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Executive Summary 
 

Assembly Bill 12221 directed the Air Resources Board (ARB/Board) to implement a pilot 
program to determine locomotive emissions using remote sensing devices (RSDs).  A 
summary of the pilot program and general findings is presented in this Executive 
Summary.  Details of the pilot program are presented in subsequent sections. 
 
What does AB 1222 require?  
 
The three objectives of the AB 1222 pilot program were to determine whether an RSD 
could accurately and repeatedly determine, with a reasonable level of precision: 
 

1. The levels of nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter (PM), and carbon 
monoxide (CO) emissions from locomotives; 

 
2. Whether a locomotive is subject to Tier 0, 1, or 2 federal certification emission 

standards; and 
 

3. Whether the measured results could be calibrated to determine whether the 
locomotive is above or below the applicable federal certification standards. 

 
In support of the objectives, the remote sensing testing was to include data from a sufficient 
number of locomotives that would be representative of the locomotive fleet operating in 
California and to ensure that data collection be performed under representative conditions 
in northern and southern California.  In conducting the pilot program, ARB was to establish 
an Advisory Group to make recommendations regarding the design and implementation of 
the pilot program.  Finally, the ARB was to submit a report to the Legislature that included 
both of the following: 
 

1. A summary of data acquired through the pilot program; and 
 

2. The ARB’s determination as to whether RSDs can meet the objectives of the pilot 
program. 

 
If ARB determined that RSDs could be expected to meet objectives of the pilot program to 
an extent reasonably sufficient to allow the ARB to make the following projections and 
recommendations, the report was also to include both of the following: 
 

1. To the extent feasible, a projection of the amount, location, and timing of 
emission reductions that could be expected from the use of RSDs to identify 
locomotives to be repaired or maintained; and  

                                            
1 Assembly Bill 1222; Statutes 2005-Jones; Chapter 574; Section 1; Health and Safety Code 
sections 39940–39944, effective January 1, 2006.  Note that section 39941 was amended by Senate 
Bill 1852 to correct a subsection number from subsection number (2) to subsection (c), effective 
January 1, 2007.  Appendix A contains the corrected text of the applicable sections. 
 



 

 2 

2. An ARB projection of the cost to deploy, maintain, and use data from a system of 
RSDs in areas of high priority in the State, recommendations regarding the 
funding of such a project, and the expected cost-effectiveness of such a program 
compared to other opportunities for air quality improvement in the covered areas. 

 
What is remote sensing for locomotives? 
  
Remote sensing is a way to determine pollutant levels in a locomotive’s exhaust while 
the locomotive is traveling.  Unlike most equipment used to determine emissions, an 
RSD does not need to be physically connected to the locomotive.  In general, RSD 
systems employ infrared and ultraviolet beams that remotely measure concentrations of 
pollutants that can be correlated to desired concentrations of NOx, PM, and CO.  In 
addition, RSD systems employ video camera equipment to digitize an image of the 
locomotive, allowing processing of the emissions information for each monitored 
locomotive based on the locomotive’s identification. 
 
How does remote sensing compare to federal locomoti ve testing?  
 
The federal measurement standard for locomotive emissions is contained in Title 40, 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 92.  The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) uses this test method to determine compliance with federal 
locomotive emission standards.  The emission testing is performed on stationary 
locomotives under highly controlled laboratory testing conditions, with a load bank used 
to simulate operating conditions.  The locomotive is run for at least six minutes in each 
of eleven power settings, with data from each power setting weighted over the line haul 
duty cycle.2  Under the line haul duty cycle, emissions are distributed over each of the 
power settings on a percentage basis that is designed to be representative of average 
operations for the locomotive fleet.   
 
The RSD, on the other hand, is applied to a moving locomotive under normal operating 
conditions.  There is no federal test procedure that measures emissions for a moving 
locomotive.  Although Title 40 CFR Part 92 uses a load bank to simulate operating 
conditions, a number of variables are introduced when a locomotive is actually moving 
under normal operating conditions.  These variables include wind speed, turbulence, 
ambient temperature, humidity, and the power setting (or possible transitioning between 
power settings).  As the locomotive passes by the RSD, a reading is taken from part of 
the plume for half a second.  The RSD reading is an instantaneous plume reading in a 
specific locomotive power setting.  By collecting multiple readings, an estimate of the 
emissions from a locomotive can be made. 
 

                                            
2 See Appendix E for a more detailed explanation of Title 40 CFR Part 92.  
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How did ARB conduct the pilot program? 
 
ARB conducted the RSD study with support from two contractors and an Advisory 
Group.  The contractors were Environmental Systems Products (ESP) and Southwest 
Research Institute (SwRI).  ESP configured the RSD devices for application to 
locomotives and conducted the field study.  SwRI performed the emission testing using 
the federal test procedure that allowed for the parallel correlation testing of the RSD. 
 
As specified in AB 1222, the Advisory Group consisted of representatives of local air 
districts and the railroads, and their respective appointees.  A complete listing of the 
members is presented in Table 1, in Section II.  In general, the Advisory Group 
consisted of members from the local air districts, the railroads, local community 
organizations, and experts in the field of locomotives and remote sensing.  Throughout 
the AB 1222 pilot program, considerable effort was made to accommodate and address 
the concerns, questions, and issues raised by the Advisory Group in an effort to achieve 
consensus.  Over the duration of the study, the Advisory Group held 35 meetings. 
 
The Advisory Group first met on January 31, 2006; the report on the RSD study was to 
be submitted to the California Legislature by December 31, 2006.  Unfortunately, 
remote sensing of locomotives was found to pose unique technical challenges, 
necessitating the development of a much more complex program than had been 
anticipated when AB 1222 was written.  Thus, the original deadline was not met.  
However, the study, as completed, is the most comprehensive study ever conducted on 
the remote sensing of locomotives.   
 
To conduct the study, the ARB in consultation with the Advisory Group developed a pilot 
program that consisted of three phases: 
 

Phase 1:  Adaptation of the RSD to read locomotive emissions; 
Phase 2:  Field deployment and sampling; and 
Phase 3:  Correlation testing. 

 
The development and implementation of each phase of the RSD study is discussed 
below.    
 
Phase 1 
 
In Phase 1, ESP modified RSDs used for gasoline vehicles to take readings of diesel 
emissions from locomotive exhaust stacks.  This process entailed numerous technical 
modifications over several months.  The RSDs were loaned to ARB by the Bureau of 
Automotive Repair (BAR). 
 
The following two different sampling configurations3 for the modified RSDs were then 
studied at a locomotive testing facility in Colorado in January and February 2007:  

                                            
3 For illustration, see Figure 3 on Page 21. 
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1. A direct RSD configuration, with the RSD equipment positioned above the track 
at the height of the locomotive exhaust; and  

 
2. An indirect RSD configuration, which is an extraction system with a sampling 

tube located above the track at the height of the locomotive exhaust, piping a 
sample of the locomotive exhaust for reading in a ground-level station.   

 
The emissions readings for the direct RSD configuration were adversely affected by the 
high exhaust temperatures at the point of measurement.  Therefore, the Advisory Group 
decided that the indirect RSD configuration was the only system ready to be used for 
the Phase 2 field deployment.   
 
However, the indirect RSD (or extraction, or vacuum advance) system had limitations 
that needed to be addressed prior to use in the Phase 2 field study.  Before proceeding 
to Phase 2, the indirect RSD configuration was further studied at the Colorado 
locomotive testing facility in an additional round of work in May 2007 to resolve some of 
the issues encountered in Phase 1.  This effort was referred to as the Phase 2a testing. 
 
Based on the Phase 2a testing, it was determined the indirect RSD would be more 
effective in locations where: 
 

• Locomotives approached, but did not exceed, 40 miles per hour; 
 
• There would be a high probability that locomotives would operate under high 

loads; and 
 

• There was sufficient locomotive traffic to justify the placement and testing of the 
indirect RSD.  

 
Phase 2  
 
In Phase 2, the indirect RSD was deployed in the field for use under normal operating 
conditions.  Consistent with the objectives, sites were chosen to obtain data from a 
sufficient number of locomotives to be representative of the locomotive fleet operating in 
California.  Once the Advisory Group agreed in mid-2007 on the locations for the 
Phase 2 field testing, there were multiple steps that needed to be taken before in-field 
testing of the indirect RSD could start.  These steps included issuing a task order, 
permitting at the site, and drawing up an access agreement.   
 
Testing under highly controlled laboratory conditions has shown that emissions 
measured in the highest power setting (and under the greatest load) are generally 
representative of the line haul duty cycle as a whole.  This power setting is referred to 
as Notch 8.  However, Notch 8 power setting emissions can vary widely for individual 
line haul locomotive makes and models.  For example, Notch 8 emissions can be below 
or above the line haul duty cycle emission standards.  For a locomotive in normal 
operating conditions, the indirect RSD takes a 0.5 second reading of the emissions for 
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the power setting in which the locomotive is operating (or transitioning between power 
settings).  Therefore, the locations for Phase 2 testing were chosen such that 
locomotives would typically be operating in Notch 8. 
 
The Phase 2 testing of the indirect RSD on line haul locomotives was first done in 
September and October 2007 at two locations in southern California, then in January 
and February 2008 at one location in northern California.  These locations were 
selected for the Phase 2 field study in southern and northern California because the 
locomotives would operate ascending a grade of 1 to 3 percent.  At such a grade, line 
haul locomotives would be more likely to be operating in Notch 8, and also would be 
operating at speeds approaching but not exceeding 40 miles per hour.  There were few 
locations in California that would meet all of the above criteria.  However, the Cajon 
Pass in southern California and Weimar Pass in northern California were selected, 
since they met the necessary grade and locomotive speed requirements.  Also, the 
Cajon Pass provided the greatest volume of potential locomotives to test in California. 
 
The indirect RSD provided a sampling of emissions from about 1,100 locomotives.  
ARB staff went through an extensive quality control process to review and analyze the 
indirect RSD data that ESP submitted.  This process took about seven months.  The 
indirect RSD data were then presented to the Advisory Group in June 2008.  The 
Advisory Group review brought several data quality issues to light, requiring further data 
review.  In January 2009, ARB staff presented the final corrected data to the Advisory 
Group.   
 
Phase 3 
 
Phase 3 was designed to relate indirect RSD emission readings to federal certification 
standards for locomotives.  In January and February 2008, Phase 3 testing of the 
indirect RSD was performed under controlled laboratory conditions, in parallel with the 
U.S. EPA Title 40 CFR Part 92 locomotive exhaust emissions certification testing.  The 
controlled conditions include, among other provisions, requiring the locomotive to be 
stationary during testing.  This testing was done at the UP Roseville Railyard.  To 
conduct the federal certification testing, SwRI brought portable equipment from their 
Texas location.  In Phase 3, comparison testing was conducted on one Tier 0 and one 
Tier 2 locomotive. 
 
How do the results compare to the program objective s? 
 
Objective 1:  Can an RSD accurately and repeatedly determine, with a reasonable 
level of precision, the levels of NOx, PM, and CO emissions from locomotives. 
 
The determination of whether the RSD meets the first objective is based on an 
evaluation of the field testing of over 1,100 locomotives, the repeat testing of four 
locomotives in the field at different times, the comparison of the RSD testing to the 
federal test program, and the evaluation of the Colorado test track data. 
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Based on an evaluation of these data, ARB staff believes that the test program 
demonstrated that an RSD cannot accurately and repeatedly determine, with a 
reasonable level of precision, the levels of NOx, PM, and CO emissions from 
locomotives.  The results were relatively precise and repeatable for NOx, but not 
sufficiently accurate to allow for the equipment’s use as an enforcement mechanism.  
For example, 22 individual readings on a single locomotive tested at different times 
showed that the NOx readings average 9.2 g/bhp-hr, with a relative standard deviation 
of about 12 percent.  Furthermore, under controlled conditions, such as at the Colorado 
test site, the data demonstrate that the same locomotive can yield the same repeatable 
values when operating at the same notch setting, speed, and load.4    
  
However, due to the lack of notch setting information, there are inherent difficulties with 
relating the indirect RSD readings to the measurement standard in the field.   These 
difficulties include the following: 
 

• The locomotives were assumed to be operating in the highest power setting, 
Notch 8.  While Notch 8 emissions levels can be representative of a full line haul 
duty cycle for some locomotive makes and models, there are many locomotive 
makes and models for which they are not.  The indirect RSD cannot determine 
the notch settings of the locomotives passing by, nor can it be determined from 
the indirect RSD readings whether a locomotive was transitioning from one notch 
setting to another.  The power setting, and transitions between power settings, 
can significantly impact locomotive emissions and indirect RSD readings.  By 
comparison, the federal measurement standard is weighted over the entire line 
haul duty cycle of eleven power settings.  Additional uncertainty is introduced in 
the assumptions made to calculate the resulting emissions data.    

 
• The indirect RSD provides NO, PM, and CO data from a partial extraction of a 

locomotive plume.  NOx, the sum of NO2 and NO, varies with the humidity.  ARB 
staff had to make assumptions regarding humidity and the ratio of NO2 to NO in 
order to convert the indirect RSD NO reading to an NOx reading.  Then, based on 
available data, ARB staff assumed a conversion factor to convert the indirect 
RSD NOx, PM, and CO readings to standard measurement units to allow for a 
comparison with the Title 40 CFR Part 92 emission results.  These assumptions 
each introduce uncertainties in the calculated data, which combined are about 
±30 percent for nitrogen oxides and particulate matter, and about ±50 percent for 
carbon monoxide.  Also, if a locomotive was operating in a power setting other 
than Notch 8, or transitioning between notch settings, the uncertainty would be 
much greater.   

 
Under the controlled conditions of the Phase 3 testing, the indirect RSD meets part of 
the first objective of the pilot program; it provides readings of locomotive NOx emissions 

                                            
4 Data from Phase 2a, Phase2, and Phase 3 testing are presented on the ARB website at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/loco/loco.htm.   
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that are reasonably comparable to the federal test procedure data (within ±5%).  
However, even with these levels of comparability, the indirect RSD is not precise 
enough to avoid identifying complying (per Title 40 CFR Part 92) locomotives as 
noncomplying even under controlled conditions for NOx.  In addition, even under 
controlled laboratory conditions, the indirect RSD PM and CO readings vary 
considerably (±50%) from the Title 40 CFR Part 92 data.   Furthermore, there was no 
independent verification that the indirect RSD method was accurate for determining 
emissions for a moving locomotive. 
 
Objective 2:  Can an RSD accurately and repeatedly determine, with a reasonable 
level of precision, whether a locomotive is subject to Tier 0, 1, or 2 federal 
certification emission standards. 
 
The determination of whether the RSD meets the second objective is based on an 
evaluation of the field testing of over 1,100 locomotives and the comparison of the RSD 
testing to the federal test program. 
 
Based on an evaluation of these data, ARB staff believes that the indirect RSD cannot 
directly ascertain whether a locomotive is subject to Tier 0, Tier 1, or Tier 2 federal 
certification standards.  However, the data from the field testing generally indicate that 
cleaner locomotives have lower emissions, particularly for NOx.  This is less certain for 
PM and CO, although the general trend is still apparent.  When a video camera is used 
to record the road numbers of passing locomotives, subsequent review of the road 
numbers and correlation to locomotive roster information can usually determine when a 
locomotive was built or rebuilt, and thereby the locomotive’s emission tier level.  
However, in the case of a pre-2000 model year locomotive, the railroads’ databases 
need to be checked to determine whether the locomotive has been remanufactured to 
Tier 0.  
 
Under the controlled conditions of the Phase 3 testing, the indirect RSD readings for 
NOx and PM were reasonable close, and were generally within the range of the 
emissions expected for a Tier 0 or Tier 2 locomotive.  However, for the indirect RSD, the 
standard deviation of the test results was higher than for the federal test procedure.  
This result indicates that there is greater uncertainty with the indirect RSD approach 
than for the federal test procedure. 
 
Objective 3:  Can an RSD accurately and repeatedly determine, with a reasonable 
level of precision, whether the measured results could be calibrated to determine 
whether the locomotive is above or below the applicable federal certification 
standards. 
 
The determination of whether the RSD meets the third objective is based on an 
evaluation of the field testing of over 1,100 locomotives and the comparison of the RSD 
testing to the federal test program. 
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Based on an evaluation of these data, ARB staff believes that the test program 
demonstrated that an RSD cannot accurately and repeatedly determine, with a 
reasonable level of precision, whether the measured results could be calibrated to 
determine whether the locomotive is above or below the applicable federal certification 
standard.  The field test data indicate that the average indirect RSD NOx readings are 
highest for unregulated (pre-Tier 0) locomotives and lowest for Tier 2 locomotives.  The 
PM averages for Tiers 0 and 1 are about the same, while the NOx and CO averages are 
slightly higher for Tier 0 than for Tier 1.  Nevertheless, the deficiencies and limitations 
noted in reading NOx, PM, and CO emissions in the field make it very challenging to 
calibrate the indirect RSD readings to determine whether a given regulated locomotive 
is above or below the U.S. EPA standard.   
 
As discussed above, under the controlled conditions of the Phase 3 testing, the indirect 
RSD readings for NOx and PM were reasonably close to one other for the two tested 
locomotives, indicating that the indirect RSD can be reasonably calibrated to approach 
federal test procedure readings, particularly for NOx.  The PM and CO values were 
more variable.  Even so, given the variability even for the NOx readings, a precise 
determination of whether the locomotive is above or below the applicable federal 
standard would be difficult to determine on an ongoing enforceable basis. 
 
Overall ARB Staff Conclusions 
 
Based on the test program, ARB staff does not believe that the indirect RSD met the 
three objectives of the pilot program.  Therefore, ARB staff does not recommend 
implementing an RSD program.  However, the test program was extremely useful in 
answering questions about the use of RSD equipment for locomotives.  For example, 
the field test data did generally indicate that cleaner locomotives had lower emissions 
than older locomotives, indicating that the U.S. EPA program for reducing locomotive 
emissions is working.  In addition, the field test data indicated that locomotives are 
generally operating within the ranges expected, although not with sufficient accuracy to 
use the data reliably for field enforcement. 
 
One issue that was raised during the Advisory Committee meetings was whether 
indirect RSD could be used to identify any specific “gross” emitters.  These would be 
locomotives that had unusually high emissions relative to the applicable standards.  The 
field test data identified very few incidents that would qualify a locomotive as a potential 
“gross” emitter, as nearly all of the readings were within the normal range of emissions 
readings that would be expected from pre-Tier 0, Tier 0, Tier 1, and Tier 2 locomotives.   
In addition, there were insufficient data to confirm that a particular locomotive was 
actually malfunctioning versus going through a notch setting change which might 
explain the higher emissions.  This uncertainty does not justify cost of taking a 
locomotive out of service on the possibility that it might be exceeding an applicable 
standard by a large margin.  As a result, ARB staff does not recommend deploying the 
indirect RSD for purposes of “gross” emitter evaluations. 
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Implementation of an indirect RSD monitoring program should also be analyzed in 
consideration of two existing monitoring programs, the visible emissions reduction 
program and the U.S. EPA in-use test program.  The visible emissions reduction 
program shows that greater than 99 percent of up to 20,000 annually tested locomotives 
comply with the visible emissions standard.  In addition, the U.S. EPA in-use test 
program has not yet tested one locomotive failing to meet federal certification 
standards.  Furthermore, locomotives are required by federal regulation to have 
regularly scheduled maintenance (at least every 92 days), and are diagnostically 
checked at each refueling to identify any potential fuel injector or other potential engine 
problems to avoid engine de-rating (i.e., a loss of horsepower and not being able to pull 
a train over a mountain or long range route) and a loss in fuel efficiency.   
 
Locomotives are also generally subject to more stringent maintenance requirements 
than diesel trucks or other related transportation sources.  This stringency is necessary 
to ensure a much higher level of reliability and durability so that trains do not block the 
movement of goods on single or double tracks along the nation’s rail system.  As 
discussed above, locomotive maintenance requirements are complemented with an 
ongoing national opacity testing program and a federal in-use locomotive emission 
testing program to also ensure that locomotives are running properly on an ongoing 
basis.  
 
What comments did the Advisory Group have on the re port? 
 
In the entire process of developing and implementing the remote sensing device study, 
considerable effort was always extended to accommodate and address the specific 
concerns, questions, and issues raised by the AB 1222 Advisory Group in order to 
reach a broad consensus on the test program.  This consensus process, although time-
consuming, resulted in a more comprehensive program to test RSD than originally 
envisioned.     
 
In general, the Advisory Committee members agreed with the overall findings of the 
report.  Dr. Donald Stedman, the Brainerd Phillipson Professor of Chemistry and 
Biochemistry at the University of Denver, went further in commenting on the report, 
stating that even a perfect sensor of emissions of passing locomotives, whether RSD or 
any other sensor, would probably not be able to meet the initial goals of the pilot 
program.   
 
However, some participants believe the indirect RSD has more value than does ARB 
staff.  The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff commented 
that the pilot study showed that the indirect RSD is a viable tool in identifying high 
emitting locomotives and that the report should provide recommendations to implement 
an RSD emissions monitoring program.  The SCAQMD comments are presented as 
Appendix C.  ESP representatives also generally concurred with the SCAQMD’s 
conclusion and wrote that the indirect RSD system successfully measured emissions 
from 1,100 passing locomotives, and that the operational issues associated with field 
deployment should be separated from the capabilities of the indirect RSD.  Although 
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ARB staff does not support further deployment, the report does provide some data on 
the cost of deploying an indirect RSD system.   
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I. Introduction  
 
A. Summary of Assembly Bill 1222 Requirements 
 
On October 6, 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill 1222 (AB 1222, 
Health and Safety Code Sections 39940 – 39944: See Appendix A).  This bill, proposed 
by Assemblyman Dave Jones, required the Air Resources Board (ARB) to implement a 
pilot program to determine emissions from locomotives, using a wayside remote 
sensing device (RSD).  The objectives of the pilot program were to determine whether 
an RSD could accurately and replicably determine, with a reasonable level of precision: 
 

1. The levels of nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter (PM), and carbon 
monoxide (CO) emissions from locomotives; 

 
2. Whether a locomotive is subject to Tier 0, 1, or 2 federal certification emission 

standards; and  
 

3. Whether the measured results could be calibrated to determine whether the 
locomotive is above or below the applicable federal certification standards. 

 
In support of the objectives, the remote sensing testing was to include data from a sufficient 
number of locomotives that would be representative of the locomotive fleet operating in 
California, and to ensure that data collection be performed under representative conditions 
in northern and southern California.  In conducting the pilot program, ARB was to establish 
an advisory group to make recommendations regarding the design and implementation of 
the pilot program.  Finally, the ARB was to submit a report to the Legislature that included 
both of the following: 
 

1. A summary of data acquired through the pilot program; and 
 

2. The ARB’s determination as to whether RSDs can meet the objectives of the pilot 
program. 

 
If ARB determined that RSDs could be expected to meet objectives of the pilot program to 
an extent reasonably sufficient to allow the ARB to make the following projections and 
recommendations, the report was also to include both of the following: 
 

1. To the extent feasible, a projection of the amount, location, and timing of 
emission reductions that could be expected from the use of RSDs to identify 
locomotives to be repaired or maintained; and  

2. An ARB projection of the cost to deploy, maintain, and use data from a system of 
RSDs in areas of high priority in the State, recommendations regarding the 
funding of such a project, and the expected cost-effectiveness of such a program 
compared to other opportunities for air quality improvement in the covered areas. 
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AB 1222 required that the pilot program be developed and implemented in consultation with 
an Advisory Group comprised of a total of 14 members representing the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UP), BNSF Railway (BNSF), South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), citizen 
groups, and remote sensing and locomotive technology experts.  AB 1222 also required 
that the remote sensing testing for the pilot program include data from a sufficient number 
of locomotives that would be representative of the locomotive fleet operating in California.  
 
A report was to be submitted to the Legislature on or before December 31, 2006 
containing:  
 

• Monitoring Results:   A summary of the monitoring results; 
• Use:  Recommendations of the applicability of remote sensing devices and the 

associated system to meet the specified objectives; 
• Emissions Reductions:   Estimates (if the remote sensing devices meet the 

objectives), of the amount, location and timing of emissions reductions that could 
be expected from using such devices to identify locomotives in need of repair 
and/or maintenance;  

• Costs:   Estimates of the cost to establish, maintain and use data from such 
remote sensing systems in areas deemed to be high priority by the ARB; and   

• Effectiveness:   Recommendations on the effectiveness of this program 
compared to others for improvement of air quality in the covered areas. 

 
However, remote sensing of locomotives was found to pose unique technical 
challenges, necessitating the development of a much more complex program than had 
been anticipated when AB 1222 was written.  Therefore, completion of the program was 
delayed to ensure that a thorough assessment of identified issues was conducted and 
the program was completed in a sound and scientifically defensible manner. 
 
B. Background on Remote Sensing 
 
Remote sensing is a way to determine pollutant levels in a vehicle’s exhaust while the 
vehicle is traveling.  Unlike most equipment used to determine vehicle emissions, an 
RSD does not need to be physically connected to the vehicle.   
 
An RSD system employs an infrared (IR) beam to determine hydrocarbon (HC) and CO 
emissions, and an ultraviolet (UV) beam to determine PM and nitric oxide (NO) 
emissions.  As the vehicle passes through the IR and UV beams, the device calculates 
the ratio of CO, HC, and NO to carbon dioxide before the exhaust plume and in the 
exhaust plume.  The system uses the reading before the exhaust plume as a baseline 
to correct the plume reading for ambient effects, then calculates ratios of pollutant to 
expected exhaust gases assuming normal combustion chemistry.  PM is calculated 
from a smoke factor determined by the UV beam.  NOx, the sum of NO and nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), is calculated from the NO reading by using an empirically determined 
NO2 to NO ratio.   
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RSD systems employ video camera equipment to digitize an image of the vehicle, 
allowing processing of the emissions information for each monitored vehicle based on 
the vehicle’s identification (license plate number, road number, etc.). 
 
The first published study of remote sensing of railroad locomotive emissions was a 
feasibility study performed by the University of Denver (DU) in 1999 [Popp, P. et al., 
1999: See Appendix B].  This study consisted of two field locations in Nebraska, using 
two locomotives at one location and four locomotives at the second location.  An RSD 
previously developed by DU for determining pollutants in motor vehicle exhaust was 
used to evaluate NO, CO, and HC emissions from the locomotive engines.  Under the 
controlled conditions of the DU study, the RSD results for NO were shown to be 
comparable to laboratory testing results for a similar locomotive engine; CO and HC 
appeared to be below the RSD’s detection limit.   
 
The AB 1222 pilot program is the most comprehensive test program ever conducted to 
evaluate RSDs for locomotives, with data collected from more than a thousand 
locomotives, in three different locations, and under normal operating conditions.   
For locomotive emissions, the federal measurement standard is Title 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 92.  This is the U.S. EPA test method used to 
determine compliance with federal locomotive emission standards.  Title 40 CFR  
Part 92 emission testing is performed on stationary locomotives under highly controlled 
laboratory testing conditions, with a load bank used to simulate operating conditions.  
The locomotive is run for at least six minutes in each of the eleven power settings, with 
data from each power setting weighted over the entire line haul duty cycle.5   
 
The RSD, on the other hand, is applied to a moving locomotive under normal operating 
conditions.  As the locomotive passes by the RSD, a reading is taken from part of the 
plume for half a second.  The RSD reading is an instantaneous plume reading in a 
specific locomotive power setting – the power setting in which the locomotive happens 
to be operating.  The RSD reading is then correlated to a stationary line haul duty cycle 
emission testing performed under controlled conditions. 
 
This report presents the results of the RSD test program.   

                                            
5 See Appendix E for a more detailed explanation of Title 40 CFR Part 92. 
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II. The Remote Sensing Pilot Program 
 
ARB staff leased the RSDs used for the study from the Bureau of Automotive Repair 
(BAR) of the Department of Consumer Affairs.  Studies had already been published on 
the use of the RSD to collect emission data for motor vehicles.6  The schematic below 
shows a typical setup for a motor vehicle RSD.7  
 

Figure 1: Automobile RSD 
 

 
 
 
AB 1222 required that the pilot program be developed and implemented in consultation 
with an Advisory Group comprised of a total of 14 members from the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UP), BNSF Railway (BNSF), South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), 
citizen groups, and remote sensing and locomotive technology experts.  AB 1222 
provided that UP and BNSF railroads would appoint 50 percent of the members to the 
Advisory Group, and that the other 50 percent would be appointed by the SCAQMD and 
SMAQMD.  AB 1222 permitted the ARB to contract with an independent entity to 
conduct the pilot program in consultation with the Advisory Group.   

                                            
6 See, for example: Kolb, C., Herndon, S., et al., Mobile Laboratory with Rapid Response Instruments for 
Real-Time Measurements of Urban and Regional Trace Gas and Particulate Distributions and Emission 
Source Characteristics. Environmental Science and Technology, 2004, pp. 5694-5703.  Eastern 
Research Group, Inc., Evaluation of Remote Sensing for Improving California’s Smog Check Program, 
March 2008. 
7 Stedman, D. and Bishop, G., An Analysis of On-Road Remote Sensing as a Tool for Automobile 
Emissions Control, University of Denver Chemistry Department, February 1990. 
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Based on the selection criteria, the following fourteen people were appointed in 
January 2006 to serve as the AB 1222 Advisory Group members to assist the ARB in 
the development and implementation of the remote sensing pilot project.  Table 1 lists 
the members and their affiliations. 

 
 

Table 1 
AB 1222 Advisory Group Member List 

 

Name Affiliation 
Chung Liu 

(Alternate: Dean Saito) 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

Tom Christofk Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
(Alternate: Larry Greene)  (Alternate: SCAQMD) 

James R. Hazelton Hazelton Consulting, Ltd. 
Franklin Weinstein Community Representative from Placer County 
Douglas Lawson National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
Penny Newman 

(Alternate: Rachel Lopez) 
Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ) 

Angelo Logan East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice (EYCEJ) 
(Alternate: Sylvia Betancourt)  (Alternate: CCAEJ) 

Mike Iden Union Pacific Railroad (UP) 
Lanny Schmid UP 
Gary Rubenstein Sierra Research, Inc. 
Mike Stanfill Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway Company (BNSF) 
Larry Milhon BNSF 
David Brann Electro-Motive Diesel, Inc. (EMD) 
Peter Okurowski California Environmental Associates (CEA) 

 
 
The Advisory Group held its first meeting on January 31, 2006.  From January 2006 
through May 2009, the Advisory Group has held a total of 35 meetings.  Table 2 
presents the dates of the meetings.  All meetings were held in Sacramento. 
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Table 2 
AB 1222 Advisory Group Meeting Dates 

 

Advisory Group Meeting Meeting Date 

1st January 31, 2006 
2nd March 3, 2006 
3rd March 22, 2006 
4th April 5, 2006 
5th April 13, 2006 
6th May 3, 2006 
7th May 18, 2006 
8th June 1, 2006 
9th June 20, 2006 

10th July 12, 2006 
11th July 25, 2006 
12th August 8, 2006 
13th September 6, 2006 
14th October 31, 2006 
15th November 8, 2006 
16th November 10, 2006 
17th January 10, 2007 
18th January 31, 2007 
19th February 23, 2007 
20th March 27, 2007 
21st April 24, 2007 
22nd May 21, 2007 
23rd June 15, 2007 
24th July 9, 2007 
25th July 19, 2007 
26th August 23, 2007 
27th September 25, 2007 
28th October 2, 2007 
29th November 6, 2007 
30th November 27, 2007 
31st December 18, 2007 
32nd January 11, 2008 
33rd January 17, 2008 
34th June 12, 2008 
35th January 6, 2009 

 
 
In the three initial advisory committee meetings in early 2006, the Advisory Group 
discovered that remote sensing of locomotives posed unique technical challenges, 
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necessitating the development of a much more complex pilot program than had been 
anticipated.  Numerous technical issues had to be resolved.   
 
The major task for the Advisory Group was to develop and agree on a complete test 
plan that met all of the requirements of AB 1222.  Some issues in developing the test 
plan were: 
 

• If and where remote sensing equipment pre-deployment testing should occur;  
• Where and how much field testing of the remote sensing equipment should 

occur; 
• If and where testing of the remote sensing equipment would be conducted in 

parallel with the U.S. EPA Federal Testing Procedure protocol for locomotives 
(Title 40, U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 92); and 

• What testing made sense to do in California, and what testing should be done at 
facilities located outside of California. 

 
This whole process took about nine months and thirteen Advisory Group meetings, from 
January 2006 to the fall of 2006, when the Advisory Group approved a three-phase test 
plan for the RSD: 
 

• Phase 1: Adaptation of the RSD to measure locomotive emissions. 
• Phase 2: Field deployment and field sampling. 
• Phase 3: Correlation testing.     

 
As planned, Phase 2 would provide a sampling of emissions from a large group of 
locomotives that travel in California, and would also address the AB 1222 requirement 
that readings be obtained for an adequate sample to be representative of the 
locomotive fleet operating in California.  The data from Phase 2 would be sorted to 
develop population distributions for the sampled fleet, potentially allowing for 
parameters to be established for identification of “gross” or “excessive” polluters in the 
California locomotive fleet.   
 
A. Phase 1:  Adaptation of RSD to Read Locomotive E missions 
 
This phase was designed to make the necessary adjustments to the RSD unit leased 
from BAR so that it could read diesel locomotive NO8, PM9, and CO emissions.  The 
RSD reads NO, PM, and CO.  The necessary adjustments would be determined 
through multiple locomotive emission readings under controlled conditions to establish 
‘precision’ levels for the RSD.   Phase 1 included two elements.  These elements are 
discussed in the following sections.   

 
 

                                            
8 AB1222 specifies NOx, the sum of NO and nitrogen dioxide NO2.  NOx is calculated from the RSD NO 
reading by using an assumed NO2 to NO ratio. 
9 Determined from a smoke factor, which is used as a surrogate for PM. 
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Element 1:  Evaluation of field installation logistics 
 
This element was for the evaluation and assessment of RSD equipment to read 
locomotive emissions and to make the RSD equipment adjustments needed for use 
both in the field and for laboratory correlation.   
 
BAR provided four gasoline vehicle RSDs from their inventory.  The four RSDs were 
manufactured by Environmental Systems Products (ESP) in 2002.  The gasoline vehicle 
BAR RSDs were modified by ESP to read diesel emissions from locomotive exhaust 
stacks.  The changes in the RSDs entailed numerous technical modifications by ESP at 
their facility in Tucson, Arizona.  This work was initiated in September 2006 and took 
about two months.  
 
Element 2:  Testing for establishing field deployment issues 
 
In this second element of Phase 1, the modified RSD was used at the Railroad Test 
Track at the Transportation Technology Center Inc. (TTCI) testing facility in Pueblo, 
Colorado to sample plumes from locomotives.  TTCI was made available for this study 
by UP and BNSF.  The Railroad Test Track at TTCI provides controlled track conditions 
for safety, accessibility, and availability issues that would arise in attempting to use an 
active railyard. 

 
Figure 2: TTCI Testing Facility 
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After reviewing BNSF and UP railyard operations and line operations, the Advisory 
Group decided to pursue two separate configurations for the RSD equipment at TTCI, a 
direct RSD configuration and an indirect RSD configuration (see Figure 3): 

 
• Direct RSD Configuration – a conventional remote sensing approach, designed 

for testing of locomotives during line operations, with the entire RSD equipment 
set positioned above the track and at the height of the locomotive exhaust.  The 
IR and UV beams cross the locomotive exhaust.   

 
• Indirect RSD Configuration – designed to allow repeated testing of switcher 

(yard) locomotives moving slowly in a railyard.  The indirect RSD is a large 
sample extraction system, with a sampling tube located directly above the track 
at the height of the locomotive exhaust.  An air diluter blower extracts a sample 
from the locomotive’s exhaust, and then pipes it to a ground-level accumulator 
box, wherein the IR and UV beams cross the sample.  The indirect RSD can be 
operated as a static test station or, with addition of a camera and triggering 
subsystems, as a pass-through station.    

 
For both the direct RSD configuration and the indirect RSD configuration, a two-
locomotive consist was used, with a BNSF Tier 2 locomotive and a UP pre-Tier 0 
locomotive.   
 
Two weeks of testing took place at TTCI in January and February 2007.  Looping the 
consist around the track provided information on the precision of the RSD system 
through repeat sampling of emission plumes from the same group of locomotives.   
 
The direct and indirect RSD configurations were set up as shown in Figure 3. 
 
As the locomotive went by, a motion detector triggered the recording device.  At that 
time, both the direct RSD configuration and the indirect RSD configuration took 
instantaneous NO, CO, ultraviolet smoke (for PM calculations), and CO2 data every 
10 milliseconds. Fifty data points, over a total of 0.5 second, are recorded.  The 
recorded data are then used to calculate an NO reading, a CO reading, and a PM 
reading for the plume.   
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Figure 3: Direct and Indirect RSD Configurations 
 

 
 
 
Some technical issues arose during the testing:   
 

• Neither the direct RSD nor the indirect RSD configuration was able to distinguish 
between locomotive steady-state operation and transitions between notch (i.e., 
power) settings.  This would significantly limit the selection of sites for field 
implementation in Phase 2.  Sites would need to be chosen where locomotives 
generally operate in a steady-state mode, and in the same notch (power) setting. 

 
• With the direct RSD configuration, the NO readings were consistently about half 

the level of the NO readings with the indirect RSD configuration: locomotive 
emission readings for the direct RSD were significantly affected by the hot 
exhaust plume temperature.  The indirect RSD, however, was able to provide 
stable and reproducible NO readings for the Tier 2 locomotive: 

• Within a range of 0 to about 40 miles per hour, 
• Operating in higher notch settings (Notches 5 through 8), and 
• Operating in lower notch settings under low wind conditions. 

 
• Even with the indirect RSD configuration, emission readings from the  

pre-Tier 0 locomotive were neither stable nor reproducible.   
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In view of the technical issues that arose in Element 2 of Phase 1, the Advisory Group 
conferred in March 2007 and made several decisions: 
 

• More testing was needed before proceeding to the Phase 2 field deployment and 
sampling.    

 
• While compensation for the effect of high exhaust temperatures on the direct 

RSD configuration might be feasible, further testing would be done only with the 
indirect RSD configuration.   

 
• The indirect RSD (or extraction, or vacuum advance) system had limitations that 

needed to be addressed by the Advisory Group before proceeding to the  
Phase 2 field study: 

 
• The indirect RSD configuration needed modifications to provide readings for 

large numbers of locomotives in line haul operation. 
 
• Pre-Tier 0 locomotives needed further evaluation in order to determine 

whether the stability and reproducibility issues encountered in Phase 1, 
Element 2 were due to the RSD technology or due to pre-Tier 0 locomotives 
themselves.   

 
In the March 2007 meeting, the Advisory Group decided to test the indirect RSD 
configuration on a group of pre-Tier 0 locomotives in a new round of testing, Phase 2a, 
at the TTCI facility in Pueblo, Colorado before proceeding with Phase 2 field 
deployment.  
 
B. Phase 2a:  Unresolved Issues from Phase 1, Eleme nt 2 
 
Phase 2a testing of the indirect RSD configuration (hereinafter referred to as the indirect 
RSD) was performed over four days at the TTCI facility in Pueblo, Colorado in early 
May 2007, five months after completion of Phase 1, Element 2.  A group of four  
pre-Tier 0 locomotives connected in series was used for the testing.  Additional funding 
for Phase 2a was provided by ARB and SCAQMD.   
 
When the locomotives were operating in a constant notch setting, the NO data for each 
locomotive fell within about ±20 percent of the mean.  The indirect RSD station was 
positioned where the locomotives were operating in the highest power setting, Notch 8, 
at about 40 miles per hour.  However, the amount of established time in Notch 8 could 
vary considerably.  Prior Phase 1 test results indicated that the tested pre-Tier 0 
locomotives could produce unstable emissions for up to 2 minutes after a notch 
transition.  The ±20 percent NOx variability could be due to the amount of time in  
Notch 8, rather than lack of precision on the part of the indirect RSD.   
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Data from the Phase 2a testing are presented on the ARB website at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/loco/loco.htm.  Analysis of the results indicated 
that there were several remaining technical issues associated with remote sensing of 
locomotive emissions: 
 

• Equipment Reliability:  Generator failure resulted in non-collection of data on 
one of the four days.   

 
• Low Rate of Valid Readings:   About 20 percent of the NO readings for the 

locomotive in the front position of the four-locomotive consist were valid; for the 
subsequent three locomotives in the consist, about 30 to 40 percent of the 
NO readings were valid.  Further analysis by ESP showed that dynamic effects in 
the accumulator box were a significant cause of the high rate of invalid readings.  
Performance of the indirect RSD varies considerably with positioning of the beam 
path within the accumulator box.  Sufficient gas must be sampled to obtain a 
valid reading.  As the sample gas was moving through the accumulator box 
during Phase 2a, most of the sample flow was at the top of the box – above the 
optical beam path – with some leakage out the ends.  The expected amplification 
was not obtained and there was too much accumulation.  Subsequent to Phase 
2a testing, a flow direction grill was added to direct the sample gas velocity to the 
middle of the accumulator box, in the path of the optical beam. 

 
   

 
 
 

• Wind Turbulence:   The large wind pressure front faced by the front locomotive 
could significantly compress the sample head to an extent that the sampling flow 
could be significantly reduced, leading to the lower rate of valid readings noted 
for the front locomotive.  

Figure 4: Flow in Accumulator Box During Phase 2a 
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Dilution air 
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Exhaust 
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Most of the sample gas moves through the box 
above the optical beam path. 
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• Billowing Effect:   For locomotives operating specifically within a railyard, the low 

velocity could potentially allow for locomotive plumes to billow, making it difficult 
or impossible to distinguish among the plumes in a multiple-locomotive consist.  

 
The Advisory Group addressed the challenges encountered in Phase 2a before 
proceeding with Phase 2 field testing.  More expensive and rugged generators were 
purchased.  The equipment for the indirect RSD was modified by the addition of 
direction grills to direct the sample gas flow to the middle of the accumulator box, 
directly in the path of the optical beam.  Also, the amount of overall flow in the sampling 
system needed to be significantly increased in order to minimize dwell time in the 
optical sampling path to avoid accumulating and mixing the readings from individual 
locomotives at speeds greater than 40 miles per hour.  Reinforcements were added to 
the sample head to prevent compression due to wind turbulence from affecting the 
emissions readings for the front locomotive.    
 
The Advisory Group decided that, with these modifications, the indirect RSD units were 
able to provide stable, reproducible readings regardless of locomotive tier, and were 
now ready for Phase 2 field deployment.  
 
C. Phase 2:  Field Deployment and Fleet Sampling  
 
For Phase 2, the indirect RSD configuration was tested both for line haul locomotives 
operating within a railyard and for line haul locomotives in rail operation (road use).  The 
data from Phase 2 would be sorted to develop population distributions for the sampled 
fleet.  Potentially, this would then allow for parameters to be established for 
identification of “gross” or “excessive” polluters in the California locomotive fleet.   
 
From the earliest Advisory Group meetings, the selection of sites for implementation of 
Phase 2 was a frequent topic of discussion.  Consistent with the direction of AB 1222, 
the Advisory Group looked for sites for both the rail line testing and yard testing of the 
indirect RSD in northern California and southern California.  Also, the sites for yard 
testing would need to be larger railyards, and the sites for rail line testing would need to 
have heavy traffic of both BNSF and UP locomotives.  Sites chosen according to these 
criteria would provide a sampling of emissions from a large group of geographically 
representative locomotives that travel in California, thereby addressing the AB 1222 
requirement that sufficient data be obtained to ensure testing of a representative sample 
of the locomotive fleet operating in California.  Furthermore, rail line and yard locations 
in northern and southern California needed to be chosen so as not to interrupt routine 
operations or to raise safety issues.   
 
Examination of in-use testing data under the highly controlled laboratory testing 
conditions of Title 40 CFR Part 92, which measures and then weights emissions over 
the entire line haul duty cycle, had shown that locomotive emissions in the highest notch 
setting, Notch 8, were generally representative of the line haul duty cycle as a whole.  
However, Notch 8 power setting emissions can vary widely for individual line haul 
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locomotive makes and models: Notch 8 emissions can be below or above the line haul 
duty cycle emission standards.  For a locomotive in normal operating conditions, the 
indirect RSD takes a single reading, which is either at just one power setting or 
transitioning between power settings.  Rail line locations with a positive grade were 
chosen for Phase 2 testing to increase the likelihood that the indirect RSD readings 
would be from locomotives operating in Notch 8.   
 
As a result of the February 2007 Phase 1 testing and May 2007 Phase 2a testing at 
TTCI, additional factors came into play in the selection of Phase 2 sites.  The TTCI 
Phase 1 and Phase 2a testing showed that the indirect RSD provided stable and 
reproducible NO readings for locomotives operating in higher notch settings, at speeds 
of about 40 miles per hour. 
    
In mid-2007, the Advisory Group selected three locations for testing of the indirect RSD 
configuration on line haul locomotives in three rail locations: two in southern California, 
and one in northern California.  These locations were selected for the Phase 2 field 
study in southern and northern California because the locomotives would operate 
ascending a grade of 1 to 3 percent.  At such a grade, line haul locomotives would be 
more likely to be operating in Notch 8, and at speeds approaching but not exceeding  
40 miles per hour. 
 
The two locations in southern California were both at the Cajon Pass, which is about  
13 miles northwest of San Bernardino, at the junction of I-15 and SR-138 (See  
Figure 5).  The Cajon Pass is a mountain pass between the San Bernardino Mountains 
and the San Gabriel Mountains,10 with a 2 to 3 percent eastbound grade, so there is a 
high probability that the eastbound locomotives would be operating in Notch 8.  The 
Cajon Pass is within the South Coast Air Basin, near its northern boundary.  Union 
Pacific Railroad has one railroad track through the pass, and BNSF Railway has two 
tracks: the three Cajon Pass tracks together have up to 100 trains per day inbound and 
outbound from the South Coast Air Basin.  AB 1222 remote sensing testing was only 
performed in the outbound (eastbound) direction, because locomotives in the inbound 
direction (i.e., descending the Cajon grade) were more likely to be in dynamic brake 
mode.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
10 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cajon_Pass 



 

 26 

Figure 5:  Field Deployment in Southern California at Cajon Pass 
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The northern California location was about 50 miles northeast of Sacramento in 
Weimar, where UP has a railroad track (See Figure 6).  The track at Weimar has an 
eastbound grade of about 1 percent, so there is a high probability that locomotives 
heading east would be operating in Notch 8.  The Weimar location is in the Placer 
County Air Pollution Control District.  Eastbound and westbound traffic totals about  
20 trains per day.  AB 1222 remote sensing testing was only performed in the 
eastbound direction, because locomotives in the westbound direction (i.e., descending 
the Weimar grade) were more likely to be in dynamic brake mode.  
 
 

Figure 6:  Field Deployment in Northern California at Weimar 
 

 
 
 
For testing of the indirect RSD configuration on line haul locomotives in yard operation, 
the Advisory Group selected two locations:  UP Colton (about 55 miles east of  
Los Angeles) in southern California and UP Roseville (about 20 miles northeast of 
Sacramento) in northern California.   
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Once the Advisory Group agreed in mid-2007 on the locations for Phase 2 rail line and 
yard operation, there were multiple steps that needed to be taken before in-field testing 
of the indirect RSD could start: issuing a task order to procure equipment; fabrication, 
testing, and delivery of the equipment; and site permitting.  Site permitting consisted of 
preparation of engineering drawings, approval by UP and BNSF, and drawing up an 
access agreement.  
 
Line Haul Operations 
 
The Phase 2 testing of line haul locomotives in line haul operation was first done in 
southern California at the Cajon Pass, then in northern California at Weimar. 
 

• BNSF Cajon - September 19, 2007 through October 5, 2007. 
 
• UP Cajon - September 24, 2007 through October 7, 2007.   

 
• Weimar - January 24, 2008 through February 7, 2008.   

 
At all three locations, the indirect RSD took readings from locomotives ascending the 
grade; locomotive speeds were typically 15 to 20 miles per hour.  Locomotives 
descending the grade were in dynamic brake mode and were not monitored by the 
indirect RSD.  Fifty data points, over a total of 0.5 second, were recorded.  The 
recorded data were then used to calculate an NO reading, a CO reading, and a PM 
reading for the plume.  The indirect RSD would then wait 0.4 second.  If it detected a 
plume, either from the same locomotive or from another locomotive, it would again 
record fifty data points over 0.5 second.   
 
A video camera taped the passing locomotives, which provided locomotive identification 
information (i.e., company and road numbers).  During nighttime video operation at 
Cajon, locomotive headlight blooming often created a problem in reliably identifying 
road numbers, especially for the first locomotive in a consist.  This problem was 
corrected for northern California deployment at Weimar, where the camera was aimed 
in the direction of train traffic.    
 
The indirect RSD data and video records were prepared and reviewed by ESP staff, 
then submitted to ARB in late 2007 and early 2008.  The data submitted were average, 
maximum, and minimum indirect RSD readings for NO, PM, and CO as the locomotive 
ascended the grade at UP Cajon, BNSF Cajon, and Weimar.      
 
ARB staff went through an extensive review process; this process took about seven 
months.  The video records (most often video clips and JPEG photographs, but in some 
cases only JPEG photographs) were examined to ensure that the locomotives were 
correctly identified.  The average indirect RSD readings were used to calculate NOx, 
PM, and CO emissions for each locomotive.  Some locomotives at UP Cajon and BNSF 
Cajon were noted to ascend the grade more than once.  For the repeat locomotives, the 
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NOx, PM, and CO emissions were calculated for each time the locomotive ascended the 
grade.   
 
Statistical analyses were performed to compare the indirect RSD data to the U.S. EPA 
locomotive emissions standards.  In June 2008, ARB staff made a presentation of the 
preliminary indirect RSD data to the Advisory Group. 
 
Advisory Group review after the June 2008 presentation brought several issues to light: 

 
• Data Issue #1:   Some indirect RSD readings were assigned to the wrong 

locomotive. 
 

• Data Issue #2:   The average, maximum, and minimum indirect RSD readings as 
the locomotive ascended the grade were generally determined from a larger 
sample (from the main part of the plume) and one or more smaller samples (from 
the periphery of the plume, where the emission readings could be different). 

 
• Data Issue #3:   Some locomotives were assigned indirect RSD readings with 

samples from mixed plumes (i.e., the sample taken over the 0.5 second interval 
was from two locomotives). 

 
• Data Issue #4:   Some locomotive road numbers were incorrect. 

 
To aid in resolving these data issues, ARB requested raw indirect RSD data.  The raw 
data consisted of the fifty data points, taken over a total of 0.5 second, used to calculate 
each NO, PM, and CO reading for the plume.  ARB staff then carefully reviewed the raw 
indirect RSD data.  The video clips and JPEG photographs were reviewed once again in 
the light of the newly raised data issues.   
 

• Data Issue #1:  Assigning indirect RSD readings to the right locomotive 
 
Each NO, PM, and CO reading for the plume was time-stamped corresponding to 
the start of the 0.5 second collection interval.  Each video clip was time-stamped 
at the beginning and each of the JPEG photographs was also time-stamped. 
 
Where the video clips were available, the start and finish time for each 
locomotive as it passed the indirect RSD was determined by adding the elapsed 
times at the locomotive’s start and finish to the video clip’s time stamp.  Typically, 
the difference between the locomotive’s start and finish was 2 to 3 seconds.   
 
Where video clips were not available, the JPEG photographs were used.  If the 
photograph showed the locomotive’s start, the time stamp was used as the start 
time, with 2.5 seconds added to estimate the finish time; if the photograph 
showed the locomotive’s finish, the time stamp was used as the finish time, with 
2.5 seconds subtracted to estimate the start time.   
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Indirect RSD readings within the start and finish time bin for a locomotive were 
assigned to that locomotive.  Unfortunately, the indirect RSD clock and/or the 
camera clock drifted.  This problem was not noted until ARB staff review of the 
raw indirect RSD data.  ARB staff resolved this problem by determining a 
calibration factor for each day’s indirect RSD time stamps, allowing each day’s 
indirect RSD readings to be matched with each day’s locomotive start and finish 
times.  If, as a result of this procedure, an indirect RSD reading could not be 
attributed to a locomotive, the indirect RSD reading was not usable.     

 
• Data Issue #2:  Indirect RSD readings with more tha n one sample 

 
With the review of the raw indirect RSD data, ARB spoke with ESP and decided 
that sample bias could be avoided by: 
 
• Assigning only one indirect RSD reading to each locomotive. 
• Only using indirect RSD readings from large samples.11  If, as the locomotive 

ascended the grade, there was more than one indirect RSD reading from a 
large sample, only the largest sample was used. 

• If the only indirect RSD readings for a locomotive were from small samples, 
then the locomotive was assigned no indirect RSD readings at all. 

 
• Data Issue #3:  Indirect RSD readings with mixed pl umes 

 
Review of the raw indirect RSD data showed that some of the large samples 
were in fact mixed plumes from two locomotives: for the 0.5 second that the 
indirect RSD took a reading, it read from the end of one locomotive’s plume and 
the beginning of the next locomotive in the consist.  In each case, the mixed 
plume sample was replaced with a different large sample for a single locomotive. 
   

• Data Issue #4:  Incorrect Road Numbers 
 
ARB staff double-checked the video clips and JPEG photographs, and corrected 
road numbers as necessary.   

 
Making these corrections to the indirect RSD data was a complex, labor-intensive 
process that took about five months.  ARB staff presented the corrected data to the 
Advisory Group in January 2009. 
 

                                            
11 Size of sample was determined from maximum CO2 level, reported in units of percent CO2 • cm of 
column.  Examination of the data showed that maximum CO2 levels ranged from 10 to about 340: 
samples with maximum CO2 level below 40 were considered small samples.  For the large samples, the 
average maximum CO2 level was about 140. 
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The indirect RSD data for each of the three locations are summarized below.  Note that 
the indirect RSD data are available on the ARB website at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/loco/loco.htm. 
 

BNSF Cajon  
 
• Usable data for 834 different locomotives. 
• 120 of the 834 locomotives were repeat locomotives, providing indirect RSD data 

more than once; 4 of the 120 repeat locomotives had four or more indirect RSD 
readings.   

• Including repeat locomotives, there were a total of 997 indirect RSD readings.   
• Indirect RSD readings were obtained for 58 percent of the videotaped 

locomotives.  On five of the 17 days, there were indirect RSD data gaps lasting 
12 hours or more: many of these data gaps were due to failure of the generator 
powering the indirect RSD.   

 
UP Cajon  
 
• Usable data for 74 different locomotives.   
• 2 of the 74 locomotives were repeat locomotives, providing indirect RSD data 

more than once.  
• Including repeat locomotives, there were a total of 76 indirect RSD readings.   
• On three of the 14 days, there were no indirect RSD data at all.  The data gaps 

were attributed to generator failure.   
 
Weimar  
 
• Usable data for 65 different locomotives.   
• None of the 65 locomotives were repeat locomotives, so there were a total of 

65 indirect RSD readings from unique locomotives.   
• On six of the 18 days, the indirect RSD was non-operational.  This was in part 

due to generator failure, but mostly due to inclement weather.   
 
Analysis of Indirect RSD Data for Line Haul Operations 
 
One of the goals of the RSD study was to investigate whether the measured results 
could be calibrated to determine whether a locomotive is above or below the applicable 
federal certification standards.  A brief discussion of the U.S. EPA test for compliance 
determination is presented in Appendix E.   
 

Calculations with Indirect RSD Data  
 
The indirect RSD readings were not found to vary significantly among the three testing 
locations, so the data from BNSF Cajon, UP Cajon, and Weimar were combined into 
one dataset for analysis.  NOx, PM, and CO emissions in grams per brake horsepower-
hour were calculated according to the equations in Appendix D. 
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All locomotives were assumed to be operating in Notch 8.  Examination of in-use test 
data shows Notch 8 to be generally representative of the line-haul duty cycle as a whole 
(see further discussion and Table 3 below).  For the 73 Cajon and Weimar locomotives 
for which power setting data could be obtained by ARB, 82 percent were found to be in 
Notch 8, and another 12 percent were found to be in Notch 7.  However: 
 

• The indirect RSD cannot read the notch settings of the locomotives passing by, 
nor can it tell whether a locomotive was transitioning from one notch setting to 
another.  Transitions between notch settings, generally lasting several seconds, 
can produce significantly higher locomotive emissions.  

 
• While examination of in-use test data shows that Notch 8 emissions are generally 

representative of the entire line-haul duty cycle, more detailed analysis shows a 
variation of ±10 percent for NOx, ±20 percent for PM, and ±40 percent for CO as 
shown in the summary of available in-use test data12 in Table 3. 

 
Table 3 

Notch 8 Emissions , as a Percentage of                     
Line-Haul Duty Cycle Emissions 

In-Use Test Data Range for Locomotives 
    

Tier NO x PM CO 
Pre-0 93% - 100% 62% - 102% 63% - 100% 

0 84% - 100% 64% - 102% 80% - 148% 

1 81% - 101% 79% - 99% 91% - 108% 

2 92% - 95% 85% - 97% 61% - 106% 
 

 
Furthermore, when in-use testing is performed, the variability in Notch 8 
emissions is such that a locomotive can be in exceedance in Notch 8, and still 
meet federal certification standards when the emissions data are weighted over 
the line haul duty cycle. 

 
Various other assumptions were made by ARB staff in calculating NOx, PM, and CO 
emissions in grams per brake horsepower-hour: 
 

• An NO2 to NO ratio of 0.04 was used, based on available published data, which 
were for Notch 8 for a single Tier 0 EMD SD60 locomotive.  For other notch 
settings, the available published data for the same Tier 0 EMD SD60 locomotive 

                                            
12 Fritz, S., Diesel Fuel Effects on Locomotive Exhaust Emissions, October 2000. 
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show the NO2:NO ratio ranging from 0.01 to 0.0713.  Available internal test data 
for a single pre-Tier 0 EMD 645E3B engine show a much greater NO2:NO ratio, 
but within a tighter band, ranging from 0.13 in Notches 2 through 6 to 0.14 in 
Notches 1, 7, and 8.14   The available published and internal data give an 
uncertainty of -3 to +10 percent for the NOx readings.   

 
• A ratio of grams per gallon to grams per brake horsepower-hour of 19.7 was 

used, based on an average of in-use test data for Notch 8.  Ratios calculated 
from in-use test data for Notch 8 range from 17.0 to 21.1,15 giving an uncertainty 
of -9 to +15 percent for the NOx, PM, and CO readings. 

 
• No NOx corrections were made for humidity, giving an uncertainty of -7 to  

+10 percent for the NOx readings based on published data.16 
 
In summary, the various assumptions made introduce the following multiple 
uncertainties in the calculated data:  
 

• ±10 percent for the Notch 8 to line-haul duty cycle ratio for NOx, ±20 percent for 
PM, and ±40 percent for CO;  

• -3 to +10 percent due to the NO2:NO ratio (applicable to NOx readings only);  
• -9 to +15 percent due to the grams per gallon to grams per brake horsepower-

hour ratio; and 
• -7 to +10 percent for the NOx humidity correction.   

 
Simple addition of these uncertainties17 produces a combined uncertainty of -29 to  
+45 percent for NOx, -29 to +35 percent for PM, and -49 to +55 percent for CO.  More 
importantly, if these locomotives were operating in a lower notch setting, or transitioning 
between notch settings, the uncertainty would be much greater.   
 
Due to the lack of notch setting information, there are inherent difficulties with relating 
the indirect RSD readings to the measurement standard and the assumptions made in 
calculating emissions data.  The indirect readings are either at just one power setting or 
transitioning between power settings.  The federal measurement standard is weighted 
over the entire line haul duty cycle of eleven power settings.  Therefore, ARB staff 
concludes that the readings taken with the indirect RSD for moving locomotives cannot 
be used to determine the levels of emissions from locomotives and cannot be related to 
the U.S. EPA locomotive emissions standards.   
 
                                            
13 Osborne, D., Fritz, S., Iden, M., and Newburry, D., Exhaust Emissions from a 2,850 kW EMD SD60M 
Locomotive Equipped with a Diesel Oxidation Catalyst, Proceedings of 2007 ASME/IEEE Joint Rail 
Conference & Internal Combustion Engine Spring Technical Conference, March 2007. 
14 Southwest Research Institute Internal Test Data (2003). 
15 Southwest Research Institute Internal Test Data (2007). 
16 Dodge, L. Callahan, T. and Ryan, T., Humidity and Temperature Correction Factors for NOx Emissions 
from Diesel Engines, Southwest Research Institute, June 2003. 
17 This is an oversimplification, which nevertheless gives a general idea of the magnitude of the overall 
uncertainty. 
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Furthermore, even the regulated locomotives with the highest indirect RSD NOx 
readings, which were about twice the federal certification emission standard, could not 
be identified as “gross” or “excessive” polluters.  The highest indirect RSD NOx readings 
for unregulated locomotives were within the range of Title 40 CFR Part 92 emission 
testing results. 
 
Nevertheless, the calculated averages and standard deviations for indirect RSD 
locomotive emissions data can be analyzed for general trends.  Calculated indirect RSD 
data are summarized in Table 4: 
 

Table 4 
Summary of Indirect RSD Data* 
BNSF Cajon, UP Cajon, Weimar 

  

 
 
Including duplicates, there were a total of 1,138 locomotives: about 50 percent were 
Tier 0 (built between 2000 and 2001, or built pre-2000 and remanufactured), about  
22 percent were built to Tier 1 emissions standards (built between 2002 and 2004), 
another 22 percent were built to Tier 2 emissions standards (built after 2004), and the 
balance were unregulated (pre-Tier 0, built pre-2000 and not remanufactured).    

NOx (g / bhp-hr) PM (g / bhp-hr) CO (g / bhp-hr) 

Tier Number of 
Locomotives 

Average Standard 
Deviation 

Relative 
Standard 

Deviation** 
Average Standard 

Deviation 

Relative 
Standard 
Deviation 

Average Standard 
Deviation 

Relative 
Standard 
Deviation 

Pre-0 60 12.6 2.8 21.8% 0.25 0.20 82.3% 2.06 2.05 99.4% 

0 570 9.2 1.4 15.5% 0.13 0.10 76.4% 0.94 0.36 38.8% 

1 255 8.2 1.3 15.4% 0.14 0.20 139% 0.87 0.35 39.9% 

2 253 6.1 0.8 13.2% 0.06 0.05 78.3% 0.29 0.26 88.7% 

Total 1,138 * Includes repeat locomotives 
** Relative standard deviation is equal to the sample standard deviation divided by the sample average. 
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For comparison, U.S. EPA locomotive emissions standards are presented in Table 5. 
 
 

Table 5 
U.S. EPA Locomotive Emissions Standards 

 

Tier NOx (g / bhp-hr) PM (g / bhp-hr) CO (g / bhp-hr) 

Pre-0 None None None 

0 9.5 0.60 5.0 

1 7.4 0.45 2.2 

2 5.5 0.20 1.5 

 
 
As would be expected, the average indirect RSD NOx readings are lowest for Tier 2 and 
highest for pre-Tier 0, with relative standard deviations ranging from 13.2 percent for 
Tier 2 to 21.8 percent for pre-Tier 0.  For the regulated locomotives (Tiers 0, 1, and 2), 
the highest indirect RSD NOx reading within each tier was about twice the federal 
certification standard.   
 
The indirect RSD NOx readings are presented by emissions tier in Figure 7.    

 



 

 36 

Figure 7:  Indirect RSD NO x Readings by Emissions Tier 

 
 

The indirect RSD PM and CO averages are about the same for Tiers 0 and 1, with 
higher averages for pre-Tier 0 and lower averages for Tier 2.  The indirect RSD PM and 
CO readings have a higher standard deviation than the indirect RSD NOx readings: for 
PM, ranging from 76 percent for Tier 0 to 139 percent for Tier 1; and for CO, ranging 
from 39 percent for Tier 0 to 99 percent for pre-Tier 0.  This is consistent with the in-use 
test data for PM and CO, which show a wider variation in the ratio of Notch 8 emissions 
to emissions over the entire duty cycle. 
 
Closer examination of the 1999 University of Denver RSD study [Popp, P. et al., 1999] 
shows that, for the six pre-Tier 0 locomotive emissions measurements measured in 
Notch 8 three miles north of Northport, Nebraska, the relative standard deviation in 
NO emissions was 14.4%.  This is similar to the relative standard deviation of 21.8% for  
pre-Tier 0 locomotives determined for the indirect RSD in this study.  Popp et al. 
claimed that their RSD was shown to be effective in measuring NO emissions from 
locomotives in normal line-haul operation.  To support this claim, however, Popp et al. 
present the NOx results of only one laboratory test from the Southwest Research 
Institute (SwRI) for a similar pre-Tier 0 locomotive engine.  The University of Denver 
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RSD study results, when converted to NOx using the NO2 to NO ratio, average about 
25% higher than the SwRI data.   
 
Also, there is no indication of how, or whether, Popp et al. dealt with the effects of 
exhaust temperature on the NO readings.  In Phase 1 of the AB 1222 study, performed 
at TTCI in February 2007, it was found that locomotive emissions for the direct RSD 
were significantly affected by the hot exhaust plume temperatures.  It was for this 
reason that subsequent work in the AB 1222 study was all performed using the indirect 
RSD.  
 
The various deficiencies and limitations noted in measuring NOx, PM, and CO 
emissions with the indirect RSD make it very challenging to meet the third objective of 
the AB 1222 pilot program, which is to calibrate the indirect RSD readings to determine 
whether a given locomotive is above or below the U.S. EPA locomotive emissions 
standards.  Taking a locomotive out of service is a considerable financial expense, one 
that cannot be justified unless there is a high degree of certainty that the locomotive’s 
emissions are above the U.S. EPA standards.   
 

Data for Front Locomotives  
 
In the Phase 2a testing at TTCI, it was noted that the front locomotive in the four-
locomotive consist had a lower rate of valid readings than the other three locomotives.  
This was thought to be due to the large wind pressure faced by the front locomotive, 
which could significantly reduce sample flow and lead to a lower rate of valid indirect 
RSD readings.  Subsequent to the Phase 2a testing, adjustments were made to the 
accumulator box to increase the overall flow in the sampling system. 
 
The indirect RSD data for BNSF Cajon were further analyzed for differences in front 
locomotive emissions data.  The analysis showed that about a quarter of the 
locomotives with valid readings at BNSF Cajon were front locomotives.  This was 
approximately equal to the total number of front locomotives, whether their readings 
were valid or not.  Furthermore, the average NOx, PM, and CO emissions for the front 
locomotives at BNSF Cajon are almost the same as for the entire Phase 2 dataset.  The 
only significant difference noted is for the PM emissions for Tier 1 locomotives, which 
average about a third higher.  Therefore, it cannot be concluded from the BNSF Cajon 
data that there is any wind pressure effect on front locomotives.   

 
Data for Repeat Locomotives  

 
Four of the repeat locomotives in the Phase 2 field testing had four or more indirect 
RSD readings: two were Tier 0, and two were Tier 2.  Their RSD data are summarized 
in Table 6.  Analysis of the NOx, PM, and CO data shows that the average and standard 
deviation values for the two Tier 0 locomotives are generally equal to or slightly lower 
than for the entire Tier 0 dataset of 570 indirect RSD readings; the PM standard 
deviations are significantly lower.  The average and standard deviation values for the 
two Tier 2 locomotives are generally slightly higher or slightly lower than for the entire 
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Tier 2 dataset of 253 indirect RSD readings, although the PM standard deviations are 
significantly lower, as is the CO standard deviation for one of the Tier 2 locomotives.  
 

Table 6 
Summary of Indirect RSD Data  

For Repeat Locomotives 
 

NOx (g / bhp-hr) PM (g / bhp-hr) CO (g / bhp-hr) 

Locomotive Tier 
Number 

of 
Readings Average Standard 

Deviation 

Relative 
Standard 
Deviation 

Average Standard 
Deviation 

Relative 
Standard 
Deviation 

Average Standard 
Deviation 

Relative 
Standard 
Deviation 

BNSF 
4842 

0 22 9.2 1.1 12.1% 0.11 0.02 18.6% 0.93 0.15 15.7% 

BNSF 
4888 

0 9 7.9 0.4 4.9% 0.10 0.02 22.8% 0.80 0.27 33.9% 

BNSF 
7624 

2 4 5.6 0.5 8.1% 0.06 0.01 14.1% 0.24 0.04 16.7% 

BNSF 
7644 

2 10 6.8 1.5 21.3% 0.07 0.02 32.4% 0.41 0.41 100.1% 

 
Yard Operations 
 
The Phase 2 testing of line haul locomotives in yard operations was done at the           
UP Colton Railyard, from October 4 through October 18, 2007.   
 
Since line haul locomotives in yard operation are often operated in idle or in Notch 1, 
they have very small plumes that exit the locomotive at very low velocities.  Therefore, a 
locomotive’s plume blooms out and mixes with the previous locomotive’s exhaust, 
making it impossible to assign gas readings to a particular locomotive with the indirect 
RSD.  The indirect RSD is clearly not suitable for yard locomotive monitoring.  A 
decision was made by the Advisory Group to discontinue UP Colton yard testing after 
two weeks, and not to proceed with the previously planned northern California yard 
testing at the UP Roseville Railyard.   
 
D. Phase 3: Correlation Testing 
 
This final phase was designed to relate indirect RSD emission readings to federal 
certification standards for locomotives under controlled test conditions.  Federal 
certification testing is done on a stationary locomotive.  Plans for Phase 3 testing were 
made shortly after completion of Phase 2 testing at BNSF Cajon and UP Cajon in 
October 2008, and took about three months.  In January and February 2008, a  
Tier 0 locomotive and a Tier 2 locomotive were tested at the UP Roseville Railyard.  
The trailer for federal certification testing was transported by SwRI from its headquarters 
in San Antonio, Texas; ESP provided the indirect RSD equipment.   
 
Both locomotives cycled three times through idling, dynamic braking, and Notches 1 
through 8.   Each of the three times, for each setting, indirect RSD readings, performed 
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by ESP, were conducted in parallel with the Federal Test Procedure (FTP) protocol 
(Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 92), performed by SwRI.18  The Phase 3 
correlation testing was blind, with ESP and SwRI each providing results separately to 
CARB.  
 
Indirect RSD and FTP data are presented on the ARB’s website at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/loco/loco.htm.  Statistical analyses were 
performed comparing the locomotive indirect RSD and FTP emissions data for each 
locomotive over the line haul duty cycle for each locomotive. 
   

Table 7 
Summary of Correlation Testing Data 

Indirect RSD and Federal Test Procedure 
 

 

* An operational error occurred with the indirect RSD during the third test for the Tier 0 locomotive.  The 
Table 7 data for the Tier 0 locomotive were calculated using the data for the first two tests. 
 
Under the highly controlled conditions of the Phase 3 testing: 
 

• Indirect RSD NOx readings over the duty cycle are close to the FTP NOx 
measurements, with less than 5 percent difference.  However, the standard 
deviations are greater for the indirect RSD. 

 
• The NOx levels for the cleaner Tier 2 locomotive differed by only 0.3 g/bhp-hr:  

5.6 g/bhp-hr for the indirect RSD, versus 5.3 g/bhp-hr for the FTP.  Nevertheless, 
the federal certification standard of 5.5 g/bhp-hr is a not-to-exceed standard, so 
even with this slight difference in emissions levels, the indirect RSD would have 
incorrectly identified a complying locomotive as non-complying.    

 
• Indirect RSD PM readings over the duty cycle are very close to the FTP PM 

measurements for the Tier 0 locomotive, but significantly higher for the Tier 2 
locomotive. For the Tier 2 locomotive, two of the three test results were very 
close; indirect RSD readings during the 2nd test indicated very high occasional 

                                            
18 Fritz, S., Osborne, D., AB1222 Locomotive Remote Emissions Sensing: Phase 3 – FTP Correlation 
Testing.  March 2008.  

NOx (g / bhp-hr) PM (g / bhp-hr) CO (g / bhp-hr) 
Tier Test 

Average Standard 
Deviation 

Average Standard 
Deviation 

Average Standard 
Deviation 

0* Indirect 
RSD 8.40 0.45 0.34 0.0045 0.41 0.065 

0* FTP 8.74 0.031 0.35 0.0033 0.88 0.0076 

2 Indirect 
RSD 

5.60 0.46 0.19 0.11 0.64 0.72 

2 FTP 5.32 0.020 0.12 0.0012 0.56 0.00080 
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PM bursts at low notch conditions.  There was some visual confirmation of puffs 
of black smoke during the test.  This could indicate that the RSD technology is 
much more dynamic in its response than FTP sampling instrumentation.   

 
• Indirect RSD CO data are significantly different from the FTP CO data.  For the 

Tier 0 locomotive, the indirect RSD data average about 50 percent lower. For the 
Tier 2 locomotive, the indirect RSD data average about 15 percent higher, with a 
very high standard deviation.    

 
E. Indirect RSD Program Cost Estimates for Line Hau l Operations 
 
Based on an evaluation of the data, ARB staff is not recommending that RSD 
equipment be deployed for locomotives.  However, as AB 1222 identified a need to 
provide cost data, ARB staff has providing the following estimates If an indirect RSD 
monitoring program were implemented at a single high priority line-haul location for one 
year.  The total estimate cost would be about $460,000 as shown below: 
 

• $200,000: purchase of RSD device; 
• $20,000: purchase of other equipment, site permitting, equipment installation 

  and removal; and 
• $240,000:  labor for flagman, equipment operator, and data reviewer.  

 
F. Existing Locomotive Emissions Monitoring Program s 
 
Implementation of an indirect RSD monitoring program should also be analyzed in the 
light of two existing monitoring programs, the visible emissions reduction program and 
the U.S. EPA in-use test program.  These programs are described below. 
 
Visible Emissions Reduction Program 
 
Since June 2005, as part of the 2005 ARB / Railroad Statewide Agreement, the 
railroads have been monitoring locomotive emissions under the visible emissions 
reduction program.  Locomotives operating in California and exceeding a steady opacity 
measurement of 20 percent must be sent to maintenance facilities to determine whether 
repairs are needed to comply with applicable visible emission standards as set forth in 
federal regulations. 
 
Visible emission inspections for both BNSF and UP nationally from June 2005 through 
March 2008 are compiled in Table 8.  Under the 2005 ARB / Railroad Statewide 
Agreement, the railroads are required to achieve a 99 percent compliance rate for 
visible emissions over a calendar year for locomotives operating in California.  For the 
three types of visible emission inspections performed, the overall compliance rate is 
99.4 percent for BNSF and UP nationally.   
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Table 8 
Visible Emissions Reduction Program 

Summary of National Data for BNSF and UP 
June 2005 to March 2008 

 

 Certified 
Opacity Meter 

Certified U.S. 
EPA Method 9 

Non-Certified 
Visible 

Total 

Number 
Inspected 

9,325 37,743 17,819 64,887 

Number 
Passed 

9,324 37,463 17,732 64,519 

Compliance 
Rate 

99.99% 99.3% 99.5% 99.4% 

 
 
The few locomotives that failed were repaired to meet Federal opacity standards.  The 
most likely cause of excessive emissions would be defective fuel injectors.  However, 
every time a locomotive is refueled, all engine systems are checked diagnostically and 
visually, including fuel injectors.  Upon identification of defective injectors, they are 
replaced before the locomotive is put back in operation.  Also, all locomotives have to 
meet the Federal Railroad Administration 92-day maintenance and inspection 
requirements.  
 
U.S. EPA In-Use Test Program 
 
The U.S. EPA in-use test program for determination of compliance with federal 
certification standards for locomotive emissions is Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 92 (40 CFR Part 92).  Locomotives emissions are monitored under highly 
controlled laboratory testing conditions, with load testing used to simulate locomotive 
operation.  To date, not one locomotive tested pursuant to 40 CFR Part 92 has failed to 
meet certification standards. 
 
The visible emissions reduction program shows that less than one percent of 
locomotives do not comply with the visible emissions standard, and the U.S. EPA  
in-use test program has not yet shown even one locomotive failing to meet federal 
certification standards.  Even if the indirect RSD readings could be calibrated to 
determine whether a given locomotive is above or below the U.S. EPA locomotive 
emissions standards, an indirect RSD program would not be likely to provide a level of 
exceedance detection above what is already provided by the visible emissions reduction 
program and the U.S. EPA in-use test program. 
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ASSEMBLY BILL 1222 
 

HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTIONS 39940-39944 
 
39940.   
(a)  The state board shall implement a pilot program to determine emissions from 

locomotives, using wayside remote sensing devices. The objectives of the pilot 
program are to determine whether remote sensing devices can accurately and 
replicably determine, with a reasonable level of precision: 

 
 (1) The levels of nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, and carbon monoxide 

emissions from locomotives. 
 (2) Whether a locomotive is subject to tier 0, 1, or 2 federal certification 

standards. 
 (3)  Whether the measured results can be calibrated to determine whether the 

locomotive emissions are above or below the applicable federal emissions 
certification levels. 

 
(b)  The state board shall design and implement the pilot program in consultation with 

the advisory group established pursuant to Section 39941. 
 
(c)  The pilot program shall collect sufficient data to ensure that a representative 

sample of locomotives operating in the state are tested, so that there is a sufficient 
basis for the state board to meet the objectives and to make the determinations 
that are set forth in subdivision (a). Data collection shall, at a minimum, be 
performed under representative conditions in northern and southern California. 

 
39941.  The state board shall establish an advisory group to make recommendations to 
the state board regarding the design and implementation of the pilot program. 
 
(a)  The advisory group shall consist of an even number of members, not to exceed 14, 

as determined by the boards of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 

 
(b)  The advisory group shall consist of recognized experts in the field of remote 

sensing and locomotive engine technology, and representatives of citizen 
community groups, representatives of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, and representatives of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District. The advisory committee may also include representatives of 
the Union Pacific Railroad and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway. 

 
(c)  The advisory group shall be appointed by the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. If the 
Union Pacific Railroad and Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway choose to 
participate, 50 percent of the members of the advisory group shall be appointed by 
the Union Pacific Railroad and Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway and 50 
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percent shall be appointed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 

 
39942.  The state board may contract with an independent entity to conduct the pilot 
program specified in Section 39940, and shall oversee the work of the independent 
entity. The state board shall implement the pilot program in consultation with the 
advisory group established pursuant to Section 39941 to review the design of the pilot 
program and to ensure quality control in collection, reporting, and evaluation of data. 
 
39943.   
(a)  On or before December 31, 2006, the state board shall submit a report to the 

Legislature that includes both of the following: 
 

(1)  A summary of data acquired through the pilot program. 
(2)  The state board's determination as to whether the remote sensing devices 

can meet the objectives of the pilot program stated in Section 39940. 
 

(b)  If the state board determines that remote sensing devices can be expected to meet 
objectives of the pilot program stated in Section 39940 to an extent reasonably 
sufficient to allow the state board to make the following projections and 
recommendations, the report shall also include both of the following: 

 
(1)  To the extent feasible, a projection of the amount, location, and timing of 

emission reductions that could be expected from the use of remote sensing 
devices to identify locomotives to be repaired or maintained. 

(2)  A projection of the cost to deploy, maintain, and use data from, a system of 
remote sensing devices in areas of high priority in the state, as determined by 
the state board, recommendations regarding the funding of such a program, 
and the expected cost-effectiveness of such a program compared to other 
opportunities for air quality improvement in the covered areas. 

 
39944.  The South Coast Air Quality Management District, the Union Pacific Railroad, 
and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway shall each reimburse the state board for 
its costs of implementing the pilot program established pursuant to this chapter. The 
Union Pacific Railroad and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway shall reimburse 
the state board for 25 percent of those costs, but the reimbursement shall not to exceed 
a total of two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000) for both railroads. The South Coast 
Air Quality Management District shall reimburse the state board for the balance of the 
costs of implementing the pilot program, but the reimbursement shall not exceed a total 
of three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000). Funds provided by the Union Pacific 
Railroad and Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway shall be used only to reimburse the 
state board for the costs of planning, implementing, evaluating, and reporting the results 
of, the pilot program as it relates to the testing of locomotives operated by those 
railroads. 
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Equations and Constants for Calculated Data 

These are the equations that were used to calculate the indirect RSD NOx, PM, and CO 
emissions:  
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The following values were used for the various constants appearing in the above 
equations: 
 

MW CO 28 g / mole 
MW NO2 46 g / mole 
MW diesel 13.9 g / mole 
ρ diesel 3217.6 g / gallon 
   
HC coefficient 2  
Ratio NO2:NO 0.04  

 
 
 

CO, NOx, and PM readings in grams per gallon were converted to grams per brake 

horsepower hour using a conversion factor of  
gallon

g

hrbhp
g
−051.0

 , which was determined from 

an average of in-use test data for Notch 8. 
 
The NO2:NO ratio of 0.04 was determined from published data for Notch 8.19 
 
The HCcoefficent value of 2 was empirically determined by Environmental Systems 
Products, Inc.  
 
                                            
19 Osborne, D., Fritz, S., Iden, M., and Newburry, D., Exhaust Emissions from a 2,850 kW EMD SD60M 
Locomotive Equipped with a Diesel Oxidation Catalyst, Proceedings of 2007 ASME/IEEE Joint Rail 
Conference & Internal Combustion Engine Spring Technical Conference, March 2007. 
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Title 40 CFR Part 92
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U.S. EPA Test for Determination of Compliance with Federal Locomotive 
Emission Standards: 

 
The U.S. EPA test method used for determination of compliance with federal 
certification standards, Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 92 (40 CFR Part 92),20  
is for stationary locomotives under highly controlled laboratory testing conditions.  Load 
testing is used to simulate locomotive operation.  The locomotive is run through eleven 
test modes: low idle and normal idle, dynamic brake, and Notches 1 through 8.  For 
each test mode, the gross horsepower is recorded, and the locomotive emissions (NOx, 
PM, CO, HC, O2, and smoke opacity) are measured, with NOx corrected for humidity 
(published data indicate that temperature effects are negligible21. 
 
Each test mode is proportionately weighted over the line-haul duty cycle.  The line-haul 
duty cycle emissions are calculated as follows: 

 
1. For each test mode, the gross horsepower and the measured emissions (in 

grams per hour, with NOx corrected for humidity) are multiplied by the test 
mode weighting factor to give the weighted horsepower and the weighted 
emissions in grams per hour, respectively.   

2. The weighted horsepower values (from Step 1) are summed over all eleven 
test modes to give the total weighted horsepower. 

3. The weighted emissions in grams per hour (from Step 1) are then summed 
over all eleven test modes to give the total weighted emissions in grams per 
hour.   

4. The weighted emissions in grams per hour (from Step 1) are divided by the 
weighted horsepower (from Step 2) to give the emissions in grams per brake 
horsepower-hour for each test mode.   

5. Finally, the total weighted emissions in grams per hour (from Step 3) are 
divided by the total weighted horsepower (from Step 2) to give the line-haul 
duty cycle locomotive emissions in grams per brake horsepower-hour.   

                                            
20 http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/waisidx_07/40cfr92_07.html and 
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title40/40cfr1033_main_02.tpl 
 
21 Dodge, L. Callahan, T. and Ryan, T., Humidity and Temperature Correction Factors for NOx Emissions 
from Diesel Engines, Southwest Research Institute, June 2003. 
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