these data, values of r i s k were computed i n two ways. 

F i r s t , maximum absolute r i s k was computed simply as the .numerical 

product between the probability of having an accident and the 

p r o b a b i l i t y of transporting a particular hazardous substance. 

Second, a minimum value of risk is computed by multiplying the 

maximum absolute r i s k by both the probability that an accicont 

occurs at a physical location where contamination of the Tr-ckee 

River i s possible and the probability thac nn accident is severe 

enough to cause a release of a hazardous substance into the 

environment. These values of r i s k are summarized i n Tables Exec-1, 

Sxec-2, and Exec-3. 

From these tables, i t is evident that when an accident occurs 

involving a hazardous substance, the f i v e (5) most l i k e l y 

substances to be involved (in order of decreasing likelihood) are: 

1. s u l f u r i c acid; 2. (tie) phosphoric acid, diesel f u e l , and 

ammonium n i t r a t e ; 3. anhydrous ammonia; 4. sodium hydroxide; and 
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5. butyl eCher. Eight (8) additional substancis are equally 

l i k e l y , but are less l i k e l y than butyl ether: butane, calcium 

carbide, carbon disu l f i d e , methyl alcohol, methyl ether, naptha, 

potassium hydroxide, and propane. 

gummarv of Report Findings; 

Maximum Absolute Risk: 

1) r a i l cars carrying hazardous substances have a s t a t i s t i c a l 

certainty of an accident every: 

a) 944 days (California; Truckee River upstream of the 

CA/NV border); th i s value does not appear to oe 

consistent with information presented i n Table 

Exec-1; information presenced m Chis table 

shows actual probability values; the value 

in Table Exec-1 for maxim.um risk probability for 

t o t a l chemical transport is 1.07E-03 accidents per 

day, the inverse of which i s 934.6 days per accident 

by which the Truckee River i s l i k e l y to be 

contaminated. This d i f f e r s from the 944 day value 

only because values in Table Exec-1 are 

rounded to two places after the decimal (for 

convenience in designing Table Exec-1). 

b) 1300 days (.Nevada; Truckee River downstream of the 

CA/NV border; a i l accident data); 

c) 4211 days (Nevada; Truckee River downstream of the 

CA/NV border; exclusive of accide.its within the 
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Sparks, Nevada r a i l yard). 

2) highway vehicles carrying hazardous substances have a 

s t a t i s c i c a l cercainty of an accident causing property 

damage every: 

a) 157 days (1-80; anywhere adjacent to the Truckee 

River); 

b) 2381 days (U.S. 395; i n the zone between Glendale 

Avenue northward to 1-80) . 

Actual Values of Risk 

3) actual risk of contaminating the Truckee River from r a i l 

or highway accidents involving hazardous substances 

further depends on: 

a) accident location; 

b) accident severity (whether or not a release w i l l 

occur caused by the accident); 

c) type of hazardous substance involved. 

4) including information for accident location and severity 

(acknowledging that t h i s information i s less precise 

than accident data and frequency of hazardous substance 

shipments) nay suggest that r i s k : 

a) r a i l transport: is as low, or lower, than a 

s t a t i s t i c a l certainty cf 1 contamination event 

of che Truckee River every 29,500 days (80.8 

years) for California, upstream from the CA/NV 

border; 



b) r a i l transport: i s as low, or lower, than a 

st a t i s c i c a l ceicainty of 1 contamination event 

of the Truckee River every 56,522 days (154.75 

years) for Nevada, downstream of the CA/NV 

border; 

c) highway transport, 1-80: is as low, or lower, than 

a s t a t i s t i c a l certainty of 1 contamination event of 

the Truckee River every 513.1 days (1.4 years) 

for California, upstream of Che CA/NV border; but, 

t h i s value assumes a probability of breach equal to 

45% (0.45). This report demonstrates that the 

probability of breach i s an important parameter for 

determining with f a i r precision the actual risk to 

the Truckee River of contamination from an accident 

involving hazardous substances. This parameter, 

however, has proven d i f f i c u l t to determine 

with certainty. Whereas accident daCa are readily 

available for r a i l and highway (Appendices 3 - F), 

these data are not comprehensive enough to allow 

probability of breach to be accurately determined. 

Therefore, probability of breach (an assumed rare 

ever.:) i<7 related to other events (probability ChaC 

an accidenc causes injury, or death (a rare event)) . 

For 1-80, i f probability of breach i s related to 

the probability of a f a t a l accident, then actual 

r i s k is computed to be a s t a t i s c i c a l certainty of 
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1 accident every 16,491.6 days (45.2 years) that 

w i l l contaminate che Truckee River; 

d) highway transport, 1-80: is as low, or lower, than 

a s t a t i s c i c a l cercainty of i contamination event 

of the Truckee River every 1057.2 days (2.9 years) 

for Nevada, downstream of Che CA/NV border, assuming 

a probabilicy of breach equal to 0.45; i f 

probabilicy of breach is chosen equal to 0.014, 

then actual r i s k changes co a s c a t i s t i c a l certainty 

of 1 accident every 33,982.7 days (93 years) that 

w i l l contaminate the Tnackee River; 

e) highway transport, U.S. 395: i s as lew, or lower, 

than a s t a t i s t i c a l certainty of 1 contaminacion 

event of the Truckee River every 5291 days (14.5 

years) for the location where U.S. 395 

cresses che Truckee River. This value assu-es 

a probability of breach equal to 0.45. I f , 

instead, a value of 0.017 is used, then the 

actual r i s k decreases to a s c a t i s t i c a l cercainty 

of concamination of the Truckee River ever^' 

140,058.3 days (383.5 years). 



Recommendations for Future Work: 

1. This report clearly demonstrates Che need Co develop 

improved highway and r a i l accidenc daca bases Co better define the 

pro b a b i l i t y of breach (rupture) should an accident occur t.hat 

affects a hazmat carrier. Analysis of actual risk primarily 

depends on accident frequency, t o t a l hazmat volume with respect to 

t o t a l t r a f f i c volume, location of an accident, and probabilicy of 

breach should an accidenc occur. Data defining accident frequency, 

t o t a l hazmat volume, cocal t r a f f i c volume, and accidenc location 

are well developed i n th i s report. The only parameter not well 

developed i n t h i s report is that for p r o b a b i l i t y of breach, 

2. Improved highway accident data are needed to define where 

accidents have occurred (milepost locations). This information is 

available i n t h i s report for r a i l , but not for highway. One 

question that arose i n Chis report was the location of accidencs on 

U.S. 3 95 i n proximity to i t s bridge crossing of the Truckee River. 

Without informacion showing accident locations (mileposcs), i t is 

not possible to answer t h i s question with Che current daca base 

(Appendix D) . Therefore, analyses i n t h i s report assumed that 

accidents could occur anywhere on 1-80 cr U.S. 395; moreover, for 

a conservative analysis, a l l accidents were assumed to occur on 

U.S. 3 95 at the bridge crossing. 



8 

3. Accident daca bases should be made comprehensive enough Co 

enable a characcerizacion of accident pr o b a b i l i t y as a function of 

weather conditions; contamination of the Truckee River i s more 

problematic i n the summer, when water demand i s higher, than during 

winter, when water demand is lower. Accident data used i n this 

study are not suffi c i e n t to allow an assessment of variation i n 

r i s k with weather [or seasonal] condicions. 



Table Exec-1. Svamaary daily risk of contaminating the Truckee River. 
Values show probsbility, per day, o£ having an accident 
upstream of the California/Nevada border. 

Risk 

Substance 
Haziaat 
Class 

Ra i l 
Miniaiiffi Maximum 

Highway 
Minimum 

(1-80) 
Maximum 

Ammonium NicraCe 9 5. 09E-06 1. 53E-04 0 . 30E-06 0. 32E-04 

Anhydrous Ammonia 2 3. 74E-06 1. 17E-04 7 . 65E-06 8. 04E-04 

BuCane 3 0. 35E-06 0. llE-04 0. 30E-04 0. 32S-02 

Bucyl Echer 3 2. 37E-06 0. 74E-C4 0. 30E-04 0. 32E-02 

Calcium Carbide 4 0 35E-06 0. llE-04 7. 23E-07 0 76S-04 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e 3 0 35E-06 0 llE-04 0. 30E-04 0 32S-02 

Diesel Fuel 3 5 09E-06 1 59E-04 0 30E-04 0 32S-02 

Methyl Alcohol 3 0 35E-06 0 llE-04 0 30E-C4 0 32E-02 

Methyl Ether 3 0 35E-06 0 llE-04 0 30E-04 0 32S-02 

Napcha 3 0 .35E-06 0 .llE-04 0 30E-04 r, 32E-02 

Phosphoric Acid 8 5 .OSiE-06 1 .59E-04 1 24E-05 .3GE-03 

Focassium Hydroxide 8 0 .35E-06 0 .llE-04 1 .24E-05 1 .30E-03 

Propane 3 0 .35S-06 0 .llS-04 0 .30E-04 0 .32E-02 

Sodium Hydroxide 8 3 .39E-06 1 .06E-04 1 .24E-05 1 .30E-03 

S u l f u r i c Acid 8 6 .78E-06 2 .12E-04 1 .24E-05 1 .30S-03 

Total A l l 3 .42E-05 1 .07E-03 6 .09E-05 6 .40E-03 
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Table Exec-2. Summary daily risk of contaminating the Truckee River. 
Values show probability, per day, of having an accident 
downstream of the California/Nevada border (including 
accidents inside the Sparks, Nevada r a i l yard). 

Risk 

Substemce 
Hazmat 
Class 

R a i l 
Minimum Maximum 

Highway 
Minimiun 

(1-80) 
Maximum 

Ammonium N i t r a t e 9 2 .65E- Of. 1. 15E- 04 1 .48E-07 0 32E- 04 

Anhydrous Ammonia 2 1 .93E- 06 0. 84E- 04 3 .71E-06 8 04E- 04 

BuCane 3 0 . 18E-06 0 . 08E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 32E- 02 

Bucyl ECher 3 1 .24E- 06 0 . 54E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 32E- 02 

Calcium Carbide 4 0 .18E- 06 0 . 08E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 76E- 04 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e 3 0 . 13E-06 0 . 08E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 32E- 02 

Diesel Fuel 3 2 . 65E-06 1. 15E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 32E- 02 

Mechyl Alcohol 3 0 . 13E-06 0 . 08E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 32S- 02 

Methyl Ether 3 0 .18E- 06 0 . 08E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 32E- 02 

Naptha 3 0 .13E- 06 0 . 08E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 32E- 02 

Phosphoric Acid 8 2 .65E- 06 1. 15E- 04 6 .OlE-06 1 30E- 03 

Potassium Hydroxid e 3 0 . 18E-06 0 . 08E- 04 6 .OlE-06 1 30E- 03 

Propane 3 0 . 18E-06 0 . 08E- 04 0 .15E-04 0 3 2E-02 

Sodium Hydroxide 8 1 .77E- 06 0 . 77E- 04 6 .OlE-06 1 30E- 03 

S u l f u r i c Acid 8 3 .52E- 06 1. 53E- 04 6 .OlE-06 1 30E- 03 

Total A l l 1 .78E- 05 7. 75E- 04 2 .95E-05 6 40E- 03 
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Table Exec-3. Sunanary daily risk of contaminating the Truckee River. 
Values show probability, per day, of having an accident 
downstream of the California/Nevada border (including 
accidents inside the Sparks, Nevada r a i l yard). 

Risk 

Substance 
Hazmat 
Class 

Rail 
Minimum Maxim\im 

Highway 
Minimum 

(U.S.-395) 
Maximum 

Ammonium Ni t r a c e 9 2 .65E- 06 1 .15E- 04 3 .40E-08 0 .02E-04 

Anhydrous Ammonia 2 1 .93E- 06 0 .84Z- 04 0 .90E-06 0 .53E-04 

BuCane 3 0 .18E- 06 0 .08E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 . 21E-04 

Bucyl Ether 3 1 .24E- 06 0 .54E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 .21E-04 

Calcium Carbide 4 0 .13E- 06 0 .C8E-04 8 .50E-08 0 .05E-04 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e 3 0 .18E- 06 0 08E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 .21E-04 

Diesel Fuel 3 2 .65E- 06 1 15E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 .21E-C4 

Met.hyl Alcohol 3 0 .18E- 06 0 08E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 .21E-C4 

Methyl Ether 3 0 .18E- 06 0 08E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 .21E-:4 

Naptha 3 0 .18E- 06 0 08E- 04 3 .51S-07 0 2iE-Q4 

Phosphoric Acid 8 2 .65E- 06 1 15E- 04 1 .50S-06 0 38E-04 

Potassium Hydroxid e 3 0 . 13E-06 0 08E- 04 1 .5CE-06 0 SSE-G4 

Propane 3 0 .18E- 06 0 08E- 04 3 .51E-07 0 21E-:4 

Sodium Hydroxide 8 1 . 77E-06 0 77E- 04 1 .50E-06 0 33E-C4 

Sulfuric k-id 8 3 .52E- 06 1 53E- 04 1 .50E-06 0 88E-C4 

Total A l l 1 .78E- 05 7. 75E- 04 7 .14E-06 4 2CS-04 
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Table Exec-4 Summary risk of contaminating the Truckee River. 
Values show number of years between accidents 
causing contaaination, upstream of the California/Nevada 
border. 

Risk 

Substance 
Hazmat 
Class 

Ra i l 
Minimum Maximum 

Highway 
Minimum 

(1-80) 
Maocimua 

Ammonium N i t r a t e 9 538 17 9126 86 

Anhydrous Ammonia 2 732 23 358 3 

Butane 3 7822 249 91 1 

B u t y l Ether 3 1155 37 91 1 

Calcium Carbide 4 7822 249 3787 38 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e 3 7322 249 91 I 

Diesel Fuel 3 538 17 91 1 

Methyl Alcohol 3 7822 249 91 1 

Methyl Ether 3 7822 249 91 1 

Naptha 3 7822 249 91 1 

Phosphoric Acid 8 533 17 221 2 

Potassium Hydroxide 8 7822 249 221 2 

Propane 3 7822 249 91 1 

Sodium Hydroxide 8 808 26 221 2 

S u l f u r i c Acid 8 404 13 221 2 

Total A l l 81 2.6 45 0.4 
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Table Exec-5. Summary risk of contaminating the Truckee River. 
Values show number of years between accidents 
causing contamination, downstream of the California/Nevada 
border (including accidents inside the Sparks, Nevada r a i l 
yard). 

Risk 
Hazmat Rail Highway (1-80) 

Substance Class Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum 

Ammonium N i t r a t e 9 1033 24 18499 86 

Anhydrous Ammonia 2 1419 33 738 3 

Butane 3 15210 342 183 1 

B u t y l Ether 3 2208 51 183 1 

Calcium Carbide 4 15210 342 7800 36 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e 3 15210 342 183 1 

Diesel Fuel 3 1033 24 183 1 

Methyl Alcohol 3 15210 342 183 1 

Methyl Ether 3 15210 342 183 1 

Naptha 3 15210 342 183 1 

Phosphoric Acid 3 1033 24 456 2 

Potassium Hydroxi de 3 15210 342 456 2 

Propane 3 15210 342 183 1 

Sodium Hydroxide 8 1547 38 456 2 

S u l f u r i c Acid 8 778 18 456 2 

Total A l l 155 3.5 93 0.4 
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Table Erec-6. Summary risk of contaminating the Truckee River. 
Values show number of years between accidents 
causing contamination, downstream of the California/Nevada 
border (including accidents inside the Sparks, Nevada r a i l 
yard). 

Risk 

Substance 
Hazmat 
Class 

R a i l 
Minimxiffl Maximum 

Highway 
Minimum 

(U.S,-395) 
Maximum 

Ammonium N i t r a t e 9 1033 24 80525 1369 

Anhydrous Ammonia 2 1419 33 3042 52 

Butane 3 15210 342 7800 130 

Bu t y l Ether 3 2208 51 7800 130 

Calcium Carbide 4 15210 342 32210 548 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e 3 15210 342 7800 130 

Diesel Fuel 3 1033 24 7800 130 

Methyl Alcohol 3 15210 342 7800 130 

Methyl Ether 3 15210 342 7800 130 

Naptha 3 15210 342 7800 130 

Phosphoric Acid 8 1033 24 1825 31 

Potassium Hydroxide 8 15210 342 1825 31 

Propane 3 15210 342 7800 130 

Sodium Hydroxide 8 1547 36 1825 31 

S u l f u r i c A c i d 8 778 18 1825 31 

Total A l l 155 3.5 383 6.5 
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Notes regarding Tables Exec-1 chrough Exec-6: 1) these 

values are based on the method 1 (Appendix A) procedure 

for computing r i s k ; 2) r i s k values for highway transport 

are based on Tables A.7 and A.8 (Appendix A), and as such 

generalize r i s k by class, not substance; therefore, r i s k 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s for highway transport quoted i n these Cables 

do noc sum co the values associated with Cecal hazmac 

- subscance cransport (the last row i n each table); values 

of r i s k reported for t o t a l highway transport of hazmat 

substances are consistent with Tables A.7 and A.8. 
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APPENDIX A: DETAILED REPORT 

Introduction 

Maximum absolute risk of contaminating the Truckee River by a 

hazardous material during transport i s i n i t i a l l y developed i n this 

report as the j o i n t probability of two events: the event that a 

hazardous substance i s being transported, and the event that the 

vehicle transporting the hazardous substance has an accident. As 

is explained herein, th i s j o i n t probability represents Che maximum 

absoluce r i s k Chac Che Truckee River w i l l be concaminated as a 

result cf an accident involving a hazardous substance. Including 

additional events i n this assessment of ri s k , such as the 

pr o b a b i l i t y that an accident occurs at a location where physical 

contamination of the Truckee River i s possible, suggests that 

actual r i s k i s substantially lower than the maxinum absolute ris k . 

Values of maximum absolute risk are herein reported for both r a i l 

and highway transport of hazardous substances. 

Maximum Absolute Risk Computations: Methods 

Maximum absolute risk i s developed as the j o i n t probability of 

having a vehicle transporcing a hazardous subscance and thac 

ve.iicle being involved i n an accident. This is expressed 

m.athematically as: 

p(hazmat, accident) «p(hazmat) xp(accident) (Eq. 1) 

The p r o b a b i l i t y that a vehicle is transporting a hazardous 

substance, p(hazmat), is developed as: 
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p(hazmat) - (Volume of hazmat)/(Total T r a f f i c Volume) (Eq. 2) 

where Volume of hazmat i s thac volume of the substance transported 

over an interval of time (day, month, or year), and Total Tra f f i c 

Volume i s the t o t a l number of vehicles (cars for r a i l , t o t a l 

Vehicle T r a f f i c Miles, VMT, for highway) over the same interval of 

time. 

The probability, p(accident), is developed from accident data. 

These data are includea i n Appendix B f c r r a i l (California) , 

Appendix C for r a i l (Nevada), and Appendix D for highway (1-80, 

Nevada, from the CVN'V border eastward to Wadsworth, and US-395, 

Nevada, from Bower's Mansion Road northward to North McCarran 

Boulevard). The probability, p(accident), i s developed i n two ways 

as follows: 

p(accident) = (Number cf Accidents/Time) (Eq. 3) 

For example, i f 10 accidents occur over a 1000 day period, then the 

probability, p (accident), of having an accident duri.ng ar.y 

p a r t i c u l a r day is ecrual to 10/1000, or 0.01; 

p(accident) = (Number of Accidents)/(Tetal Traffic) (Eq. 4) 

For example, i f IZ accidents occur for 2000 trains, then the 

probability, p(accident), that a t r a i n w i l l experience an accident 

i s equal to 10/2000, cr 0.005; or, i f 30 accidents occur for 30,0C0 

r a i l cars, then the probabilicy, p(accident), thac a r a i l car w i l l 

experience an acciderc is equal co 30/30000, or 0.001. 

Risk, as computed herein, i s assumed Co define Che maximum 

absoluce r i s k for the following reasons: 

1. accide.-ic daca do -oc idencify the type of vehicles 



18 

involved; on highways, for instance, ic is possible that vehicles 

transporcing hazardous subsCances have a lower accident rate i n 

comparison to passenger cars; 

2. actual accidenc races for crains Cransporcing hazardous 

m.acerials may be lower Chan whac is used Co compuCe accidenc 

probabilicies because r a i l personnel m.ay use extra precaution when 

operating and handling such trains; 

3. the actual r i s k of contaminating the Truckee River when an 

accident occurs involving a hazardous material may be lower because 

the accident must also occur at a location where contamination of 

the Truckee River is physically possible; therefore, the actual 

r i s k of contaminating the Truckee River is less than or equal to 

the maximum absolute r i s k values quoted i n t h i s report; 

4. accident data available for t h i s report are not 

s u f f i c i e n t l y comprehensive to determine the frequency of accidents 

serious enough to breach hazmac cars cr trucks causing possible 

contamination of the Truckee River; risk values quoted i n this 

report are based on a l l accidents, however serious. 

COMPUTATION OP MAXIMUM ABSOLUTE RISK: RESULTS 

Rail Transport 

Greatest r i s k of contaminating the Truckee River by an 

accident involving a t r a i n is found for Mileposts 106 - 228 

(California: from the western-most point at which the Southern 

Pacific r a i l route could potentially affect the Truckee River, 

eastward to the California/Nevada State line(milepost 228)). The 
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r a i l accident frequency i n thi s interval of track i s approximately 

1 accident every 100 days (the exact probability is 0.0106 

accidents per day). The probability that a t r a i n car is carrying 

a hazardous subscance is 10% (0.10); i.e., IOV of che cotal amounC 

of goods cransported by r a i l along th i s section of track are 

c l a s s i f i e d as a hazardous substance. 

Probability values defining risk for t h i s section of S.?. 

track are shown in Table A.l. The present (May, 1996) t r a f f i c 

volume along t h i s section of track is 14 trains per day. Table A.l 

assumes a linear increase i n accidents with t r a f f i c volume to 

hypothesize r i s k up to 35 trains per day. At the present rate of 

14 tra i n s per day, risk i n transporcing the cocal amount of 

hazardous material i s equal to approxim.ately 10.594/10000, or 

0.00106 (0.106%); th i s represents a 100% chance (a s t a t i s t i c a l 

certainty) that 1 accident w i l l occur every i-44 days i.nvolving a 

t r a i n car cariyi.-ig a hazardous substance. At 35 trains per day, 

chis r i s k increases to 0.00268 (.263%), or a 100% chance (a 

sta c i s c i c a l cercainty) that an accident w i l l occur every 374 days 

involving a t r a i n car carrying a hazardous substance (assuming that 

accident frequency w i l l increase l i n e a r l y as t r a f f i c volume 

increases). 

Once i n Nevada (Table .A.2), risk decreases for 14 trains per 

day to 7.7/10000, or 0.00077 (O.CV7%) based on records of a 

decreased accident rate i n rhe corridor between the 

California/Nevada State Line eastward to Wadsworth. This 

represents a 100% chance ;a scacistical certainty) of having 1 
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accident i n 13 00 days involving a t r a i n car carrying a hazardous 

substance. However, thi s value is based on 42 accidents occurring 

i n a 15 yoar time span (1975-1990); 29 of Chese accidents occurred 

inside Che Sparks, Nevada r a i l yard. Excluding Chese accidencs 

(Table A.3), Che 14-crain-per-day risk decreases t i a 100% chance 

(a s t a t i s t i c a l certainty) of an accident i n 4211 days involving a 

t r a i n car carrying a hazardous substance. 

Ic i s evident (Tables A.l through A. 3) that the risk of 

transporting hazardous substances by r a i l i s lower for the Nevada 

corridor i n comparison to the California corridor. The prim.ary 

reason for t h i s i s physical. The California corridor is associated 

with num.erous sections of track having a r e l a t i v e l y high degree of 

curvature and r e l a t i v e l y high grade. The Nevada corridor is 

associated with longer segments of straight track. Curvature and 

grade increase the chance of a r a i l accident caused by derailment. 

Moreover, because t r a i n speed is reduced through the Reno/Sparks 

metropolitan corridor, the chance for an accidenc is likewise 

reduced. Accident frequency is high inside the Sparks r a i l yard. 

Presumably, cars carrying hazardous m.aterials are most vulnerable 

Co damage cherein. 

As noted e a r l i e r i n this report, two approaches to computing 

the p r o b a b i l i t y of having an accident are used. The approach -iust 

presented divides the t o t a l number of accidents by the number of 

days over which accident data were collected; t h i s accident 

p r o b a b i l i t y i s that which is used to develop Tables A.l through 

A. 3. Risk of transporting hazardous material by r a i l i s expressed 
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in a d i f f e r e n t context i n Tables A. 4 through A. 6. This second 

approach involves dividing the number of accidencs by Che t o t a l 

numier of trains traveling through the observational period; th i s 

second accident probability is used to develop Tables A.4 through 

A.6. These tables show the risk to each t r a i n posed by accidents 

should they be carrying hazardous substances. Again, the 

California corridor (mileposts 106 - 228) i s associated with the 

greater r i s k . At 14 trains per day, the r i s k to each t r a m is 

approximately 1/9500 that i t w i l l experience an accident while 

carrying a hazardous substance. 

I f an accident should occur on the S.P. l i n e and a hazardous 

substance is released, the following substances are most l i k e l y to 

be involved (Tables A.l through A. 6, and assuming equal volume 

container? for the most frequently transported substances): 

s u l f u r i c acid, phosphoric acid, diesel fuel, and ammonium n i t r a t e . 

Sulfuric acid, phosphoric acid, ana diesel fuel are liquids and 

have the greatest chance of flowing a certain distance to reach the 

Truckee River. 

A summ.ary of maximum absolute risk to the Truckee River by 

r a i l transport of hazardous substances follows: 

a. Mileposts 106-228, [California]: 1 accident every 944 

days involving a t r a i . i car carrying [a] hazardous 

subscance[s] causing concaminacion of Che r i v e r ; 

b. Mileposts 229 - 257 [Nevada]: 1 accident every 1300 days 

involving a t r a i n car carrying [a] hazardous 

substance[s]; or, excluding the Sparks, Nevada r a i l yard. 
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1 accident every 4211 days involving a t r a i n car carrying 

[a] hazardous substance[s] causing contamination of the 

r i v e r . 

ff^ghway Transport 

Interstate 80 and U.S. 395 pose the greatest threat to t.he 

Truckee River for highway-based transport of hazardous substances. 

Interstate-80 parallels the Truckee River for approximately the 

same distance as do'is the Southern Pacific r a i l l i n e , and for this 

reason poses the most significant highway threat. U.S. 395, 

though, crosses the Truckee River i n Reno; moreover, U.S. 395 

par a l l e l s Steamboat Creek from the north end of Washoe Valley to 

jus t south of the Mount Rose Highway; Steamboat Creek is a 

pote.ntial contaminant source fcr the lower Truckee Ri/er (albeit, 

chis i s noc necessarily a chreac co che drinking wacer used in 

Reno/Sparks). 

Accident frequency on highways is significanCly greacer than 

on r a i l l i n e s . BaSed on data supp] ied by Che Nevada DeparCme-it of 

Transportation (Appendix D), accident frequency oa 1-80 is 1.14 

accidents per day, and for U.S. 395 is 0.42 accidents per day. 

[Important note: these data are based on values fcr pycc^y^Y 

damage accidents reported i n Appendix D] . As was done for risk 

computations for r a i l transport, the two approaches to computing 

the p r o b a b i l i t y of having an accident noted e a r l i e r i n thi s report 

are used to com.pute ri s k for highway transport of hazardous 

material (Tables A.7 and A.S) . Table A.7 reports r i s k for 1-80 i n 
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Nevada from the California/Nevada State Line eastward to Wadsworth; 

r i s k for 1-80 upstream in California i s assumed to be somewhat 

higher because of road grade and curvature. 

Based on VMT data supplied by the Nevada Department of 

Transportation (NDOT; Appendix E) , the probabi l i t y of any vehicle 

carrying hazardous substances is 0.0056 (1-80) and 0.001 (U.S. 

395). Using these values and the accident frequencies reported i n 

the previous paragraph, the maximum absolute r i s k that the Truckee 

River w i l l be contaminated by a highway accident involving a 

hazardous substance i s : 

1-80: [1.14 accidents per day] [0.0056] - 0,006384, 

or, a s t a t i s t i c a l certainty that an accident 

involving property damage and a hazardous 

substance w i l l occur ever/ 157 days; 

U.S. 395: [0.42 accidents per day] [0.001] - 0.00042, 

or, a s t a t i s c i c a l cercaincy chat an accident 

involvi.ng property damage and a hazardous 

substance w i l l occur every 2381 days. 

These values are based cn t o t a l hazardous substance shipments 

along these two highways and the further assumption thac a l l 

shipmencs of hazardous substances represent equal volumes. Values 

specific to the class of hazardous substance are reported i n Tables 

A.7 and A.3. 
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ASSESSMENT OP RELATIVE RISK 

Relative r i s k is the notion that potential contamination of 

the Truckee River is dependent upon the physical condition of the 

transport artery ( r a i l or highway). For both, degree of curvature 

and grade influences che pocential for derailments, runaway trucks, 

accidents over embankments, and so on. The physical distance 

between che arcery and che Truckee River influences the probability 

that an accident severe enough to release a hazardous substance 

int o the environment w i l l consequently contaminate the r i v e r . 

The following information defining rel a t i v e r i s k i s obtained 

from USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps: 

Upstream of the CA/NV border: 

1, of 20.2 miles of Crack, 18.9 of these miles (94%) are 

adjacent co the Truckee River and have a high degree of 

curvature and grade; 

2. of 19.3 miles of highway, 13.1 miles (68%) are adjacent to 

the Truckee River. 

Downstream of the CA/NV border: 

1. of 45 miles of highway, 15 of these miles (33%) are 

adjacent to the Truckee River (or cross i t ) ; 

2. of 45 miles of r a i l l i n e , 32 of these miles (71%) are 

adjacent the Truckee River (or cross i t ) . 

These data suggest that an accident occurring on any portion 

of the S.P. r a i l l ine upstream of the CA/N̂ ' border has the 

pot e n t i a l of physically contaminating the Truckee River (a somewhat 
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conservative generalization given that the r e l a t i v e r i s k i s 94%); 

the r e l a t i v e r i s k for 1-80 upstream of the CA/NV border i s 68% . 

Downstream of t.he CA/NV border, the i d a t i v e r i s k decreases to 33%, 

for 1-80, and 71% for the S.P. r a i l l i n e . 

ESTIMATION OP ACTUAL RISK 

Actual r i s k is considered to be lower than maximum absolute 

r i s k because additional factors, such as where the accident occurs, 

influences the likelihood (probability) that the Truckee River w i l l 

be contaminated by the accident. Another, important additional 

factor i s the probability that the accident i s severe enough to 

cause a breach i n a hazmat car, thus releasing the hazardous 

material into the environmient. This probability, however, is 

d i f f i c u l t to assess, at least given the data i n Appendices A - D; 

these data are not comprehensive enough to show the severity of 

damage for each accident, highway or r a i l . Some inferences, 

however, may be possible as is i l l u s t r a t e d momentarily. 

Actual r i s k is computed from maximum absolute r i s k as follows: 

Actual Risk [Max. Abs. Risk] [Relative Risk] [Breach] (Eq. 5) 

in which Relative Risk i s that value discussed i n the previous 

section based on length of S.P. track or interstate highway 

adjacent to the Truckee River relative to the t o t a l length of track 

cr highway over a particular inter-zal; and Breach is the 

pro b a b i l i t y that an accident is severe enough to cause a release of 

hazardous substance into the environment. 

Analysis of relative risk suggests that for mileposts 106-228, 
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there is a 94% probability that the accidenc w i l l occur at a 

location where physical contaminacion of the Truckee River is 

possible, but chis probabilicy is rounded to 100% for computations 

(a conservative choice). In this case, thi s value w i l l not reduce 

the maximum absoluce r i s k . 

Some, limited information may be available for determining the 

p r o b a b i l i t y of breach. Appen^.ix F l i s t s more detailed information 

on r a i l accidents occurring [in Nevada, speculative for California] 

i n the time period, 1975-1990. During t h i s time, 15 accidents (out 

of 467 t o t a l Nevada accidents) were severe enough to involve 

multiple cars. I f the probability of breach is assumed to be 

proportional to the probability that an accident w i l l involve 

multiple cars, Chen chese data suggest t.hat the probability cf 

breach could be 3.2% of the accidents. Using 0.032 would yield a 

com,puted actual risk of 1 accident i n 944/. 032, or 29,500 days 

(80.8 years) that w i l l , with a s t a t i s t i c a l certainty, contani.-.ate 

the Truckee River, a substantially different anu lower risk i n 

comparison to the maximum absolute r i s k . 

In Nevada, the maximum absolute risk i s simii^arly reduced by 

includi.ng both probability of breach and probability of location. 

For r a i l : the risk changes from 1 accident in 1300 days to 1 

accident i n 1300/(0.023), or 56,522 days (154.75 years). 

With respect co highway transport, Che following is suggested. 

For U.S. 395, the only location at which a contamination of the 

Truckee River i s possible (that may affect drinking water) is where 

t h i s highway crosses the Truckee River. This represents no more 
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than 1% of the highway for which accident data are used herein. 

However, t h i s crossing occuis i n close proximity to the 

intersection of U.S. 395 with 1-30 (the "Spaghetti Bowl") . For the 

sake of conservatism, a l l accidents on U.S. 395 between M i l l St. 

northward to 1-80 are assumed to occur at the bridge crossing over 

the Truckee River (a relative risk of 100%). For 1-80, relative 

r i s k based cn accident location is 68% (1.0) upstream of the CA/NV 

border, and is 3 3% downstream of this border. 

Data i n Appendix D suggest that probability of breach might be 

developed by using the data for injury accidents r e l a t i v e to t o t a l 

property damage accidents. This is a conservative assumption, and 

is t.hought to y i e l d a probability of breach that i s greater than 

what is actually observed. For both U.S. 395 and 1-80, injury 

accidents represent approximately 45% of the property damage 

accidents. Suppose probability of breach i s d i r e c t l y proportio.nal 

to the p r o b a b i l i t y of an injury accident, then actual r i s k for 1-80 

becomes: (based on t o t a l transport of hazardous substances): 

Upstream of CA/NV border: 1 accident every 157 days changes 

to 1 accident every 157/(0,45 x .68), or a s t a t i s t i c a l 

certainty that a breach w i l l occur every 513.1 days 

where the breach w i l l threaten the Truckee River. 

Again, th i s value is prcbabiy high because the actual 

probabi l i t y of breach is thought to be lower than 0.45. 

Downstream of the CA/NV border, the value would be a 

s t a t i s t i c a l certainty of a breach every 157/(.45 x .33), 

or 1057.2 days. 
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For U.S. 395, actual r i s k is found as 2381/(.45 x 1.0), or a 

s t a t i s t i c a l cercaincy of a breach every 5291 days. 

I f probabilicy of breach is inscead proportional to the 

pro b a b i l i t y of a f a t a l accident (a more rare event i n comparison to 

i n j u r y accidents), then probability of breach would be proportional 

to 1.4%, for 1-30, or 1.7% for U.S. 395 (based on the data i n 

Appendix D) . Using th i s value for probability of breach yields 

actual r i s k values of 16,491.6 days (45.2 years) for 1-80 upstream 

of the CA/NV border; an actual risk of 33,982.7 days (93 years) for 

1-80 downstream of this border; and an actual r i s k of 140,053.8 

days (383.5 years) for U.S. 395. 

These values cf actual risk are introduced to suggest a 

probable range of values. Because the probability of breach is so 

d i f f i c u l t to determine due to lack of s u f f i c i e n t data, analogies 

are drawn herein between the probability of breach (a rare evenc) 

and ocher events (injuries or f a t a l i t i e s (rare)). Probability 

values used f c r the location of accidents (relative risk) are 

determined d i r e c t l y through map interpretation and these values are 

quite accurace. Therefore, calculacions of accual r i s k , although 

somewhat speculative because of the assumptions made for 

pro b a b i l i t y of breach, i l l u s t r a t e that, whereas maximum absolute 

r i s k reported herein appears u n r e a l i s t l c a l l y high, including 

additional factors such as accident location and probability of 

breach suggests thac Che actual risk of contaminating the Truckee 

River i s m.uch lower. 



Table A.l. Maximum absolute risk by hazardous substance, mileposts 
Values show probability, per day, of having an accident 
involving a train car carrying a hazardous substance. 

Risk: Probability x 10000 

29 

106-228. 

Siibstance 
Daily 

Frequency 10 
Number 
15 

of Trains per 
20 25 

Day 
30 35 

Ammonium N i t r a t e .015 1. 13 6 1. 704 2. 271 2. 839 3. 407 3 . 975 

Anhydrous Ammonia .011 833 1 249 1. 666 2. 082 2 499 2. 915 

Butane .001 076 114 151 189 227 265 

Butyl Erher .007 530 795 1 060 1. 325 590 1 855 

Calcium Carbide .001 076 114 151 189 227 265 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e .001 076 114 151 189 227 265 

Diesel Fuel .015 1 136 704 2 271 2 839 3 407 3 975 

Methyl Alcohol . 001 076 114 151 189 227 265 

Methyl Ether .001 076 .114 .151 189 .227 .265 

Naptha .001 075 .114 .151 139 .227 .265 

Phosphoric Acid .015 1 .136 1 .704 2 .271 2 839 3 .407 3 .975 

Potassium Hydroxide .001 . 076 .114 .151 189 .227 .265 

Propane .001 .076 .114 .151 .189 .227 . 265 

Sodium Hydroxide .010 .757 1 .136 1 .514 1 .893 2 .271 2 .650 

S u l f u r i c Acid . 020 1 .514 2 .271 3 .029 3 .786 4 .543 5 .300 

Total .101 7 .647 11 .471 15 .294 19 .118 22 .941 26 .765 

Notes: 1. Table values report probability x 10000. Actual probability i s 
eq-'ual to the cable value divided by 10000; i.e., a table value 
of 1.365 i s equal to a probability of 1.365 x 10"*. 

2. Number of trains per day as of 3/96 i s 14. 
3. This table is based on accident frequency assuming 14 trains 

per day (accident frequency was 58 accidents i n 15 years). 
4. Above 14 trains per day, calculations assumed a linear 

increase i n accidents with t r a i n t r a f f i c volume. 

Source of information: (Appendix G) . 



Table A.2. Maximum absolute risk by hazardous substance, mileposts 
Values show probability, per day, of having an accident 
involving a train car carrying a hazardous substance. 

30 

229-263. 

Daily 
Substance Frequei. :y 10 

Risk: P r o b a b i l i t y x 10000 
Number of Trains per Day 
15 20 25 30 35 

A.mmonium N i t r a t e .015 . 822 1.233 1.644 2.054 2 . 465 2. 876 

Anhydrous Ammonia .011 .603 . 904 1.205 1.507 1. 808 2. 109 

Butane .001 .055 .082 .110 .137 164 192 

B u t y l Ether .007 .334 .575 .767 . 959 1. 151 1. 342 

Calcium Carbide .001 .055 .082 .110 .137 164 132 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e . 001 .055 .082 .110 .137 164 192 

Diesel Fuel .015 822 1.233 1.644 2.054 2 465 2 876 

Methyl Alcohol .001 .055 .082 .110 .137 164 192 

Methyl Ether .001 .055 .082 .110 .137 .164 -92 

Napcha .001 .055 .082 .110 .137 . 164 .192 

Phosphoric Acid .015 . 822 1.233 1.644 2.054 2 .455 2 .375 

Focassium Hydroxide .001 .055 .082 .110 .137 . 164 .192 

Propane . 001 . 055 .082 .110 .137 .164 . 192 

Sodium Hydroxide . 010 .548 .822 1.096 1.370 1 . 644 .913 

S u l f u r i c Acid .020 1.096 1.644 2.191 2.739 3 .287 3 . 335 

Total .101 5.533 8.300 11.067 13 .833 16 .600 19 .367 

Notes: 1. Table values report probability x 10000. Actual probability is 
equal to the table value divided by 10000; i.e., a Cable value 
cf 1.365 IS equal Co a probabilicy of 1.365 x 10"*. 

2. Number of trains per day as of 3/96 i s 14. 
3 . This table is based on accident frequency assuming 14 trains 

per day (accidenc frequency was 42 accidencs i n 15 years). 
4. Above 14 Crains per day, calculacions assumed a linear 

increase i n accidencs with t r a i n t r a f f i c volume. 

Source of information: (Appendix G) . 



31 

Table A.3. Maximum absolute risk by hazardous substance, mileposts 229-262 
Values show probad^ility, per day, o£ having an accident 
involving a train car carrying a hazardous substance. 
These values are based on accidents excluding those 
occurring in the Sparks r a i l yard. 

Substance 
Daily 

Frequency 10 

Risk: P r o b a b i l i t y x 10000 
Nuaber of Trains per Day 
15 20 25 30 35 

Ammonium N i t r a t e .015 .254 .382 . 509 .636 .763 .8 30 

Anhydrous Ammonia .011 .187 .280 .373 .466 .560 .653 

Butane .001 .017 .025 .034 . 042 .051 .059 

B u t y l Ether .007 .119 .173 .237 .297 .356 .416 

Calcium Carbide .001 .017 .025 .034 .042 .051 .059 

Carbon D i ? u l f i d e . 001 .017 .025 .034 . 042 .051 .059 

Diesel Fuel .015 .254 .382 .509 .636 .763 .890 

Methyl Alcohol .001 .017 .025 . 034 .042 .051 .059 

Methyl Ether .001 .017 .025 .034 .042 .051 .C59 

Naptha .001 .017 .025 . 034 .042 .051 . 059 

Phosphoric Acid .015 .254 .382 . 509 .636 .763 .390 

Potassium Hydroxi de .001 .017 .025 . 034 . 042 .051 . 059 

Propane .001 .017 .025 . 034 .042 .051 .059 

Sodium Hydroxide .010 .170 .254 . 339 .424 .509 .594 

S u l f u r i c Acid .020 .339 . 509 .578 .843 1.013 1.137 

Total .101 1. 713 2.569 3 .426 4 .282 5 .139 5 . 995 

Notes: 1. Table values report probability x 10000. Actual probability is 
equal to the table vaiue divided by 10000; i.e., a table value 
of 1.365 i s equal to a probability of 1.365 x 10"*. 

2. Nurrier of trains per day as of 3/96 is 14. 
3 . This table i s based on accident frequency assuming 14 trains 

per day (accident frequency was 13 accidents i n 15 years). 
4. Above 14 trains per day, calculations assumed a linear 

increase i n accidents with t r a i n t r a f f i c volume. 

Source of Information: (Appendix G). 
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Table A.4. Maixiaum absolute risk by hazardous substance, mileposts 106-228. 
Values show probability, per any given train, of having an 
accident while carrying a hazardous substance. 

Risk: Probability x 10000 

Substance 
Daily 

Frequency 10 
Number 
15 

of Trains per 
20 25 

Day 
30 35 

Ammonium N i t r a t e .015 . 081 .122 162 .203 243 .284 

Anhydrous Ammonia .011 . 059 .089 119 .149 178 .208 

Butane .001 . 005 .008 O i l .014 016 . 019 

Butyl Ether .007 . 038 .057 076 .095 114 .132 

Calcium Carbide . 001 . 005 .008 O i l .014 .016 .019 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e .001 . 005 .008 .011 .014 .016 .019 

Diesel Fuel .015 .081 .122 .162 .203 .243 .234 

Methyl Alcohol . 001 . 005 .008 .011 .014 .016 .019 

Met.hyl Ether .001 . 005 . 008 .011 .014 016 .019 

Naptha .001 . 005 .008 .011 . 014 .016 . 019 

Phosphoric Acid .015 .031 . 122 .162 .203 243 .234 

Potassium Hydroxide .031 . 005 . 008 O i l .014 016 . 019 

Propane . 001 . 005 .008 .011 .014 016 .019 

Sodium Hydroxide . 010 . 054 . 081 .108 .135 162 . 189 

S u l f u r i c Acid .020 . 108 .162 216 .270 324 .378 

Total .101 . 546 .819 1 .0?2 1.365 1 638 1.911 

Notes: 1. Table values report probability x 10000. Actual probability is 
eq'ual to the table vaiue divided by 10000; i.e., a table value 
of 1.365 is equal to a probability of 3.365 x 10"*. 

2. Number of trains per day as of 3/96 is 14. 
3. This table is based cn accident frequency assumi.ng 14 trains 

per day (accident frequency was 53 accidents i n 15 years). 
4. Above 14 trains per day, calculations assumed a linear 

increase in accidents with t r a i n t r a f f i c volume. 

Source of information: (Appendix G). 
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Table A.5. Maximum absolute risk by hazardous sxibstance, mileposts 229-263. 
Values show probability, per any given train, of having an 
accident while carrying a hazardous substance. 

Risk: Probability x 10000 
Daily 

Substance Frequency 10 
Number 
15 

of Trains per 
20 25 

Day 
30 35 

.Ammonium N i t r a t e . 015 .059 .038 117 .147 176 .205 

Anhydrous Ammonia .011 .043 .065 .086 .108 129 .151 

Butane .001 ,004 .006 .008 .010 012 .014 

Butyl Ether .007 .027 .041 .055 .068 082 .096 

Calcium Carbide ,001 .004 .006 .003 .010 012 .014 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e .001 .004 .006 .008 .010 012 .014 

Diesel Fuel .015 .059 .088 .117 . 147 176 .205 

Methyl Alcohol .001 .004 .006 .008 . 010 .012 . 014 

Methyl Ether .001 .004 .006 .008 .010 . 012 .014 

Naptha .001 .004 .006 .003 .010 .012 .014 

Phosphoric Acid .015 .059 .088 .117 .147 176 .205 

Potassium Hydroxide .001 .004 .006 . 008 . 010 .012 .014 

Propane .001 .004 .006 . 008 .010 . 012 . 014 

Sodium Hydroxide .010 ,039 .059 . 078 .098 .117 .137 

S u l f u r i c Acid .020 .073 .117 .157 .196 .235 .274 

Total .101 .395 .593 .791 .938 1 . 186 1 .384 

Notes: 1. Table values report probability x 10000. Actual probability is 
equal to the table value divided by 10000; i.e., a table value 
cf 1.365 i s eqpual to a probability of 1.365 x IO'**. 

2. Number of trains per day as of 3/96 i s 14. 
3 . This table is based on accident frequency assuming 14 trains 

per day (accident frequency was 42 accidents i n 15 years). 
4. Above 14 trains per day, calculations assumed a linear 

increase i n accidents with t r a i n t r a f f i c volume. 

Source of inforaation: (Appendix G). 
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Table A.6. Maxim\im absolute risk by hazardous sxibstance, mileposts 229-263. 
Values show probability, per any given train, of having 
an accident while carrying a hazardous substance. 
These values are based on accidents excluding those 
occurring in the Sparks r a i l yard. 

Risk: Probability x 10000 

Substance 
Daily 

Frequency 10 
Number 
15 

of Trains per Day 
20 25 30 35 

Ammonium Nitrate .015 .018 .027 036 .045 .055 .064 

Anhydrous Am.monia .011 .013 .020 027 .033 . 040 .047 

Butane .001 .001 .002 .002 .003 . 004 . 004 

Bu t y l Ether .007 .008 .013 .017 .021 .025 . 030 

Calcium Carbide .001 .001 .002 .002 .003 . 004 .004 

Carbon D i s u l f i d e .001 .001 .002 .002 .003 .004 .004 

Diesel Fuel .015 .018 .027 .036 . 045 . 055 .064 

Methyl Alcohol .001 .001 . 002 .002 .003 .004 .004 

Met.hyl Ether .001 .001 .002 .002 .003 .004 .004 

Naptha .001 .001 .002 .002 .003 .004 .004 

Phosphoric Acid .015 .018 .027 .036 . 045 .055 . 064 

Potassium Hydroxi de .001 .001 .002 . 002 .003 .004 .004 

Propane .001 .001 . 002 .002 .003 .004 .004 

Sodium Hydroxide .010 .012 .018 .024 .030 .036 . 042 

S u l f u r i c Acid .020 .024 .036 .048 .061 . 073 . 085 

Total .101 .122 .184 .245 .306 .367 .428 

Notes: 1. Table values report probability x 10000. Actual probability i s 
equal to the table vaiue divided by 10000; i.e., a table -̂ -alue 
of 1.365 is equal to a probability of 1.365 x 10"*. 

2. Number of trains per day as of 3/96 i s 14. 
3. This table is based on accident frequency assuming 14 trains 

per day (accident frequency was 13 accidents i n 15 years). 
4. Above 14 trains per day, calculations assum.ed a linear 

increase i n ac-ridents wich t r a i n t r a f f i c volume. 

Source o£ .iuf ormation: (Appendix G) . 



3S 

Table A.7. Interstate-80: probability of a hazmat truck hi^i-g an 
accident in any given day. 

Method 1: Accidents by Daily Frequency 

Class 
Probability 
of class 

Probability of 
hazmat accident (per day) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
3 
6 
8 
9 

,3360E-03 
7056E-03 
,2800E-02 
.6720E-04 
.3584E-03 
.1344E-03 
.1170E-02 
.28QCE-04 

.3830E-03 

.8044E-03 

.3192E-02 

.7661E-04 

.4086E-03 

.1532E-03 

.1334E-02 

.3192E-04 

Total 5500E-02 ,6384E-02 

Method 2: Accidents by Vehicular Frequency 
(assumes 30,000 vehicles per day) 

Class 
Probability 
of class 

Probability of 
hazaat accident (per vehicle) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 

,3260E-03 
,7G56S-03 
,23C0E-O2 
.6720E-04 
.1584S-03 
.1344E-C3 
.1170E-02 
.2800E-04 

.1277E-07 

.26S1E-07 

.1064S-06 

..1554E-08 

.1361E-07 

.5V07S-08 

.4448E-07 

.10';4E-08 

Total 5600E-02 .2123E-06 
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Table A.8. U.S. 395: prob.xbility of a hazmat truck having an 
accident in any g.Wen day. 

Method 1: Accidents by Daily Freq[uency 

Class 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 

Probability 
of class 

,6000E-04 
.1260E-03 
.5000E-03 
.1200E-04 
.6400E-04 
.2400E-04 
.2090E-03 
,5000E-05 

Prcbability of 
hazi-'At accident (per day) 

.25?')E-04 

.5292E-04 

.2100i:-04 

.5040E-05 

.2683E-';4 

.1008E-C4 

.8778E-0i 

.2100E-0E 

Total .lOOOE-02 .4200E-03 

Method 2: Accidents by Vehicular Frequency 
(assximes 100,000 vehicles per day) 

Class 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 

Probability 
of class 

.6000E-04 

.1260E-03 

.5000E-03 
,1200S-04 
.6400E-04 
.2400E-04 
.2090E-03 
.5000E-05 

Probability of 
hazaat accident (per vehicle) 

.2520E-09 

.5292E-09 

.2100E-08 

.5C40E-10 

.2688E-09 

.1008E-09 

.8778E-09 

.2100E-10 

Total . lOOOE-02 ,4200E-08 
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CALCULATION EXAMPLES 

Example calculat ions are presented to demonstrate 
how to interpret and use the information in Tables 
A. 1 through A.8. 

Table A . l : 
s u l f u r i c acid (example): 
probability of an accident on any given 
day ® 20 trains oer day ecuals 
3.029/10000, or *3.029e-04;" t h i s i s a 
s t a t i s t i c a l certainty of 1 accident every 
l/3.029e-04, cr 3301 days. 

Table A.4 
phosphoric acid (exam.ple) : 
probability of any given shipment of 
phosphoric acid having an accident ® 
25 trains per day equals 0.203/10000, 
or 2.03e-05, or a s t a t i s t i c a l certainty 
of 1 accident every l/2.03e-05, or 
49,261 shipments of phosphoric acid. 

Table A.7 (Method 1) : 
class 6 substance (example): 
probability of an accident on any given 
day equals 0.l344e-03, or a s t a t i s t i c a l 
certainty of an accident every 7,440 days, 

Table A.7 (Method 2) : 
class 8 substance (example): 
probability of any given shipment of a 
class 8 suijstance having an accident i s 
0.117e-02, or a s t a t i s t i c a l certainty of 
an accident every 855 shipments. 



APPENDIX B 

Rail Accident Data 
Mileposts 106 - 228 (Califomia, upstream along 

the Truckee River from the CA/NV border) 

Data Source: 
Califomia Public U t i l i t i e s Comsnission 

ATTN: Paul King 



\\.\CK.\\' SCHOOL OF MINES 

UNIVERSITY 
OF N I : VAD A 

Dci"jnmcnt ol 
Ccolncic*! Scicntc* 
Ncn,- \cv»i» 

h=^es R. Cirr, Ph.D.. T.E. 
:-: t i i " .-

February 23, 1596 

Wesley M. Franklin 
Executive Director 
California Public 
505 Van Ness Aven-. 
San Francisco, CA 

U t i l i t i e s Ccr.-ission 

UNIVERSITY 
OF NEVADA 

RiNO 

Rr^r. Stv»i» 5 - • 

r4132 

Dear S i r : 

I understa.nd that your r a i l safety group m.ay have risk 
assessment daca fcr the Truckee River region of northeascern 
California. I an currently working cn a research projecc funded by 
Sierra Pacific Fewer Company enti t l e d , "Development of an 
Integrated Com.cuter Platform for the Evaluation of Contaminant 
Mitigation Scenarios along the Truckee River." Therefore, I would 
be most interested in obtaining any data available through your 
r a i l safety group pertaining to that portion of Che Truckee River 
flowing chrough California. 

Thank you for your cime and actsncicn to t h i s request. Should 
you have any q-esti=r.s about this l e t t e r , please feel free to c a l l 
m.e ac 702-784-4244. 

rely. 

Carr 
rofessor. Geological Sciences 



M.XOCAY SCHOOL OF MIXES 

UNlVf RSITY 
Ol NliVADA 

D f r » r t m c r l 111 

C f o l f i j K j l 5 t t c - - c » 

rh, .•:z,---i-''^^ 

March 8, 1996 

Paul W. King 
SCate of California 
Public U t i l i t i e s Commission 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
Railroad Safety Branch 
5 05 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 54102 

Dear Paul: 

This i s a brief l e t t e r tr.anking you very much f c r the data 
shewing accidents, curvature, and grade by mileposts. This 
supplements my data perfectly (my accident data begin at mile post 
230-Verdi, eastward). 

I am intrigued by the cluster of accidents shown between 
mileposts 150-161. Did you identify a reason for t h i s cluster? I 
would be interested in knowing. 

Again, thank you very much fc r t h i s information. 

r f r i e n d . 

Carr 
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APPENDIX C 

Rail Accident Data 
Mileposts 229-257 (downstream along the 
Truckee River from the CA/NV border) 

Data Source: 
Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology 

ATTM: Ron Hess 



HistoqraiTi Computition and PlattMig 

Histogram of a l l Nevada r a i l accidents from milepost 229 tw 
263. Plot shows accident frequency by milepost. Note large 
frequency w i t h i n Sparks r a i l yard (mileposts 244-247). 
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32Cil7 UEILS 717.23 ISt E SIULE MU TFAU EASTESI UP 32 8335191 271777 

32Ci(7 bELLS U I U 145 E SUiLE MU TSACI EASTEEI UP 32 :51i7) 

32CiU '.EST ;£C»AU£ IPiU i i i SUiLE MU TSACI EASTEFI UP 32 24147) 

32Cil3 .lUEIUCCA IP532 i i t I I U U IU EASTEEI UP 32 2112582 

32 LIUEIUCCA IP532 t l i E TUO rsi.t 3 EASTEEI UP 32 28388 

32C(:3 UUIEIUCU 532 i ts £ SUilE MU TSIU EASTEEI UP 32 241)78 

•2 .'UlElliCU IP532 ( l i £ ruo TFr.r 3 EASTEII UP 32 283(8 

32Ci:3 .;IUEIUCU IP532 i ts £ SUITCH IT :CUTH EASTUI UP 32 233181 

'32Ci:3 UUKIUCU U532 I I I E UELDUE .£>D EASTEEI UP 32 222181 

3:Ctl3 UIUEIUCU 527 135 £ SUiLE MU TSAU EiSTEtl UP 32 23(75 

32Clt7 E'.IO ((9.2 tll E UEST Eic s:: F£lTw£l IIVEI UP 32 liStFI2l5 

32Cit7 EUO (O . t K l E U I I lUE FEATHEI EIVEI VP 32 74i8(3N l U t F K l ) 

32CH7 EUO i i ) .2 . I t s E UAU 1: U. ElC) ^Ei^EI IIVEE 32 llStFI213 

32CI31 iElLACH 473.3 121 E UEST Skl'U rEiTKEI EIVEI UP 32 l i D F I U i 

32CI31 I ;F 'H FEU 21.3 t i l E u u t l i U FEirkEI SIVEP UP 32 i5<iFI2t« 

3:Ci31 lUTH FEU 28.3 I K E UAU HU ' • r t . i l s i vu UP 32 I£«'-F2t4 
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:CI31 EUO l i . t 821 E U I I 2U FEATHEI lIvEl UP 32 t3l5FI2l4 

•CI31 FE'lUO 4.1 l i s E U I I FEITHEI SUES UP 32 l l l iF I2 l2 

:Cil3 .£30 542.3 iSS E IAU LUE FEITHEI SIVES UP 32 1334311 l ) ) tFt2t ) 

2Ci'.l CUFHT (11.1 i i t UP 3PUS lEvACI UP 32 t l l ) IV2 l l 

:Cii7 EUO (.( i ts E 12) UlLCU KVAOl UP 32 !188IV2il 

:Cii7 EUO i.i i t s ( 11 ( 12 EAST EU lEVUI UP 32 i588IV2i2 

:Cii7 EUO (.( l i t E UACI 17 lEVIDI UP 32 il88IV2it 

2Cii7 EUO (71.5 IIS E 17 SAIL EAST EU •EVIOl UP 32 I5I)IV282 

2Cil3 FLCII 471.7 K l E IAU UK lEVlOl UP 32 8489IV281 

;2CI13 FlUI 478.7 t t l E U U LUE lEVIDI UP 32 i48)IV2il 

'2Ci27 ICIDA 46).1 153 i IAU LUE lEVlOA UP 32 t2l9IVUl 

2Cii7 UEST USLU 6.4 131 £ IAU LUE lEVICI VP 32 K t l l V 2 l l 

2Ui7 CCEIE 641.t 143 E IAU SlUIAlEITO SP 32 53141 

.2Ui7 luroi 6t3.( i t l UESTUUO MU SAUAIEITC SP 32 4(297 

•2CiU AFFUl 298.5 125 £ EIAICHLUE AUAIEITO SP 32 54421 

;2Ci:5 AEiUTA 48).8 i i t UESTUU; M I I SACIAIEITO SF 22 59788 

;2U15 FFJEITA 487 .7 t i t £ SPUE AKEITA SACSUEITO SP 32 55661 

•2Ct'.5 IFiEITA 41).2 i t s £ UESTUASC M I I SACSAIEI'O SP 32 4(17) 

•2CiU BAETH 521. i t t U U SACSAIEITO SP 32 537(1 

32Ci:: cFETrl 629 .2 I3t £ SACSAIEITO SP 32 ( i3 t t 

32Ciii £AF:H 528.3 i ts E iUTH SFLS SAUAKITO SP 32 5t4l7 

32Cill !A(TH 528.48 t t l SACSAIEITO SP 32 5323( 

32CI15 EATTi.E lO'JiTAII 47).8 I I I £ IAU SAUAIEITS SP 32 58282 

32Cil5 EATTLE UUITAII 478 .2 I I I £ U I I SACIAIEITO SP 32 54525 

32Cil5 EATTlE ICUUU 47).8 t t l £ IICC/44-E7 SACIAIEITO SP 32 58282 

32Cil5 5ATTIE iCUTAU 477 .8 l i t £ I I I I SACIAIEITO SP 32 58741 

3:u:5 5A:TU I U 4 75 .8 t i t F TEII SAUAIEITC SP 32 458(7 

32Ci:5 EITTIE I I I 4 75 .3 843 £ U U LUE SACsAuro SP 32 74tllST 44188 

32Cill EE:UAU£ 612.8 iSt £ EASTUAFC M I I SAUAIEITC SP 32 52157 

32:iU 'y.'.-S.l 5(8.t It2 E HOUSE SAUAIEITC SP 32 55216 

32CIU E-.'.A^E 518.2 t i3 £ UP UTEFCnAUE SIltllElTC SP 32 579U 

32UU [iUti-l 511.1 151 £ U U TSIU SAUAKITO SP 32 44(28 

32CiU £E:.AUE 517.9 113 £ STOCI TFICI SAUAIEITC SP 32 85619 

32 tECulUE 511.2 i i i UESTUASC MU SlUAlElTO SP 32 52931 

i2Cill ££:•!.£ 512.1 i53 £ IAU UACI SAUAKITO SP 32 441(9 

32Ui: : L : .A .£ 515.78 t t t UESTUASG M I I SAUAIEITC SP 32 53215 

32Cill !£;.»;.£ 617.7 iSS E SAUAIEITC SP 32 4853) 

32Cill eE:uAU£ 588.1 ttS E CECSSOVEE 5AUAIUT0 SP 32 515)7 

3 2 ; H 7 CAFlU 534.3 t i l E 10 1 TPAU SlUAIEITO SP 32 44841 

32:ii7 UFLII 537.21 t i l IAU SACIAIEITO SP 32 51392 

32 U F m 534 .5 i(7 E TASO TEICI 3 SAUAKITO f 
A 32 (244( 

32Cii7 UFLII 534 .5 117 £ TIED TECl 1 SAUAKITO SP 32 51595 

32Cii7 UFi I I 536 .8 l i t £ UACI 4 >UQ SAUAIEITC SP 32 48285 

32UK : i fLU 534.2 i ts E TASO « I SAUAKITO SP 32 4529) 

, 2 2 : H 7 U F L U 534.3 888 E 513 SAUAIEITC SP 32 5)174 

32 USUI 534 .3 i t s E TSACI 2 SAUAKITO SP 32 (82(1 

;32Cii7 U.FlU 648.7 t i l E UP U U SAUAKITO SP 32 52)7( 

>32Ui7 USUI 535.1 I ts E E/EIO 11 SAUAKITO SP 32 53351 

stCii: uF iu 534.3 i ts E SPII 5K/5i3 SAUAIEITC SP 32 5(18) 

VittV UELU 534 .8 i t t E UEST OETCUl TFIU SACSAIEITO SP 32 55883 

:32 UFLU 535.7 l i t £ UESTUASC MU SIUAIEIU SP 32 52318 

32 CAFLU 538.) t3S E UESTUASC MU SAUAKITO SP 32 52)18 

3:UI7 USLU 531.1 tt3 E IAU SAUAIEITC SP 32 5427S 

22 USUI 53T.3 t t t £ UAU 3 SACSAIEITO ' SP 32 882(1 

32Cil7 UFkU 535.7 t i l U U SAUAIEITC SP 32 58)(l 

3:uir u : . : i 531.3 115 £ IAU TFAU SlUAIEITO SP 22 55(41 
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:Cil7 CULII 537.3 ( ( t VAI UATEES SACIAKIU SP 32 £ 4471 

2 CULII S35.7 t l l E IAU SICtUEITO SP 32 52311 

2CK; 'M'.m 457 .( 145 E SACIAIEITO SP 32 55(43 

:Ci31 CLASI 2(2.4 K t E U U SlUAIEITO SP 32 594S4 

:Ci31 C.FSI 2(2.4 H I E U I I SAUAKITO SP 32 £9494 

2Ci:: CvUO (27.1 155 £ CLUSO SiCiUEITO SP 32 54(5) 

2Cii7 CCSSE (44 i Its £ UESTUASC M I I SICIA'iElTO SP 32 53152 

:2CK7 CCLACO 35(.i5 125 £ U I I StCltlEITC SP 32 (1581 

:2 CASUII 271.5 131 £ UESTEOUlO U I I SICIUEITO SP 32 (81)t 

•2Ui7 GEETH 5)5.1 145 E SACIAIEITO SP 32 5)798 

:2Ctl7 CEETH 596.1 • 55 E IAU TEAU SACtllEITO SP •2 457K 

32CH: OEETK 5)4 121 E SP U U SICIUEITO SP 32 59815 

32CII7 LEE'H 588.( K t E UES'UAIC U I I SICIUEITO SP 3' 48(41 

:2Cii; CEETH 586 t iSi £ U U SICIUEITO SP 32 48(:( 

•2Cit7 CEE'H 692.1 115 E U U 'SAU SAUIIE'TO SP 32 52)4i 

:2Cil.' lEETH 591.4 • 45 £ MU TEAU SACSUEITO SP 32 4545) 

32Cil7 CEETH 591.2 tiS E IAU TEAU SICIUEITO SP 32 1)825 

22Ciii cuFsr 518.1 151 £ SACIAIEITO SP 32 58487 

32CI11 CllP^r i l i . l i5i £ U U SAUAKITO SP 32 5846) 

•2Cill CUAFHT (11 141 E SACSAIEITO SP 32 54574 

32CH7 -.ttF.I 677.7 151 E SAUAKITO SP 32 71918 

32CII7 ELEU.2 (S3.I • 45 E U I I TSAU SAUAKITO SP 32 51(6( 

32CH7 EUO 559. S t3i E AAU SAUAKITO SP 32 4 753S 

32Cil7 EUO 558.4 t i t UESTUASC I ' l l SACIAIEITO SP 32 'iiHi 

32Cii7 EUO 55i. l i l i MU UAU SAUAKITO SP 32 ( l ( ( t 

32Ui7 EUO 665.6 i l5 E UP u ' l ; SICIUEITO SP 32 52)5( 

32CH7 £.10 559.8 i i i UULUE SACIAIEITO SP 32 57121 

3:Cil3 EILISOI 576.) • 45 E PAU U I U SACIAIEITO i f ' 32 45(3) 

32U:3 FLUA 47). • 2i E U U SACSAIEITO SP 32 £ 3777 

3:U13 U:l:LL 519 i »«£ £ SACIAIEITO SP 32 «6t38 

32Ci3; EEfUCH 444.28 151 E SACSAIEITO SP 32 (E336 

444,3 • 42 E U I I LU: SAUAIEITC SP 32 46527 

32CI13 KICUCA 434 .8 • 45 E U I I SICSIIEITO SP 32 53214 

32CI31 -'FED 253 .1 • U UESTUASC MU SACSUEITO SP 32 74(74(1 £1627 

32CH7 hlLlEU ES4.2 • U UESTUASC U U SACSAIEITO SP 32 45268 

32UI/ -A.lEU 577 .1 ( t t UESTUASC U U SACIAIEITO SP 32 (T4U 

32Cin k'FlET 518.2 145 £ I I I I UACI SAUAKITO SP 32 61221 

3UH1 MIEI 2 i ( . l t i l E I I U M i l SACIAIEITO SP 32 52411 

32CH1 '^»:E« 288.1 ••5 E HOUSE TEA:; SAUAKITO SP 32 54552 

32Cit7 liCLSUSI 622.5 • 45 E IAU TUU SACUIEITO SP 32 4453) 

32CI27 « U 8 0 . ; T 3 7 7 .8 • (• E U U SAUAKITO SP 32 57 875 

i32CK: ULAT 
32CIL3 U U 'CUT 

:52.2 t i t i UESTUASC M i l SACSAIEITO SP 32 53686 i32CK: ULAT 
32CIL3 U U 'CUT 4 5 5 . ) • U £ UESTUAFC MU SACUIEITO SP 32 524 15 

32Cii3 : F U PCUT 457 .2 t i t E MU SACSAIEITO SP 32 55286 

32Cil3 UU 'tw 454 .6 i l l UESTUASC MU SAUAKITO SP 32 58977 

32Ui3 ;U i3 5ti.3 151 E U U LUE SACSAIEITO SP 32 53(7i 

32Ci:i LAUTCI 231.1 145 1 U U TSIU 2 SACSAIEITO SP 32 46285 

32Ci31 UUTCI 135.2 i l i E U U TSAU (1 ^ SAUAKITO SP 32 41879 

3:Ci:i : 'UU( 417.5 i i i (PUCK IIIE * SAUAKITO SP 32 <875i 

22CH1 MSSIE 291.6 i45 £ U I I EAST SACIAIEITO SP 32 168(9 

•:CH: USSIE 253.1 i ts E MU SAUAIEITC SP 32 53437 

srun lASsiE 296 • 55 1 U U SlUAIEITO SP 32 46895 

32U:3 n i l CIU 3)1 • 35 E IAU SAUAKITO SP 32 5575( 

3:u:7 n i l cnr " 391.1 151 ( IAU SAUAKITO SP 22 41138 

:2u:: »UA 417,1 i ts ( TACC TEAU 4SU SAUAKITO SP 32 53571 

32:il7 •'.££1 545.6 tlS E U U TEAU SAUAKITO SP 32 5331 7 


