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Wichita the environmental impacts are limited to the effects of
an increase in traffic on existing rail lines. Also, the
mitigation conditions that we are imposing now assure that, while
SEA conducts these studies, the environmental status quo will
essentially be preserved in Reno and Wichita.?**

As the EA and Post EA show, SEA already has carefully
assessed the impact of the merger on Renc and Wichita and
identified its likely environmental effects. Based on its
analysis, SEA ccncluded that, with the systemwide and corridor-
specific mitigation already imposed and the conditions to be
arrived at following the independent mitigation studies, there
will be no significant environmental impacts to Reno and Wichita,
and we agree.

The sole purpose of the mitigation studies will be to arrive
at specifically tailored mitigation plans that will ensure that
localized environmental issues unique to these two communities
are effectively addressed. For example, with respect to
vehicular and pedestrian s;afety, SEA has determined that
separated grade crossinc - and pedestrian overpasses and/or
underpasses will be neec :d to address safety concerns on the
existing rail lines in Reno and Wichita. Accordingly, the
studies will identify the appropriate number and precise location
of highway/rail grade separations and rail/pedestrian grade
separations in Reno and Wichita. With respect to air quality, we
have imposed mitigation measures that reduce locomotive fuel
consumption and air pollution, call for more efficient railroad
equipment and operating practices, and require consultation with
air quality officials.’*®* As further insurance, the studies
will consider additional mitigation to address the air quality
effects unique to Reno and Wichita. In this merger, noise
impacts would result from more frequent exposure to horn noise
rather than greater intensity of sound, No additional types of
noise would be introduced. To address noise impacts, we are
requiring UP/SP to consult with affected counties to develop
focused noise abatement plans. As the Post EA notes, however,
safety dictates that railroads sound their horns at grade
crossings.?*® Any attempt significantly to reduce noise levels
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Utilities Comm'n of California v. FERC, 900 F.2d 269, 282-3 (D.C.
Cir. 1990). NEPA "does not require agencies to adopt any
particular internal decisionmaking structure."

Electric Co. v. NRDG, 462 U.S. 87, 100 (1983). It is well
settled that NEPA does not repeal other statutes by implication
and that if the agency meets NEPA's basic requirements, it may
fashion its own procedural rules to discharge its multitudinous
duties. Vermont Yankee v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519 (1978); United
States v. SCRAP, 412 U.S. 669, 694 (1973).

% The courts have recognized that there is no violation of

NEPA where proposed actions will not effect a change in the

status quo. See Sierra Club v. FERC, 754 F.2d 1506, 1509-10 (9th
Cir. 1985).

*  Because trains are mobile, rather than stationary
sources, air quality impacts associated with locomotive emissions
are spread over a large area. Therefore, the lmpacts at any
individual location are typically relatively minor.

¢ SEA indicates that FRA has been directed by the Swift
Act generally to require that horns be sounded at all grade
crossings.







