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I serve as the State Representative in the 95th District of Illinois. In that capacity I represent parts of the communities of West Chicago, Warrenville, Aurora and Naperville that would be directly impacted by the Proposed Acquisition of the EJ&E by the CN. As an interested party I have received the various filing associated with this Proposed Acquisition. I have read the draft EIS and attended the public comment provided in Bartlett, Illinois. These comments are in reaction to the Proposed Acquisition, DEIS and the hearing.
As a legislator I serve on the House Local Government Committee, Mass Transit Committee and Environment and Energy Committee, all of which touch in some way upon this DEIS. Prior to my election to the Illinois House I served as the Mayor of Wes Chicago and was extremely active in regional planning during that period. Based on my experience I find the DEIS inadequate in its evaluation of the impact of this Proposed Acquisition, and inadequate in suggesting conditions to address the impact. In these comments I will focus on two particular areas of that inadequacy.

STAR Line Impact

Section 4.1.7.3 looks at the impact of the Proposed Action on commuter rail traffic. I served from 2002 until 2006 as both the co-chair of the STAR Line Task Force and as the Director of Transportation Policy for the DuPage Mayors and Managers Conference. In this capacity I have had intimate knowledge of mass transit planning in the area impacted by the Proposed Action, especially in along the western division of the EJ&E.
On page 4.1-47 the DEIS has the statement that the Proposed Action would not adversely affect the STAR Line. This is not consistent with a more complete analysis. The DEIS seems to base its conclusion primarily on the fact that Metra has not reached an agreement for full funding or with the CN as to how the STAR Line would go forward if the CN acquired the EJ&E. The existence of a possibility no matter how remote is not the same as a situation with no adverse impact. There are clearly other factors necessary to the STAR Line that would be adversely impacted by the Proposed Acquisition.

The STAR Line proposal grew out of extensive studies of possible suburb-to-suburb commuter rail service, and from plans to better link O’Hare Airport to the large population and business centers in the suburbs. Those large suburbs include Elgin, Aurora, and Naperville in western Dupage County along the EJ&E. We understood that to realize the STAR Line it would take careful planning of the rail service, forward thinking actions by the communities that would have stations, and funding from local state and federal sources.
Use of the EJ&E for the STAR Line as currently envisioned requires use of some of the existing track. In various forums the CN has proposed that the STAR Line not use existing track, but instead build entirely new track on the right-of-way. This has two adverse impacts. The first is on engineering design studies for the STAR Line, which would in all likelihood take longer and be more expensive. The second is on the actual cost of construction which must increase with the increased amount of track that would be built. This is an era of tough competition for government funded projects, and both time and cost are considerations in that competition. Significant increases in cost or time to complete would have adverse impacts on the STAR Line.
Local communities along the STAR line are expected to take an active role in the planning and construction of stations in their community. This goes beyond the parking lot and station building and extends to planning for transportation and land use in a significant area around the station. A bill in the state legislature that would provide additional funding tools for transit orient development was the subject of a hearing in 2007. Many of the communities along the STAR Line have invested in planning studies, zoning changes, and some have gone as far as to begin land acquisition. No consideration to potential changes in station location or access as a result of the Proposed Action were considered in the DEIS. In my experience an adverse impact would like result to at least some of those locations.

Hazardous Material Impact

One of the themes in the application, at times suggested by the draft EIS, is that the Proposed Action would only transfer rail traffic and impact from the city and inner suburbs to outer suburbs along the EJ&E. As presented it leads one to believe that this is an even trade. In particular the representative of the STB at the Bartlett hearing used essentially that phrase in the opening presentation. Based on the data in the draft EIS, I find that the impact on the EJ&E communities would be substantially greater under the Proposed Action than the existing communities would experience under the No-Action Alternative.
Section 4.2.5 of the DEIS looks at the movement of hazardous material under both the No-Action and the Proposed Action alternatives. The data in Figure 4.2-6 and table 4.2-20 gives an indication of the excess impact to communities affected by the Proposed Action compared to those affected under a No-Action Alternative. One measure of the specific shift of impact is to look at equivalent but parallel north-south rail lines.
In principle, the current CN traffic on the lines between Broadview and Munger (CN-13) and between Schiller Park and Leithton (CN-22) could be transferred to the EJ&E track from Munger to West Chicago (EJ&E-12). The decrease on CN-13 + CN-22 would be 70,503 cars per year, and the increase on EJ&E-12 would be 91,323 cars per year. This is substantially more hazardous material to be dealt with under the Proposed Action compared to what would exist under No-Action. 

As one looks farther down the line south from West Chicago, there is another unexpected impact. There no other CN lines that cross yet EJ&E-11 would have an increase of 103,843 cars per year and EJ&E-10 would have an increase of 127,458 cars per year. I can only assume that this increase is due to the CN’s operation of the EJ&E and its subsequent use by cars that connect from the UP and West Chicago and the BN at Eola, that would not otherwise use the EJ&E. This additional non-CN adverse impact is not addressed in the DEIS nor is any mitigation to assist the impacted hazmat units that serve the communities along this stretch of the EJ&E for their costs above the costs that would otherwise be seen in the areas with a decrease.
In August 2007 Congress passed and the President signed Public Law 110-53 that included new provisions for assessing hazardous material transport around major cities. The EJ&E would still be in the urban area of a major city and alternative routing of hazardous material will need to be addressed as part of the act. The DEIS should is lacking an analysis consistent with this law. That analysis should consider alternative non-target rail routes for the types of hazardous cargo identified in the new Federal law.
