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he following expresses my opinion about the Canadian National Railroad bejnig pern
here. !
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|
eneral Flaws in the DEIS:

1. No Review of Alternatives: The DEIS completely eliminated CREAT gs a reak

proposed acquisition based on a very narrow reading of CN's statement of pufpiose in
TB. CN's stated purpose in its application:is to: (1) improve its operations, ( ;f have
in Chicago, and (3) develop closer relationships with companies and industrieg iserve
N’s public _
improve its operational efficiencies, it would seem that the latter two stated
an STB review of alternatives such'as CREATE. This seemsto.beanexa

easﬂole If al
now served
fthese purpx

ederal gove ment state governments; and localities actually have the taxpa Br fundes

imake up the |fferent!al that could range anywhere from $500 mrlllon down to

ailroad line




|
|
f this transaction. A mltlgatlon funding premise that fails to take government¥ Bcal res mé intb acee u tis
othing but an empty promise to impacted communities absent a Board-mandated mitl a?j requm“j
reight oper lions on the EJ&E not occur until AFTER these grade separatlon %A are ful gdxand on

i |gl§t tra
nder the t‘oposed

egmeﬁts,t ere is little capacity

i
4

!

beyond the tfain numbers reflected in the Applicants’ Operating Plan, for the A ;;pllcan ‘ or hgr rallr
ordinate trackage-rights operatlons or to ensure non- mterferenoe of Applic ‘s traing .

Gl’% prov _o§sed inits
> §T B Board,

. Cap ity Examination Based on Applicant's Operating Plan Rather th ' a Ful
he DEIS stgtes that CN's operatmg plan would have the EJ&E operatlng at c 'amty

ould ever dp on the EJ&E. Given that CREATE documents project that ther
raffic throug;VChlcago in the next 20 years, it would seem reasonable that sa Y

he EJ&E right-of-way (ROW). A realistic and reasonable capacity analysis ofithe EJ
he extent to which CN could add trackage and change operations within its e istlng fi
rowth in freight traffic as projected by the U.S. Department of Transportat:on Bd hig
ssociation df Railroads’ White: Paper that presses for public investment in freig t rail .
nfrastructure. It is interesting to note that SEA’s forecast of freight traffic grow §l3 along
bout 2% annually (Attachment B, Appendix B, page 2 of 12) despite an admigsi
hrough the Ghicago freight hub. It seems that the railroads are interested in aximizing
ublic funding to support their industry, but want the opportunity to minimize g awth projecti
mpact studies when it better serves theirinterests. A valid DEIS would:not pri S{rlde th nd
ailroad - thaeéﬁ)ptlon

poking for
nmental

. Ben |t to Current CN Line Communities Accepted at Face Value: Mu  of the@Ei analy& concludes
hat the envirenmental “benefits” to communities currently on CN rail lines would offset the rms dongto
ommunities along the EJ&E. This.is based on the unsubstantiated assumpga’ .that

ean a permanent reduction in freight traffic along those current lines of opergtion. G ;
reight traffic in Chicago, it seems inevitable that at least a portion of that freightiincrease wi end up , ':ackfnll on/
hese clirren CN lines. As a result, the DEIS analysis is flawed in that it fails thicalculate thé :eiasonaijl |
oreseeable reality that the negative environmental impacts will actually be co pounde? (f h than uSt shlfted)
hroughout th;e greater Chicagoland area as:a result of this transaction. i

nlttes is nmasked
gred rg@‘h;ca oland
egion will defive from this transaction. In its application, CN states that rail | }n s will b ost this trangaction

. Ben '>,|t to the Region is Accepted Without Proof: Once the fallacy of ‘W nner"
s the “bait and switch” maneuver that it is, it is difficult to find any real benefits that the

hreatens to siphon public funds from the CREATE project which would have do) e morg to
ther Class | failroads that operate in the region; no shippers have come forwapr id to gu ant
ost savings they derive from CN operating efficiencies would accrue to them ¢ o the e

dase con gtion for the
tha & purported




ear is that this transaction would benefit the region and the nation.
pecific substantiation to that claim.

illed with unsubstantiated claims based on unsourced data. As an example, {h 3’ 2-DE]
mitigation thresholds for noise and hazardous materials that'are unsubstantia Ifl* and
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Department of Transp ation

lmpact Studi s prepared by SEA. The pUbllC perceptlon of validity for this DE! i must

-
kﬁ" VB Neg ol
reach Sl nable

i3

Ass ption that Impacted Communities Know What Can/Should be Mi
is CN: The DEIS urges impacted communmes 1o negotlate d;r :

Failu e to:Look Broadly at Indirect & Cumulative Effects: Rather than Jo oking at thell road nagnqnal
onsequench of this deal as required by U.S. environmental regulations, the DEIS distissgs the pote i
nsequencT that are not immediately adjacent to the EJ&E rail line: This pricluded 4 hard Edok at wc

ssues: (1) ajbroader examination of air quality impacts, and (2) how this deal|gould impa
iSsues | :

air quality impacts of its current operations has not been reviewed. in 1998 e adia
lllinois Central Railroad and connected its existing lines across all of Canada E\ ali
Orleans. In 2001, CN purchased the Wisconsin Central Railroad, which gave [ ﬂ>‘ an

f, Lakes Mlchlgan and Huron and enhanced CN's connections b ween |

x transac c lQn among B
llowed CN to close an ownership.gap in Duluth, Minnesota and her el an p |is Wetem Canada B
utings. The Surface Transportation Board did not do an environmental lmgact statement 1i1
ith any of these transactions. Nor has the STB evaluated the curmt wlative &fec bf these ’ ansactlons

other thmgs
o Chicago n
0 nnection

broad cumulative air quality assessment that is long overdue

Homeland S urity Issues: Congress and the Administration have focused sng
developing a security regime for the purpose of guarding against threats posed ic
rade system; and specifically, one of its primary medmms the maritime cargojgc nta:




go containers shipped from a

hrough othet
maritime ca
i

oreign port hat enter the U.S. directly via one of our maritime ports Forelg ﬁprtgmat
hrough our North American neighbors that enter via our land border are not;s b jected'
as those ent ‘nng the U.S. through a domestnc seaport This fact representsx reat

10. Falsé Assurances on the STAR Line: Despite the factthat various pa B (
. J&E would | each capacuty and mterfefe with Metra s trains:and freight trains hder

thfé' AR line (that isf
exitie!” Infactjthe DEIS |
seems to acge pt that CN's voluntary mitigation offer that it “shall work with Me B to ex%ore il bptlan;;:, via a
ommitment{o “continuing discussions” actually constitutes real mitigation . If ﬁ\e EJ&E tm ans action o;lld not
endanger thg STAR Line project as the DEIS states, why does CN’s March 1 filingto. ﬁ'le B so strenuously
object to Meftra’s request of the STB that approval for CN s acqunsmon of the &&E be ¢ mi med onah

of the DEIS that there are six at-grade crossing where Metra trains will interse b L with fre

Rondout, Leithton, Barrington, Spauiding, West Chicago, and Rock Island. HdWever, it

provides its methodology for the analysis of environmental consequences, tha i‘zumbe

our in the wiitten summary while the referenced chart (Table 4.1-4) actually I| i§ 5M
Itis hard to believe that o

11. CurrE:t Metra Commuter Rail Service Will Likely Be Disrupted: The B éIS no

expected to

Je reintroduced




during the next session. The expanded commuter rail service is also support d by a series
the NIRPC Bbard has taken a policy position to support it. It has strong suppdt at the
ederal, stat,and local levels and the Phase | Alternatives analysis is underway ‘
available shdrtly. It is wrong and unreasonable to dismiss and undercut th

study. before??lis completed.’

ehicular Grﬂdlock Analysis Flaws:

"he basic variable is the pro;ected Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

e level. Communities along the EJ&E have done their own currey
in many instgnces that the ADT numbers that are used as SEA's basis for pm ctions
= ccurately r Vlect the current ADTs so they vastly undercount the ADIs thes iwrossm

hat the SEAlist of 15 substantially impacted grade crossings in need of mitig i ]
rossings up%'and down the EJ&E that will require equivalent levels of mitigatidn.

1 w the norm
lis freight

JSE. with §
, the region

. Q
fic that will
:, rega

Noise Asses$ment Flaws:

14. Noas¢ Assessment Methodology Outdated: The DEIS-usesa methodlogy for E- :
and accounzig for building shielding that is outdated and was used prior to the Bdven: fhl

i __of impacted

his methodology is too generallzecf and could result in inaccurate inclusi )
for the
' a

‘ uld require mitigation for noise impacts. The DEIS uses an uns ibstantialed hresh
nS|derat|oa of mutlgatlon for noise |mpacts thathas no techmcal basis, Wth *ho otheéa g4

nformat:on jow can those communities even begin to negotlate WIth CN?

First Respom?er Issues:

15. Life and Death Impacts Downplayed: The DEIS methodology for assessi
S mcomplete as it makes arbitrary assumptions based on unknown fatlonales



emergency se rvice facility would make it to the list of facilities noted as “potengially subBt

therefore in Aeed of mitigation fails to take into account a number of imponaf\ i
s a first responder EMS facility on both sides of the EJ&E, itis
pnsidered “potentially substantially lmpacted This falis to takei ’

the “nght” SI € . :
opulated areas along current CN.lines, communmes along the E E ba :

of the tracks as they can't get to the nearest medlwi facmty
vtmg that “response to the actual scene of an emergency is the
jency | medical facﬂlty "t seems astoundmg that SEA concludes g

5 ﬁ: uards
mfort,; SEA added, “In addition, the CN rail lines (currently used) nd fo b
areas than t e areas along the EJ&E ra|l line, where hazardous materials trans| ortatl

._\rg'oundmg ;
r, many of §

han it has.d "ne to.prepare thIS DEIS, mcludmg the behavior of hazardous ma ?anais in

: vgater oxxoology,
study of groy dwater flow patterns; study of stormwater ﬂow patterns reiatmg 0 groundwa

grecharg : baseline
reft

i

@xm spﬂl difficult

EJ&E in areas would make it exceedingly difficult for a hazmat cleanup crew‘é% .
= ddressmg emergency. The disastrous reality of what communatles along

increase in hazardous cargo loads, this risk is very real. lncreasec! transport hazar:
compounded by CN’s:deplorable . .

.
.
i

é.

safety recordin Canada that has led to intense scrutiny by the Canadian goveli im&ant 9
hat SEA degtided not to look at CN’s Canadian safety record in developing tha DEIS i§
nfathomablg and needs to be rectified, as Canada has concluded much of CMNis safe

‘culture of feér” that CN has created for employees who try to report safety—rel ed p

A November| 9, 2007 Globe and Mail Update feature article on E. Hunter Harn iﬁf)n puts
hzllmg perspective for communities along the EJ&E as it points to the flaws o " lying U
hing in addr ssmg hazmat spills: .

‘The Lake W' bamun case, caused by a defective rail; continues to haunt CN T



swimmable -lat a cost of $130 million to the company and its insurer - CN still faces ¢
EnvironmentMinistry that it failed to act properly to confine the spill.. Harrisonisays th
itick at play 1“lf the derailment had happened a mile before Wabamun or a mik if s after,
non-event.” Maybeso. Butitwas CN'’s response, not the derailment itself, m
reputation. Within 48 hours, the trains were moving again, yet lakeside residejn

been stood up by a CN ofﬁcua[ who had prom|sed to meet with them... “Theyg

fle gempv
jeing afd little; they'd |
gant, (a citizen).§
:tt ntion from §

ven so; Harrison took 10 days to issue a written apolegy to resud Bnts.”

!
|
.
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\ egllglbie effects’ if the transaction were to be approved Thera : no att

w many homes along the EJ&E are within 250 feet of the line andl ihen ca

valde loss in any way, so it is hard to understand how SEA came to. ﬁi concl
his is partlcillarly problematic given the state of today’s housmg market and

zfstq take égghard look
nt m‘eg-fbre,;cfswes is

businesses, these businesses will close.in the communmes adjacent to the E. E with nly ng the
inancial resdurces having an option to relocate to other areas. This will decin ate the of impacted B

ommunities and create commercial ghost towns along the EJ&E. This analy f omissjon :d essed and |§
rectified in th FEIS. . P

19. i_oca] Tax Base Harms Ignored: The fiscal health of the communities @cated
revenues detived from property and sales taxes. That revenue is used to sup h’ sch
irst responder capabilities in the region. The failure of the DEIS to calculate t nppl

reduction in lpcal business activity and property values, and then assess how i at will
ik

localities will have long-term consequences for the people who live in these edthmuni
to'come. Theé DEIS is'wholly inadequate in examining the socieeconomic con quen
along the EJ&E if this-transaction is approved.
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alysus Flaws:

t e DE prowdes
ferm: ta as the
formatiof submitted
that ‘SEA Used the
-1). ?lé‘he q

0. Contt: dlctory Data Used: The Operational Air Emissions Methodolog indicatgs thg
o sets of emissions estimates. One is based on the original, published fuel {iSe estinjates
‘original estimates” throughout the DEIS) and the other is based on suppleme
y CN in its May 23, 2008 fmng (referred to as ‘revised estimates”.) The DEIS
eneral Conformity emissions thresholds (100 tons/year for all affected polld Al
cknowledges that NOx is the “criteria pollutant of greatest concern with respeié!
-9-10). For NOx the increase net change in‘emissions based on original esti
hich could gose a barrier to metropolitan Chicago’s efforts to achieve federaE
he revised astimates reduce this number to 95.8 tons/yr (Table 4.9-12). The %
xhibit with data that indicates a much lower change in operational fuel usage an pre )
umbers are hot substantiated to the degree that the original estimates were b * Exh|b in

ts)” (pi4.9
to {he )




emissions:
arbon Footprmt Issues:

21, Incrgased Fuel Usage and Climate Change: The DEIS includes both
uel use and states that an additional 723,684 gallons of fuel (or 2,569,889 gallg
ould be usad under CN'’s proposed action in the year 2015. Contrast this wit}

improving fugl use effi c:|ency in the Chicago area. The reality is somewhat diffé
onsumptlon leads to emlssmns of greenhouse gases; a subject ?

are really m ; h of a concern. It states that there are many other factors affect

a minor conteibutor to the greenhouse effect in comparison to water vapor and glouds

worldwide scientific consensus. President George W. Bush
is'issue:seriously” and would be supporting the goal of redu
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