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VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 

Phillis Johnson-Ball 
Surface Transportation Board 
395 E Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20423 
 

Re: STB Finance Docket No. 35087 
Proposed Canadian National Railway Company (“CN”) 
Acquisition of the Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Railway (“EJ&E”) 

 
Dear Ms. Johnson-Ball: 
 
 This firm serves as special environmental counsel to the Village of Bartlett, Illinois 
(the “Village” or “Bartlett”). We submit these comments in connection with the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) issued by the STB’s Section of Environmental 
Analysis (“SEA”) on July 25, 2008. 
 
 I must first point out that, while the Village has strenuous objections to the subject 
transaction and its impact, we are not submitting these comments merely out of 
generalized, non-specific opposition to rail traffic. Bartlett’s earliest roots involve rail activity. 
The original forty-acre town site was owned by Mr. Luther Bartlett. In 1873, Mr. Bartlett 
offered the Chicago & Pacific Railroad a right-of-way through his forty acres, as well as a 
train station site, as an inducement to bring the railroad to the town. The first train came 
through Bartlett that fall. The Village was incorporated in 1891. Bartlett’s population has 
grown from 360 in 1900, to 3501 in 1970, to 41,402 in 2007. Bartlett has grown from the 
original forty-acre town site to an area covering nearly 16 square miles with over 100 miles 
of streets. The Village now lies in Cook, DuPage, and Kane Counties. 
 

Bartlett’s future is one of continued, and controlled, well-planned growth. This growth 
includes an active program designed to attract business and industry, primarily along the 
western edge of the Village, and to expand the commercial and industrial tax base. 

 
It is with a view to this history of sustained growth, and coexistence with rail services, 

that we submit these comments. 
 
It is also important in this context to consider the Congressional mandate pursuant to 

which the STB operates. As set forth in the House Conference Report addressing the 
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Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act of 1995, two of the primary policies of 
the United States Congress in regulating the railroad industry are: 
 

[T]o operate transportation facilities and equipment without 
detriment to the public health and safety;  and 
 
to encourage honest and efficient management of railroads…. 
 

H.R. Conf. Rep. 104-422. 

 A thorough review of the EIS reveals a disturbing pattern of duplicity by the CN. This 
includes: 
 

• Consciously ignoring data adverse to CN’s position; 

• Apparently manipulating data to suit CN’s goals; and 

• Ignoring accepted traffic engineering principles. 

 
We did not come to these conclusions lightly, or with any predisposition. Again, the Village 
is not opposing simply for the sake of opposing.  Rather, the Village hired an independent 
traffic expert to review and assess the CN submittal, and only after reviewing his 
conclusions did we come to the alarming conclusion that CN’s traffic impact analysis is 
flawed and grossly understated.  Clearly CN cannot operate transportation facilities and 
equipment without detriment to the public health and safety.  
 

The Village questions how STB could have concluded that this is a “minor 
transaction” because “any anticompetitive effects of the transaction will clearly be 
outweighed by the transaction’s anticipated contribution to the public interest in 
meeting significant transportation needs”. [Emphasis added]  From the Village’s standpoint 
it is difficult to conceive of a greater detriment to the interests of the residents of Bartlett 
than what would ensue if this transaction were to proceed in the ill-conceived manner 
currently proposed. The fundamental flaws in CN’s traffic impact analysis (discussed below) 
demonstrate that CN has distorted or grossly understated the negative traffic impacts to 
public health and safety not only in Bartlett, but also on a regional basis.   

 
The proposed acquisition will increase train traffic by at least four times (from 5.5 to 

22.5 trains per day) in the Bartlett area. That rail corridor already experiences excessive 
highway grade crossing blockage by train activity, and no alternative highway/rail grade 
separation exists for a length of nearly 7 miles (between US 20 in Elgin and IL 64 in West 
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Chicago).1

• The conclusions in the EIS are based upon assumptions 
favorable to the proposed acquisition, but are not supported by 
the evidence or proper traffic engineering practice. These 
incorrect assumptions and conclusions include the following: 

 The proposed acquisition would dramatically exacerbate an already untenable 
situation. This conclusion is based in large part on the analysis performed by the Village’s 
retained traffic engineer, Brent Coulter. Mr. Coulter’s resume is attached hereto as Exhibit 
B. Mr. Coulter is a renowned and respected traffic engineer, with years of experience. Mr. 
Coulter has conducted the critical analysis that the CN seeks to avoid, and has revealed 
the real facts that the SEA has apparently failed to consider. His report is attached hereto 
as Exhibit C. Among Mr. Coulter’s many unsettling findings are: 

 

 
o Year 2015 average daily traffic (“ADT”) on Stearns 

Road at the EJ&E Railroad was significantly 
underestimated. 

 
o The 7-year time horizon for impact evaluation is 

inconsistent with the State of Illinois and Federal 
environmental review standard of 20 years. Both future 
highway and train traffic may be significantly 
underestimated. 

 
o CN failed to apply delay and queuing equations 

correctly, based on national Highway Capacity Manual 
(“HCM”) practice. 

 
o CN’s proposed alternatives for the “Munger Connection” 

of the CN and EJ&E, rather than improving current 
conditions, could exacerbate a history of excessive 
grade crossing blockage in the Village of Bartlett. 

 
o Underestimation of highway grade crossing delay and 

queuing by 50% to 100%. 
 
o CN failed to analyze the adverse (extra) routing 

distances for the Bartlett Fire Protection District Station 
3 to serve the population west of the EJ&E Railroad. 

 

                                            
1  For example, significant grade crossing delays, far in excess of the claimed “standard” of 10 minutes, 
are the subject of over 200 pages of police reports in the one-year period from July 2007 to July 2008. Copies 
of these reports are attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
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o CN failed to define a comprehensive mitigation program 
for the real impacts resulting from the proposed 
transaction. 

 
• Utilizing correct assumptions, and properly applying accepted 

traffic engineering principles, results in impacts far greater, and 
of far greater severity, than reported by either the CN or the 
SEA. 

 
It is evident that these impacts are far from “minor”, but rather involve significant life, 

health and safety considerations. Nor do Mr. Coulter’s findings result from esoteric models 
or non-public information. Correct projections regarding future traffic are readily available. 
For example, 2015 projections for Stearns Road were generated by DuPage County in 
2007. According to the DuPage County Department of Economic Planning and 
Development: 

 
• The Stearns Road cross-section will remain basically unchanged 

through 2015. 
• The West Stearns Road realignment will occur within an 8 year time 

frame and a standard four leg intersection will be created at IL 25 and 
Stearns according to design. 

• The Stearns Road bridge will be constructed within the next 8 years 
with a cross section of 4 lanes (this was the design when the networks 
were built). 

• The Brewster Creek industrial park development will be 85 to 90% 
built out. 

• Munger Road-Naperville Road realignment will be complete and built 
to a 4/5 lane cross-section. 

• Miscellaneous other improvements including West Bartlett Road and 
Randall Road will be complete. 

• Assuming no further extension of the Elgin-O’Hare Expressway west 
of US 20/Lake Street. 

 
The following table represents the results of the traffic model and is DuPage County’s 
estimate of the combined effects of a 4 lane bridge opening and development in the 
corridor:   
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Stearns Road 2015 Traffic Forecasts by Section 

Stearns Road Section 2005 ADT* Projected 2015 
ADT* 

Percent Increase 
(decrease) 

IL 25 to Powis Road 10800 32500 ~200% 
Powis Road to Munger 
Road 12300 25000 103% 

Munger Road to IL 59 15500 25700 66% 
IL 59 to Bartlett 
Road** 15900 21100 33% 

Bartlett Road to 
County Farm Road** 15400 23300 51% 

County Farm Road to 
US 20 20000 32000 60% 

* ADT represents weighted average ADT over multiple links inside section 
** Capacity limited due to 2/3 lane sections 

 
It is not difficult to discern the CN’s motive in pursuing its effort to mislead the public 

and the STB. As noted in the Coulter Report (p. 2): 
 

Reasonable estimates of future traffic demand for the Stearns 
Road/EJ&E grade crossing over a 20 year horizon indicate that the 
daily train/auto exposure cross-product would exceed the 1,000,000 
criterion used in the Draft EIS for grade separation consideration. 

 
Grade separation is clearly a mitigation measure that the CN fervently seeks to avoid. 
 

A stunning example of CN’s failure to adequately address or mitigate impacts 
detrimental to the public health and safety is highlighted by the treatment of the impacts on 
the new Bartlett Fire Protection District’s (“BFPD”) Station No. 3. The BFPD is recognized 
in the EIS (ES-44, Table ES-2) as an “emergency service provider potentially substantially 
affected under the proposed action”. Yet the “mitigation measures” proposed are nothing 
more than meaningless generalities. For example, VM 21 (ES-28) suggests that: 

 
Applicants shall notify emergency services dispatching centers for 
communities along the affected segments of all crossings blocked by 
trains that are stopped and may be unable to move for a significant 
period of time. 

 
Such a “solution” could theoretically mitigate the risk to the public if: 

• Fires will cooperate and not start while trains are blocking the road; 
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• Traffic accidents will not occur at those times; and 

• The public will also cooperate and not suffer from heart attacks or strokes at 
the wrong time. 

 
We are dealing with situations where seconds matter – and where minutes can mean the 
difference between life and death.  CN’s proposed mitigation proposal to address this 
recognized detrimental impact, unstrengthened by the SEA’s undiscerning review, is 
absurd. 
 
 The EIS identifies the limits of the STB’s conditioning power (ES-24): 
 

The Board has authority to impose conditions to mitigate potential 
environmental impacts, but that authority is not limitless. As a 
government agency, the board can only impose conditions that are 
consistent with its statutory authority. Any conditions the board 
imposes must relate directly to a specific transaction, must be 
reasonable, and must be supported by the record before the board. 
The board's practice consistently has been to mitigate only those 
impacts that result from a proposed action. [Emphasis added] 

 
While the Village of Bartlett recognizes these limits, nothing precludes the STB from 
recognizing additional potential impacts related directly to the CN proposal, namely, the 
public highway rail at-grade crossings located in Bartlett at Stearns Road and West Bartlett 
Road, supported in the record by Mr. Coulter’s attached report, and requiring mitigation to 
reduce it below established criteria of significance.  Furthermore, if the STB decides to 
approve of CN’s proposed acquisition, nothing precludes it from imposing meaningful, 
albeit reasonable, mitigation measures to address the BFPD, which is an emergency 
service that the CN itself has recognized will be potentially substantially impacted.   
 

It is clear that, in order to comply with its statutory duty, the STB must actually 
consider the record before it, and not merely act as a “rubber stamp” for the CN’s 
disingenuous representation of the impacts of the proposed acquisition. Again, it is the 
STB’s statutory duty and responsibility to implement Congressional policies, such as those 
set forth at the beginning of this submission. That cannot occur if the STB turns a blind eye 
to the facts, and instead succumbs to the CN’s illusory efforts. 
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 We appreciate the opportunity to submit the Village’s concerns. We and the Village 
remain available to discuss these concerns, and the real facts, rather than those 
misrepresented by the CN, with you or the SEA.  
 

        Very truly yours, 

        A 
        Michael S. Blazer 

MSB/me 
Enclosures 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A 
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RESUME

BRENT COULTER, PE, PTOE
1524 Paula Avenue
Wheaton, IL 60187
Ph: (630)-995-6991

Email: coultertrans@aol.com

EDUCATION

 B.S. Civil Engineering, Vanderbilt University, 1974
 M.S. Urban & Regional Planning (w/ Certificate in Transportation Planning), University of Iowa, 1976

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

 Registered Professional Engineer in Illinois
 Professional Traffic Operations Engineer Certification (National)
 Member, Institute of Transportation Engineers

GENERAL EXPERIENCE

Owner
Coulter Transportation Consulting, LLC
1/02 to present

Consulting practice in traffic engineering and transportation planning specializing in traffic impact studies,
transportation planning, parking studies, traffic management of land development, municipal traffic
engineering, intersection design studies (IDS), traffic signal plans and expert traffic witness on zoning, land
development and condemnation cases.

Senior Traffic Engineering Specialist/Senior Project Manager
CEMCON, Ltd.
9/86 to 9/15

Consulting practice in civil engineering specializing in traffic impact studies, transportation planning,
parking studies, traffic management of land development, preparation of Intersection Design Studies (IDS)
and traffic signal (and signal coordination) plans, municipal traffic engineering, and expert traffic witness
on zoning, land development and condemnation cases, and site development engineering.

A diverse clientele includes the DuPage Mayors and Managers Conference (council of 33 municipalities),
individual municipalities, counties, Illinois Department of Transportation (various districts), Illinois Toll
Highway Authority and numerous private institutions and land developers.

Superintendent of Highways
DuPage County Division of Transportation
4/86 to 8/86

State statutory responsibility for overseeing the engineering design, construction, maintenance and
operation of over 600 lane miles of roadway for a rapidly growing suburban county of 900,000 in the
Chicago Metropolitan Area.
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Chief of Traffic, Planning and Programming
DuPage County Division of Transportation
4/85 to 4/86

Managed professional engineering staff in the areas of traffic engineering, accident records and analysis,
traffic signal system design and operation, construction and access permits, right-of-way acquisition, and
preparation of annual $20 million capital improvements budget, and long-range multi-modal transportation
plan.

Principal Transportation Planner
DuPage County Development Department
6/80 to 4/85

Supervised the transportation planning work program for DuPage County, including site plan review,
transportation analysis for municipal comprehensive plans, annual cost-effectiveness evaluation of Federal-
Aid highway projects for the DuPage Mayors and Managers Conference, preparation of the first ever long
range multi-modal transportation plan for the County.

Senior Transportation Planner
DuPage County Development Department
1/78 to 6/80

Responsible for project level studies that included the development of corridor access control plans and the
annual countywide transit improvement program, and review of private zoning/development projects with
respect to transportation issues.

Senior Planner
Birmingham (Alabama) Regional Planning Commission
10/76 to 1/78

Performed various studies for the SMSA's Long Range Transportation Plan including environmental
assessments, conducting and statistically evaluating an on-board transit user survey for the City of
Birmingham and suburban bus systems, and a highway capacity deficiency/needs analysis.

Research Assistant
Center for Transportation Studies, University of Iowa
6/74 to 4/76

UMTA funded graduate position assisting in the development of the Transit Route Evaluation Planning
Package (TREPP), a computer simulation model which calculates various measures of transit user
effectiveness.

BOARD/COMMITTEE ACTIVITY
 Advisory Council Member, The Conservation Foundation, current
 Member, DuPage County Fair Share Road Impact Fee Advisory Committee, 1990 to present
 Chairman, PACE (Suburban Bus Board) Citizen Advisory Committee, 1987
 Member, Illinois Prairie Path Association Board, 1986
 DuPage Co. Member, Chicago Area Transportation Study Work Program Comm. 1984-1986
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FINAL REPORT

To: Ms. Valerie Salmons, Administrator
Village of Bartlett
Mr. Michael Blazer, Special Counsel to the Village of Bartlett
Jeep and Blazer, Inc.

From: Brent Coulter, PE, PTOE
Date: September 20, 2008
Subject: Review of the Draft EIS for the Proposed Canadian National Acquisition of the
EJ&E Railroad (Highway Grade Crossing and Emergency Vehicle Response Impacts).

I. OVERVIEW

The proposed Canadian National (CN) acquisition of the EJ&E Railroad will increase train traffic
by at least four times (from 5.5 to 22.5 trains per day) in the Bartlett area. That rail corridor
already experiences excessive highway grade crossing blockage by train activity, and no
alternative highway/rail grade separation exists for a length of nearly 7 miles (between US 20 in
Elgin and IL 64 in West Chicago). The Proposed Action is of great concern to the Village of
Bartlett with respect to increased vehicle delay and queuing, and significantly slower emergency
vehicle response to a large residential and employee population west of the EJ&E.

Coulter Transportation Consulting, LLC was retained by the Village to evaluate the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Action with respect to technical
assumptions and methodologies used for analysis of highway impact and emergency vehicle
response. General findings are outlined below and discussed in more detail in the sections noted.

 Year 2015 average daily traffic (ADT) on Stearns Road at the EJ&E Railroad was
significantly underestimated (Section II.A.).

 The 7-year time horizon for impact evaluation is inconsistent with the State of Illinois
and Federal environmental review standard of 20 years. Both future highway and train
may be significantly underestimated (Section II. B.).

 The DEIS failed to apply delay and queuing equations correctly based on national
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) practice (Section II.C/D.).

 Unacceptable alternatives for the “Munger Connection” of the CN and EJ&E that could
exacerbate a history of excessive grade crossing blockage in the Village (Section II.E).

 Underestimation of highway grade crossing delay and queuing by 50% to 100%
(Section III).

 The DEIS failed to analyze the adverse (extra) routing distances for the Bartlett FPD
Station 3 to serve a population of 5,000 west of the EJ&E Railroad (Section IV).

 A comprehensive program of mitigation, including grade separations, provision for
remote video monitoring of crossing areas by local emergency vehicle personnel, and at-
grade crossing Supplemental Safety Measures in the Bartlett area was not defined (see
Section V).
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II. INCORRECT METHODOLOGY FOR PROJECTION OF TRAFFIC AND
ESTIMATION OF AT-GRADE CROSSING DELAY AND QUEUING

A. Highway ADT’s Incorrect

The 2015 projections for Stearns Road of 21,129 vehicles per day (vpd) is incorrect and does
not reflect the influx of traffic projected with the extension of Stearns Road across the Fox River
to Randall Road. The correct value is 26,075 vehicles per day according to data from the Stearns
Road Corridor project study.

B. Design Horizon – Vehicular and Rail Traffic Projections

The DEIS states in Section 2.2.1.5 that the SEA intends to use the 2015 time horizon for the
evaluation of the proposed Action, although 2020 data is referenced in the DEIS. The design
horizon for highway projects mandated by the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and
the Federal Highway Administration for design and environmental study of federally funded
highway projects is a minimum of 20 years. In the case of the Proposed Action this would
require an EIS evaluation year of 2028, or more appropriately, the Year 2030, that coincides
with the vehicular traffic projections of CMAP, the Chicago Region’s designated Metropolitan
Planning Agency. In their comments on the DEIS, CMAP notes that the assumption of stable
freight train activity used in the DEIS is inconsistent with growth patterns for the Chicago area
and could underestimate train activity associated with the Proposed Action.

Reasonable estimates of future traffic demand for the Stearns Road/EJ&E grade crossing over a
20 year horizon indicate that the daily train/auto exposure cross-product would exceed the
1,000,000 criterion used in the Draft EIS for grade separation consideration. A sensitivity analysis
of Stearns Road with respect to future highway/train activity is shown below in Table 1.

Table 1. Stearns Road/EJ&E Vehicle/Train Exposure
Sensitivity Analysis

Scenario ADT Trains/Day Exposure (Product)
DEIS (2020) 32,201 22.5 720,473
2030 Traffic
Growth

45,000 22.5 1,012,500

Train Growth 32,201 32 1,024,672
Note: A train/auto exposure cross-product of 1,000,000 is used in the DEIS as a
criterion for grade separation.

C. Queuing and Delay Models at Grade Crossings

Equations for delay and queuing for rail/highway at-grade crossings used in the Draft EIS were
developed based on rudimentary concepts borrowed from highway traffic signal theory and
reference the nationally recognized Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The analogy of highway
traffic signal control is appropriate, however, the methodology used in the DEIS only reflects a
part of the first (uniform delay) term of the HCM control delay equation and therefore has the
following deficiencies:



Review of the Draft EIS for the Proposed CN Acquisition of the EJ&E
Highway and Emergency Response Impacts in the Bartlett Area 9/20/2008

Coulter Transportation Consulting, LLC 3

 It does not incorporate the second term of the delay and queuing equations that accounts
for the effect of random arrivals especially in near-saturated or over-saturated operating
conditions (like a 2-lane W. Bartlett Road at the EJ&E crossing that the DEIS states
would have a highway Level of Service E/F by 2015).

 It does not incorporate volume adjustments for variations in traffic flow during the study
hour (peak hour factor), truck percentages and influence on capacity and queue length (a
truck vehicle is typically 40 feet versus a passenger car length of 25 feet).

 It ignores the effect of non-random platoon discharges from nearby upstream or
downstream signalized intersections that may arrive while gates are down.

The DEIS queue model is similar in concept to the “red-time” formula used in signal operations.
However, as defined in the IDOT Design and Environment Manual, the “red-time” formula is
intended to calculate maximum, 95th percentile queue length, as well as incorporate the effect of
truck traffic on queue length. The DEIS queue model only calculates “average” queue length and
ignores truck contribution to queuing completely. As a result, projected queues are at least 50%
shorter than what would be predicted using the correct “red-time” formula.

An even more refined approach would be to use the HCM method to estimate 95th percentile
queue length which better accounts for railroad-grade crossing operation as similar to signal
operation by including such factors as vehicle arrivals on green while the original queue is still
dissipating (after crossing gates are up). The HCM queue model also accounts for the effect of
trucks on queue length and builds in the effect of capacity utilization on queuing, particularly in
near- or over-saturated conditions such as exist or are projected for West Bartlett Road at the
EJ&E crossing.

D. Crossing Delay Calculated Incorrectly

The DEIS calculated delay to vehicles stopped at the crossing (Da) and applied a factor of “2”
(representative of 95th percentile delay) in a somewhat convoluted fashion to account for delay to
all vehicles, “Dv”. This delay to all vehicles (Dv) which moves in the direction of the HCM, was
not applied to individual crossings but only to regional estimates of delay. As a result the DEIS
analysis of grade separation “warrant” based on 40 vehicle-hours of delay per day is based on
“stopped” vehicle delay, not total daily vehicle delay, and in effect they have underestimated
daily vehicle-hours of delay by 50%.

E. Effect of Rail Operations on Highway Queuing and Delay

The underestimation of crossing delay and queuing in the Draft EIS is also based upon
assumptions favorable to the proposed acquisition in terms of train operating speeds, no
bunching of train traffic during the highway peak hours and no excess crossing blockage due to
train switching. Such a rail operating environment is contradicted by a history of extremely long
delays and blockages at the EJ&E crossings with Stearns Rd. and West Baretlett Rd. and on the
CN Railroad itself at Rte. 59. In that regard, the “No Build” Alternative for the so-called
“Munger Connection” between the EJ&E and CN railroads is unacceptable, since it will merely
perpetuate and exacerbate these current adverse conditions in the Bartlett area.
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III. CORRECTED DELAY AND QUEUING BASED ON FULL HIGHWAY CAPACITY
MANUAL APPLICATION

We modeled grade crossing delay using HCM method (through SIGNAL2000), treating the
EJ&E as a highway leg with green time fixed at the gate closed time (as calculated by the DEIS
method) for peak and off-peak conditions. The maximum cycle length permitted by this method
of 15 minutes (900 seconds) was used, in effect 4 at-grade crossing events per hour. Peak and
off-peak delay average vehicle delay results were divided by a factor of “2.67” to reflect 1.5
trains per hour (22.5 trains over 15 hours) and multiplied by the peak and off-peak volumes.
Daily delay was then calculated based on an appropriate weighting of peak and off-peak hour
volumes. SIGNAL2000, a computer model that implements the full HCM, was then applied to
the Stearns Road and West Bartlett Road crossings of the EJ&E under 2015 and 2020 traffic
conditions. It should be noted that delay and queuing both assume the “best-case” train operation
used in the DEIS (i.e. trains speeds of 40-43 mph and no impact of intermittent slow orders,
switching activity, etc. or train scheduling that may concentrate train activity at slower speeds
within a short period of time).

The resulting delay and queuing at these crossings is summarized in Tables 2 and 3 (see
Appendix for documentation). Highlights of this analysis are summarized below.

 Daily vehicle delay in the Draft EIS is underestimated by at least 50%, with both the
Stearns Road and West Bartlett Road arterial at-grade crossings exceeding the 40 daily
vehicle hours of delay criterion used in the Draft EIS for grade separation consideration
under 2015 and/or 2020 traffic scenarios.

The DEIS states that “During the peak period under the Proposed Action, no major intersecting
roadways would be blocked by peak hour queues.” In fact under any of the 95th percentile
calculations the following impacts occur the under peak hour, peak direction traffic scenario:

 By the year 2015, all access to residential neighborhoods at the southwest and northeast
quadrants of the EJ&E at W. Bartlett Road would be blocked by peak queues.

 Spitzer Road (and Bartlett FPD Station 3 access) would be blocked by peak queues east
of the EJ&E by the year 2015 in the absence of additional lanes on W. Bartlett west
through the EJ&E grade crossing. Under the HCM model, queuing could extend well
past Naperville Rd., a major street in the Village, by the year 2020.

 Peak queues in the year 2015 would extend east of the EJ&E Railroad on Stearna Road to
block Brewster Creek Blvd., an important industrial collector street.
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Table 2. Corrected EJ&E Crossing Delay at Stearns Rd. and
at West Bartlett Rd. (Bartlett)

Crossing Delay (Vehicle Hours per Day)
2015 2015 2015 2020

Crossing
Location

Based on
DEIS Avg. Delay
to Stopped
Vehicles (Da)

2015 – Based
on Corrected
DEIS Use of
Delay to All
Vehicles (Dv)

2015
HCM (1)

2020
HCM (1)

DEIS Delay
Criterion for
Grade Separation
Consideration

Stearns Rd. @
EJ&E 19

hrs./day
49

hrs./day
50.4

hrs./day
70.2

hrs./day
> 40

hrs./day

W. Bartlett
Rd. @ EJ&E 15

hrs./day
30

hrs./day
35.1

hrs./day
47.2

hrs./day
> 40

hrs./day
(1) See Appendix for calculations and capacity printouts.

Table 3. Corrected Queue Length at EJ&E Highway Crossings (Bartlett)
Maximum Vehicle Queue Length at EJ&E Crossings

2015 2015 2015 2020

Crossing
Location

DEIS(1)
Corrected
“red-time”
formula(2)

Correct
Application
Of HCM(2)

Correct
Application
of HCM (2) Impact

Stearns Rd. @
EJ&E 625 ft. 1606 ft. 2949 ft. 4423 ft.

Blocks Brewster
Creek Blvd. access

W. Bartlett Rd.
@ EJ&E 978 ft. 2,200 ft. 4657 ft. 5854 ft.

Blocks Spitzer
Road, Naperville
Road and Bartlett
FPD Sta. 3 access

(1) Average queue length.
(2) 95th Percentile queue length (see Appendix for calculations and capacity printouts).
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IV. ADVERSE IMPACT ON EMERGENCY RESPONSE
As noted earlier, peak westbound queues on W. Bartlett Road would extend east to block access
for the soon-to-open Bartlett FPD Station No. 3. In addition, the adverse, or extra, travel
distance, that fire department vehicles would be forced to travel to access an open crossing to
serve the area west of the EJ&E ranges from 2.1 miles to over 4.2 miles; or 3 to 5 times the ¾
mile threshold for substantial impact used by the Illinois Commerce Commission for at-grade
crossing closure analysis in urban areas (see Figure 1).

It is important to note that all of the reasonable alternative routings assume an “open” condition at
one or more at-grade crossings of area railroads, including the very busy Metra/NIRC West Line
(82 trains per day), which either requires grade separation consideration or makes provision of
remote monitoring of at-grade crossing status (open or closed) a minimum mitigation condition.

Table 4. Adverse Travel Distance with W. Bartlett Rd./EJ&E Grade Crossing Blocked
Routing
Status Description

Total Travel
Distance

Adverse
Distance Comments

“No-Build” W. Bartlett Road
to Gifford Road at
West Bartlett Road

1.0 miles -- Requires 1 crossing of
the EJ&E under “No-
Action” conditions
(5.5 trains per day).

Alt. 1 – W.
Bartlett Rd.
crossing
blocked at
EJ&E RR

W. Bartlett to
Naperville Rd. to
Lake St. to Bluff
City Rd. to Gifford
to Gifford at West
Bartlett

5.2 miles 4.2 miles
Requires 2 crossings
of the Metra (NIRC)
West Line (commuter
train + freight)

Alt. 2 – W.
Bartlett Rd.
crossing
blocked at
EJ&E RR

W. Bartlett to
Naperville Rd. to
Spaulding to
Gifford to Gifford
at West Bartlett

3.2 miles 2.2 miles Requires 2 crossings
of the Metra (NIRC)
West Line and 1
crossing of the EJ&E.

Alt. 3 – W.
Bartlett Rd.
crossing
blocked at
EJ&E RR

Spitzer Rd. to
Brewster Creek
Blvd. to Stearns
Rd. to Rte. 25 to
West Bartlett Rd.
to Gifford at West
Bartlett.

5.5 miles 4.5 miles
Requires 1 crossing of
the EJ&E. (assumes
Spitzer Road
improved to Brewster
Creek Blvd.)

Trains Per Day:
EJ&E RR - 22.5 (with Proposed Action)
Metra (NIRC) West – 82 trains per day
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the adverse impact of the Proposed Action on at-grade crossing delay, queuing and
adverse emergency vehicle response distances/times, CN funding of the following measures to
mitigate adverse impacts of the Proposed Action are recommended:

A. Highway Accessibility/Mobility/Safety

1. Grade Separations at Stearns/EJ&E and W. Bartlett Road should be considered to mitigate
extensive delay, queuing and adverse response distance and time for emergency vehicles.

2. CN should agree to construct any future improvements required to maintain quiet zone status
at existing EJ&E crossings (i.e. currently West Bartlett Road has no barrier median at the
crossing) and to mitigate the adverse safety impact of additional train/vehicle exposure under the
Proposed Action.

3. Add one through lane in each direction on W. Bartlett Road from Spitzer Road to +/- 2000
feet west of the EJ&E grade crossing (with a curbed median per Illinois Commerce Commission
design to be installed on approaches to the crossing).

B. Monitoring/Alert System at Select Railroad Grade Crossings

1. At a minimum, pan, tilt and zoom (PTZ) cameras should be installed at EJ&E at-grade
crossings with W. Bartlett Road, Spaulding Road and Stearns Road with wireless or hardwire
connection to associated office computer/software for remote viewing of crossing areas from the
Bartlett FPS Station No. 3, the Bartlett Police Station and local 911 dispatch center, with
automated alerts of train presence (i.e. crossing gates closed). This system shall provide
capability of establishing multiple video detection zones. The video would also provide visual
evidence of crossing down-time and associated train activity. The need/desirability of in-vehicle
devices to supplement the system above should also be investigated.

C. Rail Operations

1. Improve the “Munger Connection” of the CN/EJ&E to eliminate switching activity east of the
EJ&E (between the EJ&E and Rte. 59) that adversely impacts the EJ&E crossings at W. Bartlett
Rd. and Stearns Road and the CN crossing at IL Rte. 59.

2. Install Constant Warning Time track circuitry at all at-grade crossings (Stearns Rd., W.
Bartlett Rd., and Spaulding Drive) on the EJ&E and on Rte. 59 at the CN at-grade crossing.

3. Install remote power switches at all connections/yards in the Bartlett area.

--------
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FIGURE 1. Alternative Emergency Response Routings
(when W. Bartlett Rd./EJ&E Crossing is blocked)
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(5.5 mi.)

No-Action
Routing
(1.0 mi.)
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EJ&E Queuing at Stearns and at West Bartlett Road
"Red-Time" formula

Correct
Red Time DEIS Projected Queue

PEAK Formula Veh. Queue EIS
Crossing (Year) DHV g/C C %T # LNS (feet) (veh) length Length (ft) (feet)

Stearns 2015 1565 0.839 900 0.02 2 1606 25 25 625 625

Stearns 2020 1921 0.839 900 0.02 2 1972

W. Bartlett Rd. 1033 0.833 900 0.02 1 2200 39 25 975 978

W. Bartlett Rd. 1136 0.833 900 0.02 1 2419



Stearns Rd. at EJ&E - 2015
2015

ADT Peak Dir Peak Hr High Dir Low Dir
from Stearns Rd. Corridor Study 26075 0.6 0.1 1565 1043

Off-Pk Hr
0.5 0.07 913 913

Peak Peak
Both Both Total Daily

Wb Pk EB Pk Dir. WB off-pk EB off-pk Dir. Delay (veh-hrs)
Avg. Delay (sec/veh) (from SIGNAL2000) 23 18 17.1 17.1
Volume/Hr. 1565 1043 2608 913 913 1825
Hourly Delay (hrs) (assumes 4 trains/hour 10.0 5.2 4.3 4.3

Adjusted value (= 1.5 trains per hour) 3.7 2.0 5.7 1.6 1.6 3.2
(divide by 2.67)

Peak/Off-Peak
Weight Factor 4 8.5

Delay (veh-hrs) 22.8 27.6 50.4



Stearns Rd. at EJ&E - 2020

ADT Peak Dir Peak Hr High Dir Low Dir
32021 0.6 0.1 1921 1281

Off-Pk Hr
0.5 0.07 1121 1121

Peak Peak
Both Both Total Daily

Wb Pk EB Pk Dir. WB off-pk EB off-pk Dir. Delay (veh-hrs)
Avg. Delay (sec/veh) (from SIGNAL2000) 28.3 20 18.6 18.6
Volume/Hr. 1921 1281 3202 1121 1121 2241
Hourly Delay (hrs) (assumes 4 trains/hour 15.1 7.1 5.8 5.8

Adjusted value (= 1.5 trains per hour) 5.7 2.7 8.3 2.2 2.2 4.3
(divide by 2.67)

Peak/Off-Peak
Weight Factor 4 8.5

Delay (veh-hrs) 33.3 36.9 70.2



W. Bartlett Rd. at EJ&E - 2015

2015
ADT Peak Dir Peak Hr High Dir Low Dir

17209 0.6 0.1 1033 688

Off-Pk Hr
0.5 0.07 602 602

Peak Peak
Both Both Total Daily

WB Pk EB Pk Dir. WB off-pk EB off-pk Dir. Delay (veh-hrs)
Avg. Delay (sec/veh) (from SIGNAL2000) 30.2 20.7 15.2 15.2
Volume/Hr. 1033 688 1721 602 602 1205
Hourly Delay (hrs) (assumes 4 trains/hour 8.7 4.0 2.5 2.5

Adjusted value (= 1.5 trains per hour) 3.2 1.5 4.7 1.0 1.0 1.9
(divide by 2.67)

Peak/Off-Peak 4 8.5
Weight Factor

Delay (veh-hrs) 18.9 16.2 35.1



W. Bartlett Rd. at EJ&E - 2020

2020
ADT Peak Dir Peak Hr High Dir Low Dir

(growth at 2% per year from 2015) 18930 0.6 0.1 1136 757

Off-Pk Hr
0.5 0.07 663 663

Peak Peak
Both Both Total Daily

Wb Pk EB Pk Dir. WB off-pk EB off-pk Dir. Delay (veh-hrs)
Avg. Delay (sec/veh) (from SIGNAL2000) 35 22.1 20.2 20.2
Volume/Hr. 1136 757 1893 663 663 1325
Hourly Delay (hrs) (assumes 4 trains/hour 11.0 4.6 3.7 3.7

Adjusted value (= 1.5 trains per hour) 4.1 1.7 5.9 1.4 1.4 2.8
(divide by 2.67)

Peak/Off-Peak 4 8.5
Weight Factor

Delay (veh-hrs) 23.5 23.7 47.2



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
Stearns Rd. at EJ&E 2015 Peak 14:13:28

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 1.815 (Critical V/C 1.015) Control Delay 684.4 Level of Service F

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 1549.2 F

TH 12/1 0.823 0.158 1 1 1053 3.582 1549.2 *F **** ft

S Approach 1549.2 F

TH 12/1 0.823 0.158 1 1 1053 3.582 1549.2 F **** ft

E Approach 23.0 C+

TH 24/2 0.794 0.833 2332 3047 1647 0.529 23.0 *C+ 2949 ft

W Approach 18.0 B

TH 24/2 0.767 0.833 2332 3047 1098 0.353 18.0 B 1551 ft



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
Stearns at EJ&E 2015 Off Peak 14:15:04

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 0.314 (Critical V/C 0.317) Control Delay 49.1 Level of Service D

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 *F 1005 ft

S Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 F 1005 ft

E Approach 17.1 B

TH 24/2 0.761 0.833 2332 3047 961 0.309 17.1 *B 1290 ft

W Approach 17.1 B

TH 24/2 0.761 0.833 2332 3047 961 0.309 17.1 B 1290 ft



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
Stearns at EJ&E 2020 Peak 14:15:44

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 0.551 (Critical V/C 0.603) Control Delay 43.6 Level of Service D+

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 *F 1005 ft

S Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 F 1005 ft

E Approach 28.3 C

TH 24/2 0.814 0.833 2332 3047 2022 0.650 28.3 *C 4423 ft

W Approach 20.0 C+

TH 24/2 0.779 0.833 2332 3047 1348 0.433 20.0 C+ 2107 ft



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
Stearns at EJ&E 2020 Off-Peak 14:16:23

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 0.377 (Critical V/C 0.376) Control Delay 45.0 Level of Service D

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 *F 1005 ft

S Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 F 1005 ft

E Approach 18.6 B

TH 24/2 0.771 0.833 2332 3047 1180 0.379 18.6 *B 1721 ft

W Approach 18.6 B

TH 24/2 0.771 0.833 2332 3047 1180 0.379 18.6 B 1721 ft



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
W. Bartlett at EJ&E 2015 peak 14:17:11

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 0.554 (Critical V/C 0.616) Control Delay 59.2 Level of Service E+

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 *F 1005 ft

S Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 F 1005 ft

E Approach 30.2 C

TH 12/1 0.820 0.833 1197 1580 1087 0.665 30.2 *C 4657 ft

W Approach 20.7 C+

TH 12/1 0.782 0.833 1197 1580 724 0.443 20.7 C+ 2183 ft



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
W. Bartlett at EJ&E 2015 Off Peak 14:17:54

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 0.226 (Critical V/C 0.228) Control Delay 61.6 Level of Service E+

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 *F 1005 ft

S Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 F 1005 ft

E Approach 15.2 B

TH 24/2 0.747 0.833 2332 3047 634 0.204 15.2 *B 770 ft

W Approach 15.2 B

TH 24/2 0.747 0.833 2332 3047 634 0.204 15.2 B 770 ft



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
W. Bartlett at EJ&E 2020 Peak 14:18:30

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 0.608 (Critical V/C 0.672) Control Delay 59.6 Level of Service E+

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 *F 1005 ft

S Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 F 1005 ft

E Approach 35.0 C

TH 12/1 0.833 0.833 1197 1580 1196 0.732 35.0 *C 5854 ft

W Approach 22.1 C+

TH 12/1 0.789 0.833 1197 1580 797 0.488 22.1 C+ 2556 ft



CN Draft EIS on EJ&E 09/11/08
W. Bartlett at EJ&E 2020 Off-Peak 14:19:05

SIGNAL2000/TEAPAC[Ver 2.71.07] - Capacity Analysis Summary

Intersection Averages for Int # 1 -
V/C 0.418 (Critical V/C 0.416) Control Delay 62.3 Level of Service E+

Sq 11 Phase 1 Phase 2
**/**

North

G/C=0.158 G/C=0.833
G= 142.0" G= 750.0"
Y+R= 4.0" Y+R= 4.0"
Off= 0.0% Off=16.2%

C=900 sec G=892.0 sec = 99.1% Y= 8.0 sec = 0.9% Ped= 0.0 sec = 0.0%

Lane Width/ g/C Service Rate Adj HCM L Queue
Group Lanes Reqd Used @C (vph) @E Volume v/c Delay S Model 1

N Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 *F 1005 ft

S Approach 341.6 F

TH 12/1 0.730 0.158 1 1 105 0.357 341.6 F 1005 ft

E Approach 20.2 C+

TH 12/1 0.779 0.833 1197 1580 698 0.427 20.2 *C+ 2060 ft

W Approach 20.2 C+

TH 12/1 0.779 0.833 1197 1580 698 0.427 20.2 C+ 2060 ft
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