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 The National Association of State Fire Marshals (NASFM) opposes the action proposed 

in docket number PHMSA-2018-0025/RIN 2137-AF40.  Our opposition is predicated on the lack 

of evidence and research that allowing such an action as proposed in the docket is safe either for 

America’s first responders or the public.   

 The docket clearly states this action has not been sufficiently studied.  This is true of both 

the DOT-113C-140W railcar, which PHMSA will not approve, and the DOT-113C-120W railcar.  

The Docket states, “PHMSA and FRA decided not to propose additional controls because there is 

not sufficient data about the potential movements of LNG by tank car.” Furthermore, the docket 

continues, “It is difficult to estimate the failure rate of the DOT-113 tank car in derailments 

because railroads are not required to report incidents to PHMSA or FRA unless they meet a 

baseline threshold.”  Clearly more study and data are needed to completely fill in these 

knowledge gaps, both about the cars and their safety history.   

 Further, PHMSA is not proposing any additional safety requirements on these rail cars, or 

the trains which transport them, despite the potential hazards of LNG product.  The docket 

explains that the American Association of Railroads Circular OT-55 is a protocol for establishing 

practices for transporting Hazardous Materials by rail.  It also states, however, that OT-55 is 

“recommended” and thus it is not required to be followed.  OT-55, if followed, defines a “Key 

Train” as a train with one tank carload of either a poison or toxic inhalation hazard, or 20 carloads 

of any combination of hazardous materials.  LNG, and natural gas, however, are an asphixiant, 

which displace oxygen.  Thus, they are not a direct inhalation hazard, but instead displace needed 

oxygen.  While this may seem minor, it provides a significant loophole to prevent the 

enforcement of OT-55, if it is even followed.  19 carloads of LNG, an amount below the Key-

Train requirement, presents a significant hazard should a derailment occur.  This is due to several 

factors, including the time the product would be in the tanks while cleanup is conducted, as they 

would off-gas from those tanks during cleanup, creating significant hazards.  Lastly, PHMSA 

admits it does not have all the data it needs in the docket by stating, “PHMSA solicits comment 

on whether there is a reasoned basis for limiting the amount of LNG tank cars that can be in one 

consist.”  Clearly more research is needed, before the measures approved by the docket are 

allowed.  

NASFM would also reiterate the above quote from the docket, “PHMSA and FRA 

decided not to propose additional controls because there is not sufficient data about the potential 

movements of LNG by tank car.”  If such data is not present, and no additional controls are in 

place, safety may well be compromised.  The combination of a lack of information with no 

increased safety measures is a dangerous proposition. This only serves to put the public and our 

first responders at even greater risk.   
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We urge you to reconsider your proposed action and offer our opposition to docket 

PHMSA-2018-0025 (HM-264) as we feel more study on the topic, the tank cars, and the safety 

systems in place, is needed before such actions are taken.  
 


