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Dear Mr. Pellerin, 

The Review Panel established for the joint process for the review of the Milton Logistics Hub Project has 
completed its initial review of the information provided by the Canadian National Railway Company (CN) 
and the comments received during the public comment period between December 20, 2016 and March 
13, 2017.  

As stated at the beginning of the public comment period, the Review Panel reviewed the following 
information from CN: 

• The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (CEAR #57); 
• The Summary of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (CEAR #58); 
• Responses from CN to requirements for additional information (CEAR #72, CEAR #81, CEAR 

#375); and 
• CN's section 98 application to the Canadian Transportation Agency and supporting documents 

(CEAR #395).  
 
The Review Panel also considered information that CN subsequently submitted, including the responses 
to its Information Requests, and other information provided by CN or other participants, including 

• Response 1 from CN to the Review Panel IR Package 1 (CEAR #559); 
• Response 2 from CN to the Review Panel IR Package 1 (CEAR #574); and 
• CN Report on Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment (CEAR #453). 

 
In some cases, the Review Panel has also been informed by its preliminary analysis of information 
provided by CN in its response to the Review Panel IR Package 2 (CEAR #592). 
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The Review Panel’s fourth package of information requests (Package 4) was separated into two portions. 
Package 4.2 is attached and contains information requests related to truck traffic, noise and vibration 
matters. Package 5, also attached, contains information requests related to mitigation measures and 
proponent commitments, the cumulative effects assessment, follow-up programs, reporting, 
environmental management, and accidents and malfunctions. The Review Panel has determined that 
the information identified in Packages 4.2 and 5 is required before the process can proceed to the public 
hearing.  
 
As with other packages, although the Review Panel has included references in the rationale section of 
each information request, these should not be considered an exhaustive list of where the information 
may be in the EIS. The Review Panel recommends CN provide complete, stand-alone responses to each 
information request.  
 
Please inform the Review Panel of the anticipated response date as soon as possible. CN’s response to 
these information requests will be made available to participants on the public registry.  

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Joseph Ronzio, Panel Manager at (613) 415-8497 
or MiltonHubPanel@ceaa.gc.ca.  

Sincerely, 

Lesley Griffiths, Review Panel Chair 

 

c.c.  William G. McMurray, Review Panel Member 
Isobel Heathcote, Review Panel Member 

<Original signed by>

mailto:MiltonHubPanel@ceaa.gc.ca
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Truck Traffic 

4.59 Routing of truck traffic  

Rationale: 

In subsection 2.2.2 of the EIS, CN noted that it had retained BA Group to assess the impact of the truck 
traffic generated by the Project, including assessment of traffic impacts and a comparison of current and 
future routes most likely to be followed to and from the Project site. In Appendix E.17, CN identified that 
the relative attractiveness of each of the 19 possible routes was determined using consistent application 
of factors such as route length, speed limits, travel time, possible congestion, number of signalized 
intersections, number of roundabouts, number of required right/left turns, presence of bike lanes, and 
the degree of potential friction caused by uncontrolled intersections and driveways. 
 
CN noted that within the Town of Milton, most truck traffic is currently accommodated on 400-series 
highways and Halton Region arterial roads. CN identified the truck capable routes most likely to be used 
by Project-generated trucks, while acknowledging that the Ontario Ministry of Transportation, Halton 
Municipalities and the Town of Milton are the authorities with jurisdiction over roads in the vicinity of 
the Terminal. 
 
In its comments on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities noted that the 
foundation for CN's assumptions regarding travel patterns to and from the Project site was not 
provided, while the Government of Ontario (CEAR #556) stated that it required additional information in 
order to understand what impact the Project would have on local roads and highway access points. 
 
CN asserted that consideration was given to the suitability and potential attractiveness of the roads 
within the Town of Milton as truck capable routes for Project-generated truck traffic. It is unclear from 
section 4 of Appendix E.17 how CN made its decisions about the relative attractiveness of the most likely 
routes. It is also unclear how CN estimated the proportion of trips Project-generated trucks would make 
along each route.  
 
Information Request: 

a) Provide a rationale for the route selection factors CN used to determine relative route 
attractiveness. 

b) Explain how each route selection factor was weighted when determining route attractiveness. 
c) Provide a summary table showing the route selection factors, including weight, for each of the 19 

routes. 
d) Provide a figure depicting the relative attractiveness of each truck capable route anticipated for the 

year 2020. Indicate relative attractiveness with a colour coded scale showing at minimum low (red), 
medium (yellow), and high (green) attractiveness. 
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4.60 Anticipated truck routes and route selection assumptions  
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 6.5.5.7 of the EIS, CN stated that it would have care and control over CN Transportation 
Ltd. (CNTL) Trucks, expected to account for approximately 20% of the Project-generated truck traffic. CN 
indicated that it would direct CNTL trucks to use routes leading to Highway 407 when such use would be 
practical and feasible.  
 
In Section 4 of Appendix E.17 of the EIS (BA Group Review of Terminal-generated Truck Traffic), CN 
identified that the travel time differences amongst the candidate routes alone were not decisive for 
selecting routes, and that other factors such as the potential delays arising from the number of required 
left-turn movements at signalized intersections and the travel time uncertainty associated with routes 
with numerous driveways and unsignalized intersections were additional considerations. 
 
CN also included figures in Appendix E.17 that illustrate the anticipated percentage of Project-generated 
trucks along the available truck routes for scenarios both with and without the anticipated future 
interchange between Tremaine Road and Highway 401. As an example, CN noted in Figure 8 that the 
relative truck allocations of in/out heavy trucks assigned to route 1 was 16%/23% while route 3 was 
assigned 16%/15% and other routes were assigned lower allocations.  
 
It is unclear whether these routing assignments were derived using a normal operating conditions 
scenario or a worst-case scenario, in which variable factors such as weather, congestion, accidents, or 
road work, which could make it impracticable or unfeasible for CNTL trucks to utilize the 407. 
Additionally, it is unclear whether congestion, travel time, or safety factors such as school bus routes 
were assumed to remain constant or to vary throughout the day.  
 
The Government of Ontario (CEAR #556) noted that in evaluating the impacts of Project-generated 
traffic, it would be important to understand the expected routing plans for non-CNTL trucks, which 
represent 80% of all truck traffic forecast to access the Project site. CN noted in its response to the 
Review Panel’s information request 2.34 that there would be no contractual relationship between CN 
and non-CNTL truck drivers or owner-operators. 
 
Additionally, it is unclear whether the truck route allocations account for any changes in origin or 
destination that might result from customers located closer to the Project opting to have goods shipped 
to Milton rather than the Brampton Intermodal Terminal.  
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Information Request: 

a) Substantiate the selected geographic distribution of route allocations for Project-generated trucks 
travelling to/from the available truck routes. Include detailed origin and destination locations for 
containers anticipated to be processed through the Project. 

b) Clarify whether the route allocations identified were derived based on a worst-case approach or 
normal operating conditions. 

c) Describe the conditions under which it would be practical and feasible for CNTLs truck trips to/from 
various origins/destinations to use Highway 407. 

d) Explain whether CN would provide specific routing direction to its CNTL drivers, and if so, whether 
such direction would include routes that could take additional time to complete. Discuss whether 
CN would monitor and enforce compliance with such direction, and if so, how. 

e) Explain why the percentage allocation of inbound trucks using route 1 is less than 20% when the 
percentage of CNTL trucks would be 20% and CN has stated it would direct these trucks to use 
route 1 when practical and feasible.  

f) Describe what effect, if any, the Project would have on truck origins and destinations assumed in 
the EIS, which could occur as a result of customers choosing to ship their goods to the Milton 
Logistics Hub rather than the Brampton Intermodal Terminal, based on proximity. Describe whether 
and how this has been taken into account in the EIS. 

 

4.61 Traffic volumes and congestion in Halton Region  
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 6.5.5.7 of the EIS, CN stated that traffic congestion is a growing concern within Halton 
Region, although when compared to other regions in the Greater Golden Horseshoe, Halton Region 
currently has some of the lowest traffic-related road delays. CN further noted, in subsection 8.2.1 of the 
EIS, that intermodal trains reduce the need for long-haul trucks, in particular those that transport goods 
greater than 200 km. CN asserted that the modal shift from truck to rail would ease traffic congestion 
within the Greater Toronto Hamilton Area and across the country. CN suggested that the Project would 
help reduce congestion on regional highways and support the Province’s plan for improving 
transportation infrastructure and reducing congestion.  
 
CN noted in section 6.3.9 of the EIS that by 2031, the population of the Town of Milton is expected to 
nearly double to over 228,000, and that the population of Halton Region is expected to grow by over 
one-third to 815,000.  
 
In its submission on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities suggested that CN had 
not assessed the socio-economic effects of additional truck traffic generated by the Project and also 
noted that a Transportation Impact Study typically includes information about turning movement 
counts, among other considerations. Members of the public stated that transport trucks on Milton 
roads, and their related effects, were inadequately recognized in the EIS.  
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CN, in its response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information 
Requirement #13 (CEAR #375), forecasted Project-generated truck traffic at future time horizons of 2021 
and 2031. These projections included roads and intersections adjacent to the Project, and across the 
region, and were based on growth rates provided by the Halton Municipalities. CN's suggestion that the 
Project would reduce overall traffic congestion in the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area appears to be 
inconsistent with the potential for the anticipated increase in local traffic volumes throughout Halton 
Region, which would include Project-generated truck traffic. 
 
As CN noted in Section 4 of Appendix E.17, possible traffic congestion and travel times between origin 
and destination were factors in assessing a route's relative attractiveness for Project-generated trucks. 
However, it remains unclear if and how Project-generated truck traffic could contribute to increased 
congestion-related vehicle travel times for residents in the Town of Milton and Halton Region. 
 
Information Request: 

a) Provide a traffic model to illustrate how traffic on local and regional roads between the Project site 
and 400-series highways would be affected by Project-generated truck movement. The model 
should: 

• indicate existing traffic volumes;  
• consider Project-generated truck traffic, and future traffic scenarios for the years 2021 

and 2031; 
• consider Project-generated truck traffic by direction of travel and by turning movement 

counts; and  
• test scenarios with and without any relevant transportation system improvements that 

would be constructed after the Project is in operation. 
b) Identify regional intersections along the 19 routes outlined in Appendix E.17 that are currently at or 

near capacity. Describe their saturation flows, gap availabilities, projected queue lengths, and 
possible blocking queues. 

c) Explain whether and how the Project would ease traffic within the Greater Toronto and Hamilton 
Area generally, and specifically at these intersections. 

d) Provide a figure depicting the future traffic projections for 2021 and 2031 along truck capable 
routes. Indicate predicted traffic congestion using a colour coded scale reflecting low (green), 
medium (yellow), and high (red) congestion. 

e) Provide anticipated travel times between the Town of Milton and Halton Region and commuter 
destination areas such as downtown Toronto. Consider several residential areas as origins and 
destinations such as downtown Toronto, Pearson International Airport and Hamilton. Describe how 
times may vary based on morning and afternoon rush hours, as well as scenarios both with and 
without Project-generated truck traffic. 
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4.62 Collision risks of intermodal trucks  
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 2.2.2 of the EIS, CN noted that conventional traffic engineering and operational control 
measures developed in consultation with Halton Municipalities could mitigate the impact of truck traffic 
on Britannia Road and Tremaine Road. Examples of such measures include signalling, signage, 
adjustment to queuing lanes, turn lanes and provisions to ensure the safety of pedestrians and cyclists. 
In Table 4.3 in Section 4.4 of the EIS, CN noted that public and interest groups identified several safety 
related issues including: 

• risks to the public by trucks passing through school zones or residential areas; 
• pedestrians and cyclists/velodrome users will be put at risk by increased truck traffic. 

 
In Appendix D8.4 of the EIS, open house attendees also stated concerns related to specific risks of trucks 
using routes near schools, community centers or other facilities. It is unclear how CN has addressed the 
specific concerns noted in public and stakeholder comments in Appendix D8.4 of the EIS . 
  
CN noted in Table 6.1 of the EIS that Project-related vehicle movements would follow posted speed 
limits, signals and other indications, as well as the Ontario Highway Traffic Act, when entering/exiting 
the site. CN also stated, in subsection 6.6.2.6 of the EIS, that while the potential for traffic accidents 
between vehicles entering and exiting the Terminal site exists, it anticipates that potential accidents 
would be reduced through local authorities’ enforcement of the new Making Ontario's Roads Safer Act. 
 
In subsection 6.6.2.6.3 of the EIS, CN indicated that Project construction and operation activities may 
affect safety for road users (i.e., motor vehicle operators, cyclists and pedestrians) at one or two entries 
to the Project by generating increased vehicle volumes entering and exiting the Project site. However,  it 
is unclear from CN's submissions whether it: 

• assessed traffic safety risk by identifying a potential accident scenario in terms of location; 
• specified the particular form of interaction (vehicular, cyclist or pedestrian);  
• identified mitigation measures; and  
• described the magnitude, frequency, duration, reversibility of the effects of truck traffic on 

safety. 
 
In its submission on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549) Halton Municipalities noted that, for 
Tremaine Road and Britannia Road, the EIS did not contain an analysis of cyclist and pedestrian safety 
that focussed on the entrance intersections or accounted for the proposed Regional cycling and trail 
facilities.  
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CN did not discuss several safety issues including the:  
• overall collision potential of the additional Project-generated truck traffic beyond the area 

where vehicles and equipment will be entering and exiting the Project site;  
• potential for pedestrian and cyclist collisions with Project generated truck traffic and 

subsequent effects;  
• anticipated accident severity of the potential collisions; and  
• specific risks to pedestrians and cyclists of Project-generated truck traffic operating near 

schools, community facilities or other similar locations.  
 
Information Request: 

a) Provide an analysis of the risks of a vehicular collision that could result from Project-generated 
truck traffic between the Project site and the 400-series highways for both the 2021 and 2031 
scenarios. Identify what CN could propose to mitigate the risk of collision. Describe the residual 
effects after mitigation and estimate the likelihood of vehicular collision occurrences related to 
Project-generated truck traffic. This analysis should rank each route to identify relative vehicular 
collision risk. 

b) Provide an analysis of the risks of cyclist and pedestrian accident that could result from Project-
generated truck traffic between the Project site and the 400-series highways for both the 2021 and 
2031 scenarios. Specifically consider these risks for school zones, residential areas, intersections, 
existing and proposed regional cycling routes, pathways, cross-walks, and trail facilities. Identify 
what measures CN could propose to mitigate the risk of accidents. Describe the residual effects 
after mitigation and estimate the likelihood of vehicular accidents with pedestrians and cyclists 
occurrences related to Project-generated truck traffic. This analysis should rank each route to 
identify relative safety risk. 

c) Provide a figure depicting the 19 potential truck capable routes for the 2020 scenario showing the 
potential for impact to vehicular, cyclist and pedestrian safety of each using a colour coded scale 
between low potential impact to safety (green) and high potential impact to safety (red). 

d) Indicate which if any of the 19 potential routes, if any, the Halton Municipalities identified as being 
preferred from a safety perspective. Provide a rationale for that preference.  

 

4.63 Truck safety at roundabouts  
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 2.2.2 of the EIS, CN noted that the relative attractiveness of each truck capable route was 
based on nine factors, including the number of roundabouts trucks would be required to travel through 
between the Project's entrance/exit and the 400-series highways. In Appendix E.17 of the EIS, CN stated 
that Halton Municipalities had indicated that the new roundabouts developed at major intersections 
along the Tremaine Road corridor (Britannia Road, Louis St. Laurent Boulevard, Derry Road, Main Street 
and Steeles Avenue) are designed to accommodate the movement of full-size tractor trailer units safely 
and expeditiously. 
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In Appendix E.17, CN stated that virtually all Project-generated trucks originating from and destined for 
the west and a significant portion of the trucks to/from the east would use the Tremaine Road 
interchange, if constructed, and therefore travel along the Tremaine Road corridor.  
 
In Section 3.5 of Attachment 2.33-4 of its response to the Review Panel’s information request 2.33 
(CEAR #592), CN noted that roundabouts have resulted in safety improvements for vehicular traffic 
versus typical intersections, but did not provide information about how Project-generated trucks using 
roundabouts may affect pedestrian and cyclist safety.  
 
CN has not described the predicted magnitude, frequency, or likelihood of pedestrian and cyclist 
accidents at roundabouts along the Tremaine Road corridor or elsewhere. CN has not provided 
information to indicate whether trucks travelling to and from its other intermodal facilities are required 
to negotiate roundabouts and whether that information can demonstrate the safety of roundabouts as 
compared to conventional intersections for intermodal trucks. 
 
Additionally, in Figures 18 and 19 of Attachment 2.33-4 of its response to the Review Panel’s 
information request 2.33 (CEAR # 592) CN showed that the proposed Milton Education Village would be 
located along the west side of Tremaine Road between Britannia Road and Derry Road. Figure 19 shows 
that the plan includes an elementary school. The presence of this school could require crossing guards 
and/or other measures to control pedestrians crossing at roundabouts on Tremaine Road. It is unclear 
how these measures would impact truck use of Tremaine Road at times when school is in session. 
 
Information Request: 

a) Describe the current magnitude, frequency and likelihood of pedestrian and cyclist accidents with 
trucks at roundabouts in southern Ontario or similar jurisdictions. Extrapolate those results to 
estimate the likely magnitude, frequency and likelihood of pedestrian and cyclist accidents 
associated with Project-generated truck traffic. 

b) Discuss what measures, if any, CN could take to minimize potential pedestrian and cyclist safety 
risks from Project-generated traffic use of roundabouts.  
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Noise 

Baseline Ambient Noise Study 

4.64 Representativeness of ambient noise measurements 
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 of Appendix E.9 to the EIS, CN stated that ambient monitors were deployed 
at ten locations, and measurements were conducted at four locations in July 2014 and six locations in 
June 2015 for at least 48 hours on each occasion. CN stated that weather data indicated that the 
weather conditions were conducive for outdoor measurements. 

In its response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information 
Requirement #14 (CEAR #72), CN stated that the measurement periods were selected such that 
precipitation, humidity and temperature would not affect the measured ambient noise levels. CN also 
stated that there were no extreme weather events of concern limiting the performance of the 
measurement system or artificially elevating the ambient sound level during the measurement periods. 
CN stated that conditions during data collection were considered appropriate by acoustical experts and 
the measured background noise levels were considered typical for the area.  

However, in Attachment IR14 (CEAR #72), CN provided meteorological data that shows there were 
thunderstorms, heavy rain showers, and rain and wind speeds exceeded 25km/hr during the 
measurement period.  

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #533), Health Canada provided 
its Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Noise (July 2016). The 
guidance document stated that sound is not measured in the presence of precipitation or when wind 
speeds exceed 14km/hr, unless an appropriate wind screen is used. Health Canada (CEAR #67) also 
indicated that CN did not include statistical uncertainties with the noise measurements. 

In its responses to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information 
Requirement #14 (CEAR #72, 375), CN stated that seasonal noise fluctuations were not anticipated since 
anthropogenic noise sources within the local assessment area and the regional assessment area are 
generally consistent throughout the year. CN did not discuss potential increased sound levels in the 
summer months. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that noise from birds and insects may result in an overestimation of ambient noise levels. 

In consideration of the inclement weather that was experienced during the measurement period, it is 
not clear whether the data collected are representative of baseline conditions. 
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Information Request: 

a) Provide additional information to describe how the baseline ambient noise data is representative, 
despite the weather that was experienced during measurements and the statistical uncertainties 
associated with the measurements. The statistical uncertainties should take into consideration, 
among other things, the changing meteorological conditions that occurred over the measurement 
period. If necessary, provide a revised estimate of baseline ambient noise levels. 

 

4.65 Applicability of the ambient noise measurements at the points of reception 
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 4.1.2 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that ambient monitors were deployed at ten 
locations to obtain baseline noise data representative of all points of reception. Figure 2 of Appendix A 
of Appendix E.10 to the EIS identified the locations of the monitoring stations. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that the ten monitoring stations may not be representative based on the varying distances of the 
points of reception to the noise sources such as roadways and railways. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide additional detail about how the monitoring stations were selected and how they are 
representative of the points of reception.  

b) Conduct road and rail traffic noise modelling to validate the estimated noise effects at all points of 
reception.  

 

4.66 Additional noise sources 
 
Rationale: 

In Table 4.5 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN identified noise sources for the Project, including outbound 
and inbound moving trucks.  

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that the addition of 800 trucks daily (full operational scenario) has the potential to increase noise 
levels along the off-site truck routes. Halton Municipalities also noted that tailgate slams would produce 
a high power impulsive sound level and would occur frequently during construction. Additional 
participant comments during the sufficiency review (e.g., CEAR #433, CEAR #548) identified concerns 
about the potential noise effects from off-site truck traffic. CN did not include noise from off-site truck 
traffic or noise from tailgate slams during the project construction scenario. 
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 Information Request: 

a) Revise the noise assessment for the construction and operation phases to include noise from off-site 
trucks (e.g. pass-by noise, including engine brakes where appropriate) along the various potential 
truck routes. Impulsive noise from tailgate slams should also be considered as a noise source in the 
construction scenario. If appropriate, this assessment should also include additional sensitive 
receptors that may be affected by these additional noise sources.  

Methodological Assumptions 

4.67 Adjustment values for noise sources 
 
Rationale: 

In Table 4.5 of Appendix E.10, CN listed sound character adjustments for terminal and mainline noise 
sources for the Project.  

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #533), Health Canada noted 
that CN’s adjustments to noise sources are inconsistent with International Organization for 
Standardization ISO 1996-1:2003 and Health Canada’s Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in 
Environmental Assessment: Noise (July 2016). These documents describe recommended adjustments for 
sounds that have special characteristics including impulsiveness, tonality and low-frequency content. 
Some examples include highly impulsive sources (e.g., shunting), tonal activities (e.g., vehicular traffic 
associated with construction and slamming tailgates), and beating (e.g., from idling rail activity).  

The Canadian Transportation Agency’s Railway Noise Measurement and Reporting Methodology (2011) 
also references various Canadian and International standards recommending that sounds with unique 
characteristics, such as those that are audibly tonal or impulsive or contain low frequencies, should 
include the appropriate adjustment factors.  

It is not clear whether CN’s noise adjustment values are consistent with the standards outlined in Health 
Canada and the Canadian Transportation Agency guidance, and were therefore appropriately 
conservative. 

Information Request: 

a) Explain how noise adjustment values were derived, reference standards used, and justify whether 
these values represent an appropriately conservative approach. 

b) If necessary, provide revised sound character adjustments for Table 4.5 of Appendix E.10 to include 
more conservative adjustment factors identified in International Organization for Standardization 
ISO 1996-1:2003 and Health Canada’s guidance.  

c) Provide a revised noise assessment using the updated values, and, if necessary, discuss any 
additional mitigation measures that might be required. 
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4.68 Detailed description of the noise sources  
 
Rationale: 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that CN did not provide details on the noise sources, noting that such information must be 
provided to confirm noise modelling was completed appropriately. Halton Municipalities also stated 
that the sound power levels provided for several noise sources may have been underestimated, or not 
assessed at all.  

A participant further indicated (CEAR #548) that it is not clear whether the stretching and compression 
of trains and brake and squealing noises were considered in the assessment. 

In addition, Halton Municipalities suggested that the EIS should have discussed back-up alarms as a 
noise source and suggested means to mitigate their audibility offsite. For example, mitigation measures 
could include staging of operations to minimize reverse movements and incorporation of alternate 
technologies such broadband alarms or alarms that adjust its output according to the ambient noise. 
Health Canada (CEAR #533) stated that back-up alarms are one of the most common sources of noise 
complaints, and a 5 dB adjustment should be applied to these sources. 

In subsection 4.3.1.2 of Appendix E.10, CN stated that the main noise sources associated with the 
terminal operations were identified based on design drawings and the observations and measurements 
conducted at CN’s intermodal facility in Montreal in February 2014, and at other facilities for operations 
such as shunting locations and switches/crossovers. CN indicated that train shunting/assembly was 
conservatively considered in the assessment and an impulsive penalty of 5 dBA was applied for an 
overall sound power level of 103 dBA. Estimated noise from an idling single locomotive was listed as 94 
dBA in Table 4.5 of Appendix E.10. By contrast, the Canadian Transportation Agency’s Railway Noise 
Measurement and Reporting Methodology (2011) provides suggested sound power levels for shunting 
and idling activities that are higher than those selected by CN.   

In subsection 4.3.2 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that sound level data for construction noise 
sources were based on data from the Federal Transit Administration and Stantec. CN also stated that 
back-up alarms were not considered in the noise assessment due to their intended use as a safety 
warning.  

It is not clear how CN derived and modelled the sound power level for train shunting, idling locomotives, 
and various other noise sources and whether these estimated noise levels were conservative. It is also 
not clear whether CN’s modelling of idling locomotives was conservative, or whether there could be 
more idling locomotives at a given time.   

The Canadian Transportation Agency’s methodology indicates that noise reports should include a 
detailed description of all of the noise sources assumed in the model.  
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Information Request: 

a) Provide a detailed description of all of the noise sources assumed in the model. For construction 
and operations, include the 1/1 octave band sound power data, source location, movements, 
speeds, operating time, adjustment values (e.g. tonal, highly impulsive, beating), frequency of 
occurrence, type (area vs. point source), and other relevant information. Provide a detailed 
discussion on how the sound power level data for each noise source was derived. In addition, 
explain why the data represents conservative values. A rationale should be provided if noise 
sources were deemed to be insignificant and excluded from the assessment. 

b) Clarify the number of idling locomotives that may be expected in a worst-case scenario. 
c) Clarify if the stretching and compression of trains and brake and squeal noises were considered in 

the assessment and how those noise sources were modelled. 
d) Discuss the effect of back-up alarms, their effect on potential noise effects, and ways to mitigate 

disturbances.  
e) If necessary, provide details on any additional noise mitigation measures that might be required. 

 

4.69 Prediction model and key modelling parameters 
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 4.3.1 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN reported on modelling of operational noise effects 
using the software package CADNA/A and stated that this model included distance attenuation, barrier 
effects due to intervening structures, ground effects, atmospheric absorption, and topography. 

The Canadian Transportation Agency's Railway Noise Measurement and Reporting Methodology (2011) 
requires reporting of the version of the prediction model; all of the key modelling parameters such as 
terrain effects, ground absorption, order of reflections, meteorological conditions (temperature and 
relative humidity); and noise barrier settings. This information was not provided. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide the version of the prediction model and all key modelling parameters that are normally 
provided as part of a noise study, including terrain effects, ground absorption, order of reflections, 
meteorological conditions (temperature and relative humidity), and noise barrier settings. 
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4.70 Proof of noise and vibration measurement equipment calibration  
 
Rationale: 

In Appendix E.10 and E.18 to the EIS, CN did not provide information related to calibration of noise and 
vibration measurement equipment. 

The Canadian Transportation Agency’s Railway Noise Measurement and Reporting Methodology 
requires measurement equipment to be calibrated and traceable to national and/or international 
standards.  

Information Request: 

a) Provide detailed calibration certificates for all noise and vibration equipment used in the studies. 

 

4.71 Receptor heights 
 
Rationale:  

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that receptor heights used in the analysis were not provided, and therefore, it is impossible to 
confirm whether appropriate receptor heights have been used, and if the proposed noise barriers would 
be adequate. Halton Municipalities stated that the receptor heights for points of reception must reflect 
residential heights approved for the relevant areas.  

The Canadian Transportation Agency’s Railway Noise Measurement and Reporting Methodology indicate 
a detailed description of the noise sensitive receptors should be provided, including the receptor 
heights. CN did not provide information about the heights of the points of reception. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide the height of the points of reception used in the noise model. 

 

4.72 Details on noise berms and barriers 
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 5.1.2 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that the locations of berms and barriers are 
optimized to effectively mitigate noise emissions from the main noise sources, and a minimum height of 
5 meters would be required to achieve a reduction in noise levels at nearby points of reception. CN 
further stated that off-site berm and barriers are "anticipated" for Group 3 points of reception to 
comply with approval conditions from the Town of Milton for future developments.  
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In their submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #409), a participant raised 
concerns that CN’s proposed noise barriers would not provide sufficient protection to residences along 
Britannia Road as they would not break the line of sight of trucks travelling on the overpass. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide additional information on the assumptions made regarding all on-site and off-site (future 
developments) berms/barriers that were modelled in the noise effects assessment. Include details 
on how the dimensions and locations of these barriers were selected, and the assumed timing of 
construction. 

b) With respect to off-site berms/barriers, provide information to justify the assumption that, as part 
of the approval conditions from the municipality, these undeveloped residential lands would, in the 
future, be required to incorporate a noise barrier.  

c) With respect to off-site berms/barriers, clarify that the physical dimensions of the noise barrier 
used in the model are consistent with the physical dimensions in the approval conditions. 

 

4.73 Comparison to other guidelines 
 
Rationale:  

In subsection 4.1.2.1 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that for the noise assessment, the Federal 
Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines (2006) and Health 
Canada’s Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Noise (2011) 
were used to evaluate the effects of changes to the acoustical environment. 

In Appendix C of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that the Ontario Ministry of the Environment and 
Climate Change’s NPC-300 is directed towards developers of lands adjacent to rail and road corridors 
and was not used in its assessment. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that other federal, provincial and municipal noise guidelines are applicable to the Project and 
should have been used for assessing stationary noise, including the Canadian Transportation Agency’s 
Railway Noise Measurement and Reporting Methodology (2011); Ontario Ministry of the Environment 
and Climate Change’s NPC-300 (which sets out relevant criteria and assessment methodologies, and 
requires assessment of the worst-case hour rather than the 24 hour average) and NPC-115 (which 
outlines sound emission standards for construction equipment); the Town of Milton Noise By-Law; and 
the Railway Association of Canada/Federation of Canadian Municipalities Guidelines for New 
Development in Proximity to Railway Operations (2013).  

Halton Municipalities also stated that the noise assessment should consider predictions of hourly sound 
levels from stationary noise sources (Leq (1hr)); the worst-case hourly Leq sound levels from stationary 
noise sources (continuous noise); an assessment of the tonality of noise sources; an assessment of 
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impulsive sound levels, using logarithmic mean impulse sound level analysis; and a comparison of 
predicted sound levels compared to guidelines based on prevailing ambient background sound levels. 

CN did not indicate how the noise effects from the Project would compare to other guidelines and their 
respective criteria. 

Information Request:  

a) Compare and evaluate any updated noise assessment relative to the other guidelines and their 
criteria identified in the rationale. The noise assessment should include predictions of hourly sound 
levels from stationary noise sources (Leq(1hr)); the worst-case hourly Leq sound levels from 
stationary noise sources (continuous noise); an assessment of the tonality of noise sources; and an 
assessment of the impulsive sound levels using logarithmic mean impulse sound level analysis.  

b) Discuss whether the planned construction equipment would meet the Ontario Ministry of the 
Environment and Climate Change’s NPC-115 guidance document.  

 

4.74 Construction noise sources 
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 4.3.2 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, it appears that CN modelled the concrete plant as a 
point source, the railway tampers as line sources, and the remaining construction noise sources as an 
"area source". 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that spreading out construction noise evenly across the construction area could underestimate 
the noise effects. Halton Municipalities stated that construction noise should be modelled as fixed 
concentrations of noise sources at certain locations closer to points of reception for extended periods of 
time, to reflect the progression of construction activities and to represent a worst-case scenario. 

It is not clear how construction noise was modelled (i.e., as an area source or a point source) and 
whether noise effects have been underestimated. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide additional detail on how construction noise was modelled and clarify whether noise was 
modelled as an area source or a point source. If most construction noise sources were modelled as 
an area source, conduct additional modelling based on construction noise sources originating at 
specific locations (worst-case scenario including locations closer to points of reception).  
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4.75 Self-screening from buildings 
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 4.1.1 of Appendix E.9 to the EIS, CN identified 38 points of reception that were either 
existing or future buildings. In subsection 4.1.2 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that ambient 
monitors were deployed at ten locations to obtain baseline noise data that was representative of all 
points of reception. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that ambient noise levels may be overestimated and project noise effects may be underestimated 
if self-screening is not considered in the assessment. 

It is not clear whether CN considered self-screening for receptor buildings. 

Information Request: 

a) Explain whether self-screening from receptor buildings was considered in the ambient noise 
baseline study. If necessary, adjust the background ambient noise levels to account for self-
screening from receptor buildings. 

 

4.76 Contribution of noise sources at points of reception 
 
Rationale: 

In Table 4.3 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN presented the nearest noise source to the points of 
reception in the local assessment area.  

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #533), Health Canada stated 
that points of reception may be affected by combinations of noise generated from other Project 
activities beyond the closest noise source. Health Canada stated that it is more accurate to provide a 
description of noise from all Project-related activities (e.g. tonal, broadband, low frequencies, coronal 
effects from transformers, impulsive, highly impulsive, night time warning sounds, ground borne 
vibrations, etc.) that might affect points of reception, including participating receptors. 

It is not clear which noise sources might affect each point of reception other than the nearest noise 
source. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a table that identifies the noise contribution of individual noise sources for each point of 
reception.  
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Effects of Noise on Human Health  

4.77 Existing and future receptors 
 
Rationale:  

Is subsection 4.2.1 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, and in Figure 3 of that Appendix, CN identified three 
groups of receptors for the purposes of the noise assessment. Group 1 was existing farmhouses and 
isolated residences co-existing with existing CN infrastructure; Group 2 was subdivision and urban 
developments located to the north end of the proposed Project towards Derry Road; and Group 3 was 
future subdivision and urban developments being proposed to the north of the intermodal facility, but 
closer to Britannia Road. 
 
However, in subsection 4.2.1 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that residential dwellings located on 
land owned by CN, which were considered participating receptors, were not assessed for noise 
compliance with the Federal Transit Administration and Health Canada criteria applicable to railway 
construction and operation.  
 
In its submission to the Review Panel on sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #533), Health Canada stated that 
potential effects of Project noise on human health should be evaluated for all receptors, including 
residential dwellings, regardless of whether they are located on property owned by the Proponent or 
not. Health Canada also noted that a figure depicting the sound level contours for the Project 
construction with noise mitigation implemented was not provided in the EIS. 

Health Canada’s Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Noise 
(July 2016) (CEAR #533) states that: “It is important to identify and describe all existing and reasonably 
foreseeable human receptors in the area that may be influenced by project-related noise —including a 
description of how the receptors were identified (e.g. recent land use maps, verification in person).  

Finally, Halton Municipalities (CEAR #549) indicated that future receptors such as those individuals and 
commercial occupants identified in the Town of Milton Boyne Secondary Plan and existing receptors on 
CN lands were not included in the analysis. 

Information Request: 

a) Revise the noise analysis to include all existing and future sensitive receptors within 1 km of the 
property line that may be occupied by the time the Project would reach full operations in 2031, 
including houses located on CN land. Provide a rationale for the exclusion of any particular receptors 
in the assessment. 
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4.78 Sleep disturbance 
 
Rationale:  

In Section 4.1.1 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN described its methodology to assess noise associated 
with Project construction and operation. Predicted sound levels were compared to assessment criteria 
to determine compliance. In Table 4.2 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN summarized Health Canada 
guidance for assessing noise at different phases of the Project. For operation and construction greater 
than one year, CN identified limits based on sound levels and the change in the percentage of people 
who would be highly annoyed by Project and baseline noise. CN did not provide limits for temporary and 
short term construction phases and there was no evaluation of the Project’s anticipated effects on sleep 
disturbance. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #533), Health Canada stated 
that possible effects on sleep from construction and operational activities were not fully assessed, and 
that potential effects to sleep should be evaluated against the thresholds in the World Health 
Organization’s Guidelines for Community Noise (1999) for short-term sleep disturbance. Health Canada 
advised that long-term effects on sleep disturbance should be evaluated against the thresholds in the 
World Health Organization’s Night Noise Guidelines for Europe (2009). Health Canada also suggested 
that CN refer to the updated Health Canada noise guidance document Guidance for Evaluating Human 
Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Noise (July 2016), which includes reference to the two 
World Health Organization’s guidelines, and then revise Table 4.2 with the suggested criterion for 
temporary and short term construction phases. 
 
Information Request: 

a) Provide an assessment of sleep disturbance for the construction and operational scenarios using 
Health Canada's Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: 
Noise (July 2016).  

 

4.79 Low frequency noise 
 
Rationale:  

In Table 4.5 of Appendix E.10, CN identified terminal and mainline noise sources for the Project.  

In its submission to the Review on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR 533), Health Canada stated that the 
table did not account for noise sources that may contain strong, low frequency content, and noted that 
receptors may experience stronger annoyance reactions to these kinds of sources.  

Health Canada stated that, according to the American National Standards Institute’s Quantities and 
Procedures for Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound Part 4: Noise Assessment and 
Prediction of Long-Term Community Response (2005), annoyance associated with rattles from these low-



 

Information Request Package 4.2 – Milton Logistics Hub Project Review Panel 19 
 

frequency noise sources may be prevented if the sound levels in the 16-, 31.5- and 63-Hz octave are less 
than 70 dBz. 

Health Canada indicated that the consideration of strong, low frequency content may require 
adjustment to the calculations of the percentage of people who would be highly annoyed, as reported in 
Table 5.2 of Appendix E.10.  

The Canadian Transportation Agency's Methodology indicates that noise with strong low frequencies 
may also result in noise-induced rattles within buildings, resulting in greater annoyance. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide the change in percentage highly annoyed for sources with strong, low frequency content 
using ANSI (2005)1 methodology and propose additional mitigation measures, where applicable.  

 

4.80 Human health effects of noise 
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 6.5.4.8 of the EIS, CN stated that the potential Project interactions with human health with 
respect to acoustic emissions were evaluated separately (see Milton Logistics Hub Technical Data Report 
– Noise Effect Assessment (Appendix E.10)). In Appendix E.10 (Noise Effects Assessment) of the EIS, CN 
concluded that, with noise mitigation measures in place, the change in the acoustical environment due 
to the Project (i.e., construction and operation) is considered acceptable and would be in line with both 
the Federal Transit Authority and Health Canada criteria. However, in the EIS, Appendix E.7 (Human 
Health Risk Assessment), and the Noise Effects Assessment, CN only described changes in the acoustic 
environment in terms of compliance, and did not provide a description of how changes in the acoustic 
environment would affect human health.  
 
Information Request: 

a) Provide an assessment of potential effects from Project noise to human health at all receptors, 
including participating receptors. 

b) Discuss whether CN would implement additional mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any 
health effects of noise from the Project on special or participating receptors. 

If applicable, in developing the response to this information request, consider responses to other 
information requests in this Package, namely information requests 4.27 (Exposure pathways to human 
health effects), 4.78 (Sleep disturbance), and 4.79 (Low Frequency Noise).  

                                                           
1 American National Standards Institute (ANSI). 2005. Quantities and Procedures for Description and Measurement 
of Environmental Sound Part 4: Noise Assessment and Prediction of Long-Term Community Response (ANSI 
S12.9-2005/Part 4). Standards Secretariat Acoustical Society of America. 
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4.81 Noise Contour Maps 
 
Rationale:  

In Figure 7 of Appendix A to Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN depicted the day-night sound level contours 
for the Project operations with noise mitigation implemented. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on sufficiency (CEAR #533), Health Canada noted that a figure 
depicting the sound level contours for the Project construction with noise mitigation implemented had 
not been provided. 

In order to better understand visually the difference in mitigated versus unmitigated scenarios on 
operations and construction, as well as to understand how Project-generated noise is anticipated to 
interact with its surroundings, it would be beneficial to see the contour maps for the unmitigated 
operational scenario, as well as the mitigated and unmitigated construction scenarios.  

Information Request: 

a) Provide a map of the sound level contours for the unmitigated operational scenario, as well as the 
mitigated and unmitigated construction scenarios. 

Follow-up Program for Noise 

4.82 Monitoring and audit  
 
Rationale: 

In subsection 9.4.2 of the EIS, CN stated that it would develop a follow-up program that includes an 
acoustic audit to verify predictions in the environmental assessment and the effectiveness of noise 
mitigation measures. CN stated that the type of ambient monitoring equipment, selection of monitoring 
stations, frequency of sample collection, and duration of the program would be consistent with the 
Canadian Transportation Agency methodologies.  

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #533), Health Canada asked for 
additional details, including whether CN commits to an audit at all points of reception, the time period 
of the audit, and what decibel level would need to be exceeded before additional mitigation measures 
would be introduced.  
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Information Request: 

a) Provide additional details on the proposed acoustic audit, including which points of reception 
would be included, the time period of the audit, and any thresholds that, if exceeded, would 
require the implementation of additional mitigation measures. 

Vibration 

4.83 Additional baseline vibration measurements 
 
Rationale:  

In Section 5.1 of Appendix E.18 to the EIS, CN stated that the existing vibrations from CN operations 
were measured at various distances from the tracks over three days in August and September, 2014. 
Table 5.1 and Figure 4 of Appendix A identify four monitoring locations. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that due to vibration propagation variability and the size of the project development area, four 
monitoring locations would not be representative of the entire site, including receptors at the north end 
near existing residences. 

It is not clear whether existing conditions for vibration have been adequately established. 

Information Request: 

a) Conduct and report on additional vibration measurements to establish vibration propagation 
characteristics along the railway corridor, including at the north end of the Project site near existing 
and future sensitive receptors. 

 

4.84 Vibration Effects on pipelines and utilities  
 
Rationale:  

In subsection 4.1.3 of Appendix E.18 to the EIS, CN assessed the change in vibration effects of rail 
activities due to changes in track configuration as a result of the Project and vibration effects associated 
with Project construction. CN did not consider noise and vibration effects on pipelines or utilities. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that the construction vibration assessment should be extended to consider the potential for 
damage to other structures including pipelines and utilities. 
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Information Request: 

a) Describe the potential of vibration that would result from construction or operation of the project 
to affect existing and future known pipelines and utilities within the local assessment area. Discuss 
any mitigation measures that would be required.   

 

4.85 Vibration effects for participating receptors  
 
Rationale:  

In subsection 4.1.3 of Appendix E.18 to the EIS, CN assessed the change in vibration effects of rail 
activities due to changes in track configuration as a result of the Project and vibration effects associated 
with Project construction. CN stated that vibration from construction and railway operations does not 
have a notable influence at distances over 75 meters in an area with residential points of reception, and 
did not consider points of reception located more than 100 meters away from vibration sources in the 
assessment.  

In subsection 4.2.1, CN stated that residential dwellings located on land owned by CN were participating 
receptors and were therefore not assessed. CN also stated that the points of reception in the vibration 
assessment represent the closest in each direction surrounding the proposed terminal, and since 
vibration diminishes as it propagates, points of reception in the regional assessment area were not 
considered. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
stated that Project vibration effects should be extended to consider effects on existing residences, 
including those located on CN-owned property. 

It is not clear how CN-owned residences would be affected by Project vibration. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide an assessment of Project vibration effects on participating receptors and points of 
reception within 100 meters from all vibration sources. 
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 Mitigation Measures and Proponent Commitments  

5.1 Consolidated table of mitigation measures and proponent commitments 

Rationale: 

CN presented its proposed mitigation measures for the Milton Logistics Hub Project in various 
documents, including: 

• the environmental impact statement (EIS) (including sections on predicted changes to the 
physical environment and predicted effects on valued components, Appendix E and summarized 
in Appendix G) (CEAR #57);  

• responses to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information 
Requirements (CEAR #72, 81, 375); and  

• responses to the Review Panel’s information requests (CEAR #561, 574, 592).  

CN stated in Appendix G that the mitigation measures and commitments table provided a complete list 
of the mitigation measures, follow-up and monitoring program commitments that CN would implement.  

In response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement 
#23 (CEAR #72), CN provided a supplemental list of mitigation measures (Attachment IR23) that 
summarized mitigation measures from Table 7.1 of the EIS and from the technical data reports in 
Appendix E. However, Appendix G and Attachment IR23 do not include all of the mitigation measures 
proposed in the EIS. For example, subsections 1.5.2, 2.2.2 and 6.6.2.6.4 of the EIS contain mitigation 
measures that are not reflected in either of those documents. 

In response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement 
#23 (CEAR #72), which sought certainty regarding mitigation measures with conditional statements (e.g., 
“as required”, “if needed”, “where appropriate”) CN indicated that its mitigation measures were specific 
and that some of its mitigation measures were intentionally described “in a flexible manner”. In some 
cases where CN has proposed to define mitigation measures at the detailed design stage, the Panel 
requires additional information to understand where, when and how conditional mitigation measures 
would be implemented. For instance, CN should provide a description of the physical conditions or 
desired environmental outcomes that would indicate whether it would be necessary to implement a 
specific mitigation measure.  
 
In Table 7.1 of the EIS (later amended in CN’s response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Agency’s Additional Information Requirement #2 (CEAR #72), CN listed mitigation measures that would 
address environmental effects for each change that may affect a valued component. A table in a similar 
format for changes to the environment or environmental effects is required. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a consolidated table with all of the mitigation measures presented in the EIS, technical data 
reports, Appendix G, responses to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional 
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Information Requirements and responses to the Review Panel’s information requests. In order to 
determine the significance of effects after mitigation the Review Panel will consider mainly the 
mitigation measures included in this table, therefore the table must be complete. The consolidated 
table should: 

• Describe how CN intends to implement mitigation measures that are described in a flexible 
manner (e.g., “as required”, “if needed”, “where appropriate”), including a description of 
the specific criteria or environmental outcome required to initiate that mitigation measure. 

• Predict the effectiveness of each of the proposed mitigation measures and provide a 
rationale to support these conclusions. 

• Identify who would be responsible for the implementation of each proposed mitigation 
measure, whether CN, a third-party contractor for CN, or other organizations. 

• Where appropriate, and in a format similar to Table 7.1, clearly indicate which change to the 
environment or environmental effect a particular mitigation measure is intended to address. 

The response to this information request should be provided in CN’s last response to the Review Panel’s 
first round of information request packages. For instance, if responses to Package 4 are submitted to the 
Review Panel after the responses to Package 5, provide this response with package 4 to ensure it is 
reflective of all identified mitigation measures. 

Cumulative Effects Assessment 

5.2 Effects of past projects and activities 

Rationale: 

CN conducted a cumulative effects assessment on fish and fish habitat, migratory birds, species at risk 
and socio-economic conditions because it had determined that the Project was likely to result in residual 
environmental effects on these valued components. In response to the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirements #13 and #25 (CEAR #72 and CEAR #375), CN 
provided a cumulative effects assessment for air quality and provided additional information on the 
cumulative effects from the Project in combination with the past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
physical activities in the regional assessment area.  

CN stated that, in its cumulative effects assessment, it had considered that current conditions were 
reflective of past effects to valued components. As such, it appears as though CN did not include effects 
of past projects and activities in the overall conclusions on the significance of cumulative effects. For 
instance, in response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information 
Requirement #25 (CEAR #375), for fish and fish habitat, CN stated generally that past and present 
projects and activities in the regional assessment area had acted cumulatively on fish mortality and that 
these effects have determined the current conditions. CN described the effects of the Project and the 
effects of three future physical activities on fish mortality. CN concluded that the cumulative effects on 
fish mortality would not be significant given that the current productivity and sustainability of the 
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commercial, recreational or Aboriginal fishery would not be further reduced. It remains unclear how the 
effects of past and ongoing projects were considered in this determination. This same approach was 
followed for all of the valued components considered in the cumulative effects assessment. 

The Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 requires that any cumulative environmental effects 
that are likely to result from the designated project, in combination with other physical activities that 
have been or will be carried out, be taken into account in the environmental assessment. To fulfill this 
requirement, an assessment would need to provide a clear understanding of both the estimated 
cumulative effects on valued components from past, present and future projects and activities, and the 
contribution of the project to the cumulative effects. Solely acknowledging that a valued component has 
been previously affected by past developments and considering the current conditions as a baseline in 
an area that has experienced a number of previous developments may not provide a reasonable 
understanding of the cumulative effects from successive past and present projects. If each successive 
project in an area incorporated past effects into the baseline, the baseline would continually shift and 
significant effects to valued components could be overlooked. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a cumulative effects assessment that clearly describes:  
• how the valued components have been affected by past and ongoing activities;  
• how the Project’s and other future projects’ residual effects would further affect the 

condition of the valued components; and  
• the overall cumulative effects to each valued component from the selected past 

condition to predicted future conditions.  

Ensure that responses to all other information requests asking for a cumulative effects assessment 
reflect this directive. 

 

5.3 List of projects considered 

Rationale: 

In Table 6.2 of the EIS, CN listed all of the projects and activities – past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable – that it considered in the cumulative effects assessment. CN also provided additional 
information about potential effects of these projects in response to the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirements #25 (CEAR #72). CN did not describe how the 
list of projects was established and whether and how the Official Plans of Halton Region and the Town of 
Milton were used to inform the list.  

The Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s technical guidance – Assessing Cumulative 
Environmental Effects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAR #571) states that 
a future physical activity would be considered reasonably foreseeable and should generally be included 
in the cumulative effects assessment if, among other criteria, it is identified in a development plan. In 
several submissions to the Review Panel, including CN’s response to information request Package 2, 
participants have also identified the Milton Education Village, which was not included in the list.  
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Information Request: 

a) Explain how the list of projects considered in the cumulative effects assessment was established 
and how CN used the regional and municipal land use plans to inform the list. Explain why the 
Milton Education Village was not considered, or revise the cumulative effects assessment to include 
this project.  

b) If additional certain or reasonably foreseeable projects and activities are identified within the 
official plans, update the cumulative effects assessment to indicate how the effects of those 
projects and activities would combine with the residual effects of the Project.  

Where applicable, ensure that responses to all other information requests related to the cumulative 
effects assessment reflect this directive. 

 

5.4 Light 

Rationale: 

In subsection 6.4.1.3 of the EIS, and Appendix E.8, CN described Project light effects during construction 
and operation. CN stated that once operational, the Project would add additional background light to 
the area, but it was estimated to be below guidelines. CN did not include a cumulative effects 
assessment of the Project's light effects in combination with existing and planned lighting infrastructure 
in the Project's vicinity.  

In comments to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency on the project description and on the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines, participants raised the concern that increased light 
from the Project might also affect stargazing in the area (CEAR #26 and #37). CN did not assess the 
effects of Project light, in combination with projects and activities that have been or will be carried out, 
on recreational stargazing. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide a cumulative effects assessment for light, taking into consideration planned future 
development in the Project vicinity including roadway lighting. The assessment should include 
factors such as glare, light spill and skyglow. The assessment should consider the effects of this 
lighting on nearby residences, stargazing as a recreational activity and wildlife such as migratory 
birds.  

 

5.5 Human health 

Rationale: 

In subsection 6.6.1.4 of the EIS, CN stated that a cumulative effects assessment of human health was not 
undertaken because residual Project effects on human health were likely to be negligible.  
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In subsection 6.5.4.9.3 of the EIS, CN stated that potential health risks were identified as a result of 
predicted changes to air quality after the consideration of mitigation measures. In Section 6.2 of 
Appendix E.7 to the EIS, CN stated that exceedances of air quality benchmarks were predicted to be 
infrequent. 

In Section 6.2 and 6.3 of Appendix E.7 to the EIS, CN stated that the incremental lifetime cancer risk for 
carcinogenic chemicals of potential concern was below the target benchmark and health risks were not 
expected from inhalation of benzene and benzo(a)pyrene at special receptor locations for the Project 
Alone scenario. In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #533), Health 
Canada stated that this is inaccurate because cancer is non-threshold and not exceeding the target 
benchmark does not indicate there is zero cancer risk. Any increase to the incremental lifetime cancer 
risk should therefore be considered as a residual effect of the Project. 

The Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency technical guidance – Assessing Cumulative 
Environmental Effects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAR #571) indicates 
that a cumulative effects assessment should consider those valued components for which residual 
environmental effects are predicted after consideration of mitigation measures, regardless of whether 
those residual environmental effects are predicted to be significant.  

Infrequent exceedances of health-based guidelines represent residual effects which could act 
cumulatively with the effects of other physical activities and cause effects to human health.   

Information Request: 

a) Conduct a cumulative effects assessment for human health that considers all residual effects of 
the Project on human health, including any increases to the incremental lifetime cancer risk, 
regardless of whether target benchmarks or thresholds are exceeded.  

If applicable, in developing the response to this information request, consider responses to other 
information requests in package 4.1, namely information request 4.27 (Exposure pathways to human 
health effects)  

 

5.6 Agricultural areas 

Rationale: 

In subsection 6.5.5.9.3 of the EIS, CN stated that the Project would result in the loss of 30 hectares of 
designated agricultural areas that overlap with the project development area. CN indicated that this 
represents approximately 0.1% of the total agricultural land within the regional assessment area, but did 
not provide information on the existing lands in the regional assessment area.  

In subsection 6.6.1.5.2, CN stated that the conversion of agricultural land is predicted to be an adverse 
cumulative effect. CN determined that the construction of the Boyne Survey Secondary Plan Area 
residences would result in the conversion of 3% of agricultural land within Halton Region. 
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CN did not provide a cumulative effects assessment for agricultural lands in its EIS. If the Project is 
predicted to result in a residual loss of 30 hectares of designated agricultural areas, CN should consider 
this effect in the context of past and reasonably foreseeable future losses and socio-economic effects on 
farmers or communities in the regional assessment area. 

 Information Request: 

a) Explain how CN calculated that the conversion of 30 hectares represents approximately 0.1% of the 
total agricultural land within the regional assessment area. 

b) Conduct a cumulative effects assessment for agricultural lands that describes past and reasonably 
foreseeable future conversions of lands used for agricultural purposes in the regional assessment 
area, regardless of whether these lands were classified as Agricultural Areas or Prime Agricultural 
Areas. Describe the socio-economic effects of the past and anticipated future conversions in the 
regional assessment area.  

 

5.7 Migratory birds 

Rationale: 

In subsection 6.6.1.2.6 of the EIS, CN stated that it did not expect the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative effects on migratory birds to affect the sustainability of the migratory bird populations in the 
regional assessment area partly because direct mortality events are expected to be rare. CN stated that 
the cumulative effects of the Project would likely not affect the stability and long-term survival of 
migratory birds in the regional assessment area. 

In response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement 
#25 (CEAR #375), CN stated that cumulative mortality resulting from the Project, as well as future 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the regional assessment area, is not anticipated to contribute to a 
measurable decline of the migratory bird population. 

In subsection 6.6.1.2.3 of the EIS, CN stated that the residential development of the Boyne Planning 
District is predicted to result in the loss of 934 hectares of terrestrial habitat, and the Project would 
result in the loss or alteration of approximately 54.6 hectares of terrestrial habitat.  

CN stated that the loss of habitat may displace some migratory bird residences into habitat outside the 
project development area and the residential development footprint. CN stated that this displacement is 
anticipated to be low in magnitude based on the size of the areas to be altered in relation to the overall 
available habitat in the regional assessment area. 

Figure 5 of Appendix E.16 to the EIS shows migratory bird habitat, but it is unclear how much migratory 
bird habitat exists within the regional assessment area, the suitability of that habitat, and its ability to 
accommodate any species or individuals that may be displaced as a result of the Project. 
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Information Request: 

a) Provide additional information on the quantity of suitable migratory bird habitat that currently 
exists within the regional assessment area, and which would continue to exist after consideration of 
all reasonably foreseeable future projects and activities. Compare the amount of migratory bird 
habitat that would be affected by the Project to the amount of available migratory bird habitat in 
the regional assessment area. 

b) Provide evidence to support the conclusion that migratory bird populations would not measurably 
decline in the regional assessment area, as a result of Project-related construction or operations.  

c) Based on the findings in the EIS, estimate the Project-related migratory bird displacement and 
mortality. Compare the extent of Project-related migratory bird displacement and mortality to the 
existing population of migratory birds in the regional assessment area. 

 

5.8 Species at Risk  

Rationale: 

In subsection 6.6.1.3.5 of the EIS, CN stated that direct mortality events for species at risk are expected 
to be rare and would affect a negligible proportion of the species at risk population in the region. CN 
stated that displaced species at risk would still have access to suitable habitat elsewhere within the 
regional assessment area.  

In response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement 
#25 (CEAR #375), CN stated that direct species at risk mortality would possibly occur during construction 
phases for the Project through vegetation removal, site clearing, in-water works, or through vehicular or 
equipment strikes. 

CN also stated that loss of critical habitat for species at risk was calculated to be approximately 44.4 
hectares. Removing or altering this habitat may displace some species at risk into habitat elsewhere 
within the regional assessment area or outside the regional assessment area. 

CN stated that the cumulative effects of the Project would not likely affect the stability and long-term 
survival of species at risk in the regional assessment area but did not provide supporting evidence. 

Figure 5 of Appendix E.16 to the EIS shows species at risk habitat, but it is unclear how much species at 
risk habitat exists within the regional assessment area, the suitability of that habitat, and its ability to 
accommodate any species at risk that may be displaced as a result of the Project. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional information on the quantity of suitable species at risk habitat that exists within 
the regional assessment area. Compare the amount of species at risk habitat that would be affected 
by the Project to the amount of available species at risk habitat in the regional assessment area.   
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b) Provide evidence to support the conclusion that the stability and long-term survival of species at 
risk populations would not likely be affected in the regional assessment area.  

c) Based on the findings in the EIS, estimate the Project-related species at risk mortality. Compare the 
extent of Project-related species at risk mortality to the existing population of species at risk in the 
regional assessment area. 

 

5.9 Fish and fish habitat 

Rationale: 
In subsection 6.5.1.4 of the EIS, CN identified four potential Project-induced changes that could affect 
fish and fish habitat: change in fish habitat; change in fish movement, migration and fish passage; 
change in fish mortality; and change in water quality. Of the four effects, CN determined that residual 
adverse environmental effects from the Project on fish and fish habitat would be limited to a change in 
fish mortality. CN only considered changes in fish mortality in its cumulative effects assessment for fish 
and fish habitat. If residual environmental effects are predicted for fish and habitat, regardless of the 
pathway of the effect, then fish and fish habitat should be carried forward to a cumulative effects 
assessment. The cumulative effects assessment for fish and fish habitat should therefore consider all 
pathways and all potential effects from physical activities that have been or will be carried out on the 
valued component, fish and fish habitat.  
 
Information Request: 

a) Conduct a cumulative effects assessment for fish and fish habitat that is not limited to CRA fisheries 
and that also considers the cumulative effects to fish and fish habitat from all pathways, in addition 
to direct fish mortality.  

 

5.10 Archaeological and heritage resources  

Rationale:  

The Review Panel, in its information request 4.32 (Stage 3 and 4 archaeological assessments), requested 
that CN provide an updated assessment of the effects to archaeological resources and cultural heritage 
using the results of the Stage 3 and 4 archeological assessments for the Project. Information Request 
4.37 (Effects on Indigenous cultural heritage) also requested that CN broaden the assessment to 
consider effects to Indigenous cultural heritage.  
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Information Request: 

a) In consideration of these two information requests, indicate whether the Project would result in 
residual effects to archaeological resources and cultural heritage. If so, conduct a cumulative effects 
assessment for archaeological resources and cultural heritage. 

Follow-up Programs 

5.11 Follow-up programs 

Rationale: 

In Section 9.4 of the EIS, CN proposed follow-up programs for areas where scientific uncertainty exists in 
the prediction of effects: air quality, acoustic environment, surface water, fish and fish habitat, 
migratory birds and their habitat, socio-economic conditions, Aboriginal peoples, community services 
and infrastructure, land and resource use, heritage resources and archaeological resources. 

CN provided a rationale for why it did not propose follow-up programs for groundwater, species at risk 
and economy and employment. However, no rationale was provided to explain why follow-up programs 
were not proposed for light, vegetation and soils, wildlife and wildlife habitat, human health, effects of 
the environment on the project, accidents and malfunctions, waste management and truck traffic. 

Information Request:  

a) Explain why CN did not propose follow-up programs for light, vegetation and soils, wildlife and 
wildlife habitat, human health, effects of the environment on the project, accidents and 
malfunctions, waste management and truck traffic. Provide information to support CN’s 
determination that scientific uncertainty did not exist for these areas. 

 

5.12 Construction monitoring 

Rationale: 

In Section 9.1 of the EIS, CN proposed a construction monitoring program to assess the effectiveness of 
construction mitigation measures and to note whether any of these measures were adapted or revised 
during construction.  

In its EIS, CN used the definition for a follow-up program from the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Act, 2012, and a definition for monitoring from Practitioners Glossary for the Environmental Assessment 
of Designated Projects Under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012. Specifically, a follow-
up program means “a program for verifying the accuracy of the environmental assessment of a 
designated project and determining the effectiveness of any mitigation measures”. Monitoring means 
“periodic or continuous surveillance or testing, according to a pre-determined schedule, of one or more 
environmental components. Monitoring is usually conducted to determine the level of compliance with 



 

Information Request Package 5 – Milton Logistics Hub Project Review Panel                                                10 
 

stated requirements or to observe the status and trends of a particular environmental component over 
time”.  

Although these two activities may be linked, for the purpose for the environmental assessment, they are 
distinct activities. The Review Panel encourages CN and all participants to ensure the appropriate 
distinctions are reflected in preparation of their submissions. 

In subsection 7.1.2.1 of the EIS summary (CEAR #58), and partially reflected in subsection 9.5.1 of the 
EIS, CN indicated that construction monitoring would generally include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

• monitor dust (PM2.5) levels at selected off-site locations during the construction phase will 
confirm the modelling and the effectiveness of the mitigation measures; 

• inspection of erosion and sediment controls to ensure proper installation and maintenance;  
• monitoring for total suspended solids and turbidity for any discharges from the construction 

site; 
• monitoring to confirm compliance with detailed design plans during channel realignment;  
• monitoring of maximum acceptable vibration levels for any construction activities within 50 m 

of identified heritage resources; and 
• visual observations for any additional archaeological resources potentially encountered during 

ground disturbance.  

It is not clear whether CN may conduct additional construction monitoring and, if so, under what 
conditions that monitoring might occur. A complete list of construction monitoring commitments is 
required. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a complete list of construction monitoring commitments that CN plans to implement, 
including a description of any conditions that would require additional monitoring. 

 

5.13 Participation in monitoring programs 

Rationale:  
  
In section 9.4 of the EIS, CN identified that for some of its follow-up programs – including air quality and 
fish and fish habitat – the type of ambient monitoring equipment, selection of monitoring stations, 
frequency of sample collection, and duration of the monitoring program would be based on appropriate 
guidelines and in consultation with government regulators. However, CN did not indicate which specific 
regulators it commits to involve in the design of the follow-up program and other monitoring activities 
and how they will be involved.  
 
Additionally, CN did not describe whether other non-regulatory expert authorities, Indigenous groups, 
or the public would be involved in the design and implementation of the follow-up programs or 
monitoring activities. Although in Section 5.7 of the EIS CN stated invitations for Indigenous groups to 
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participate as monitors during the follow-up and monitoring programs would be extended to all 
communities, no clarification was provided on which specific follow-up programs Indigenous groups 
were invited to participate in as monitors, or how the Indigenous groups would be involved. 
 
Information Request: 
a) Identify which regulatory bodies CN is required to involve in the design and implementation of 

follow-up program and other monitoring activities and how they will be involved. 

b) Indicate which non-regulatory bodies, including expert authorities or public groups CN commits to 
involve in the design and implementation of its follow-up program and other monitoring activities, 
and how they would be involved. 

c) Clarify what specific follow-up programs Indigenous groups were invited to participate in as 
monitors, and how the Indigenous groups would be involved. 

 

5.14 Adaptive management as part of a follow-up program 

Rationale: 

In Section 9.1 of the EIS, CN indicated that one of the objectives of the follow-up program was to 
provide for adaptive management measures and contingency planning should environmental effects 
differ from those predicted, or as a result of new information. In Section 9.4, CN stated that follow-up 
programs were proposed in particular for areas where scientific uncertainty exists in the prediction of 
effects. 

CN stated that adaptive management would be inherent in the design of the EIS follow-up programs and 
that the purpose of the follow-up programs would be to ensure that the monitoring elements remain 
valid, meet regulatory requirements and are responsive to evolving objectives. 

Preliminary adaptive management plans are required for topics where scientific uncertainty exists in the 
prediction of effects. Preliminary adaptive management plans should describe the objectives, indicators 
and thresholds that will be used to verify that the mitigation measures are successful, what exceedances 
would trigger management action and examples of additional mitigation measures that could be used in 
those cases. 

CN has not indicated the frequency with which it would review monitoring results for each valued 
component, in order to verify if adaptive management may be required. In addition, CN has not 
provided preliminary adaptive management plans. 

Information Request: 

a) Clarify how frequently CN would review monitoring results to verify if adaptive management would 
be required. 
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b) Provide a preliminary adaptive management plan for each topic where scientific uncertainty exists in 
the prediction of effects. Each adaptive management plan should include at a minimum: 

• a description of the uncertainties that necessitate the use of adaptive management; 
• a clear statement of the mitigation objective being pursued; 
• indicators that will be used to verify the accuracy of the environmental assessment as it pertains 

to the particular condition and/or to determine the effectiveness of any mitigation measure(s); 
• thresholds to which monitoring results would be compared to determine whether modified or 

additional mitigation measures are required; and 
• a description of the modified or additional mitigation measures that CN could implement if 

thresholds are exceeded. 

If applicable, in developing the response to this information request, consider responses to other 
information requests in this package, namely information request 5.11 (Follow-up programs). 

Reporting 

5.15 Regulatory reporting requirements 

Rationale: 

In Section 9.6 of the EIS, CN described how it would report on its follow-up and monitoring program. CN 
stated that copies of construction monitoring reports would be submitted to regulators as requested 
during construction. CN indicated that it would prepare a report documenting compliance with all 
environmental approvals, permits and authorizations for dissemination to appropriate agencies, as 
required by regulators. CN further stated that a post-construction monitoring report would be 
submitted to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency and other applicable agencies on an 
annual basis. 

CN did not identify the regulators to which it expected to send reports, and did not indicate the 
intended frequency or duration of reporting.  

Information Request: 

a) For each type of report that CN proposes to prepare, indicate:  
• the regulator(s) or applicable agencies that would receive a copy of each report; 
• the information CN anticipates will be sent to each regulator(s) or applicable agencies; and 
• the frequency and duration of reporting. 

 

5.16 Other reporting 

Rationale:  

In subsection 1.4.3.1 of the EIS, CN indicated that it would apply to the Ontario Ministry of the 
Environment and Climate Change for an Environmental Compliance Approval for all points of discharge 
from the Project. CN stated that, as a federal undertaking whose works have been declared to the 
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general advantage of Canada, and given that CN holds a certificate of fitness issued by the Canadian 
Transportation Agency, no additional provincial permits or approvals are required. 

In subsection 4.2.2.3, CN stated that it ensures that all publicly available consultation materials are 
circulated to the Town of Milton and Halton Region and that it would continue to consult with these 
organizations throughout the EA process and the life of the Project. In subsection 4.3.2.4 CN committed 
to share the results of follow-up technical studies and monitoring programs with a local residents’ group 
that had expressed interest in the Project and environmental protection.  

In subsection 9.6 of the EIS, CN indicated that it would provide reports on follow-up and monitoring 
activities to regulators. CN did not indicate whether it would submit any such reports to the 
Government of Ontario, Halton Municipalities, Town of Milton, or Conservation Halton. CN did not 
indicate whether any such reports would be provided to Indigenous groups. Additionally, CN did not 
state whether any reports would be made publicly available, either on its website or elsewhere. 

 
Information Request: 

a) Indicate with whom, other than regulators, CN commits to sharing information, what issues would 
be discussed in these reports and how frequently those reports will be shared. 

b) Specify what reports would be provided to Indigenous groups. 

Environmental management 

5.17 Environmental management plans 

Rationale: 

In Table 9.2 of the EIS, CN introduced its Environmental Management Plan components: environmental 
protection plan; emergency response plan; soil management plan; stormwater management plan; 
erosion and sedimentation control plan; and planting plan. 

CN stated in subsection 1.5.3 of the EIS that the environmental protection plan would include: soils 
handling and storage; waste management; noise and vibration management; air quality, dust and 
greenhouse gas management; traffic management; spill prevention and contingency; flood and 
excessive flow contingency; fire suppression contingency; historical resources or traditional land use 
discovery; erosion control; and engagement with public, stakeholder, and Aboriginal communities.  

In Section 9.8, CN stated that preliminary plans were prepared in support of the EIS in Appendix E and 
would be developed and revised as necessary as the Project progresses. CN has not provided a 
preliminary environmental protection plan in Appendix E. 

In Table 9.2, CN stated that a site-specific emergency response plan would be developed for the 
construction phase to establish emergency response procedures that protect human health, the 
environment, and the Project. CN noted that its existing operations emergency response plan would be 
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updated as necessary to include the Project. CN did not provide a preliminary emergency response plan 
in Appendix E. 

The planting plan is described in subsection 6.1.6 of Appendix E.2 and drawings L-300, L-500 and L-501 
depict the planting plans. Although general descriptions of the soil management plan and the erosion 
and sedimentation control plan were provided by CN in Table 9.2, neither of those preliminary plans 
were provided in Appendix E. 

In Appendix B of Appendix E.15, CN presented its stormwater management strategy, and therefore, at 
this time a preliminary stormwater management plan is not required. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide a preliminary environmental protection plan, emergency response plan, soil management 
plan, and an erosion and sedimentation control plan. Alternatively, provide examples of plans that 
CN has implemented at other similar facilities, with an indication of how a plan might be tailored 
for the context of the Milton Logistics Hub project. 

If applicable, in developing the response to this information request, consider responses to other 
information requests in this package, namely information request 5.24 (Emergency Response). 

 

5.18 CN’s Environmental Guidelines for Railway Construction and Maintenance 

Rationale: 

In subsection 9.7.2 of the EIS, CN stated that it has internal guidelines, plans and other documentation 
to guide construction, manage environmental effects and ensure the safety of employees, the public 
and property, including the Environmental Guidelines for Railway Construction and Maintenance. 

CN also noted that this document informed the implementation of the commitments, mitigation, 
monitoring and design components and activities associated with the Project. 

If CN intends to rely on these guidelines, the Review Panel requires additional details about them and 
how they are specifically applicable to the Milton Logistics Hub project. 

Information Request: 

a) Provide a summary of CN’s Environmental Guidelines for Railway Construction and Maintenance. 

b) Provide details on how this document has determined and informed the implementation of the 
commitments, mitigation, monitoring and design components and activities CN has proposed for the 
Project. Include any mitigation and monitoring that CN commits to implementing in the 
consolidated table of mitigation measures requested in information request 5.1 (Consolidated table 
of mitigation measures and proponent commitments).  
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Accidents and Malfunctions  

5.19 Assessment of specific scenarios 

Rationale: 

In its assessment of potential accidents and malfunctions, CN considered the following plausible events 
and scenarios as well as the potential interactions with its selected valued components:  

• hazardous materials spill;  
• spill of containerized materials;  
• traffic accidents at the entry point of the terminal; and  
• derailment.  

CN also outlined its proposed mitigation and contingency measures and assessed the potential 
environmental effects of each scenario.  

In subsection 6.6.2.6 of the EIS, CN did not describe effect pathways for the traffic accidents at the entry 
point of the terminal scenario, and in section 6.6.2.7 effect pathways and residual effects were not 
discussed for the derailment scenario. Additionally, while effect pathways were considered for the 
various valued components, CN did not examine air quality as an effect pathway or a valued component 
in any of the scenarios presented.  

Information Request:  

a) Describe the effects pathways for the traffic accidents scenario 

b) Describe the effect pathways and residual effects for the derailment scenario. 

c) Provide additional information on the potential effects of accidents and malfunctions for all 
scenarios on air quality, as either an end point or as part of the assessment of effects on the various 
valued components. If appropriate, describe additional mitigation or contingency measures to 
reduce or eliminate the effects of accidents and malfunctions on air quality.  

If applicable, in developing the response to this information request, consider responses to other 
information requests in this package, namely information requests 5.20 (Accidental fire scenario), and 
5.21 (Trucks transporting dangerous goods scenario). 

 

5.20 Accidental fire scenario 

Rationale: 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS, Environment and Climate Change 
Canada (CEAR #476) noted that the EIS did not consider a scenario involving a container fire on the work 
pad or in the container storage area, similar to a fire that occurred in Port Metro Vancouver in early 
2015. Environment and Climate Change Canada also requested that design parameters of the work pad 
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and container storage areas be provided to indicate how contaminated fire suppression water runoff 
would be contained. 

In Section 6.6.2.4.3, CN mentioned that typical employee training will include how to eliminate the 
source of a fire, but did not further describe the potential sources of fires, assess the potential effect 
pathways or environmental effects including effects to nearby water bodies or air quality and human 
health.  

Information Request:  

a) Describe the potential effects of a fire during the construction and operation phases of the Project, 
including a description of the effect pathways and a characterization of the effects. In preparing this 
description, include the results of any hydrologic trajectory modelling of contaminants that could 
reach nearby waterways, and predictive atmospheric transport and dispersion modelling for 
potential effects to air quality levels.  

b) Describe the various types of fires, roles and responsibilities in case of a fire, including a plausible 
worst-case accident scenario that involves a container fire on the work pad/container storage area. 
If possible, provide information on known fires that have occurred at other existing intermodal 
container facilities. 

c) Describe any design parameters integrated into the work pad and water storage area intended to 
collect runoff containing contaminated fire suppression water/retardants chemicals used to 
manage fire that may affect water quality.  

 

5.21 Trucks transporting dangerous goods scenario 

Rationale: 

In subsection 3.4.2 of the EIS, CN noted that dangerous goods would account for approximately 2.7% of 
the shipments of intermodal containers through the Project. Examples of dangerous goods included 
household cleaning products, automotive parts and maintenance products, and lawn care equipment. 
 
In Table 4.3 in Section 4.4 of the EIS, CN noted that public and interest groups identified the 
transportation of dangerous goods between the Project site entrance/exit and the 400-series highways 
as a concern. A sample comment notes that the Project would involve “moving hazardous materials 
which will put the community at risk (i.e., spills)". CN did not respond specifically to this concern, nor did 
it assess the potential environmental effects of such accidental releases from containers transiting to or 
from the Project on public roads within the local and regional study areas.  
 
Information Request:  

a) Describe a potential worst-case scenario of a spill occurring from a container while it is transiting by 
truck between the Project entrance/exit and a 400-series highway. 

b) Describe the anticipated pathways of effects and environmental effects of the worst-case scenario 
described in part a) of this information request.  
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c) Explain how CN would avoid, reduce or mitigate effects, including potential effects to public health, 
resulting from an accidental release of a dangerous good while it is being transported from the 
Project entrance/exit and 400-series highways.  

d) Describe the probability of an accident or malfunction involving trucks transporting dangerous 
goods between the Project entrance/exit and 400-series highway, including a comparison to the 
existing potential for a similar accident or malfunction without the Project. 

 

5.22 Valued components, likelihood of occurrence and multiple incidents 

Rationale: 

As shown in Table 10.2 of the EIS, CN suggested that all potential accidents and malfunctions scenarios it 
examined would have a low probability of occurrence. In subsection 6.6.2.5.4 of the EIS CN stated that 
because the probability of an intermodal container spill is low, it is likely that the effects of an 
intermodal container spill on fish habitat, migratory birds and species at risk would not be significant.  

Although CN noted that the probability of occurrence of all potential accidents and malfunctions would 
be low, in the event that one or more scenario(s) did occur, the magnitude of the potential 
environmental effects was not described. A description of the magnitude, of a possible effect should be 
assessed along with mitigation measures prior to discussing the likelihood of occurrence.  

Information Request:  

a) For each accidents and malfunctions scenario considered, assess the effects on each valued 
component, identify mitigation and contingency measures, and then provide an analysis to show 
whether or not the residual effects would be significant. For example, in the event of a spill that 
reaches water, despite the probability being low, describe CN’s anticipated mitigation and 
contingency measures to avoid or reduce potential effects in the receiving environment. Then, 
describe the significance of the residual effect using methodology established for each valued 
component.  

b) Discuss the potential for multiple scenarios occurring at the same time, either as separate incidents 
or one being the cause of another (for instance a derailment with a hazardous spill that catches 
fire). Provide an assessment of potential effects and mitigation measures in the case of multiple 
incidents.  

If applicable, in developing the response to this information request, consider responses to other 
information requests in this package, namely information request 5.20 (Accidental fire scenario), and 
5.21 (Trucks transporting dangerous goods scenario). 
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5.23 Worst-case scenario 

Rationale: 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS (CEAR #549), Halton Municipalities 
noted that the Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines required CN to provide an assessment of 
plausible worst-case scenarios. Although CN presented four scenarios in its assessment, it is unclear 
whether any of the scenarios represent a plausible worst-case scenario, and whether the environmental 
effects resulting from a worst-case scenario might be different than those described in the EIS.  

Information Request:  

a) Provide a list of all potential worst-case scenarios (including other possible accidents and 
malfunctions such as spills from trucks transporting dangerous goods) including a potential 
combination of various scenarios occurring at the same time. 

b) Describe whether any or all of the four scenarios presented in subsection 6.6.2 of the EIS represent 
a worst-case scenario for accidents or malfunctions from the Project.  

c) If none of the four scenarios presented in subsection 6.6.2 of the EIS is considered a worst-case 
scenario, describe in detail plausible worst-case scenarios associated with the construction and 
operation phases of the Project. Describe the potential pathways of effects and environmental 
effects, any mitigation or contingency measures that CN would put in place, and a description of the 
residual effects. Worst-case scenarios should consider the potential for multiple accidents or 
malfunctions occurring simultaneously or in a cascading manner.   

 
Where possible and appropriate, provide information on known accidents or malfunctions from other 
existing intermodal container facilities to support the selection of the worst-case scenarios, and the 
likelihood of occurrence. 
 

5.24 Emergency Response  

Rationale: 

In Section 6.6.2.3 of the EIS, CN provided the following list of response plans that are currently in place 
by CN for emergency response and management: 

• Hazardous Materials Action Plan (component of Emergency Plan; 2003, Revised August 2008); 
• CN Emergency Response Plan (CN 2008); and 
• Evacuation Procedures (component of Emergency Preparedness Plan, August 2014).  

In that same section of the EIS, CN also noted that the Emergency Response Plan would be updated as 
required, adequate response equipment would be placed at key locations and that CN expected to use 
local emergency responders as appropriate given the type and severity of incident. CN provided 
examples of emergency responders, including local contractors, vacuum truck operators, environmental 
consultants and specialized emergency responders. 
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Information Request:  

a) Provide a conceptual emergency response plan, from first response to  the final cleanup, that 
describes both strategic (preventive) and tactical (responsive) measures considered for various the 
types of emergencies : 
• what organizations would be involved,  
• plans to coordinate communication among responsible parties, first responders and multiple 

contractors,  
• a description of the various roles and responsibilities of each organization in various emergency 

situations. 
• regulatory requirements and reporting, including how the plan would interface with other 

municipal and regional plans.  
b) Describe in more detail the aspects of the plans that would be “updated as required”, and under 

what conditions CN would determine that an update was required, including any regulatory 
requirements to update the plans.  
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