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IR2.1 Consideration of non-federal laws 

Rationale: In sub-section 6.5.5.2 of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the Canadian 
National Railway Company (CN) stated that certain provincial laws have been taken into 
consideration where appropriate to ensure completeness. While CN referenced some non-
federal laws in various sections of the EIS, it is not clear which laws CN is referring to in sub-section 
6.5.5.2, and what is meant by the phrases “taken into consideration” and “to ensure 
completeness”. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a table summarizing all federal, provincial and municipal (regional and town) laws 
and by-laws that CN has taken into consideration in the planning for the Milton Logistics Hub 
Project (the Project) and development of its EIS and explain what is meant by “taken into 
consideration” and “to ensure completeness”. The table must include a description of which 
laws apply to the Project and which have been “considered to ensure completeness”. 
Specify how these have been considered in the environmental assessment; for example, 
whether the laws informed project design, selected mitigation measures, the criteria used to 
determine the significance of the Project’s effects, methodological approaches used by CN 
or other relevant matters. 

CN Response: 

Clarification of Statement in the EIS 

EIS Section 6.5.5 as well as the Socio-Economic Baseline TDR, EIS Appendix E.12 describes land 
and resource use activities, the provincial and municipal planning framework, and key 
documents in order to provide context for the assessment of potential effects on socio-
economic conditions. Sub-section 6.5.5.2 of the EIS is part of Section 6.5.5, which addresses 
Socio-Economic Conditions. The relevant text of Section 6.5.5.2 notes: 

“The Project is federally regulated, and as such subject to relevant federal legislation. However, 
certain provincial laws have also been taken into consideration where appropriate to ensure 
completeness (see Methods, Regulatory Setting, EIS Section 6.2.2.1).” 

This statement informs the reader that, certain provincial legislation was reviewed to identify 
standards that could inform the assessment. EIS Section 6.2 repeats the same statement with 
respect to VCs generally (see in particular, subsection 6.2.2.1). 

The provision of information about the provincial and municipal planning framework and key 
documents is not intended to imply applicability of that planning framework or those documents 
to the Project, which, as noted previously, is federally regulated. 

Applicability of Legislation 

As requested, the principal federal, provincial, and municipal (regional and town) laws and by-
laws considered in the EIS and/or in the planning for the Project are listed in Attachment IR2.1-1: 
Summary of Laws Considered in the EIS, along with an explanation of how each was considered 
in the EIS. 
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IR2.2 Consideration of additional policies, guidance, or other resources 

Rationale: In sub-section 6.2.2.1 of the EIS, CN states that certain provincial laws have been 
taken into consideration where appropriate. CN identified and used some regional and 
provincial guidelines to inform its design methods and assessment for the Project. Halton 
Municipalities, Conservation Halton, and representatives of the Province of Ontario identified a 
number of other plans and guidelines that could be used to inform Project design, mitigation 
measures, the criteria used to analyze the significance of the Project’s effects, and 
methodological approaches for all projects in the region. Some of the regulatory documents, 
environmental standards, guidelines or objectives put forward include: 

• Hydrogeological Studies & Best Management Practices for Groundwater Protection 
Guidelines (Halton Region) 

• Technical Guideline for Individual On-Site Sewage Systems: Water Quality Impact Risk 
Assessment (Procedure D-5-4) (Ministry of Environment) 

• Technical Guideline for Private Wells: Water Supply Assessment (Procedure D-5-5) (Ministry 
of Environment) 

• Bronte Creek Watershed Study, Planning and Engineering Initiatives Ltd. (Schroeter and 
Associates October, 2002) 

• Indian Creek / Sixteen Mile Creek Sherwood Survey Subwatershed Management Study, 
Town of Milton, (Phillips Engineering, 2004) 

• Functional Stormwater and Environmental Management Strategy, Boyne Survey 
Secondary Plan Area – Draft Final, Town of Milton (AMEC, March 2013) 

• Other Ontario legislation and policy documents, such as the 

o Ontario Water Resources Act 

o Safe Drinking Water Act 

o Clean Water Act 

o Ontario Building Code 

o Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 or 2014 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a table summarizing all federal, provincial and municipal (regional and town) plans 
and guidelines that CN has taken into consideration in the planning for the Project and 
development of its EIS. Specify how these have been considered in the environmental 
assessment; for example, whether the laws informed Project design, selected mitigation 
measures, the criteria CN used to analyze the significance of the Project’s effects, 
methodological approaches used by CN or other relevant matters. 

CN Response: 

As requested, the principal federal, provincial, and municipal policies, plans, guidelines, and 
other criteria, as well as relevant guidelines from other jurisdictions, considered by CN in the EIS 
and/or in the planning for the Project are listed in Attachment IR2.2-1: Summary of Policies, Plans, 
Guidelines, and Criteria considered in the EIS. 
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The provision of information about the provincial and municipal planning framework and key 
documents is not intended to imply applicability of that planning framework or those documents 
to the Project, which, as noted previously, is federally regulated. 

IR2.3 Core activities of CN and non-federal laws 

Rationale: 

In Section 1.4 of the EIS, CN stated that as a federally regulated railway, CN is subject to 
applicable federal legislation and that provincial and local legislation that encroaches on CN’s 
core activities is not applicable to CN. Similarly, CN stated provincial or local legislation 
inconsistent with federal legislation governing CN’s activities does not apply to CN. 

The EIS did not specify which provincial or local legislation CN considers to encroach on its core 
activities, or whether it considers any to be applicable to the Project. Likewise, the EIS did not 
specify what CN considers to be core activities. 

Information Request: 

a) Describe what CN considers to be an encroachment of provincial or local legislation on its 
core activities and provide a rationale. 

b) Provide information on what CN considers to be its core activities and a rationale to support 
the information. Specifically, differentiate between components and activities of the Project, 
as described in the EIS, that are core activities to which provincial or local legislation would 
not apply and those to which provincial or local legislation may apply. Provide a table that 
summarizes this information. 

c) Specify which provincial or local legislation CN considers to be inconsistent with federal 
legislation governing its activities and the nature of the inconsistency. 

CN Response: 

Context 

CN’s typical practice, and our intention for this Project, is to consider the interests of provincial 
and local authorities. CN has attempted to engage in constructive dialogue for that purpose in 
relation to this Project, and CN continues to welcome opportunities for cooperation, including 
through the Review Panel process.  

As a federally regulated undertaking, it is important to note that the regulation of CN’s business 
differs in some material respects from the regulation of local undertakings. The sections below 
provide some context in that regard for the specific IR responses that follow. 

Federal Authority in Relation to Interprovincial Railways  

Section 92(10)(a) of the Constitution Act, 1867, together with section 91(29), assigns to the 
federal Parliament exclusive legislative authority in relation to, among other transportation and 
communications undertakings, interprovincial railways. Exclusive federal authority extends to all 
works and undertakings that are integrated in operation with an interprovincial railway 
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(Canadian National Railway Co. v. Board of Commissioners of Public Utilities, [1976] 2 SCR 112). In 
addition, Parliament has declared that CN’s railway and other transportation works in Canada 
are works for the general advantage of Canada (CN Commercialization Act, S.C. 1995, c. 24, s. 
16(1)). This declaration engages Parliament’s exclusive jurisdiction under section 92(10)(c) of the 
Constitution Act, 1867. Parliament’s jurisdiction under these provisions is in no way contingent on 
whether the land on which the railway operates is Crown or private land. Its jurisdiction in relation 
to interprovincial transportation and communications undertakings has been held to encompass 
whether and where to build them (Construction Montcalm Inc. v. Min. Wage Com., [1979] 1 SCR 
754 at 770; Quebec (Attorney General) v. Canadian Owners and Pilots Association, 2010 SCC 39 
at para. 373). 

Interjurisdictional Immunity  

The interjurisdictional immunity doctrine protects the exclusivity of the legislative powers 
conferred by the Constitution on each level of government. It protects that exclusivity whether 
the legislative power has actually been exercised through the enactment of legislation. It 
provides, in essence, that if otherwise valid legislation intrudes on important elements of the 
powers of another level of government, the legislation will be constitutionally inapplicable. 

Recent Supreme Court of Canada decisions have refined the application of interjurisdictional 
immunity to circumstances where legislation enacted by one level of government impairs the 
core, or the basic, minimum and unassailable content, of the legislative power of another level 
of government (Marine Services International Ltd. v. Ryan Estate, 2013 SCC 44 at paras. 50-57). 
The doctrine, for example, protects federal authority to determine the location of transportation 
and communications undertakings and infrastructure from the application of provincial and 
municipal land use planning legislation and bylaws. The Supreme Court has held, for instance, 
that provincial land use planning legislation is inapplicable, based on interjurisdictional immunity, 
to the extent that it attempted to control the location of aerodromes (Quebec (Attorney 
General) v. Canadian Owners and Pilots Association at para. 40). It has also held that 
interjurisdictional immunity prevented a municipality from relying on its powers to regulate land 
use to block an interprovincial radiocommunications undertaking that entailed constructing a 
cellular telephone tower at a location approved by the responsible federal Minister (Rogers 
Communications Inc. v. Châteauguay (City), 2016 SCC 23 at paras. 69-72). These decisions are 
consistent with earlier cases holding, for example, that provincial and municipal land use 
legislation could not constitutionally apply to the redevelopment of Pearson Airport (Mississauga 
(City) v. Greater Toronto Airports Authority (2000), 50 OR (3d) 641 (C.A.)). 

Paramountcy Doctrine 

The paramountcy doctrine addresses conflicts between a valid federal law and a valid 
provincial (or municipal) law. Unlike interjurisdictional immunity, its focus is on conflicts between 
legislation rather than between legislation and a legislative power. The doctrine provides that in 
the event of a conflict, the federal law prevails, and the provincial law is inoperative, to the 
extent of the conflict. 

The paramountcy doctrine has two branches, or recognizes two types of conflicts: operational 
conflicts and conflicts of purpose. An operational conflict arises where there is an actual conflict 
in operation between valid federal and valid provincial legislation so that compliance with both 
is impossible. A conflict of purpose arises where, even though it is possible to comply with both 
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laws, applying the local law would frustrate the purpose of the federal law (Alberta (Attorney 
General) v. Moloney, 2015 SCC 51 at para. 18). 

A conflict of purpose will arise where the purpose of the federal law is to vest decision-making 
authority with respect to a project on a federal agency, and the provincial law interferes with 
this purpose. On this basis, for example, a municipal zoning and development bylaw has been 
held inoperative in relation to the development of waterfront lands by a federal port authority 
(British Columbia (Attorney General) v. Lafarge Canada Inc. at paras. 75, 83-85). Also, a 
municipal bylaw regulating the installation of equipment on municipal roads has been held 
inoperative in relation to Canada Post’s siting and installation of community mailboxes (Canada 
Post Corporation v. Hamilton (City), 2016 ONCA 767 at paras. 78-79, 87). 

In Ontario, the Municipal Act, 2001 reinforces this limitation on municipal authority. Section 14 of 
the Act, in essence, reproduces the paramountcy doctrine and makes it explicit that 
paramountcy applies where the frustration of purpose is in relation to an approval issued under 
federal legislation. 

Core Railway Activities 

Tracks and terminals are foundational elements of any railway undertaking, and the right to 
construct and operate them are core activities. In recognition of that reality, section 95 of the 
Canada Transportation Act provides CN (and other railway companies) the following broad 
powers for the purpose of constructing or operating its railways:  

• to make or construct tunnels, embankments, aqueducts, bridges, roads, conduits, drains, 
piers, arches, cuttings, and fences across or along a railway, watercourse, canal, or road 
that adjoins or intersects the railway; 

• to divert or alter the course of a watercourse or road, or raise or lower it, in order to carry it 
more conveniently across or along the railway; 

• to make drains or conduits into, through, or under land adjoining the railway for the purpose 
of conveying water from or to the railway;  

• to divert or alter the position of a water pipe, gas pipe, sewer or drain, or telegraph, 
telephone or electric line, wire, or pole across or along the railway; and 

• to do anything else necessary for the construction or operation of the railway. 

Milton Logistics Hub 

The federal decision-making authority regarding whether and where to construct core 
infrastructure projects like the Milton Logistics Hub has long been held by the courts to be worthy 
of protection through the doctrine of interjurisdictional immunity. Municipal land use planning 
legislation—which is at base concerned with controlling where particular land uses may be 
carried out—has, for example, been repeatedly held to be inapplicable to the core 
infrastructure projects of federally regulated undertakings in similar circumstances. As recently as 
the summer of 2016, in the Rogers Communications case noted above (Rogers Communications 
Inc. v. Châteauguay (City), 2016 SCC 23 at paras. 69-72), the Supreme Court of Canada ruled 
against a local municipality’s attempt to prevent the construction of a communications 
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infrastructure project at a particular location. The Court confirmed that the proposed exercise of 
municipal land use planning authority would compromise the orderly development and efficient 
operation of the federal undertaking.  

The doctrine of paramountcy applied with respect to whether and where to build a railway 
terminal would also produce the same result. The federal legislation that applies to the Milton 
Logistics Hub Project vests decision-making authority in that regard with a number of federal 
authorities. The main approval is in the hands of the Canadian Transportation Agency, which is 
specifically vested through section 98 of the Canada Transportation Act with the authority to 
determine whether the proposed location of the Project is reasonable by taking into account, 
among other things, the interests of affected localities.  

Also see CN’s response to IR2.5 and the tables therein for provincial and municipal plans that are 
consistent with the development and operation of the Project,  

Specific IR Responses 

a) Describe what CN considers to be an encroachment of provincial or local legislation on its 
core activities and provide a rationale. 

As noted above, the conceptual focus of the law of interjurisdictional immunity is encroachment 
not into a business or undertaking’s activities but instead interference with the exclusivity of the 
legislative power of the relevant (in this case federal) government. Where one level of 
government has exclusive power conferred on it by the Constitution, then even validly enacted 
legislation by the other level of government will be rendered constitutionally inapplicable where 
it intersects with the exclusive power. It follows that the exclusivity protection applies whether or 
not the government with the exclusive power has actually exercised it through the enactment of 
legislation – it is not necessary that there be competing legislation precisely because the 
protection is for the power itself.  

It is CN’s view that all aspects of the construction and operation of an interprovincial railway 
(which includes any terminal integrated with that railway) fall within the exclusive power of the 
federal government and, as such, any valid provincial (or municipal) law that might otherwise 
apply to the Milton Logistics Hub project is rendered constitutionally inapplicable under the 
doctrine of interjurisdictional immunity.  

Even if there was no exclusivity protection – no law of interjurisdictional immunity – the same 
basic result would follow from a paramountcy analysis under the conflict of purpose branch of 
that doctrine. A conflict of purpose will arise where the purpose of the federal law is to vest 
decision-making authority with respect to a project on a federal agency, and the provincial law 
interferes with this purpose. Any attempt by the Province (or a local authority acting under the 
delegated authority of the Province) to exercise approval authority over whether the Project 
can proceed at all, or on what terms it may be constructed or operated, would be inconsistent 
with the express federal intent to do just that under the Canada Transportation Act.  

b) Provide information on what CN considers to be its core activities and a rationale to support 
the information. Specifically, differentiate between components and activities of the Project, 
as described in the EIS that are core activities to which provincial or local legislation would not 
apply and those to which provincial or local legislation may apply. Provide a table that 
summarizes this information. 
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As noted above, it is CN’s view that the construction and operation of a railway terminal falls 
wholly within its mandate and core activities as an interprovincial railway company and is 
reflected in the powers expressly granted to CN and other railway companies under the 
Canada Transportation Act. All the components and activities involved in the construction and 
operation of the Milton Logistics Hub project are, therefore, included in CN’s core activities. In 
CN’s view, at this stage of the Project’s development, there are no Project components or 
activities that are not core activities and necessary to the function of CN’s interprovincial railway 
undertaking and, consequently, none to which provincial or local legislation would apply.  

However, it is CN's typical practice, and our intention for this Project, to consider the interests of 
local authorities in Project planning. In this case, that has occurred in a variety of ways, including 
through consideration of the laws and regulatory documents identified in CN’s responses to 
IRs 2.1 and 2.2.  

c) Specify which provincial or local legislation CN considers to be inconsistent with federal 
legislation governing its activities and the nature of the inconsistency. 

As noted above, it is CN’s view that all provincial and local legislation—which would include, for 
example, municipal zoning and land use by-laws that would require the Project as it is currently 
conceived to seek approval—are rendered constitutionally inapplicable to the Milton Logistics 
Hub Project by the doctrine of interjurisdictional immunity. Even if that doctrine did not exist, the 
applicable branch of the paramountcy doctrine (conflict of purpose) would produce the same 
result. 

IR2.4 Ontario Environmental Compliance Approval 

Rationale: In sub-section 1.4.3.1 of the EIS, CN stated that it will apply for Environmental 
Compliance Approval certificates from the Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate 
Change for all points of discharge from the Project. During the Panel’s Orientation Session, the 
Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change indicated that an Environmental 
Compliance Approval is normally required for a wide range of point discharges, including air, 
noise, vibration and odour, as well as waste disposal, and discharges of stormwater or 
wastewater into water courses and sewage works. The specific types and points of discharge for 
which CN intends to seek provincial Environmental Compliance Approvals were not identified in 
the EIS. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a description of the specific discharges for which CN intends to apply for 
Environmental Compliance Approvals from the Ontario Ministry of the Environment and 
Climate Change. 

CN response: 

The first sentence of EIS Section 1.4.3.1 reflects CN’s regular practice of considering on a case-
by-case, facts-specific basis whether there are one or more aspects of a particular project that 
may warrant seeking a provincial environmental approval at the appropriate stage of 
development. That consideration continues throughout the development phase of, advancing 
as the design is refined and as the details necessary to assess permit requirements become 
available. EIS Section 1.4.3.1 references the ongoing assessment of the need for an Ontario 
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Environmental Protection Act Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) for the Project. CN will 
be continuing its assessment as the development planning for the Project is refined. We will keep 
the Review Panel apprised of any developments in that regard. 

IR2.5 Characterization of the Project in municipal plans 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.1 of the EIS, CN stated that various municipal plans anticipated that 
industrial rail-based development would occur on the CN owned lands, including the Halton 
Region Transportation Master Plan (2011). Only the Transportation Master Plan was identified in 
the EIS. 

Halton Municipalities submitted that the Project would constitute a major transportation facility, 
but is not identified in the Regional Official Plan, which identified only existing railway lines 
(CEAR #405). 

The EIS does not explain how the Project is described or anticipated in the Transportation Master 
Plan and other municipal plans. 

Information Request:  

a) Specify which regional or municipal plans anticipate the development of the Project, and how 
each of those plans anticipated, considered and characterized the development. 

CN Response: 

CN has owned lands in Milton since 2001. Since that time, the Project has been explicitly 
acknowledged in various local plans and studies since 2002. In addition, many provincial, 
regional, and municipal planning documents recognize the importance of intermodal 
infrastructure in supporting goods movement and economic growth in the region.  

Table IR2.5-1 lists the regional and municipal plans and studies that anticipate the Project, and 
explicitly and briefly indicates how each of those plans or studies considers the Project. Where 
applicable, the table also notes how each plan or study considers general intermodal 
infrastructure and/or goods movement. 

Table IR2.5-1: Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate the Project 

Name of Plan How the Plan Considers the Project Comment 

Halton Region 
Transportation 
Master Plan (Halton 
Region 2011) 

The Project is explicitly anticipated in Appendix F4: 
Goods Movement, Section 2.2, page 3 of the Plan as 
follows: 

“CN also owns land in Milton for which it has a long 
range plan for an inter-modal facility. It is understood 
that the current emphasis is on utilizing existing rail 
infrastructure and facilities; a new facility is 
considered to be a longer term project.” 

 

In addition, the Plan also states: 
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Table IR2.5-1: Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate the Project 

Name of Plan How the Plan Considers the Project Comment 
Appendix F4: Goods Movement, Section 2.2, page 3: 
“Improved access to inter-modal facilities such as 
these would also serve to improve the environmental 
performance of goods movement within Halton 
Region, facilitating efficient transfer of goods from 
road to rail.” 

Appendix F4: Goods Movement, Section 2.3, page 4: 
“The Region’s road and rail connections to the ports 
are an important part of inter-modal goods 
movement.” 

Appendix F4: Goods Movement, Section 5.7, page 
14: “Inter-modal transportation is becoming 
increasingly important in goods movement, for 
reasons of efficiency, best use of the transportation 
network and the environmental impacts of 
transportation. The use of multiple modes for goods 
movement requires efficient and accessible inter-
modal facilities.” 

Appendix F4: Goods Movement, Section 7.1, page 
21: “Past studies, including the Metrolinx RTP 
[Regional Transportation Plan], have acknowledged 
that an integrated, multi-modal strategic goods 
movement network is needed throughout the GTHA, 
providing for goods movement by road, as well as by 
rail, water and air modes, and using inter-modal 
facilities. Halton Region should support and assist 
Metrolinx and/or the Province in developing this 
strategic network, to ensure that it meets the needs 
of goods movement throughout the Region…” 

Appendix F4: Goods Movement, Section 7.4, page 
23: “Planning should be undertaken to optimize the 
use of each transportation mode for people and 
goods movement, including planning for inter-modal 
facilities and multi-modal connections.” and “… 
improved use of inter-modal facilities could enable 
increased use of non-road modes.”  

Section 4.3.3, page 27: “Effective and efficient 
movement of goods is an important element of the 
Regional transportation system, benefitting 
consumers as well as the economy of the Region, 
the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTHA) and 
beyond.” 

Bronte Creek 
Watershed Study 
(Conservation 
Halton 2002) 

The Project is explicitly anticipated in the Bronte 
Creek Watershed Study as follows: 

Page 27: “CN has proposed an Intermodal Facility in 
the rural area of Milton south of Britannia Road 
between Tremaine Road and 1st Line. This facility, if 

The design of the Milton 
Logistics Hub and the 
suite of proposed 
mitigation measures 
integrate these 
recommended actions as 
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Table IR2.5-1: Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate the Project 

Name of Plan How the Plan Considers the Project Comment 
developed, would allow for the transfer of shipping 
containers from train to truck. The large area needed 
for the site would be impervious and stormwater 
management would be required to ensure the 
downstream creek system is not impacted by the 
proposed change in land use.” 

Page 51: “CN Intermodal (Proposed): Should the 
proposed CN Intermodal facility proceed, 
opportunities to improve and enhance existing 
conditions along the watercourse should be 
examined. This study should encompass the 
following: increase the existing riparian habitat to 
improve water quality and thermal regime, enhance 
and protect forest habitats to increase corridors and 
linkages, improve stream morphology where stream 
is or will be altered, remove or retrofit on-line ponds, 
ensure there is no impact on flood plain storage or 
flood conveyance, implement stormwater 
management for quality and quantity, and match 
the pre- and post-development rising limbs on the 
flow hydrographs to minimize erosion and protect 
downstream stream morphology.” 

Note: Similar potential regeneration actions related 
to the proposed CN intermodal facility are 
articulated in Table 5 of the watershed study (page 
73). 

much as feasible. The 
proposed realignment 
and enhancements to 
Indian Creek and 
Tributary A, developed 
using natural channel 
design principles, will 
establish riparian 
vegetation (using native 
species recommended in 
Conservation Halton’s 
Landscaping and Tree 
Preservation Guidelines) 
and buffers that will 
improve water quality 
(including the thermal 
regime) and stream 
morphology. It will also 
enhance both aquatic 
and riparian habitat. The 
proposed removal of the 
on-line pond will further 
improve water quality 
and maximize fish 
passage. The stormwater 
management system, 
including proposed 
monitoring, will ensure 
water discharges will not 
impair water quality while 
also increasing base flows 
and reducing hydrograph 
peaks in both Indian 
Creek and Tributary A to 
minimize erosion and 
protect downstream 
stream morphology. 
Hydrological modeling 
indicates the Project will 
not adversely affect flood 
line elevations. While 
increasing corridors or 
linkages between forest 
habitats is not feasible on 
site, existing forested 
habitat on site will be 
avoided. More 
information on these 
mitigation measures and 
assessment findings can 
be found in EIS Sections 
6.4.2, 6.5.1.9, 6.5.2.9, 
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Table IR2.5-1: Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate the Project 

Name of Plan How the Plan Considers the Project Comment 
6.6.1.1, and 8.2 and 
supporting materials 
(Channel Realignment 
TDR, EIS Appendix E.2; Fish 
and Fish Habitat TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.4; Hydrology 
and Surface Water 
Quality TDR, EIS Appendix 
E.15; and Mitigation 
Measures and 
Commitments; 
Appendix G).  

We note that, based on 
this information, Fisheries 
and Oceans Canada 
(DFO) has concluded, in 
its initial assessment, that 
the effects of the Project 
on fish and fish habitat will 
not be significant (see 
correspondence dated 
March 8, 2017, CEAA 
Registry document 
no. 528).  

Sustainable Halton 
Urban Structure: 
Potential Long Term 
Growth Areas 
(Halton Region and 
Hemson Consulting 
Ltd 2007) 

In 2007, Halton Region published a series of reports 
entitled Sustainable Halton. One of those reports, 
entitled, Urban Structure: Potential Long Term Growth 
Areas, identifies the location of CN’s proposed 
intermodal terminal on CN property adjacent to the 
existing Halton Waste Management facility (see 
Figure 2 in the Urban Structure report, reproduced as 
Figure 14 in the Planning Justification Report, EIS 
Appendix E.11). Urban Structure: Potential Long Term 
Growth Areas, Part II.A, Section 3a, page 6 states: 

“Area Surrounding CN Intermodal & Halton Waste 
Management Site in Milton: The area around the 
future CN Intermodal and Halton Waste 
Management site in southern Milton has existing 
transportation advantages in its proximity to Highway 
407. If the CN Intermodal terminal is built, that would 
add a very significant additional transportation 
advantage. There may also be an opportunity here, 
particularly related to green industries, for a 
convergence of uses related to energy-efficient rail 
transport waste management and the possible 
energy from a waste facility.”  

This report shows that 
CN’s proposed 
intermodal terminal on 
CN-owned lands was 
considered during the 
Sustainable Halton 
process and was 
considered as a 
“significant advantage.” 

 

Draft Town of Milton 
Employment Lands 
Need Assessment 

The Project is explicitly anticipated in the Study as 
follows: 

This report was completed 
after the EIS was 
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Table IR2.5-1: Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate the Project 

Name of Plan How the Plan Considers the Project Comment 
Study – Phase 2 
Analyses and 
Recommendations 
Report (MHBC 
Planning Urban 
Design and 
Landscape 
Architecture and 
Watson & 
Associates 
Economists Ltd. 
2016) 

Section 2.2.6, page 19: “CN, which owns the majority 
of the lands within the area, is proposing the 
development of a large intermodal facility on a 177 
gross ha site, comprised largely of future 
employment land, bounded by Britannia Road to 
the north, First Line to the east, Tremaine Road to the 
west, and 2nd Side Road to the south. The CN 
intermodal proposal is still the subject of a federal 
environmental assessment process.” 

Section 3.8, page 42: “CN owns a large share of the 
Planned Employment Areas and Future Strategic 
Employment Areas within southwest Milton. CN’s land 
holdings cover an area of 457 gross ha (1,129 gross 
acres), which includes 84 gross ha (208 gross acres) 
of Planned Employment lands and 167 ha (413 gross 
acres) of Future Strategic Employment Areas. CN is 
proposing the development of a large intermodal 
facility on the site. Initial concept plans provided by 
CN indicate that 84 gross ha (208 gross acres) of the 
Planned Employment lands, and upwards of 48 gross 
ha (119 gross acres) of the Future Strategic 
Employment lands, would be utilized for the 
intermodal facility.” 

In addition to anticipating the Project specifically, 
the Study also states: 

Section 2.1, page 14: “Access to other major 
transportation infrastructure, such as airports, 
regional transit, rail lines, intermodal facilities and 
ports, is also critical.” 

Section 2.4 and Figure 2-5 note that “proximity to 
major infrastructure anchors, including transportation 
intermodal terminals and airports” is required for the 
Distribution/Logistics sector, which the Study notes is 
“anticipated to experience economic growth” in the 
Town of Milton. 

Section 3.8, page 42: “It is anticipated that the 
development of an intermodal facility in Milton 
would be the catalyst for the development of an 
industry cluster centered around the 
transportation/logistics sector.” 

submitted and therefore is 
not mentioned in the EIS. 

 

 

Table IR2.5-2 summarizes how other provincial, regional, and/or municipal plans anticipate 
intermodal infrastructure and/or goods movement in general. 
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Table IR2.5-2: Provincial, Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate Intermodal 

Name of Plan How Plan Considers Intermodal Infrastructure 
and Goods Movement 

Comment 

Provincial Policy 
Statement (Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and 
Housing 2014) 

The Provincial Policy Statement states: 

Article 1.6.7.2, page 17: “Transportation systems 
should be provided which are safe, energy 
efficient, facilitate the movement of people and 
goods, and are appropriate to address 
projected needs.” 

Article 1.6.7.3, page 18: “As part of a multimodal 
transportation system, connectivity within and 
among transportation systems and modes 
should be maintained and, where possible, 
improved…” 

Article 1.6.9.1, page 18: “Planning for land uses in 
the vicinity of airports, rail facilities and marine 
facilities shall be undertaken so that: (a) their 
long-term operation and economic role is 
protected…” 

Article 1.7.1, page 19-20: “Long-term economic 
prosperity should be supported by: … (f) 
providing for an efficient, cost-effective, reliable 
multimodal transportation system that is 
integrated with adjacent systems and those of 
other jurisdictions, and is appropriate to address 
projected needs to support the movement of 
goods and people…” 

Article 1.8.1, page 20: “Planning authorities shall 
support energy conservation and efficiency, 
improved air quality, reduced greenhouse gas 
emissions, and climate change adaptation 
through land use and development patterns 
which: … (d) focus freight-intensive land uses to 
areas well served by major highways, airports, rail 
facilities and marine facilities.” 

 

Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (Ministry of 
Public Infrastructure 
Renewal 2006)  

The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (GGH) anticipates, considers, and/or 
characterizes intermodal facilities and/or goods 
movement in the region. In this regard, the 
Growth Plan states: 

Section 3.2.2(3), page 24: “In planning for the 
development, optimization, and/or expansion of 
new or existing transportation corridors, the … 
municipalities will (a) ensure that corridors are 
identified and protected to meet current and 
projected needs for various travel modes; (b) 
support opportunities for multi-modal use where 
feasible, in particular prioritizing transit and 
goods movement needs over those of single 

The 2006 Growth Plan, 
which was in effect at the 
time the Project was 
announced and the EIS 
submitted, was 
superseded by the 2017 
Growth Plan on July 1, 
2017. 



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 14 
 

Table IR2.5-2: Provincial, Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate Intermodal 

Name of Plan How Plan Considers Intermodal Infrastructure 
and Goods Movement 

Comment 

occupant automobiles; (c) consider increased 
opportunities for moving people and moving 
goods by rail, where appropriate; (d) consider 
separation of modes within corridors, where 
appropriate; (e) for goods movement corridors, 
provide for linkages to planned or existing inter-
modal opportunities where feasible.” 

Section 3.2.4(1), page 26: “The first priority of 
highway investment is to facilitate efficient 
goods movement by linking inter-modal facilities, 
international gateways, and communities within 
the GGH.” 

Section 3.2.4(2), page 26: “The Ministers of 
Transportation and Infrastructure, other 
appropriate Ministers of the Crown, and 
municipalities will work with agencies and 
transportation service providers to (a) 
coordinate and optimize goods movement 
systems, (b) improve corridors for moving goods 
across the GGH …. (c) promote and better 
integrate multi-modal goods movement…”  

Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs 2017) 
[in effect as of July 1 
2017] 

The 2017 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe states: 

Section 3.2.4, page 34: 2. “The Province and 
municipalities will work with agencies and 
transportation service providers to: … c) promote 
and better integrate multimodal goods 
movement and freight-supportive land use and 
transportation system planning; …”  

Section 3.2.5, page 35: “In planning for the 
development, optimization or expansion of 
existing and planned corridors and supporting 
facilities, the Province, other public agencies 
and upper- and single-tier municipalities will … 
(e) for existing or planned corridors for 
transportation: 

i. consider increased opportunities for moving 
people and goods by rail; 

ii. consider separation of modes within corridors; 
and 

iii. provide opportunities for inter-modal 
linkages.” 

 

It is important to note that 
the new Growth Plan also 
recognizes that 
employment areas vary in 
terms of density and now 
does not include them in 
the calculation of 
minimum greenfield area 
density targets. 
Specifically, Section 
2.2.7(3), page 23, of the 
new Growth Plan states: 

“3. The minimum density 
target will be measured 
over the entire 
designated greenfield 
area of each upper- or 
single-tier municipality, 
excluding the following: … 
c) employment areas; …” 

This key change in the 
Growth Plan alleviates 
concern that the Project 
would remove 
employment land 
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Table IR2.5-2: Provincial, Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate Intermodal 

Name of Plan How Plan Considers Intermodal Infrastructure 
and Goods Movement 

Comment 

needed to meet minimum 
density targets. 

The Big Move – 
Transforming 
Transportation in the 
Greater Toronto and 
Hamilton Area 
(Metrolinx 2008) [also 
referred to as the 
Regional Transportation 
Plan] 

The Regional Transportation Plan (Metrolinx) 
states: 

Strategy 9.1, page 55: “Develop a 
comprehensive strategy for goods movement 
within the GTHA, and between the GTHA and 
other regions, that identifies opportunities and 
actions to improve efficiency, increase capacity, 
enhance the region’s competitiveness, and 
reduce emissions of GHGs and other pollutants. 
… Components of this strategy will include: …. 
accomplishing goods movement using the most 
environmentally sustainable modes and 
technologies, and considering modal shifts to 
arrive at an optimal balance; … identifying 
infrastructure needs such as … new inter- modal 
facilities…; … land use policies for areas around 
transportation facilities such as inter-modal 
facilities, rail yards, airports, dockyards and major 
highway interchanges that are compatible with, 
and supportive of the primary goods movement 
function of these facilities; …” 

The GTHA Urban Freight 
Study (Metrolinx 2011), 
developed pursuant to 
the Regional 
Transportation Plan, also 
generally addresses 
goods movement and the 
development and 
enhancement of 
intermodal facilities. 

Halton Regional Official 
Plan as amended 
(Regional Municipality 
of Halton 2009)  

The Regional Official Plan (ROP) states: 

Article 77.4(6), page 37: “It is the policy of the 
Region to: … designate lands where appropriate 
in the vicinity of existing or planned major 
highway interchanges, ports, rail yards and 
airports for employment purposes that rely on this 
infrastructure, once these lands are included in 
the Urban Area.” 

Article 172(14.1), page 143: “The objectives of 
the Region are: … To promote, in conjunction 
with the Province and other municipal 
jurisdictions, a safe and efficient network for 
goods movement in Halton and the surrounding 
region.” 

Article 172(15), page 143: “The objectives of the 
Region are: … To support a safe and efficient 
railway network for the movement of goods and 
people.” 

Article 173(30.1), page 154: “It is the policy of the 
Region to: … In conjunction with the Province, 
Metrolinx and other municipalities in the Greater 
Toronto and Hamilton Area, plan and implement 
an efficient, safe and integrated transportation 

The ROP was amended in 
2009 following the ROP 
Amendment (ROPA) 38 
process in 2008. 

In a planning report issued 
in June 2008 (Report PPW 
42-08) in support of the 
ROPA 38 process, the 
Region noted “The CN 
Rail corridor in south west 
Milton has potential for 
goods movement related 
to employment uses and 
this potential needs to be 
recognized in planning for 
employment lands within 
the Region.” 

In September 2008, during 
the ROPA 38 process, CN 
submitted to the Regional 
Municipality of Halton 
documents describing 
CN’s then-current plans to 
develop a direct rail 
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Table IR2.5-2: Provincial, Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate Intermodal 

Name of Plan How Plan Considers Intermodal Infrastructure 
and Goods Movement 

Comment 

network for goods movement by rail, road, water 
and air.” 

Article 173(31), page 154: “It is the policy of the 
Region to: … Support the provision of a safe and 
efficient railway network by: … (c) ensuring, 
where possible, compatible land uses adjacent 
or in proximity to railway corridors and terminal 
facilities including railway yards and inter-modal 
terminals.” 

serviced industrial park on 
CN’s lands in Milton. While 
CN’s plans have since 
evolved to better serve 
the needs of its customers 
in the western GTHA, CN’s 
intention to develop rail-
based infrastructure on its 
lands in Milton remains 
consistent. 

In response to CN’s 
submission to the Region 
during the ROPA 38 
process, the ROP 
designates the CN-owned 
lands (and other lands 
straddling Tremaine Road 
north and south of 
Britannia Road) as an 
Employment Area within 
the Urban Area on Map 1 
Regional Structure. It also 
identifies Future Strategic 
Employment Area lands 
to the east, west, and 
south on Map 1C (Future 
Strategic Employment 
Areas (see Figure 7 in the 
Planning Justification 
Report, EIS Appendix E.11 
or Map 1C in the ROPA). 

In a report entitled 
Planning Rationale – CN 
Direct Rail Serviced 
Industrial Park, Milton 
(Bousfields 2008) 
attached to CN’s ROPA 
38 submission to the 
Region, Bousfield 
recommended that the 
Secondary Plan for 
Milton’s Phase 3 
residential area 
(encompassing lands 
between Tremaine Road 
and Regional Road 25, 
north of Britannia Road), 
which was commencing 
at that time, should 
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Table IR2.5-2: Provincial, Regional and Municipal Plans that Anticipate Intermodal 

Name of Plan How Plan Considers Intermodal Infrastructure 
and Goods Movement 

Comment 

consider future adjacent 
land uses, including CN’s 
lands, and advised that 
future home buyers be 
made aware of those 
future adjacent land uses. 

Town of Milton Official 
Plan (Town of Milton 
2008) 

The Town of Milton Official Plan (OP) states: 

Article 2.4.2.3 [Objectives], page 48: “To improve 
the Town's potential to attract economic 
development through the promotion and 
implementation of new infrastructure and the 
expeditious movement of goods by truck and 
rail.”  

Article 2.4.3.1, page 47: “To retain existing local 
businesses, the Town shall: … (c) facilitate the 
continuing improvement of …. rail … 
transportation infrastructure that services 
Milton…” 

Article 2.6.3.1, page 61: “The Town’s 
transportation system shall: (a) provide a safe, 
economic and efficient rail and highway 
network for both people and goods 
movement… “ 

Article 2.6.3.23, page 72: “The Town recognizes 
the importance of rail service to the community. 
Therefore, the Town will encourage rail service 
for the movement of people and goods.” 

 

IR2.6 Milton Logistics Hub as a satellite intermodal terminal 

Rationale: In Section 3.1 of Appendix F (Site Selection Study) of the EIS, CN stated that the Project 
would act as a satellite facility to the Brampton Intermodal Terminal. The description of the 
Project as a satellite intermodal terminal was also used throughout the EIS, including in the 
definition of the Project in the glossary section. 

CN did not describe a satellite intermodal terminal, including specific functions and operations 
that may be unique to a satellite facility. In describing the purpose of the Project in the EIS, CN 
also did not provide a clear rationale as to why a satellite intermodal terminal was proposed, 
rather than an independent facility.  
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Information Request:  

a) Describe the functions and operations of a satellite intermodal terminal compared to a non-
satellite intermodal terminal. 

b) Provide a rationale for designing the Project as a satellite intermodal terminal. 

c) Describe the operational relationship of the Project with the existing Brampton Intermodal 
Terminal, including whether the satellite nature of an intermodal terminal would influence the 
market that it serves. 

CN Response: 

a) Describe the functions and operations of a satellite intermodal terminal compared to a non-
satellite intermodal terminal. 

To accommodate the growing demand for goods movement in the Greater Toronto and 
Hamilton Area (GTHA) (described in CN’s response to IR2.8), additional intermodal capacity is 
required. To address this need, CN proposes to complement the existing Brampton Intermodal 
Terminal (BIT) with a new terminal in Milton. The term “satellite” simply refers to a second, smaller 
terminal within the same geographic/market area as BIT that will support the efficient operation 
of CN’s overall railway and distribution system in the GTHA. The Milton terminal is no less an 
independent terminal than any other in the CN network. It will function in a similar manner to BIT 
but on a smaller scale, and the two facilities will serve different (though interconnected) 
segments of the GTHA market.  

By maintaining two terminals within the larger, general market area, demand will be distributed 
over multiple locations, minimizing congestion at any one terminal and providing greater fluidity 
to the entire end-to-end logistics supply chain. BIT, because of its larger size and proximity to the 
current customer base, will remain CN’s primary intermodal hub within the GTHA. The Milton 
Logistics Hub will be a smaller terminal, located to provide efficient service to shippers and 
receivers in the growing western GTHA market.  

b) Provide a rationale for designing the Project as a satellite intermodal terminal. 

As noted in a), the term satellite was not intended to connote any unusual connection to BIT – 
but to convey that Milton is a smaller terminal in the same geographic area. The rapid growth in 
population and demand for consumer goods (and therefore for intermodal and logistics 
infrastructure to move those goods) is described in CN’s response to IR2.8. This population growth 
and demand is particularly prevalent in the western half of the GTHA, including the 
development of several logistics facilities (distribution centers) in the area, also described in CN’s 
response to IR2.8. 

To date, growth in container volumes in the GTHA market area has been absorbed by BIT; 
however, as volumes continue to grow, the need for significant additional intermodal capacity 
becomes more urgent.  

CN continually invests in all terminals across the network, as needed, to address capacity needs, 
including BIT. These improvements are listed in IR2.44. Notwithstanding these improvements, BIT 
has exceeded its optimal operating capacity with the footprint of the terminal significantly 
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constrained by the surrounding infrastructure as shown in Figure IR2.6-1. As a result of these 
capacity constraints, combined with the increasing demand in the GTHA market area, BIT 
cannot accommodate this demand and the need for a second terminal in the GTHA has 
become critical. 

The lands around BIT are either not available to accommodate an expansion of the footprint 
(and, therefore, the operating capacity) of the terminal or the lands that are available cannot 
be assembled in an economically feasible way. Therefore, to address growing population and 
demand in the western GTHA and to provide relief to BIT, the second terminal is proposed. 

Figure IR2.6-1: Aerial View of Brampton Intermodal Terminal 

 

c) Describe the operational relationship of the Project with the existing Brampton Intermodal 
Terminal, including whether the satellite nature of an intermodal terminal would influence the 
market that it serves. 

The addition of the Project to CN’s GTHA market area will add the capacity to handle 450,000 
additional containers annually to the existing capacity at BIT. Because the terminals would serve 
the same large and growing GTHA market, goods movement will be spread between the two 
based on a variety of considerations, including the availability of terminal capacity, and the 
proximity of the terminal to the goods origin and destination. Like the other elements of CN’s 
large interconnected network, there will be logistical coordination among all CN’s terminals, 
including the two GTHA terminals, so as to maximize service efficiency and CN’s ability to 
facilitate the growing demand in the GTHA. 
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IR2.7 Summary of Cushman & Wakefield Report (2015) 

Rationale: In Section 2.1 of the EIS, CN indicated that after investing over $50 million to support 
the growing freight volumes at the existing Brampton Intermodal Terminal, the terminal is now 
approaching capacity. A land review commissioned by CN confirmed that sufficient suitable 
land could not be acquired around the Brampton Intermodal Terminal to allow for a significant 
expansion. The land review report was referenced throughout the EIS as Cushman & Wakefield 
2015 – Land Availability Review for Satellite Intermodal Terminal Facility, and in Appendix F as 
Cushman & Wakefield – Valuation & Advisory 2015 – Land Availability Review for Satellite 
Intermodal Terminal Facility, by Cushman & Wakefield, 2015. 

In sub-section 2.2.1 of the EIS, CN indicated that review of the criteria used for the site selection 
process confirmed that the South Milton site is the preferred option and that this conclusion is 
further supported by the conclusions of the Cushman & Wakefield 2015 report. 

Further, CN referenced this report to describe the needs of the growing customer base at the 
Brampton Intermodal Terminal, and to explain that the potential for future growth around that 
terminal is limited. However, the report was not provided as an appendix to the EIS, and as part 
of the CN EIS Documents. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a summary of the Cushman & Wakefield Valuation & Advisory, June 2015 report 
entitled Land Availability Review for Satellite Intermodal Terminal Facility. The summary should 
include information about the alternative lands or qualifying sectors considered, and a 
summary of reasons for excluding the various sectors from further consideration in the site 
selection process. 

CN Response: 

Cushman & Wakefield (C&W) was retained by CN in early 2015 to complete a land availability 
review to assess the practical ability to expand the Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT), and failing 
that opportunity, to determine those portions along CN’s mainline that would satisfy CN operating 
criteria and may be available as a location for a new intermodal terminal. The report, entitled 
Land Availability Review for Satellite Intermodal Terminal Facility was completed June 10, 2015. 

The report reviews all portions of land along CN’s mainline between Bayview Junction and 
Doncaster Junction1. This portion of the CN corridor was broken into 44 ‘sectors’. Each of the 
sectors evaluated are shown in Figure IR2.7-1. 

                                                      
1 See CN’s response to IR2.8 for the rationale for these boundaries of study. 
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Figure IR2.7-1: Sectors assessed along CN’s Mainline between Bayview Junction and 
Doncaster Junction 

 
Note: red sectors determined by C&W to be ‘disqualified’; other sectors further assessed as described below. 

Each sector was evaluated and initially categorized as: 

• Disqualified: A sector was disqualified if it is surrounded by residential development (within 
300 metres2 of the terminal site) and/or other fully built-out lands (i.e., red sectors in 
Figure IR2.7-1). 

• Category 1: A sector was classified as Category 1 if it appears to be largely vacant 
(unimproved) land and offers the theoretical potential for an intermodal terminal. 

• Category 2: A sector was classified as Category 2 if the availability of 400 acres 
(approximately 160 hectares) of contiguous vacant land is uncertain, given the existence of 
either residential or non-residential buildings in the sector. Further examination of these 
sectors was warranted. 

Based on the criteria outlined above, 18 sectors were disqualified, 13 sectors were retained under 
category 1 and 13 sectors were retained under category 2. All the 26 category 1 and 2 sectors 
were examined further using the following screening criteria: 

• If the majority or a significant portion of the lands in a sector have environmental or physical 
constraints, as determined by C&W (Land Availability Review for Satellite Intermodal Terminal 
Facility3, page 6), the sector was disqualified.  

                                                      
2 As per Federation of Canadian Municipalities-Railway Association of Canada proximity guidelines (a municipal/rail 
industry initiative).  
3 Cushman & Wakefield. 2015. Land Availability Review for Satellite Intermodal Terminal Facility.  
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• If the majority or a significant portion of the lands in a sector are subject to provincial 
development constraints due to environmental conservation objectives (e.g., Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Plan, Greenbelt Plan, and/or Niagara Escarpment Plan), the sector 
was disqualified. 

• If the sector did not have a sufficient area (400 acres) of land that is continuously linear for a 
distance of at least 10,000 feet (3,048 m) (one of CN’s design criteria for new intermodal 
terminals), the sector was disqualified – specifically, lands with sections of track that proceed 
on a curve (i.e., not continuously straight for a minimum distance of 10,000 feet) were 
excluded. 

• Sectors that cross major arterial roads or other rail lines (i.e., if achieving the minimum linear 
length or the contiguous area necessitates such crossing) were disqualified. 

• Sectors 35 to 44 (from East of Highway 27 to Doncaster Junction) are highly urbanized areas 
and some are intersected by Highway 407 and/or Highway 400; these sectors were, 
therefore, excluded.  

• Sectors with longitudinal (i.e., along the mainline) grade change of 0.3% or greater4 were 
excluded, for the reasons explained in CN’s response to IR2.10. 

• Highway accessibility was evaluated for each sector, based on distance from a 400 series 
highway measured from the center of the sector (while no sector was eliminated based on 
this criterion, they were compared to one another). 

Based on the review of the 26 Category 1 and Category 2 sectors, C&W identified only three 
sectors as potentially feasible to support an intermodal terminal (sectors also shown in 
Figure IR2.7-2): 

• Sector 7 – East of Tremaine, south of Second Side road to just north of Lower Base Line in 
Milton, ON 

• Sector 8 – East of Tremaine, just north of Lower Base Line to south of Britannia Road in Milton, 
ON 

• Sector 9 – East of Tremaine, north and south of Britannia Road in Milton, ON. 

Figure IR2.7-2 shows the three sectors that were retained and which encompass the lands 
proposed for the Project, as detailed in the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F. 

                                                      
4 Grade and elevation change data were supplied by AECOM. 
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Figure IR2.7-2: Sectors of CN’s Mainline that Encompass the Milton Logistics Hub 

 \ 

IR2.8 Site selection process Principle 1 

Rationale: In Section 3.1 of Appendix F of the EIS, CN identified two principles for its site selection 
process. Principle 1 stated that the proposed project site must be located between Bayview 
Junction in the west (Burlington) and Doncaster Junction in the east (east Toronto) along the CN 
mainline corridor (Halton Subdivision). CN indicated that Principle 1 was developed to ensure 
that potential sites for the Project would be able to adequately service CN’s principal market 
within the western half of the Greater Toronto Hamilton Area and could act as a satellite facility 
to Brampton Intermodal Terminal. Potential sites located east of the GTHA were discounted as 
they would require additional time to get products to market, resulting in inefficient service to 
CN customers and increased travel distance for trucks. 
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Two sites, the Stuart Street Yard and US Steel are located further west than Bayview Junction. 
These sites were identified through public and/or municipal consultation, as reported in Table 3.1 
of Appendix F of the EIS. However, these sites were disqualified from further consideration 
because they were not located within the boundaries of Principle 1. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional information regarding CN’s rationale for the selection of the boundaries 
used for Principle 1. To support the response, provide a general description of the anticipated 
destinations for products that would be entering and exiting the Project. 

CN Response: 

The purpose of the Project is to serve the rapidly growing intermodal market in the western half 
of the Greater Toronto Hamilton Area (GTHA). The GTHA is Canada’s largest population centre 
and the fastest growing region in the country; the population of the GTHA is expected to 
increase to 10 million by 2041 (from 7.165 million in 2011). Rapid growth in the GTHA is resulting in 
expansion towards the towns and regions surrounding Toronto, particularly toward the west. 
Since 2001, the Town of Milton and Halton Region have experienced particularly high population 
growth, with a 211% and 41% increase in population, respectively. By 2031, the population of the 
Town of Milton is expected to nearly double (to over 228,000) (Dillon Consulting Ltd. et al. 2011a), 
while the population of Halton Region is expected to grow by over one-third to 815,000 (Hemson 
Consulting Ltd. 2013)5.  

With a growing population comes a growing demand for consumer goods. These goods are 
typically moved in containers from international and domestic manufacturers and suppliers to 
local wholesalers and retailers located in the geographical area where the demand is 
concentrated. Regional growth also entails growth in local businesses producing goods for 
export, which typically also move in containers to other domestic and international markets. 
Containers are transported over long distances by ship and rail, which are generally more cost-
efficient modes of transportation, and then transferred at an intermodal facility to truck for local 
distribution. Intermodal facilities, such as the proposed Project, also support the export of goods 
from the GTHA and allow local businesses to remain competitive in the global market. To 
achieve these cost efficiencies, intermodal terminals must be located close to the demand 
centres. 

To cost-effectively serve the forecast demand for goods movement in the western GTHA, 
additional intermodal capacity must be located between Bayview Junction in the west and 
Doncaster Junction in the east.  

Similar cost constraints apply to shippers that require intermodal infrastructure to facilitate export 
of goods produced in the region to domestic and international markets. 

As noted in the Town of Milton’s Employment Land Needs Assessment Study (draft dated 
October 13, 2016)6, a “large share of future industrial employment growth [in Milton] is expected 
to be driven by the Goods Movement sector, which includes transportation activities as well as 

                                                      
5 Refer to the Socio-Economic Baseline Technical Data Report (EIS Appendix E.12) for these citations.  
6 Accessed on-line May 18, 2017 at http://www.milton.ca/en/build/resources/Appendix-2DRAFT-Milton-Employment-LNA-
Phase-2-Report-REVISED-Oct-14.pdf.  
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warehousing, storage and logistics companies and transportation support activities” (which, the 
report notes, includes logistics hubs).  

The market-driven need to locate warehousing, storage, and logistics facilities close to demand 
centres is reflected in the rapid growth of such facilities in the high population growth areas of 
Milton and Halton Region (see Figure IR2.8-1 showing the change from 1984 to 2016). The 
western portion of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA), which includes Milton, has the highest 
inventory of warehouse and distribution square footage (246,658,954 square feet) in the GTHA, 
and the highest total industrial inventory7 (346,352,753 square feet)8. Milton has experienced the 
fastest growth in industrial inventory among all GTA submarkets in the five-year period from 2012 
to 2017, adding a total of 5,480,750 square feet (42.6%) at a compound annual growth rate of 
9.3%9. Between 2009 and 2014, three of the top 20 largest industrial developments in Canada 
were in Milton, including the largest one, which is 1.5 million square feet in size, and two other 
distribution centres totaling an additional 1,214,000 square feet10. Currently, 3.3 million square 
feet of industrial “big box” development is under construction in Halton Region11. The Town of 
Milton’s Employment Land Needs Assessment Study also acknowledged that “Milton has a very 
strong logistics and warehousing sector that is highly competitive due to its locational 
advantages” [emphasis added]. In Milton, existing and new warehouse developments and 
distribution centres are primarily located within the 401 Industrial and Business Park extending 
from Tremaine and Campbellville roads in the northwest to the junction of Highway 401 and 
James Snow Parkway in the southeast (about 10 km by road from the proposed terminal gate 
entrance; see Figure IR2.8-1). Future warehouse and distribution centre growth is planned for the 
Derry Green Corporate Business Park east of James Snow Parkway (about 6 km by road from the 
proposed terminal gate entrance). Additional warehouse and distribution centre expansion is 
occurring in Halton Hills, in the Premier Gateway Employment Area northeast of the junction of 
Highway 401 and James Snow Parkway. 

Locating incremental intermodal capacity within a geographical area so that it can cost-
efficiently and competitively meet the growing demand – that is, within the boundaries 
articulated in Principle 1 – is the only way the purpose of the Project can feasibly be met. 

                                                      
7 Total industrial inventory includes warehouse and distribution, manufacturing, flex, and other industrial asset inventory. 
8 Jones Lang LaSalle Incorporated (JLL), Toronto industrial insights report, 2016. 
9 CBRE, Toronto Industrial Market Report, Quarter 1, 2012 and CBRE, Toronto Industrial Market Report, Quarter 1, 2017, 
retrieved from http://www.cbre.ca/EN/o/toronto-downtown/Pages/market-reports.aspx. 
10 CBRE, Toronto Industrial Market Report, Quarter 1, 2014. 
11 Jones Lang LaSalle Incorporated (JLL), Toronto industrial insights report, 2016 and CBRE, Toronto Industrial Market 
Report, 2016. 
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Figure IR2.8-1: Aerial View of Warehousing Logistics Growth in Western GTHA (1984 and 2016) 
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IR2.9 Site selection process Principle 2 

Rationale: In Section 3.1 of Appendix F of the EIS, CN identified two principles for its site selection 
process. Principle 2 stated that the site must provide a minimum of 160 hectares (400 acres) 
directly adjacent and parallel to the CN mainline to meet the construction and operational 
requirements for an intermodal terminal. CN indicated that potential sites must be large enough 
to accommodate the installation of tracks and pads parallel to the mainline, which enables a 
“through” terminal design while reducing its footprint. This design provided direct train access, 
minimizing the need for switching railcars, and facilitating container handling 
(loading/unloading) activities while optimizing the land use by providing accessibility to the 
terminal for trains approaching from either direction. 

However, in Figure 2 of Appendix F, the Brampton Intermodal Terminal and the MacMillan yard 
do not appear to be parallel to the mainline. 

Information Request:  

a) Describe whether configurations other than directly adjacent and parallel to the CN mainline 
are generally acceptable for CN’s intermodal terminals. If other configurations are possible, 
provide a description of the configuration and explain where these configurations are 
preferred. 

b) Provide a rationale for the requirement that an appropriate site for the intermodal terminal 
must be directly adjacent and parallel to the existing CN mainline. 

c) If Principle 2 cannot be achieved, describe the implications for the technical or economic 
feasibility of the Project, including the impact on railway operations and services. 

CN Response: 

Clarification: 

The Review Panel refers to the MacMillan Yard as an example of a terminal that is not parallel to 
the mainline. The MacMillan Yard is a rail classification or marshalling yard that has very different 
operating requirements than an intermodal terminal. It is therefore not a suitable reference for 
understanding the factors relevant to siting and configuring an intermodal terminal. Other 
intermodal terminal configurations are discussed in this response. 

Response: 

a) Describe whether configurations other than directly adjacent and parallel to the CN mainline 
are generally acceptable for CN’s intermodal terminals. If other configurations are possible, 
provide a description of the configuration and explain where these configurations are 
preferred. 

There are three general configurations for an intermodal terminal: 

• a “stub-end” terminal design that is perpendicular (or non-parallel) to the mainline; 

• a “through” terminal design that is perpendicular (or non-parallel) to the mainline; and 
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• a “through” terminal design that is adjacent and parallel to the mainline. 

Each of these is briefly described below, with examples from CN’s network. 

Stub-end Perpendicular or Non-parallel Configuration 

The Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT) is an example of a stub-end terminal design that is 
configured perpendicular (or non-parallel) to the mainline. A train cannot move through a stub-
end terminal to return to the mainline; an arriving train must either reverse into the terminal or the 
locomotive must ‘run around’ the arriving train to reverse direction for departure. The junction 
between the mainline and the access track into a stub-end terminal comprises a “wye” or 
triangular junction; for example, Figure IR2.9-1 shows the wye junction between CN’s mainline 
and the access track to BIT. 

Figure IR2.9-1: Wye Junction between Mainline and Access Track to BIT 

 

A stub-end perpendicular (or non-parallel) terminal requires more land (compared to a through 
parallel configuration) to accommodate the wye junction and additional tracks for locomotive 
moves. More switching12 and locomotive moves are required to position the railcars within the 
terminal; consequently, there is more locomotive idling, greater fuel consumption, higher 

                                                      
12 Switching is the joining and separating of railcars and their placement on specific tracks for loading/unloading or 
staging for their next movement. 

Terminal  

Wye Junction  
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emissions, and more noise and vibration. The curved tracks in the wye also generate more noise 
and cause greater wear on rails and equipment.  

A stub-end terminal may be acceptable when an intermodal terminal has no through traffic 
(i.e., a train arriving at the terminal would depart in the direction from which it came), but in 
general is not preferred due to lower operational efficiency, higher costs, greater land 
requirements, and greater impacts. A stub-end terminal is not considered acceptable for an 
intermodal terminal serviced by through trains. 

Through Perpendicular or Non-Parallel Configuration 

CN’s Edmonton Intermodal Terminal and Moncton Intermodal Terminal are examples of a 
through terminal design configured perpendicular (or non-parallel) to the mainline. This 
configuration is possible when there are two mainlines located relatively close together, so the 
access tracks at either end of the terminal can connect to different mainlines. This configuration 
enables the terminal to function as a ‘through’ terminal, because trains can move into and 
through the terminal without turning. For example, Figure IR2.9-2 shows the configuration of the 
Edmonton Intermodal Terminal oriented north-south between the northwest-southeast trending 
Sangudo Subdivision and the southwest-northeast trending Edson Subdivision.  
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Figure IR2.9-2: Through Non-Parallel Configuration of Edmonton Intermodal Terminal 

 

A through terminal design that is configured perpendicular (or non-parallel) to the mainline can 
also be achieved by adding a loop track that allows the train to change direction without 
having to shunt or stop (Figure IR2.9-3).  

Terminal  
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Figure IR2.9-3: Example of Loop Track to Achieve Through Movement 

 

However, this type of configuration requires a larger area of land to accommodate the loop. A 
wye junction to access the terminal from the mainline would also be required. The curvature of 
the loop track and wye also generates more noise and causes greater wear on rails and 
equipment compared to straight/parallel track. For these reasons, this configuration is generally 
not preferred. 

Through Parallel Configuration 

CN’s Vancouver Intermodal Terminal is an example of a through terminal design configured 
parallel to the mainline (Figure IR2.9-4); this configuration is proposed for the Milton Logistics Hub. 
An adjacent and parallel configuration allows an arriving container train to move directly into 
and through the terminal; this “through” design facilitates the uncoupling and dropping 
off/picking up (on the service and receiving tracks) of railcars that are scheduled to continue 
through (past) the terminal to another destination. The parallel configuration also facilitates the 
efficient arrival and departure of trains moving in either direction on the mainline. A through and 
parallel configuration is therefore preferred when container trains will continue in the same 
direction of travel and when there are container trains moving in both directions on the 
mainline, as is the case on the Halton Subdivision where the proposed Milton Logistics Hub would 
be located.  

This configuration results in significant gains in operational efficiency and reduced track and 
land requirements associated with this configuration. The efficiency of arrival, drop off/pick up, 
and departure afforded by this configuration reduces the amount of switching, train 
movements, and locomotive idling in the yard. This results in reduced fuel consumption, lower 
emissions, and reduced noise and vibration. As no wye or loop track is required, overall track 
length and land requirements are lower compared to a perpendicular (or non-parallel) 
configuration. 

Terminal  

Loop Track 

Wye Junction 
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These factors reduce both capital and operating costs of an intermodal terminal and improve its 
overall operational efficiency and environmental performance, all of which contribute to 
maintaining competitiveness in the intermodal market. For these reasons, a parallel through 
configuration is generally preferred over other configurations. 

Figure IR2.9-4: Parallel Configuration of Vancouver Intermodal Terminal 

 

b) Provide a rationale for the requirement that an appropriate site for the intermodal terminal 
must be directly adjacent and parallel to the existing CN mainline. 

Container trains servicing the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTHA) are now and are 
planned to be through trains, moving in both directions on the mainline. A stub-end 
configuration is therefore not considered acceptable (due to the significantly lower operational 
efficiency, higher cost, and greater environmental impact) and a through configuration is 
required.  

Terminal  
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As explained in the response to part (a) above, a through parallel configuration is the most 
efficient configuration to accommodate through trains moving in both directions, and has the 
lowest cost, the least land requirements, the lowest requirement for switching, train movements, 
and idling, and consequently the lowest rail and equipment wear, fuel consumption, emissions, 
noise, and vibration relative to perpendicular (or non-parallel) configurations (both stub-end or 
through).  

Given the highly competitive nature of the intermodal market, the operational, economic, and 
environmental efficiencies achieved by a through parallel terminal design are critical to the 
economic feasibility of the Project. 

c) If Principle 2 cannot be achieved, describe the implications for the technical or economic 
feasibility of the Project, including the impact on railway operations and services. 

As identified in Table 3.1 of the Site Selection Study (EIS Appendix F), seven of the 12 alternative 
sites are identified as achieving Principle 2, with four of these seven sites also located between 
the Bayview and Doncaster Junctions (which achieves Principle 1).  The Brampton North and 
South Milton sites were further identified as being technically and economically feasible 
alternatives, with South Milton being identified as the preferred location for the Project (see 
response to CEAA IR2.6, dated September 30, 2017).   

The technical and economic implications of a non-parallel terminal configuration are described 
in part (a) and (b).  Not only is a parallel configuration preferred, as noted in part (a), 
proceeding with a non-parallel terminal configuration would render the Project less competitive 
and compromise its economic feasibility. 

At the South Milton site, although the terminal tracks could be laid out perpendicular (or non-
parallel) to the mainline (specifically, running along the south side of Britannia Road from the 
mainline east to Regional Road 25), there is insufficient land available to accommodate a loop 
track that would be necessary to enable train movements through the terminal (explained in 
CN’s response to IR2.18).  

IR2.10 Consideration of slope in the site selection study and alternatives analysis 

Rationale: In the EIS, CN assessed potential site alternatives based on the application of two 
principles. CN selected four sites that met both principles (Milton South, Milton North, Halton Hills, 
and Brampton North). 

In its May 18, 2016 and September 30, 2016 responses to the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement # 6, CN reported that topography/ 
slope should have been included in the EIS as a technical requirement because the preferred 
site must have an overall mainline grade of less than 0.3% for safe operation and access to the 
terminal. As a result, CN eliminated two sites that had a grade of 0.3% or greater from further 
consideration; namely the North Milton and Halton Hills sites. 

In its September 30, 2016 response, CN explained that grades could be changed, although it 
would require a larger footprint to do so and upgrades to existing crossings to ensure sufficient 
slope stabilities for the lead tracks; CN noted that these works would have the potential to 
further affect communities. 
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The Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Operational Policy Statement on Addressing 
"Need for", "Purpose of" "Alternatives to" and "Alternative Means" under the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act, indicates that the rationale for the alternative means retained for 
consideration in the Project EA must provide sufficient detail for an independent reviewer to 
assess the criteria developed, the nature of the alternative means considered, the approach 
taken to assess these alternative means against the criteria and the alternative means retained 
for further analysis. 

In Appendix F of the EIS and in its May 18, 2016 response to the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement # 6, CN presented inconsistent 
interpretations of the 0.3% grade threshold. Appendix F stated that the intermodal terminal must 
be level for a safe and efficient working surface, with no more than 0.3% average rise in 
elevation. In its May 18, 2016 response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s 
Additional Information Requirement # 6, CN states that the site selected along the mainline must 
have an overall mainline grade of less than 0.3% (emphasis added). While the meaning 
between “no more than” and “less than” leads to a minor difference in the criteria, it remains 
unclear as to whether the Halton Hills site, with an overall grade of 0.3%, should have been 
excluded from consideration on the basis of this criterion. 

Information Request:  

a) Clarify how CN calculated the grades for the four sites identified in the site selection study. 
Describe whether measurements were made only in the direction of the mainline track, or 
whether the 0.3% requirement also applies perpendicular to the mainline track. Clarify whether 
the measurements used for the purpose of evaluating the grade criteria were taken for the 
entire length of the mainline traversing each site, or whether the measurement applies only 
where the main terminal infrastructure would be placed. Identify the location of the start and 
end points used to measure the grade for the four sites. 

b) Clarify whether precisely 0.3% is an acceptable level of grade or if it is too high to ensure a 
safe and efficient working surface. If it is acceptable, provide additional information for the 
site selection study, as updated in CN’s response to Additional Information Requirement #6 for 
the Halton Hills site, so the Panel may assess the potential effects of the Project to valued 
components on that site. 

c) Provide additional information – substantiated using data, modelling or academic literature – 
on the technical feasibility of reducing grades that are equal to or exceed the 0.3% criterion 
to an acceptable level to ensure a safe and efficient working surface. Specifically, describe 
the technical feasibility of reducing the grade of the North Milton and the Halton Hills sites to 
a grade of less than 0.3%. 

CN Response: 

Clarification: 

There are two different grade considerations that are pertinent to the feasibility analysis of 
alternative locations for an intermodal terminal: (1) the grade within the terminal and (2) the 
grade of the access (or “lead”) tracks between the terminal and the existing mainline. These 
two different grade considerations were conflated in the description of the evaluation of 
alternative locations presented in EIS Section 2.2, page 25 and in the Site Selection Study, EIS 
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Appendix F, pages 11 – 12. The following clarification of the grade considerations is provided to 
support CN’s response to the Review Panel’s Information Request (IR2.10). 

Grade (longitudinal) within the terminal 

For safe railway operations, the tracks within the terminal must be level along their length to 
reduce the risk of unwanted movement of railcars while parked for unloading and loading. The 
American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association (AREMA) (2012) 
recommends a non-unit train terminal track grade that is level or with a longitudinal (i.e., in the 
direction of the tracks) grade of no more than 0.1%. Laterally, adjacent tracks and container 
storage areas must also be at the same or similar elevation for safety and to facilitate unloading 
and loading13. As explained further in Appendix A: Technical Memorandum: Technical and 
Economic Feasibility (2017), this criterion is relevant to both technical and economic feasibility. 

While the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, Section 4.1.1, page 11 indicated that the 
maximum longitudinal grade of the terminal “shall be less than 0.3%”, the acceptable design 
within-terminal longitudinal grade is “no more than 0.1%” (per AREMA 2012). As a result, the 
actual within-terminal longitudinal grade of the Milton Logistics Hub is planned to be less than 
0.1%, consistent with the AREMA guideline. The grade value of 0.3% referred to in the EIS is 
relevant to the mainline grade (discussed further below) and is not applicable to the within-
terminal longitudinal grade. 

Access or “lead” track14 grade 

Trains arriving at and departing the terminal must slow down to and start from a stationary 
position. To do so safely, given the weight of the loaded trains, requires a level or shallow track 
grade. AREMA (2012) recommends that yard departure tracks be level, if possible, or, if adverse 
to the forward movement of a train, at least 20% less than the ruling gradient15 encountered by 
the train during its trip. The ruling gradient of the Halton Subdivision (within which the Project is 
located) is 1%; therefore, the maximum grade of the access track to the terminal must be no 
more than 0.8%. However, lower grades are more efficient and actual access track grades 
lower than the maximum are preferred where feasible; therefore, for the Project, CN has been 
using a design access track grade of 0.6%.  

The grade of the access track between the terminal and the mainline depends on the change 
in elevation between the end of the approximately level terminal track (shown in green on 
Figure IR2.10-1) and the junction with the existing mainline (shown in blue on Figure IR2.10-1). To 
achieve an acceptable grade (i.e., no more than 0.8%) on the access tracks at either end of a 
terminal configured parallel to the existing mainline, the mainline grade over the length of the 
terminal (including the length of the access tracks) must be less than 0.3%16. A steeper mainline 
grade (that is, a grade equal to or greater than 0.3%) will result in access track grades steeper 
than the acceptable gradient for the Halton Subdivision (see Figure IR2.10-1).  

                                                      
13 Although there is typically some modest lateral slope across the terminal to facilitate surface water drainage. 
14 The access or “lead” track is the track that connects the mainline track to the tracks within the terminal. 
15 The ruling gradient is the steepest uphill gradient in one direction on a section of railway line, which determines the 
load that can be pulled by one locomotive over that section, according to the power rating of the locomotive. 
16 Assuming the length from one mainline-access track junction at one end of the terminal to the other mainline-access 
track junction at the other end of the terminal would be between 12,000 and 14,000 feet (3,658 and 4,267 metres). 
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Figure IR2.10-1: Acceptable and Unacceptable Access Track Grades 

 

 

Access track grades can be reduced by extending or “running out” the tracks over a greater 
distance from the terminal through additional excavation (cut) and/or filling, effectively 
extending the terminal length and overall footprint. However, this may increase land 
requirements and require extensive cut and fill to achieve the necessary safe grade for the 
access tracks. Extensive cut and fill may, in some locations, also encroach on adjacent 
infrastructure and development that may involve technically challenging or very costly 
mitigation measures. As explained further in Appendix A, this criterion is relevant to both 
technical and economic feasibility. 

The relevant grade considerations are summarized in Table IR2.10-1. 

Table IR2.10-1: Summary of Relevant Grade Considerations 

Grade* Applies to How 

≤0.1% Tracks within the terminal Within-terminal tracks must be level. 

1.0% Halton Subdivision This is the ruling gradient of the Halton Subdivision, used 
to determine the acceptable grade of the access or 
“lead” tracks into the terminal. 

0.8% Access or “lead” track This is the acceptable grade of the access or “lead” 
tracks into the terminal, so trains arriving at the terminal 
can slow down and stop safely and trains departing the 
terminal can start up from a stationary position. 

0.6% Access or “lead” track Lower grades are more efficient, so an actual access 
track grade lower than the maximum is preferred where 
feasible. For the Project, CN has been using a design 
access track grade of 0.6%. 

<0.3% Mainline track adjacent to the 
terminal 

To achieve the acceptable grade of the access or 
“lead” track into the terminal, the mainline track 
adjacent to and over the assumed length of the 
terminal (including the length of the access tracks) must 
achieve this grade. 

Note: * All grades noted are longitudinal grades measured in the direction of the track. 
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Response: 

a) Clarify how CN calculated the grades for the four sites identified in the site selection study. 
Describe whether measurements were made only in the direction of the mainline track, or 
whether the 0.3% requirement also applies perpendicular to the mainline track. Clarify whether 
the measurements used for the purpose of evaluating the grade criteria were taken for the 
entire length of the mainline traversing each site, or whether the measurement applies only 
where the main terminal infrastructure would be placed. Identify the location of the start and 
end points used to measure the grade for the four sites. 

The grade of the existing mainline for each alternative location was calculated as the average 
grade over the assumed length of the terminal along (i.e., in the direction of) the mainline, 
assuming the length from one mainline-access track junction at one end of the terminal to the 
other mainline-access track junction at the other end of the terminal would be between 12,000 
and 14,000 feet (3,658 and 4,267 metres). The grade perpendicular to the mainline is relevant to 
terminal design, but was not included in the calculation of mainline grade for the purpose of 
determining access track grade. 

To evaluate the feasibility of locating an intermodal terminal with acceptable grades (i.e., level 
grade within-terminal and access track design grade of 0.6%) on each alternative site, CN 
examined both the mainline grade and the location of potentially available land relative to 
existing infrastructure and other physical features that could constrain the configuration of the 
terminal and access tracks.  

Attachment IR2.10-1: Profile of CN Halton Subdivision shows the mainline grade in profile from 
Mile 16 to Mile 48 of the Halton Subdivision; all four alternative sites are located within this 
segment. The location of each alternative site is shown in red on the profile, including both a 
conceptual level terminal and access tracks (with design grade of 0.6%).  

As shown on the first page of Attachment IR2.10-1, a terminal at the Brampton North site 
(including the level terminal pad and access track) would be located between approximately 
Mile 19.2 and Mile 21.2 (between Mississauga Road at the east end of the terminal and Winston 
Churchill Boulevard at the west end of the terminal). The elevation of the level terminal track at 
the east end of the level terminal would be the same as the elevation of the mainline track. At a 
design grade of 0.6%, the access track at the west end of the level terminal would extend 1,640 
feet (500 metres) to match the elevation of the mainline track at Winston Churchill Boulevard. 
Locating a terminal at this location was determined to be feasible with respect to achievement 
of acceptable within-terminal and access track grades on the potentially available land.  

As shown on the second page of Attachment IR2.10-1, a terminal at the Halton Hills site 
(including the level terminal pad and access track) would be located between approximately 
Mile 26.6 and Mile 29.8 (between the junction of 6th Line and 15th Side Road at the north end of 
the terminal and Hume Ct at the south end of the terminal). The elevation of the level terminal 
track at the south end of the level terminal would be the same as the elevation of the mainline 
track. At a design grade of 0.6%, the access track at the north end of the terminal would have 
to extend about 8,975 feet (2,736 metres) to match the elevation of the mainline track. 
Moreover, a terminal and access track at this location would involve an excessive amount of 
excavation; for example, at the north end of the level terminal, the difference between the 
ground elevation and the track elevation would be eight metres. For this reason, a terminal at 
this location was determined to be not feasible. 
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As shown on the third page of Attachment IR2.10-1, a terminal at the North Milton site (including 
the level terminal pad and access track) would be located between approximately Mile 26.5 
and Mile 32.7 (between the junction of 6th Line and 15th Sideroad at the north end of the 
terminal and James Snow Parkway at the south end of the terminal). The elevation of the level 
terminal track at the south end of the level terminal would be the same as the elevation of the 
mainline track. At a design grade of 0.6%, the access track at the north end of the terminal 
would have to extend about 24,849 feet (7,574 metres) to match the elevation of the mainline 
track (the access track would, in fact, extend through and beyond the Halton Hills site. 
Moreover, a terminal and access track at this location would involve an excessive amount of 
excavation; for example, at the north end of the level terminal, the difference between the 
ground elevation and the track elevation would be 16 metres. For this reason, a terminal at this 
location was determined to be not feasible. 

As shown on the fourth and fifth pages of Attachment IR2.10-1, a terminal at the South Milton site 
(including the level terminal pad and access track) would be located between approximately 
Mile 38.2 and Mile 41 (between Britannia Road at the north end of the terminal and Lower Base 
Line at the south end of the terminal). The access track at the north end of the terminal to reach 
the mainline elevation is proposed to be 3,608 feet (1,100 metres) in length, which is achieved 
using a design grade of 0.6%, while the access track at the south of the terminal is at the same 
elevation as the mainline. The layout of the terminal and access tracks at this location is also 
shown in Figures, EIS Appendix B, Figure 3, page 3. Locating a terminal at this location was 
determined to be feasible with respect to achievement of acceptable within-terminal and 
access track grades on the potentially available land. 

b) Clarify whether precisely 0.3% is an acceptable level of grade or if it is too high to ensure a 
safe and efficient working surface. If it is acceptable, provide additional information for the 
site selection study, as updated in CN’s response to Additional Information Requirement #6 for 
the Halton Hills site, so the Panel may assess the potential effects of the Project to valued 
components on that site. 

Please refer to the Clarification section above for an explanation regarding the acceptable 
access track grade and how this relates to a mainline grade of <0.3%. 

As shown above in the response to part (a), the excessive access track length and excavation 
that would be required to achieve the design within-terminal and access track grades at the 
Halton Hills site render that site not feasible.  

c) Provide additional information – substantiated using data, modelling or academic literature – 
on the technical feasibility of reducing grades that are equal to or exceed the 0.3% criterion 
to an acceptable level to ensure a safe and efficient working surface. Specifically, describe 
the technical feasibility of reducing the grade of the North Milton and the Halton Hills sites to 
a grade of less than 0.3%. 

Please refer to the Clarification section above for an explanation regarding the acceptable 
access track grade and how this relates to a mainline grade of <0.3%. As explained, the design 
access track grade for the Project is 0.6%, while the maximum access track grade (controlled by 
the ruling gradient in the Halton Subdivision, within which the Project is located) is 0.8%. The 
within-terminal design grade is ≤0.1%. 
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As shown in the response to part (a) above, to achieve the design within-terminal and access 
track grades at the North Milton and Halton Hills alternative sites would require excessive access 
track length and excavation. 

The difference in elevation between the mainline and the level terminal at the North Milton site 
reaches up to 16 metres at the north end of the level terminal. Construction of the terminal at 
this location would require excavation across the entire width of the terminal and along the 
length of the terminal, increasing in depth to 16 metres at the north end of the level terminal, 
and extending from the terminal for over 7,575 metres until the access track elevation matches 
the mainline track elevation. Approximately 19.2 million cubic metres of material would have to 
be excavated, which would range in cost from $192 million to $960 million (assuming an 
excavation cost of $10 to $50 per cubic metre, and not including the cost of land acquisition) 
(77% to 384% of the capital cost of the Project). Additional challenges associated with this 
excavation would include disposal of the excavated material, impacts to utility and 
transportation infrastructure, and environmental effects. If the access track grade at this site 
were increased to the maximum possible (0.8%), the length of the access track and the amount 
of excavation required would be reduced to 4,876 metres and 16.7 million cubic metres, 
respectively. The excavation cost would range from $167 million to $835 million (67% to 334% of 
the capital cost of the Project) (not including the cost of land acquisition). 

The difference in elevation between the mainline and the level terminal at the Halton Hills site 
reaches up to eight metres at the north end of the level terminal. Construction of the terminal at 
this location would require excavation across the entire width of the terminal and along the 
length of the terminal, increasing in depth to eight metres at the north end of the level terminal, 
and extending from the terminal for over 2,660 metres until the access track elevation matches 
the mainline track elevation. Approximately 7.7 million cubic metres of material would have to 
be excavated, which would range in cost from $77 million to $385 million (31% to 154% of the 
capital cost of the Project) (not including the cost of land acquisition). If the access track grade 
at this site were increased to the maximum possible (0.8%), the length of the access track and 
the amount of excavation required would be reduced to 1,500 metres and 4.7 million cubic 
metres, respectively. The excavation cost would range from $47 million to $235 million (19% to 
94% of the capital cost of the Project) (not including the cost of land acquisition). 

In comparison, the volume of excavation required to construct the Project at the South Milton 
site is about 300,000 m3, all of which (including the access track itself) can be accommodated 
within CN-owned lands. 

To extend the access tracks at either the North Milton or Halton Hills sites sufficiently to achieve 
the design within-terminal and access track grades would require considerable additional land, 
extensive cut, and increased track length. While potentially technically feasible, the additional 
capital cost (for land acquisition and construction) render these sites economically unfeasible. 
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IR2.11 Economic feasibility of alternative sites 

Rationale: In Table 2.2 of the EIS entitled Summary of alternative means of carrying out the 
Project, CN identified the South Milton site as being economically feasible because the 
company owns the property. CN also identified the Brampton North site as being economically 
feasible, but notes that land ownership would have to be secured. 

CN did not identify ownership as a criterion that was considered in the site selection study, 
although ownership has been a criterion used to determine whether a site is economically 
feasible. 

Information Request:  

a) Describe whether or how property ownership was weighed in the site selection study in 
comparison to the other criteria used.  

b) If responses to 2.10 in this package result in the Halton Hills or North Milton sites being technically 
feasible for consideration as alternatives, discuss the economic feasibility of these sites, 
including whether land ownership would have to be secured, as in the case of the Brampton 
North site.  

CN Response: 

a) Describe whether or how property ownership was weighed in the site selection study in 
comparison to the other criteria used.  

Property ownership was not explicitly considered in the Site Selection Study in the EIS. The 
identification and evaluation of alternative locations for the Project took into consideration other 
technical and economic feasibility criteria, as well as environmental or socio-economic factors 
that can affect technical and/or economic feasibility, as described in EIS Section 2.2 and the 
Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, as well as in CN’s responses to the Agency’s additional 
information request IR6 (dated May 18, 2016; CEAR #72) and in CN’s follow-up response dated 
September 30, 2016 (CEAR #375).   

b) If responses to 2.10 in this package result in the Halton Hills or North Milton sites being 
technically feasible for consideration as alternatives, discuss the economic feasibility of these 
sites, including whether land ownership would have to be secured, as in the case of the 
Brampton North site.  

As explained in CN’s response to IR 2.10(c), neither the Halton Hills nor North Milton sites are 
technically feasible. 

IR2.12 Consideration of potential species at risk at the South Milton site 

Rationale: In its EIS and supporting materials, CN reported differing numbers of species at risk that 
have potential to occur at the South Milton site. Table 4.4 of Appendix F of the EIS identifies five 
potential species at risk at the South Milton site while Table 5.1 of Appendix E.16 of the EIS 
(Technical Data Report - Terrestrial), identifies 16 potential species at risk as having habitat in the 
Local Assessment Area. 
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Appendix E.16 identifies the chimney swift as the only species from the list that does not have 
potential habitat in the Local Assessment Area. Appendix E.16 does not mention the shortnose 
cisco; a species that is listed as a potential species at risk in Appendix F. CN confirmed in its 
September 30, 2016 response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional 
Information Requirement #6 that the South Milton site does not contain shortnose cisco habitat. 

Overall, 12 potential species at risk were not included in the species at risk list for the South Milton 
site as described in the site selection study or in CN’s September 30, 2016 response to the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement #6. In order 
to compare the alternative sites using similar information, the potential species at risk for all 
alternative sites should include all potential species at risk whose habitats are identified in the 
Local Assessment Area. 

In addition, in its September 30, 2016 response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Agency’s Additional Information Requirement #6, CN noted that the presence of the redside 
dace at the Brampton North site and its sensitivity to project effects resulted in the preferred site 
being South Milton, even though South Milton has the potential for a higher number of species at 
risk. 

Information Request:  

a) For each alternative site that is retained for consideration in phase 2 of the site selection study, 
provide a consolidated and complete list of potential species at risk, including those whose 
habitats are present on each site. 

b) Using the methodology of the site selection study, briefly compare the potential environmental 
effects on all of these potential species at risk at alternative sites retained for consideration in 
phase 2 of the selection study. 

c) Clarify whether the conclusion that the sensitivity of the redside dace to Project effects is of 
higher concern than the number of species at risk identified at the South Milton site, including 
consideration of the additional 12 potential species at risk at the South Milton site as reported 
in Appendix E.16 of the EIS. Provide an updated conclusion as to which site is preferred given 
the potential species at risk on the site and indicate whether any conclusions of the site 
selection study change as a result. 

d) In developing the response to this information request, consider any changes to the sites 
selected for phase 2 arising from responses to other information requests, including 2.10. 

CN Response: 

Clarification: 

The apparent discrepancy in numbers of species at risk (SAR) noted by the Review Panel in the 
rationale for this IR stems from the different purpose for and method by which each list (i.e., the 
list provided in Table 4.4 of the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F and the list provided in 
Table 5.1 of the Terrestrial TDR, EIS Appendix E.16) was developed.  
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Different Purposes 

The Site Selection Study was prepared to support the assessment of alternative means of 
carrying out the Project, in accordance with Section 2.2 of Part 2 of the EIS Guidelines (EIS 
Appendix A) and the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Operational Policy 
Statement (OPS), Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” under the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (March 2015). The Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F 
examined environmental constraints and potential environmental effects of each alternative 
site at a high level. This approach is in accordance with the OPS, which notes that a full 
assessment of environmental effects is not necessary to support a consideration of alternative 
means. The Terrestrial TDR was prepared to support the assessment of potential environmental 
effects of the Project located at the South Milton site, which is the preferred means of carrying 
out the Project selected following the assessment of alternative means. As directed by the OPS 
(Step 4), where a preferred means has been chosen by the proponent, the analysis provided in 
the EIS (including the TDRs) is focused on the environmental effects of the preferred means. The 
level of detail of the analysis of the preferred site is therefore greater than the level of detail of 
the assessment of the other sites. 

Different Methods 

In the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, the list of SAR potentially encountered at each 
alternative site was based on records obtained from the Natural Heritage Information Centre 
(NHIC). The NHIC database provides a record of SAR observed within a specific area (typically a 
one kilometre by one kilometre square polygon) based on historic observations. The list of SAR 
potentially occurring at each alternative site (Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, Table 4.4) 
therefore reflects historic observations of SAR within polygons overlapping the area of study for 
each alternative site17. The same level of information, which was appropriate for the purpose of 
the Site Selection Study as described above, was obtained from the same information source for 
each of the four alternative sites considered in Phase 2 of the Site Selection Study, to enable a 
consistent approach to the comparison of these sites. Five SAR were identified as potentially 
occurring at the South Milton site, based on records of historical observations of those five SAR in 
NHIC database polygons overlapping the area of study for the Site Selection Study. 

To enable a detailed analysis of the potential environmental effects of the Project located at 
the preferred South Milton site, a more comprehensive review of available background 
information sources, as well as site-specific field surveys, were undertaken and are documented 
in the Terrestrial TDR, EIS Appendix E.16.  

Specifically, in addition to the NHIC records reviewed to support the Site Selection Study, other 
relevant information sources were reviewed to determine the known ranges of SAR that could 
overlap the Regional Assessment Area (RAA) for the Project at the South Milton site. These 
information sources included, for terrestrial species, various wildlife atlases, such as the Ontario 
Breeding Birds Atlas (Cadman et al. 2007), Ontario Mammal Atlas (Dobbyn 1994; Eder 2002), and 
Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2013). 

                                                      
17 As described in Section 4.2 of the Site Selection Study, the area of study for the second phase of the Site Selection 
Study comprised the anticipated footprint of each alternative location plus a 500 metre buffer area around the site to 
encompass sufficient space for the design of an intermodal terminal potentially located on either side of the mainline 
track. The study areas for each alternative site are shown in Figures 5 to 8 in Appendix A of the Site Selection Study. 
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Where the known ranges of SAR were determined to overlap with the RAA for the Project, this 
information was used to scope site-specific field surveys and habitat assessments, which 
evaluated the potential presence of SAR and/or their habitat within the Local Assessment Area 
(LAA) and RAA. Based on this further work, undertaken only for the preferred site (the Project 
located at South Milton), 13 additional SAR potentially present within the RAA were identified, 
and habitat for 16 SAR was determined to be potentially located in the LAA (Terrestrial TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.16, Table 5.1).  

Thus, because the Terrestrial TDR, EIS Appendix E.16 draws on multiple lines of evidence, 
including additional information sources (i.e., species range) and field studies, more SAR are 
listed in the Terrestrial TDR, EIS Appendix E.16, Table 5 than were listed for the South Milton site in 
the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, Table 4.4. This accounts for the apparent discrepancy in 
the number of SAR potentially occurring at the South Milton site between the Site Selection 
Study, EIS Appendix F and the Terrestrial TDR, EIS Appendix E.16. For the purpose of evaluating 
the potential environmental effects of the Project, the site-specific information about SAR at the 
South Milton site that is presented in the main body of the EIS and the Terrestrial TDR (and any 
additional information about SAR included in CN’s response to the Review Panel’s first IR 
package, (dated April 5, 2017; CEAR #555)) supersedes the high-level information about 
terrestrial SAR presented in the Site Selection Study. 

Response: 

a) For each alternative site that is retained for consideration in phase 2 of the site selection study, 
provide a consolidated and complete list of potential species at risk, including those whose 
habitats are present on each site. 

In the Site Selection Study (EIS Appendix F, Section 2.2.1), four alternative locations were carried 
forward following Phase 118 of the study for further examination of feasibility: Brampton North; 
Halton Hills; North Milton; and South Milton. As subsequently explained in CN’s response (dated 
May 18, 2016; CEAR #72) to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s additional 
information requirement IR6 (dated March 15, 2016; CEAR #71) and in CN’s response to the 
Review Panel’s IR 2.10, the application of a technical feasibility criterion19, specifically the 
requirement for acceptable access or “lead” track grades20, led to the elimination of the Halton 
Hills and North Milton sites, both of which would have excessively steep or excessively long 
access tracks, as being technically unfeasible. Therefore, this response focuses on the remaining 
two alternative locations: South Milton and Brampton North. 

To enable the Review Panel to compare the remaining alternative sites using similar information, 
as suggested in the rationale to this IR, this response identifies SAR that could potentially occur at 
each site or whose habitats potentially occur in the LAA (for South Milton) or area of study (for 
Brampton North)21, based on the same sources of desktop information, including current (2017) 
NHIC data, available wildlife atlases, and review of aerial photographs and Land Information 

                                                      
18 Specifically, following the application of Principles 1 and 2, as described in Section 3.1 of EIS Appendix F and in more 
detail in the Technical Memorandum: Technical and Economic Feasibility attached to this IR response package. 
19 In accordance with the Agency’s Operational Policy Statement, Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” 
under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (March 2015). 
20 Explained in more detail in the Appendix A: Technical Memorandum: Technical and Economic Feasibility attached to 
this IR response package. 
21 LAAs were not established for nor used in the Site Selection Study for any of the alternative sites. See footnote 21 above 
regarding the areas of study used in the Site Selection Study.  
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Ontario feature mapping of the two sites. In addition, for completeness and to consolidate SAR 
information for the Project, field verification regarding SAR presence at the South Milton site is 
noted.  

Table IR2.12-1 lists the SAR potentially occurring within the PDA and LAA for the South Milton site, 
indicates whether potential habitat for each SAR is present within the PDA based on the updated 
desktop review, and notes whether each species was confirmed to occur on site based on field 
work (including work conducted since the EIS was submitted, as documented in CN’s response to 
the Review Panel’s IR Package 1). This list includes additional species, such as the Monarch 
butterfly, that were listed as SAR after the EIS was submitted. Twenty SAR were identified as 
potentially occurring on site, but potentially suitable habitat exists on site only for 17 of those SAR. 
Nine SAR were confirmed through field surveys to occur on site. 

Table IR2.12-1: Potential SAR at the South Milton Site 

Species at Risk Potentially Suitable Habitat 
Present based on Updated 
Desktop Review 
(Yes/No) 

SAR Presence 
Field-Verified on 
Site (Yes/No) Common Name Scientific Name 

Butternut Juglans cinerea Yes – hedgerows and 
woodlands No 

Eastern Flowering 
Dogwood Cornus florida Yes – woodlands No 

Monarch Danaus plexippus Yes – open fields and 
hedgerows Yes 

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica Yes – existing barn Yes 

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus Yes – hay and pasture fields Yes 

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica No (no structures with suitable 
chimneys) No 

Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna Yes – hay and pasture fields Yes 

Eastern Wood-Pewee Contopus virens Yes - woodlands Yes 

Grasshopper 

Sparrow 

Ammodramus 

savannarum 
Yes – hay and pasture fields Yes 

Wood Thrush  Hylocichla mustelina Yes - woodlands No 

Eastern Milksnake 
Lampropeltis 

triangulum 
Yes – meadow and woodlands Yes 

Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina Yes – wetlands and 
watercourses Yes 

Western Chorus Frog Pseudacris triseriata Yes – woodlands and seasonally 
inundated agricultural fields No 
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Table IR2.12-1: Potential SAR at the South Milton Site 

Species at Risk Potentially Suitable Habitat 
Present based on Updated 
Desktop Review 
(Yes/No) 

SAR Presence 
Field-Verified on 
Site (Yes/No) Common Name Scientific Name 

Jefferson Salamander Ambystoma 
jeffersonianum Yes - woodlands No 

Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus Yes –woodlands Yes 

Northern Myotis Myotis septentrionalis Yes - woodlands No 

Small-footed Myotis Myotis leibii Yes - woodlands No 

Tri-coloured Bat Perimyotis subflavus Yes - woodlands No 

Shortnose Cisco Coregonus reighardi No – no suitable waterbodies. No 

Silver Shiner Notropis hotogenis No –high turbidity and impacted 
water quality No 

Table IR2.12-2 lists the SAR potentially occurring within the study area used in the Site Selection 
Study for the Brampton North site, and indicates whether potential habitat for each SAR is 
present within that area. The information presented below is based on a desktop review of 
current NHIC records and available atlases, as described above. This list includes additional 
species, such as the Monarch butterfly, that were listed as SAR after the EIS was submitted. 
Nineteen SAR were identified as potentially occurring on site, but potentially suitable habitat 
exists on site only for 18 of those SAR. 

No field surveys have been undertaken for the Brampton North site as it was not carried forward 
as the preferred site. This approach is in accordance with the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency’s OPS, Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” under the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (March 2015), which notes that, in the case 
where a preferred means is chosen by the proponent, the environmental assessment should 
focus the analysis on the environmental effects of the preferred means. 

Table IR2.12-2: Potential SAR at the Brampton North Site 

Species at Risk Potentially Suitable Habitat Present based on Updated 
Desktop Review 
(Yes/No) Common Name Scientific Name 

Butternut Juglans cinerea Yes – hedgerows and woodlands 

Monarch Danaus plexippus Yes – open fields and hedgerows 

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica Yes – existing farm buildings 

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus Yes – hay and pasture fields 

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica No – no suitable chimneys 
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Species at Risk Potentially Suitable Habitat Present based on Updated 
Desktop Review 
(Yes/No) Common Name Scientific Name 

Eastern 
Meadowlark Sturnella magna Yes – hay and pasture fields 

Eastern Wood-
Pewee Contopus virens Yes - woodlands 

Grasshopper 
Sparrow 

Ammodramus 
savannarum Yes – hay and pasture fields 

Wood Thrush  Hylocichla mustelina Yes – woodlands 

Eastern 
Ribbonsnake Thamnophis sauritus Yes – woodlands and wetlands 

Eastern Milksnake Lampropeltis triangulum Yes - meadow and woodlands 

Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina Yes – wetlands and watercourses 

Western Chorus 
Frog Pseudacris triseriata Yes – woodlands and seasonally inundated agricultural 

fields 

Jefferson 
Salamander 

Ambystoma 
jeffersonianum Yes – woodlands 

Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus Yes – woodlands 

Northern Myotis Myotis septentrionalis Yes – woodlands 

Small-footed Myotis Myotis leibii Yes – woodlands 

Tri-coloured Bat Perimyotis subflavus Yes – woodlands 

Redside Dace Clinostomus elongatus Yes – watercourses 

 

b) Using the methodology of the site selection study, briefly compare the potential environmental 
effects on all of these potential species at risk at alternative sites retained for consideration in 
phase 2 of the selection study. 

As described in the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, Section 4.1.3, the methodology used in 
the Site Selection Study compared alternative sites based on (among other criteria) minimizing 
the number of potential SAR that may occur at the site in order to reduce and/or avoid 
potential effects on those species and their habitat. Generally speaking, a site with fewer SAR 
was considered to be of lower risk of adverse environmental effects on SAR than a site with more 
SAR. Applying this methodology to the Brampton North and South Milton sites, Table IR2.12-3 
summarizes the number of SAR potentially occurring at each alternative site, based on the 
updated information provided above in the response to part (a), including whether potentially 
suitable habitat is present on site. 
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Table IR2.12-3: Comparison of Number of SAR Potentially Occurring at Each Alternative Site 
Based on Presence of Suitable Habitat 

Criteria Brampton North South Milton 
Number of SAR potentially occurring (least is preferred) 18 17 

Using the updated information provided in Table IR2.12-1 and Table IR2.12-2 for these sites, the 
South Milton site has fewer SAR potentially present than the Brampton North site. Many of the 
potential SAR are the same at both sites, except for the following potential SAR unique to each 
site: 

• Brampton North - Eastern Ribbonsnake and Redside Dace 

• South Milton - Eastern Flowering Dogwood  

Attachment IR6-2, titled Updated Site Selection Study Alternatives Addendum, in CN’s follow-up 
response (dated September 30, 2016; CEAR #375) to the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Agency’s additional information requirement IR6 (dated July 14, 2016; CEAR #357) provided a 
comparison of the potential environmental effects on potential SAR at the Brampton North and 
South Milton alternative sites.  

Table IR2.12-4 updates this comparison of potential environmental effects on SAR potentially 
occurring at each of the Brampton North and South Milton sites, based on the updated 
information provided in Table IR2.12-1 and Table IR2.12-2 in part (a).  

The information provided for the North Brampton site is drawn from the Site Selection Study and 
the updated desktop review undertaken to support CN’s response to this IR; as explained in the 
response to part (a) above, no field surveys were undertaken for the Brampton North site 
following the Site Selection Study, as it was not carried forward as the preferred site. The 
information provided for the South Milton site is drawn from the EIS, including the TDRs appended 
to the EIS, as well as additional information obtained since the EIS was submitted (including the 
results of field surveys conducted in 2016 and 2017), and the updated desktop review 
undertaken to support CN’s response to this IR. 
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Table IR2.12-4: Comparison of Potential Environmental Effects on SAR 

Species at Risk North Brampton South Milton 

Butternut Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species was not observed on site during 
field surveys. 

Eastern Flowering 
Dogwood 

Not identified during updated desktop 
review as potentially occurring on site. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species was not observed on site during 
field surveys. 

Monarch Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat. 

Barn Swallow Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Barn Swallows were confirmed to be 
present within a barn located within the 
PDA; however, the barn will not be 
removed for the Project. No other Barn 
Swallow residences within the LAA are 
anticipated to be directly or indirectly 
affected by disturbance from the 
Project. 

Bobolink Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Similar potential for disturbance to 
agricultural fields and wetland habitats, 
which are potentially frequented by 
migratory birds during various life cycles. 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Similar potential for disturbance to 
agricultural fields and wetland habitats, 
which are potentially frequented by 
migratory birds during various life cycles. 
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Table IR2.12-4: Comparison of Potential Environmental Effects on SAR 

Species at Risk North Brampton South Milton 
No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Species confirmed to be present during 
field surveys. Species to be protected 
through construction timing windows 
and habitat creation/management off-
site. 

Chimney Swift No environmental effects as no 
potentially suitable habitat for the 
species has been identified on site. 

No environmental effects as no 
potentially suitable habitat for the 
species has been identified on site. 

Eastern 
Meadowlark 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Similar potential for disturbance to 
agricultural fields and wetland habitats, 
which are potentially frequented by 
migratory birds during various life cycles. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Similar potential for disturbance to 
agricultural fields and wetland habitats, 
which are potentially frequented by 
migratory birds during various life cycles. 

Species confirmed to be present during 
field surveys. Species to be protected 
through construction timing windows 
and habitat creation/management off-
site. 

Eastern Wood-
Pewee 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Species was confirmed to be present in 
the LAA during field surveys, but was not 
confirmed to be present in the PDA. No 
direct or indirect effects anticipated on 
this species or its habitat. 

Grasshopper 

Sparrow 

 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 50 
 

Table IR2.12-4: Comparison of Potential Environmental Effects on SAR 

Species at Risk North Brampton South Milton 
Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Similar potential for disturbance to 
agricultural fields and wetland habitats, 
which are potentially frequented by 
migratory birds during various life cycles. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Similar potential for disturbance to 
agricultural fields and wetland habitats, 
which are potentially frequented by 
migratory birds during various life cycles. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Wood Thrush Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Change in migratory bird mortality from 
vehicular strikes, collision with project 
infrastructure, clearing of sites, and 
contact with contaminated water. 

Change in migratory bird use of the 
area due to increased disturbance, or 
habitat changes. 

Sensory disturbance such as indirect 
effects caused by project site lighting. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Eastern 
Ribbonsnake 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Not identified during updated desktop 
review as potentially occurring on site.  

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Eastern Milksnake Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species considered potentially present 
in the EIS and confirmed to be present 
on site during supplemental field 
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Table IR2.12-4: Comparison of Potential Environmental Effects on SAR 

Species at Risk North Brampton South Milton 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

surveys. Mitigation to avoid mortality of 
this habitat generalist proposed to 
avoid effects. 

Snapping Turtle Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species confirmed to be present during 
field surveys. Species to be protected 
through timing windows, protective 
fencing and habitat restoration / 
enhancement. 

Western Chorus 
Frog 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. No critical habitat exists within 
the PDA or LAA (per ECCC). 

Jefferson 
Salamander 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in residence of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Little Brown Myotis Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species was confirmed to be present in 
the LAA during field surveys, but was not 
confirmed to be present in the PDA. No 
direct or indirect effects anticipated on 
this species or its habitat. 
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Table IR2.12-4: Comparison of Potential Environmental Effects on SAR 

Species at Risk North Brampton South Milton 

Northern Myotis Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Small-footed 
Myotis 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Tri-coloured Bat Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects. 

No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Changes in direct mortality to SAR from 
vehicular strikes or clearing activities. 

Change in critical habitat of SAR from 
removal or changes in habitat or 
increased disturbance effects 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Redside Dace Change in fish habitat, riparian and in-
water habitat availability. 

Change in fish movement, migration 
and fish passage, including flow rates or 
obstructions. 

Change in fish mortality, including direct 
mortality risk. 

Change in water quality, including 
water quality parameters and sediment 
load and quality. 

Greater potential to adversely affect 
fish habitat through potential channel 
realignments and/or partial enclosures 
due to the cold / cool water nature and 
sensitivity of tributaries of Credit River. 

Not identified during updated desktop 
review as potentially occurring on site. 



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 53 
 

Table IR2.12-4: Comparison of Potential Environmental Effects on SAR 

Species at Risk North Brampton South Milton 
No site-specific surveys were conducted 
to confirm potential presence / 
absence of this species. Suitable habitat 
exists at this site. 

Shortnose Cisco Not identified during updated desktop 
review as potentially occurring on site 
(based on NHIC records). 

Not known to occur and habitat is not 
suitable within the PDA or LAA. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

Silver Shiner Not identified during updated desktop 
review as potentially occurring on site 
(based on NHIC records). 

Not known to occur and habitat is not 
suitable within the PDA or LAA. 

Species not observed during field 
surveys. 

As noted earlier, there are fewer SAR potentially occurring at the South Milton site (17) 
compared to the Brampton North site (18), taking the updated information presented in part (a) 
above, including the presence of potentially suitable habitat on site, into consideration.  

Of the 17 SAR potentially occurring at the South Milton site, only nine were confirmed (through 
field surveys) to be present on site. Of the three potentially occurring SAR species that are 
unique to the South Milton site (i.e., not potentially occurring at the North Brampton site) (the 
Eastern Flowering Dogwood, Shortnose Cisco, and Silver Shiner), none were confirmed to be 
present on site and suitable habitat for the Shortnose Cisco and Silver Shiner is not present on 
site. 

In the absence of site-specific field surveys at Brampton North, the presence of SAR at that site 
could not be confirmed. 

As similar construction and operation activities would be undertaken at either alternative site, 
the Project would generally be expected to affect the SAR and their habitat in a similar way at 
each site. Measures implemented to avoid, reduce, or otherwise mitigate adverse 
environmental effects on SAR and their habitat would be generally similar at each site. As 
described in Section 6.5.3 of the EIS, the residual environmental effects of the Project on SAR 
were determined to be not significant (at the South Milton site). The residual environmental 
effects of the Project on SAR at the Brampton North site would generally be expected to be 
similar with the exception of one species (of fish), the Redside Dace. 

Redside Dace was identified as potentially occurring at the Brampton North site (but not at the 
South Milton site), based on the updated desktop review. If located at the Brampton North site, 
the Project could adversely affect Redside Dace. Redside Dace is a sensitive species that requires 
clean and clear water to allow it to detect its prey (MNRF 201622). Construction activities, including 
channel realignments and culvert installation, resulting in the removal of riparian vegetation and 
the discharge of sediment into streams during construction can impact Redside Dace habitat by 

                                                      
22 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 2016. Guidance for Development Activities in Redside Dace 
Protected Habitat. Version 1.2 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Peterborough, Ontario. iv+54 pp. 
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covering up important spawning areas, filling in pools, and reducing the ability of the species to 
find food (MNRF 2016). Culverts can have varying impacts on the habitat of Redside Dace, 
depending on their location, design, size, and placement in the streams, and method of 
construction; some designs may restrict flows, prevent light penetration, and/or limit fish passage 
(MNRF 2016). These effects may extend to downstream reaches known to contain Redside Dace. 
The Project could also result in direct mortality during fish salvage activity during construction.  

While there are known occurrences of Redside Dace and their habitat that occur within tributaries 
of the Credit River that cross the Brampton North site, the presence of Redside Dace on the site 
was not confirmed through site-specific field surveys (because the Brampton North site was not 
carried forward as a preferred site, as explained earlier).  

c) Clarify whether the conclusion that the sensitivity of the redside dace to Project effects is of 
higher concern than the number of species at risk identified at the South Milton site, including 
consideration of the additional 12 potential species at risk at the South Milton site as reported 
in Appendix E.16 of the EIS. Provide an updated conclusion as to which site is preferred given 
the potential species at risk on the site and indicate whether any conclusions of the site 
selection study change as a result. 

It is important to note that the selection of the South Milton site as the preferred site is based on a 
full consideration of all technical and economic feasibility criteria (described in Appendix A: 
Technical Memorandum: Technical and Economic Feasibility), as well as environmental and 
socio-economic factors that can affect technical and/or economic feasibility and the additional 
engineering, traffic, environmental, and socio-economic criteria taken into account and 
documented in the Site Selection Study. The potential environmental effect of the Project on SAR 
is only one of these factors considered in final selection of the preferred site.  

As noted in the response to part (b) above, based on the updated desktop review, there are 
fewer SAR potentially occurring at the South Milton site (17) than at the Brampton North site (18). 
The residual effects of the Project on SAR would be expected to be similar at both sites for most 
SAR. 

None of the SAR potentially occurring at the South Milton site only (i.e., Eastern Flowering 
Dogwood, Shortnose Cisco, and Silver Shiner) are expected to be adversely affected by the 
Project, as explained earlier in this response. However, if the Project were to be located at the 
Brampton North site, adverse residual effects to Redside Dace could occur. 

As described in the response to part (c) above, Redside Dace is a sensitive species for which 
typical mitigation measures (such as fish salvage) may not be effective. Further, the Guidance for 
Development Activities in Redside Dace Protected Habitat (MNRF, 2016)23 notes that stream 
crossings (i.e., culverts) or developments adjacent to streams that contain Redside Dace can 
have significant impacts on Redside Dace habitat. 

To construct the Project at the Brampton North site, several potential watercourse crossings likely 
would be required, including potential infilling and/or relocation of streams, the length of which 
would be greater than that of a typical roadway. While mitigation measures implemented during 

                                                      
23 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 2016. Guidance for Development Activities in Redside Dace 
Protected Habitat. https://www.ontario.ca/page/guidance-development-activities-redside-dace-protected-habitat 
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construction and operation may reduce potential effects on Redside Dace habitat, a terminal at 
the Brampton North site could well result in the loss of Redside Dace habitat on site.  

d) In developing the response to this information request, consider any changes to the sites 
selected for phase 2 arising from responses to other information requests, including 2.10. 

As explained in the response to part (a) above, the Halton Hills and North Milton sites were 
determined to be technically unfeasible. CN’s responses to other IRs, including IR 2.10, have not 
led CN to alter that determination.  

IR2.13 Alternative site compatibility with existing and future planned land use 

Rationale: In sub-section 4.1.4 of Appendix F of the EIS, CN described the criteria it used to 
compare the compatibility of the four potential alternative site locations for socio-economic 
considerations. CN considered the compatibility of each alternative site with existing land use 
and future planned land use as well as cultural heritage and archaeological resources on each 
site. For existing and future planned land use compatibility, CN developed qualitative categories 
of low, medium and high, and specified that high compatibility was preferred. 

It is not clear whether the site selection study included a consideration of the compatibility of 
terminal-generated truck traffic with existing and future planned roadway usages. 

In addition, there is a discrepancy between Table 4.5 of Appendix F of the EIS, where CN states 
that the South Milton site has a high future planned land use compatibility, and information in 
Table 4.6 and sub-section 4.3.4.2 of that report, where CN states that the South Milton site has a 
moderate future planned land use compatibility. 

Information Request:  

a) Clarify whether CN considers the South Milton site to have a high or moderate future planned 
land use compatibility. 

b) For alternative sites that are retained for consideration in phase 2 of the site selection study, 
describe how the existing and future planned land use compatibility considered the 
compatibility of terminal-generated truck traffic with existing and future planned roadway 
usages between the candidate sites and 400-series highways. If the site selection study did not 
consider terminal-generated truck traffic, provide a qualitative analysis for each site on the 
compatibility of terminal-generated truck traffic with existing and future planned roadway 
usages between the candidate sites and 400-series highways. Consider any changes to the 
sites selected for phase 2 arising from responses to other information requests, including 2.10. 

CN Response: 

a) Clarify whether CN considers the south Milton site to have a high or moderate planned land 
use compatibility 

In the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, Table 4.5 identifies the appropriate land use assessment, 
which is high compatibility. As indicated in Section 5.0 of the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, 
page 29 “the South Milton site is determined to be the preferred site for CN’s new satellite 
intermodal terminal as it requires less environmental mitigation, has high land use compatibility 
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based on the existing land use patterns and established land use designations for future 
development...”. Table 4.6 of the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F has been updated to correct 
this transcription discrepancy and is attached to this response (see Attachment IR2.13-1: Revised 
Summary of Phase 2 Assessment). 

CN considers these lands to be of high compatibility because, as stated in of the Site Selection 
Study, EIS Appendix F, Section 4.3.4.2, the majority of lands at the South Milton site are currently 
designated as agricultural in the Town of Milton Official Plan (Town of Milton 200824) and will be 
incorporated within the Urban Boundary as employment lands as of 2021. An existing land use 
compatible with the proposed Project, the Halton Region Waste Management Site, is located 
adjacent to the Project site on the east side. Lands west of the existing mainline at the South Milton 
site are located within the Urban Boundary (as amended in 2013) of the Town of Milton, within 
lands designated for employment (Map 1C, Interim Office Consolidation of the Regional Official 
Plan, Halton Region, Sept 2015). Lands to the east of the existing mainline are designated as future 
strategic employment areas. The Region has acknowledged that CN owns lands in South Milton 
for which it has a long-range plan for an intermodal terminal, as noted in the Halton Region 
Transportation Master Plan (2011-2013), as further explained in CN’s response to IR2.5.  

b) For alternative sites that are retained for consideration in phase 2 of the site selection study, 
describe how the existing and future planned land use compatibility considered the 
compatibility of terminal-generated truck traffic with existing and future planned roadway 
usages between the candidate sites and 400-series highways. If the site selection study did not 
consider terminal-generated truck traffic, provide a qualitative analysis for each site on the 
compatibility of terminal-generated truck traffic with existing and future planned roadway 
usages between the candidate sites and 400-series highways. Consider any changes to the 
sites selected for phase 2 arising from responses to other information requests, including 2.10. 

In Section 2.2.1 of the EIS and in the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, four alternative locations 
were carried forward following Phase 125 of the study for further examination of feasibility: 
Brampton North; Halton Hills; North Milton; and South Milton. As subsequently explained in CN’s 
response (dated May 18, 2016; CEAR #72) to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s 
additional information requirement IR6 (dated March 15, 2016; CEAR #71), and further in CN’s 
response to the Review Panel’s IR 2.10(c), the application of an additional technical feasibility 
criterion26, specifically the requirement for acceptable access track grades27, led to the 
elimination of the Halton Hills and North Milton sites as being technically unfeasible. Therefore, this 
response focuses on the remaining two alternative locations: South Milton and Brampton North. 

The truck access road, truck entrance/gate and vehicular activity within the Project footprint were 
considered in the assessment of land use compatibility in the Site Selection Study. In general, the 
Project was assumed to be compatible with road infrastructure where truck traffic is permitted. 

                                                      
24 Town of Milton. 2008. Town of Milton Official Plan (Consolidated August, 2008). Last accessed on June 25, 2015. 
Available online at: https://www.milton.ca/en/build/officialplan.asp  
25 Specifically, following the application of Principles 1 and 2, as described in Section 3.1 of EIS Appendix F and in more 
detail in Appendix A: Technical Memorandum: Technical and Economic Feasibility attached to this IR response 
package. 
26 In accordance with the Agency’s Operational Policy Statement, Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” 
under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 2012 (March 2015). 
27 Explained more fully in Appendix A: Technical Memorandum: Technical and Economic Feasibility attached to this IR 
response package. 



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 57 
 

The assessment of the compatibility of these Project components with existing and future planned 
roadways is summarized below.  

• Brampton North: The most likely truck access to Brampton North would be on the north end 
of the rail corridor from Mississauga Road; trucks are currently permitted on this road. 
However, this truck entrance/gate location would not be optimal for terminal operations 
because it would be at the corner of the intermodal yard. Another alternative truck 
entrance/gate location would be on Heritage Road; however, Heritage Road is not currently 
designated for trucks or planned to be so in the foreseeable future. As a result, truck access 
to the Brampton North site is considered to have moderate compatibility with existing and 
future planned roadway usage. 

• South Milton: The preferred truck access location for South Milton is on Britannia Road, which 
is an arterial Regional Road on which truck traffic is and will be permitted at the time of 
Project opening. Further, as described in CN’s response to IR2.33, while the Halton Region 
does not have a specifically designated truck route network, the Halton Transportation 
Management Plan states that “the purpose of a major arterial is to carry truck traffic” and 
“all regional roads are classified and designed to accommodate truck traffic.” CN’s 
response to IR2.33 also describes the additional traffic study undertaken by CN in relation to 
the truck entrance/gate and vehicular activity awaiting access to the Project site. While not 
articulated in terms of “compatibility,” that study concluded that the existing and planned 
road infrastructure can and will accommodate the foreseen peak traffic volumes at the 
intersection of the truck entrance/gate and Britannia Road. Based on these factors, with 
respect to the truck entrance/gate, this site is considered to have high compatibility with 
existing and future planned roadway use28. 

This information, in combination with other criteria outlined in Sections 4.3.4.1 and 4.3.4.2 of the 
Site Selection Study (EIS Appendix F), was used to establish the overall land use compatibility 
rating presented in Table 4.5 and re-iterated in Section 5 “Preferred Site Selection” of the Site 
Selection Study. In conclusion, the South Milton site has the highest current and future planned 
land use compatibility, including with existing and future planned roadway use. 

Terminal-generated truck traffic between the Project and 400-series highways, which is not a 
component of the designated Project, was not previously considered in the assessment of 
compatibility with the existing and future planned land (or roadway) use. As previously 
mentioned, the Project is considered to be compatible overall with road infrastructure where 
truck traffic is permitted.  

A qualitative assessment of the compatibility of terminal-generated truck traffic between the 
Project and 400-series highways with existing and future planned roadway use is provided 
below, as requested by the Review Panel.  

• Brampton North: As noted above, truck traffic is currently permitted on Mississauga Road but 
not Heritage Road. Heritage Road is not planned to be designated for truck traffic in the 
foreseeable future. Terminal-generated truck traffic traveling from an intermodal terminal at 
the Brampton North site to 400-series highways is expected to be compatible with existing 

                                                      
28 The assessment of future planned roadway use considered the infrastructure development and improvements 
planned by Halton Region, discussed further in CN’s response to IR2.33. 
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and future planned roadway use on Mississauga Road and other arterial roads designated 
for trucks, but not on Heritage Road (unless its designation is changed). 

• South Milton: As noted above and described in more detail in the Terminal-Generated Truck 
Traffic Technical Data Report (EIS Appendix E.17), terminal-generated truck traffic between 
the Project and 400-series highways is expected to use arterial regional roads. As noted 
above, the Halton Transportation Management Plan states that “the purpose of a major 
arterial is to carry truck traffic” and “all regional roads are classified and designed to 
accommodate truck traffic.” CN’s response to IR2.33 also describes the additional traffic 
study undertaken by CN in relation to terminal-generated truck traffic between the Project 
and 400-series highways (i.e., beyond the Project as scoped in the EIS Guidelines); while not 
articulated in terms of “compatibility,” that study concluded that the existing and planned 
road infrastructure can and will accommodate the foreseen peak traffic volumes on 
regional roads between the Project and 400-series highways. Therefore, terminal-generated 
truck traffic from the Project located at the South Milton site is considered to be compatible 
with existing and future planned roadway use. 

IR2.14 Distance of alternative sites to 400-series highway 

Rationale: In Appendix F of the EIS, CN stated that access to a 400-series highway was 
determined by measuring the shortest potential truck route for each site. This was assumed to be 
the distance from the closest point of intersection of the site boundary and arterial road to the 
access point (entrance) of the nearest 400-series highway. 

It is not clear that the route measured used designated truck routes. For instance, the shortest 
route for the South Milton site identified in sub-section 4.3.2.3 of Appendix F is to travel south on 
Tremaine Road to Burnhamthorpe Road West then to Regional Road 25 to Highway 407. This 
route is not currently heavy-truck traffic capable nor is it anticipated to be by 2020, as indicated 
in Figures 1 and 2 of Appendix E.17 of the EIS. Moreover, the BA Group Study presented in 
Appendix E.17 of the EIS concludes that this is not the most likely route for trucks to use to access 
a 400-series highway, and in fact, CN will direct CN Transportation Ltd. trucks to follow a longer 
route along Britannia Road east to the 407. 

A comparative evaluation of alternative sites should not focus solely on the shortest potential 
truck route, but rather the distance between the proposed project site and the nearest 400-
series highway along the route most likely to be taken by terminal-generated truck traffic. 

For the South Milton site, the distance measurement should consider any information available 
that would allow for this measurement to be as realistic as possible relative to the actual 
distance that trucks will have to travel to access a 400-series highway. This includes the preferred 
location of the entrance, as described in sub-section 2.2.3.1 of the EIS, and the route that is 
anticipated to be most frequently used based on the conclusions of Appendix E.17. 

Information Request:  

a) For alternative sites that are retained for consideration in phase 2 of the site selection study, 
re-calculate distances from the alternative sites to 400-series highways using the shortest 
feasible route that is heavy-truck capable either currently or is planned to be by the 
anticipated start of the Project. Describe whether these routes provide straight line access to 
a 400-series highway and what, if any, potential conflicts could exist with existing residences. 
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Consider any changes to the sites selected for phase 2 arising from responses to other 
information requests in this package, including 2.10. 

b) For the South Milton site, since CN has determined the preferred location for the entrance and 
the truck route most likely to be used, calculate the shortest truck route distance to a 400-series 
highway starting at the entrance and using the route that is anticipated to be most frequently 
used based on conclusions presented in Appendix E.17. 

CN Response: 

In EIS Section 2.2.1 and the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F), four alternative locations were 
carried forward following Phase 129 of the study for further examination of feasibility: Brampton 
North; Halton Hills; North Milton; and South Milton. As subsequently explained in CN’s response 
(dated May 18, 2016; CEAR #72) to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s 
additional information requirement IR6 (dated March 15, 2016; CEAR #71), and further in CN’s 
response to the Review Panel’s IR 2.10(c), the application of an additional technical feasibility 
criterion30, specifically the requirement for acceptable access track grades31, led to the 
elimination of the Halton Hills and North Milton sites as being technically unfeasible. Therefore, 
this response focuses on the remaining two alternative locations: South Milton and Brampton 
North. 

Development along potential truck routes to and from both South Milton and Brampton North, 
including residential development, has been and will be planned in full knowledge of the 
existing and planned road infrastructure upgrades, which are documented in the respective 
regional municipalities’ official plans and transportation master plans. Similarly, the planned road 
infrastructure upgrades have been planned and are being developed (again, as per relevant 
plans for both regions) in full knowledge of existing and planned land developments, including 
residential development. Further, as the roads that would be used by trucks at both potential 
sites are considered arterial, they are designed to handle trucks (as described in CN’s response 
to IR2.13). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the applicable regional arterial road 
standards have been designed to produce roadways which both accommodate truck 
movement and mitigate conflict between such movements and adjacent residential areas. 

Brampton North 

The location assumed to be the likely preferred gate entrance at the Brampton North site would 
be on Mississauga Road opposite Sandalwood Parkway. The two most direct truck routes (on 
heavy truck capable roads and/or designated truck routes) from this location to 400-series 
highways would be: 1) north on Mississauga Road and east along Mayfield Road to Highway 
410; or 2) south on Mississauga Road to Highway 407ETR or to Highway 401. These two routes 
have the following characteristics: 

                                                      
29 Specifically, following the application of Principles 1 and 2, as described in the Site Selection Study, EIS Appendix F, 
Section 3.1 and in more detail in Appendix A: Technical Memorandum: Technical and Economic Feasibility, attached to 
this IR response package. 
30 In accordance with the Agency’s Operational Policy Statement, Addressing “Purpose of” and “Alternative Means” 
under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 2012 (March 2015). 
31 Explained more fully in Appendix A: Technical Memorandum: Technical and Economic Feasibility attached to this IR 
response package. 
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• North on Mississauga Road and east along Mayfield Road to Highway 410: This route is along 
two Region of Peel roads planned to be upgraded to 4 or 6 lane regional arterial road 
standards and is approximately 11.3 km long. The route is bordered predominantly by 
residential areas east of Mississauga Road and south of Mayfield Road to a point east of 
Kennedy Road (approximately 10 km), and residential areas located north of Mayfield Road 
between the Orangeville Brampton Railway corridor and Etobicoke Creek (approximately 2 
km). 

• South on Mississauga Road to Highway 407ETR or to Highway 401: This route is along a Region 
of Peel road, is approximately 9.6 km long to Highway 407ETR and approximately 11.5 km 
long to Highway 401. The route is bordered by existing residential areas east of Mississauga 
Road between the assumed terminal entrance and Queen Street (approximately 4.3 km), by 
existing and planned future residential and business/office areas west and east of 
Mississauga Road between the Credit River and Highway 407ETR (approximately 3.2 km), 
and by existing or planned commercial/light industrial areas both east and west of 
Mississauga Road between Highway 407ETR and Highway 401 in the City of Mississauga 
(approximately 1.4 km).  

South Milton 

Several potential routes (on heavy-truck capable roads and/or designated truck routes) for the 
South Milton site are identified in Figure 5 of EIS Appendix E.17, with the most direct routes being 
1) west along Britannia Road and north along Tremaine Road to Highway 401 and 2) east along 
Britannia Road to Highway 407 (page 19, Section 6.3, Appendix E.17). These two routes have the 
following characteristics: 

• West along Britannia Road to Tremaine Road and north along Tremaine Road to the 
planned new interchange on Highway 401: This route is along two Halton Region arterial 
roads currently being (and planned to be) improved to 4 or 6 lane regional arterial road 
standards by 2021 and is approximately 10 km in length. The route is bordered by existing or 
planned residential areas north of Britannia Road and east of Tremaine Road between 
Britannia Road and Steeles Avenue (approximately 6.2 km) and both east and west of 
Tremaine Road between the CP rail corridor and Highway 401 (approximately 1.5 km). The 
area west of Tremaine Road between Britannia Road and Derry Road is designated for 
employment and is planned to be brought within the Urban Boundary following 2021. The 
area west of Tremaine Road and north of Derry Road to the CP rail corridor is in the Niagara 
Escarpment Protection area currently outside the urban boundary of the Town of Milton and 
no development is planned, as indicated in Map 1C of the Halton Regional Official Plan. 

• East along Britannia Road to Highway 407ETR: This route is along a Halton Region arterial road 
which is planned to be improved to a 6 lane regional arterial road standards by 2021 and is 
approximately 11.2 km long. The route is bordered on the north by existing or planned 
residential areas between the proposed truck entrance and James Snow Parkway 
(approximately 5.2 km). The area north of Britannia Road east of James Snow Parkway and 
south of Britannia Road east of 16 Mile Creek to a point west of 8th Line is designated for 
residential development and is planned to be brought within the urban boundary following 
2021. 
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IR2.15 Consideration of traffic criteria for all alternatives sites 

Rationale: As stated in Section 4.1 of Appendix F of the EIS, site selection criteria focused on four 
categories: engineering/technical, traffic, biophysical, and socioeconomic. Sub-section 4.1.2 of 
that document identifies the criteria that were chosen for the traffic category, which were road 
crossings, truck routes and highway access. 

CN did not provide a rationale as to why other relevant criteria that would be examined in a 
standard traffic impact study were not considered as traffic related criteria in the site selection 
study. For example, issues of congestion, potential for collisions and accidents, interaction with 
non-motorized traffic such as pedestrians and cyclists, impacts associated with the use of 
roundabouts by larger vehicles, residential/commercial mix along route and operation of 
intersections, and entrances and exits were not included and no rationale was provided as to 
why these were not necessary considerations. 

Information Request:  

a) Compare all alternative sites that are retained for consideration in phase 2 of the site selection 
study with regards to the typical traffic study criteria including, at a minimum, those provided 
above. Consider any changes to the sites selected for phase 2 arising from responses to other 
information requests in this package, including 2.10. 

CN Response: 

The effects of terminal-generated truck traffic between the Project and 400-series highways 
were not considered in the assessment of alternative means of carrying out the Project because 
terminal-generated truck traffic between the Project and 400-series highways is not a 
component of the designated project. The potential effects of the feasible alternatives were 
considered in relation to the scope of the designated project as outlined in Section 3.1 of the EIS 
Guidelines (EIS Appendix A) and were therefore limited, with respect to traffic particularly, to 
potential effects of the truck entrance/gate and vehicular access on and awaiting access to 
the Project site. In this regard, the potential effects of the Project on traffic-related matters - such 
as congestion, potential for collisions and accidents, interaction with pedestrians and cyclists, 
and operation of intersections and terminal entrances - were expected to be similar for the 
feasible alternative sites considered, taking existing and planned road developments and 
improvements into account. 

Road crossings (within the boundary of the terminal footprint), the availability (number) of truck 
routes, and highway access (length of truck routes), were considered in the assessment of 
alternative sites because these factors are relevant to comparing the relative technical and 
economic feasibility of each site32. 

Notwithstanding the focus of the assessment of alternative sites on the components of the 
designated Project and the effects of those components, a comparison of Terminal-generated 
truck traffic between the feasible alternative sites and 400-series highways using the traffic-
related criteria specified in the rationale to this IR is provided below, as requested.  

                                                      
32 For more details on technical and economic feasibility, refer to Appendix A: Technical Memorandum: Technical and 
Economic Feasibility, attached to this IR response package. 
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The discussion below provides a qualitative comparison of the terminal-generated truck traffic 
between the feasible alternative sites (Brampton North and South Milton) and 400-series 
highways using the routes identified in CN’s response to IR2.14 for each of the traffic-related 
criteria specified in this IR. 

Brampton North 

North on Mississauga Road and east along Mayfield Road to Highway 410 

Existing traffic congestion issues along the route: There are generally low to moderate levels of 
congestion along the route with periodically moderate to high levels of congestion during 
weekday peak periods near Hurontario Street. Sections of the roadways along the route are 
undergoing planned construction upgrades. Some additional congestion due to construction is 
experienced.  

Potential for collisions along the route: There are approximately 23 existing or planned future 
signalized (or otherwise significant) intersections along the route and no apparent deficiencies in 
planned road alignment, design, or operating conditions that would render the route unusually 
prone to incidents of collision. Although collision hazard is always a factor in traffic operation, 
there is nothing to indicate that the identified route would be unsuitable for heavy truck 
movements.  

Potential for interactions with pedestrians and cyclists: As Mississauga Road and Mayfield Road 
are improved, the implemented design (established through respective Environmental 
Assessment Studies) will include sidewalks and/or multi-use pathways for pedestrians and cyclists 
(Region of Peel 201333; Region of Peel, 201634). The existing crossing of Mayfield Road with the 
Etobicoke Creek Trail is grade-separated. 

Impacts associated with roundabouts: There are no existing or planned roundabouts on the 
route. 

Residential/commercial mix and the operation of driveways: The route is characterized by 
relatively new or developing residential areas east of Mississauga Road and south of Mayfield 
Road and an established residential area between the Orangeville Brampton Railway rail 
corridor and Kennedy Road north of Mayfield Road in Caledon. Characteristic of such 
residential areas, there are a few commercial sites located near (usually major) intersections with 
access designed to meet standards for location and design of driveways on Peel Region arterial 
roads. There is no indication that the condition represents an unusual one with respect to 
management and control of the traffic operation at driveways. 

South on Mississauga Road to Highway 407ETR or to Highway 401 

Existing traffic congestion issues along the route: There are generally moderate levels of 
congestion along the route with periodically high levels of congestion during weekday peak 

                                                      
33 Region of Peel. 2013. Mississauga Road Improvements from North of Bovaird Drive West to Mayfield Road, Municipal 
Class Environmental Assessment, Environmental Study Report. https://www.peelregion.ca/pw/transportation/environ-
assess/miss-rd-bovaird.htm 
34 Region of Peel. 2016. Mayfield Road Improvements: Environmental Study Report, Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment from Chinguacousy Road to Winston Churchill Blvd. 
https://www.region.peel.on.ca/pw/transportation/pdfs/mayfield-rd-jun13-2016.pdf 
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periods near Bovaird Drive, Steeles Avenue, Highway 407/ETR, and Highway 401. Sections of the 
roadway along the route are undergoing planned construction upgrades. Some additional 
congestion due to construction is experienced.  

Potential for collisions along the route: There are approximately 17 existing or planned future 
signalized (or otherwise significant) intersections along the route south to Highway 407ETR and a 
further four intersections (not including ramp terminal intersections) along the route south to 
Highway 401. There are no apparent deficiencies in planned road alignment, design, or 
operating conditions that would render the route unusually prone to incidents of collision. 
Although collision hazard is always a factor in traffic operation, there is nothing to indicate that 
the identified route would be unsuitable for heavy truck movements.  

Potential for interactions with pedestrians and cyclists: As Mississauga Road is improved, the 
implemented design (established through Environmental Assessment Studies) will include 
sidewalks and/or multi-use pathways for pedestrians and cyclists.  

Impacts associated with roundabouts: There are no existing or planned roundabouts on the 
route. 

Residential/commercial mix and the operation of driveways: The route is characterized by 
relatively new or developing residential areas east of Mississauga Road between the assumed 
terminal access and Queen Street. Characteristic of such residential areas, there are a few 
commercial sites located near (usually major) intersections with access designed to meet 
standards for location and design of driveways on Peel Region arterial roads. South of the Credit 
River to the Highway 407ETR, the frontage along Mississauga Road is largely planned for business 
and office uses with access from intersecting or parallel local streets with well-spaced driveways 
usually with limited movements for direct access. Between Highway 407ETR and Highway 401 in 
Mississauga, there are very few existing or planned driveways serving the light industrial area and 
where such driveways exist or are likely to be permitted, there will be restricted movements for 
direct access. There is no indication that the condition represents an unusual one with respect to 
management and control of the traffic operation at driveways. 

South Milton  

West along Britannia Road to Tremaine Road and north along Tremaine Road to the planned new 
interchange on Highway 401 

Existing traffic congestion issues along the route: There are generally low levels of congestion 
along the route with periodically moderate to high levels of congestion during weekday peak 
periods near Steeles Avenue. With the opening of the planned interchange at Highway 401, 
traffic patterns in Milton will change and traffic volumes along Tremaine Road will likely increase 
such that during weekday peak periods, moderate to high levels of congestion may be 
experienced along Tremaine Road near Highway 401 and at major intersections such as Derry 
Road.  

Potential for collisions along the route: Although plans for development are not yet complete, 
there are likely to be approximately 18 existing or planned future signalized (or otherwise 
significant) intersections along the route. There are no apparent deficiencies in planned road 
alignment, design, or operating conditions that would render the route unusually prone to 
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incidents of collision. Although collision hazard is always a factor in traffic operation, there is 
nothing to indicate that the identified route would be unsuitable for heavy truck movements.  

Potential for interactions with pedestrians and cyclists: As Britannia Road and Tremaine Road are 
improved, the implemented design (established through respective environmental assessment 
studies) will include bike lanes, sidewalks, and a multi-use pathway for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Impacts associated with roundabouts: There are four existing roundabouts on the route along 
Tremaine Road at Britannia Road, Louis St. Laurent Boulevard, Main Street, and Steeles Avenue. 
The roundabouts are designed to Halton Region standards for a regional arterial road intended 
to accommodate the movement of heavy trucks. Pedestrian and cyclist crossings at the 
roundabouts occur at designated and marked locations.  

Residential/commercial mix and the operation of driveways: The route is characterized by 
relatively new or developing residential areas north of Britannia Road and east of Tremaine 
Road north to Derry Road. Characteristic of such residential areas, there may be a few 
commercial sites located near (usually major) intersections with access designed to meet 
standards for location and design of driveways on Halton Region arterial roads. There is no 
indication that the condition is unusual with respect to management and control of the traffic 
operation at driveways. 

East along Britannia Road to Highway 407ETR  

Existing traffic congestion issues along the route: There are generally moderate levels of 
congestion along the route with periodically moderate to high levels of congestion during 
weekday peak periods near Regional Road 25 and Trafalgar Road. As the residential area north 
of Britannia Road develops and as Britannia Road is improved as planned, congestion levels on 
Britannia Road are expected to remain moderate to high during weekday peak periods at 
major intersections such as Regional Road 25, James Snow Parkway, and Trafalgar Road. 

Potential for collisions along the route: Although plans are not complete, it appears there may 
be approximately 24 existing or planned future signalized (or otherwise significant) intersections 
along the route to Highway 407ETR. There are no apparent deficiencies in planned road 
alignment, design, or operating conditions that would render the route unusually prone to 
incidents of collision. Although collision hazard is always a factor in traffic operation, there is 
nothing to indicate that the identified route would be unsuitable for heavy truck movements.  

Potential for interactions with pedestrians and cyclists: As Britannia Road is improved, the 
implemented design (established through respective environmental assessment studies) will 
include bike lanes, sidewalks, and/or multi use pathways for pedestrians and cyclists.  

Impacts associated with roundabouts: There are no existing or planned roundabouts on the 
route. 

Residential/commercial mix and the operation of driveways: The route is characterized by 
relatively new or developing residential areas north of Britannia Road between the truck 
entrance and Highway 407ETR. Characteristic of such residential areas, there are likely to be 
commercial sites located near (usually major) intersections with access designed to meet 
standards for location and design of driveways on Halton Region arterial roads. There is no 
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indication that the condition represents an unusual one with respect to management and 
control of the traffic operation at driveways. 

Summary of Qualitative Comparison 

The Brampton North and the South Milton alternative sites are both served well by proximity to 
regional arterial roads that provide connection to 400 series highways at comparable distance. 
They are both located in areas where the regional road network is under improvement to four or 
six lanes with current standards of design and operation, including facilities for cyclists and 
pedestrians. None of the improved regional arterial roads would be unsuitable for use by heavy 
trucks. In summary, there is no apparent difference between the two sites with respect to the 
potential effects of terminal-generated truck traffic. 

IR2.16 Project components considered in the alternatives assessment 

Rationale: Table 2.2 of the EIS identified key project components for which alternative means 
were considered for the respective location and design. These project components were:  

• truck entrance location  

• gate location  

• Lower Base Line crossing  

• potable water supply  

• non-potable water supply  

• wastewater management  

• stormwater management  

• utilities  

• Indian Creek realignment  

CN did not provide a rationale for why alternative means were considered for these project 
components, but not for others. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a rationale for the choice of key project components for which alternative means of 
undertaking the Project were considered, and why other components were not selected. 

CN Response: 

The assessment of alternative means provided in EIS Section 2.2 was prepared in accordance 
with requirements specified in the EIS Guidelines (EIS Appendix A), Section 2.2, Part 2. In 
particular, the EIS identified and considered the effects of alternative means of carrying out the 
project that are technically and economically feasible. The assessment of alternative means in 
the EIS considered those Project components specified in the EIS Guidelines (EIS Appendix A), 
namely (in addition to project site location and transportation routes, addressed in CN’s 
responses to other IRs) access points to the Project site (i.e., the truck entrance location and the 
gate location), water supply (including potable and non-potable water), and the location of 
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“key project components”. Project site location and transportation routes have been addressed 
in previous IRs: CEAA IR1.6 (dated May 18, 2016, CEAR #72) and CEAA IR2.6 and 2.13 (dated 
September 30, 2016, (CEAR #375).  

The key project components assessed in EIS Section 2.2.3 (and summarized in Table 2.2) were 
selected based on whether (1) technically or economically feasible alternatives exist and (2) 
alternative locations and/or designs of each component could result in materially different 
environmental effects.  

The rationale for not selecting other Project components (listed in EIS Guidelines (EIS Appendix A), 
Section 3.1, Part 1) for alternative means assessment is provided below, with reference to the two 
selection criteria noted above. 

• yard tracks – The yard tracks must be functionally located parallel to the CN mainline to 
provide an efficient terminal design, as explained in CN’s response to IR2.9. Therefore, 
technically or economically feasible alternatives were not identified for this Project 
component. Additional discussion of alternative means of designing the yard tracks (i.e., 
number, length) are addressed in CN’s responses to CEAA IR2.18 and IR2.23. 

• realignment of the existing mainline – The realignment of the existing mainline is required to 
accommodate the yard tracks, work pads, and container storage area on the site. Failure to 
realign the mainline at this location would restrict the ability to construct and operate the 
Terminal at this location. As such, technically or economically feasible alternatives to 
realigning the mainline are not available. Additional discussion of alternative means of 
realigning the existing mainline are addressed in CN’s responses to CEAA IR2.18 and IR2.23. 

• double track extension of the mainline – The doubling of the mainline track at this location is 
required to meet CN’s current design standards to safely and efficiently accommodate rail 
traffic along the mainline. Doubling of the mainline at this location provides the capacity for 
trains to enter/depart the terminal while facilitating train movement on the other mainline. 
This configuration also reduces idling within the terminal. No feasible alternatives to this 
component are available.  

• work pads (and container storage) – The size (i.e., length and width) and location of the 
work pads, (which includes areas for container storage) were determined based on efficient 
container movement and capacity and storage requirements of the terminal. They 
functionally must be located adjacent to the yard tracks to accommodate loading and 
unloading of containers from trains. Therefore, technically or economically feasible 
alternatives were not identified for these Project components. 

• operations and maintenance buildings (administration building and garage) – The location 
of the building is dependent on proximity to the work pads and container storage area. This 
is a functional requirement to facilitate efficient terminal operations. The building is being 
designed to accommodate the expected workforce at the Terminal. While alternative 
locations for this building proximal to the work pads and container storage area could be 
considered, the potential environmental effects of the alternatives would be substantively 
the same. 

• vegetation clearing, grading, and berms – Vegetation clearing and grading are required to 
enable construction of the Project. No feasible alternatives for these activities exist. Berms are 
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proposed at specific locations as an effective measure to mitigate potential noise effects of 
the Project. These were located, as determined in the Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.10, to address the specific noise effects of the Project35.  

• realignment of Tributary A – Based on recommendations from the Bronte Creek Watershed 
Study (Conservation Halton 2002) to remove the existing on-line agricultural pond and a 
desire to shorten the length of culverts proposed on Tributary A to reduce potential effects, 
alternatives to the realignment of Tributary A were not considered in the EIS. While not 
addressed in the EIS, longer culverts would be a technically feasible alternative to maintain 
Tributary A in its current location. These culverts would not only be more expensive to 
construct but would result in a greater loss of channel length and corresponding fish habitat. 
As proposed, realigning the channel using natural channel design principles and shortening 
the culverts required to convey flows beneath the terminal reduces the potential effects on 
fish and fish habitat.  

• realignment of petroleum pipelines - Investigations in 2014 determined the two existing Sun-
Canadian pipelines are approximately one to two metres below grade between the CN 
mainline and Tremaine Road. The finished surface of the proposed terminal pads at this 
location are proposed to be one to two metres below the elevation of the mainline. 
Construction of the terminal pads will require excavation about 1.5 metres below existing 
grade. Therefore, the pipelines would be completely exposed. To accommodate 
construction of the Project, the pipelines must be relocated or be buried deeper. The 
proposed realigned route for the pipelines is north of the terminal pads and would pass 
under all existing and new tracks within a distance of 75 metres. With this re-aligned route, no 
pavement would be placed over the pipelines during Project construction, facilitating future 
pipeline access (if required) by Sun-Canadian without major disruption to terminal 
operations. This re-alignment was agreed to in principle by Sun-Canadian in 2015. If the 
pipelines were to remain in the current alignment, they would need to be set deeper and, 
for about 200 metres of their length, would be located beneath railway tracks and paved 
terminal pads, dramatically reducing pipeline accessibility by Sun-Canadian, which, through 
discussion with Sun Canadian, was deemed not acceptable. Relocating the pipelines is the 
option preferred by CN and Sun-Canadian, as it will enable the Project to be constructed 
and ensure long-term accessibility of the pipelines by Sun-Canadian without dramatically 
affecting CN operations. 

• intersection improvements – Intersection improvements are required to enable safe and 
efficient access to and from the Project site, both at the truck entrance to the terminal 
access road and the employee entrance to the administration building. Both intersections 
would be designed and constructed in accordance with municipal road safety and traffic 
flow requirements, in consultation with the Town of Milton. No feasible alternatives to 
improving these intersections are available. Alternative intersection designs may be feasible, 
but would be evaluated during the detailed design phase for these intersections. 

                                                      
35 Alternative measures to mitigate noise include the use of noise walls, which are typically more expensive to construct 
given the required height of noise mitigation measures (i.e., 5 m). Using walls instead of berms would reduce the area 
where excess topsoil could be stored, thereby requiring alternative areas for the storage of topsoil that would result in an 
increased construction footprint (i.e., with greater potential effects). Noise berms also provide an opportunity for planting 
of native species to act as a natural visual barrier for the terminal that otherwise would not be possible using only noise 
walls. 
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• surface paving activities and paved surfaces – The design and pavement options for the 
terminal work pads will be determined during detailed design. While the final method and 
materials to be used for the construction of the work pads have not been confirmed, likely 
materials include either asphalt or roller compacted concrete (as indicated in EIS Section 
3.4.1.3). The type of pavement for the terminal pads also will be determined during detailed 
design. In the event of a concrete surface, a temporary batch plant will be constructed at 
or immediately adjacent to the terminal (within the PDA), as indicated in EIS Section 3.4.1.3. 
Potential effects of each alternative are essentially the same, except for additional noise 
and air emissions that would result from a batch plant.  

• vehicular activity within the Project footprint or awaiting access to the Project site – Route 
alternatives for trucks accessing the terminal are considered in EIS Section 2.2.2. Access to 
the terminal will be controlled by CN through a gate reservation system, which will regulate 
truck activity to reduce queuing and to smooth traffic movements throughout the day. 
Managing vehicle access and movements through the Terminal are required to maintain an 
efficient operation. No other feasible alternatives were considered.  

IR2.17 Project operational activities considered in the alternatives assessment 

Rationale: CN focused its assessment of alternative means of undertaking the Project on site 
locations, transportation corridors and the location and design of key project components. 

In sub-section 3.4.2 of the EIS, CN lists the operations that will be required for the Project. These 
include truck operations, train operations, lift operations and equipment maintenance. While 
some of these operations have been explored in the alternative means assessment, alternative 
means of undertaking train or lift operations were not considered. 

For example, in its March 15, 2017 letter (CEAR #547), CN indicated that its Memphis Logistics 
Park operates primarily using gantry cranes and wheeled storage (containers on chassis), as 
opposed to the mobile reach stacker crane operation with a mix of ground storage (stacked 
containers) and wheeled storage as is proposed for the Project. Additionally, Appendix D3 of the 
EIS stated that, in response to inquiries, CN had informed members of the public that gantry 
cranes would not be used at the South Milton site. However, the EIS did not contain information 
regarding the possibility of a gantry crane system being used for the Project, whether this 
alternative mean is technically or economically feasible for the Project, or whether it would result 
in different environmental effects as compared to the Project. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional information on alternative means of carrying out train and lift operations for 
the designated project that are technically and economically feasible. For each alternative 
means identified, describe the operational practice and briefly examine the potential effects 
of each on the valued components.  

b) Provide information on whether any technically or economically feasible alternative means of 
carrying out train or lift operations could improve intermodal capacity and/or reduce the 
Project footprint. 
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CN Response: 

a) Provide additional information on alternative means of carrying out train and lift operations for 
the designated project that are technically and economically feasible. For each alternative 
means identified, describe the operational practice and briefly examine the potential effects 
of each on the valued components.  

There are two alternative means available for carrying out lift operations in modern North 
American inland intermodal terminals: 

• reach stacker operations; and 

• gantry crane operation (diesel and electric).  

Each mode of operation is described below, followed by a comparison of key technical and 
economic characteristics, followed by a brief description of the potential effects on each 
valued component (VC) from the alternatives.  

Reach Stacker Operation 

In a reach stacker operation, 
containers are handled using 
telescopic reach stacker cranes 
that lift and place containers from 
the side, as shown in the 
accompanying photo. Different 
types of reach stacker cranes 
have different lift capabilities, with 
some capable of only handling a 
container immediately adjacent, 
while others can reach over and 
pick up or place containers in 
rows beyond the adjacent 
container. A reach-stacker based 
operation is highly flexible, in that 
the cranes can perform the full task of moving a container within the terminal without additional 
equipment, thus minimizing the required staff and equipment on site. This alternative is also 
responsive to fluctuations in demand (i.e., volume of container traffic) at any given time, and 
allows the terminal to optimize assets on site and can address the cargo mix on a train without 
impacting the overall terminal operations). With current technologies, reach stacker cranes 
operate using diesel fuel. Due to the above-described operational flexibility, a reach stacker 
operation is CN’s preferred choice for small and medium sized terminals.  

In this type of operation, a terminal requires a heavy-duty pavement wherever the crane may 
travel (i.e., a larger paved areas than the gantry alternative described below) to absorb the 
loads of the mobile cranes throughout the terminal. For the purposes of the Project, and 
generally across CN’s network, containers will be stacked a maximum of four high 
(approximately 40 feet (12 metres) for economic purposes; thus, the stacked containers would 
be the tallest piece of equipment on site. This alternative is technically and economically 
feasible and is CN’s preferred option.  
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Gantry Operation 

Gantry cranes are a wide-span 
overhead crane that will typically 
span multiple tracks and/or multiple 
lanes for train and truck loading 
and unloading and/or multiple rows 
of stacked containers, or a 
combination of these different 
elements as shown in the 
accompanying photo. Gantry 
cranes lift from above in this type of 
operation, permitting easier access 
to containers in the middle of a 
stack. This permits a higher 
container stacking density, and 
ultimately, a more condensed 
footprint. In this scenario, containers are often stacked higher than in a reach stacker operation 
to achieve this density. Containers are typically unloaded in a linear fashion from the train either 
to ground storage beneath the crane or are loaded onto a chassis to be parked elsewhere in 
the terminal. Various types of gantry cranes exist with different engine types, rubber-tired or rail 
mounted gantries with either electrical or diesel engines. Diesel powered rubber-tired gantry 
cranes can be moved to different locations within the yard, providing more flexibility than rail-
mounted gantry cranes. Rail-mounted gantry cranes or fixed place rubber-tired gantry cranes 
can be electrically powered. This type of gantry crane operation is often used at ports, where 
there is a high throughput volume, or where there is significant sorting of containers from one 
train to another. Due to the geographic nature of CN’s network, this type of sorting (train to 
train) is less frequent and as such, gantry cranes are seldom implemented across CN’s network  

A very heavy concrete surface would be required under the wheels (known as runners) for 
rubber-tired gantries, or alternately rails would be required for rail-mounted gantries, to support 
the weight of the cranes. However, the overall Terminal footprint would require approximately 
20% to 30% less width when compared to a reach stacker operation, due to the higher density of 
container storage. To achieve this density, the containers are typically stacked in the order of 
five to six high. Due to the concrete runners or crane rails, this type of operation is less adaptable 
to different configurations; the cranes can only operate along the runners or rails. Gantry cranes 
function by lifting directly from above and as such, are typically between 70 to 80 feet (21 to 24 
metres) in height, thus having a greater visual impact than reach stackers. 

Summary of the technical and economic characteristics 

Table IR2.17-1 summarizes key technical and economic characteristics of the three alternatives. 

Table IR2.17-1: Comparison of Technical and Economic Characteristics of Lift Equipment 

Characteristics Reach Stacker  Diesel powered  
gantry cranes 

Electrically powered 
gantry cranes 

Footprint of Terminal 
paving (width) Greatest Reduced (20-30% less width) 
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Table IR2.17-1: Comparison of Technical and Economic Characteristics of Lift Equipment 

Characteristics Reach Stacker  Diesel powered  
gantry cranes 

Electrically powered 
gantry cranes 

Operational flexibility 
(High flexibility results 
allows the operation to 
adjust to minimize 
project impacts) 

High 

Moderate – Rubber tired 
diesel gantry cranes are 
able to be moved to 
dedicated locations in 
the terminal where 
runners exist 

Low – fixed location 

Anticipated Maximum 
Height of Containers or 
Cranes for the Project – 
Higher stacking height 
increases visual impact 

Lowest  Highest 

Fuel Type – diesel 
represents a higher 
direct impact on air 
and noise 

Diesel Diesel  Electric  

Noise Impact 
Low (protected by 
berms due to low 
height) 

Low (protected by berms 
due to low height) 

Low (Limited noise 
generated by electric 
cranes) 

Impacts of the 
environment (i.e., 
weather) on operation 
– Low is preferred as 
equipment is less 
susceptible to high 
winds and extreme 
cold 

Low (low susceptibility 
to high winds and 
moderate resistance 
to cold)  

Moderate (Susceptible to 
high winds and cold)  

Low/Moderate (more 
susceptible to high winds 
but better resistance to 
cold) 

Capital Cost  Lowest Moderate Highest 

Operating Costs Highest Moderate Lowest 

Potential to re-use 
existing assets (cranes) Yes No  No 

Potential Effects of the Alternative Means 

The potential environmental effects of these alternative means for each VC are similar because 
the length of track and number of tracks for the Terminal would not change, regardless of 
equipment used for lift operations. Gantry options would require less width but would not 
change the overall design of the Terminal. The gantry cranes would be taller than reach stacker 
and may have an increased opportunity to affect migratory birds and avian species at risk as 
wildlife collisions (bird strikes) may be more likely. Greater height of the gantry options would also 
reduce the effectiveness of berms to mitigate light effects. Electric power for the gantry option 
decreases potential noise and air quality considerations, but increases the visual impact of the 
surrounding area, particularly in areas where the surrounding site is flat, similar to the Project site. 
Socio-economic conditions would be similar for each operation because there is no difference 
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in demand for community services and infrastructure or change in land and resource use. 
Archaeological potential could be reduced with smaller work pads; however, both 
archaeological and heritage resources can be avoided or mitigated with both options. 

The potential effects of the alternative means of carrying out the container lift and movement 
operations within the terminal are summarized in Table IR2.17-2. 

Table IR2.17-2: Potential Effects of Alternative Lift Equipment 

Valued Component Reach Stackers Diesel powered gantry 
cranes Electric gantry cranes 

Fish and Fish Habitat A wider work pad 
requires a longer culvert 
for Tributary A than 
gantry cranes. 

Smaller width of work pad 
reduces the culvert for 
Tributary A than reach 
stackers. 

Smaller width of work 
pad reduces the culvert 
for Tributary A than 
reach stackers. 

Migratory Birds Reduced height of 
equipment compared to 
gantry reducing the 
potential for direct 
impacts. 
Noise from diesel 
powered reach stacker 
causes disruption to 
migratory birds. 

Increased height of 
gantry increases the 
potential for direct 
impacts (increased lights 
to attract migratory birds 
and height of equipment 
increases risk of collision). 
Noise from diesel 
powered gantry causes 
disruption to migratory 
birds. 

Increased height of 
gantry increases the 
potential for direct 
impacts (increased 
lights to attract 
migratory birds and 
height of equipment 
increases risk of 
collision). 
Reduced noise impacts 
from quiet electric 
powered gantry 
compared to diesel. 

Species at Risk Avian species-at-risk 
would be similar to 
migratory birds. 

Avian species-at-risk 
would be similar to 
migratory birds. 

Avian species-at-risk 
would be similar to 
migratory birds. 

Human Health Noise and air emissions 
from diesel power. 
Proposed berm can 
mitigation noise and light 
from reach stacker 
operations. 

Noise and air emissions 
from diesel power. 
Proposed berm can 
mitigation noise during 
operation because the 
engines are at ground 
level. Increase light and 
visual effects due to 
height of the gantry. A 
berm can not mitigate 
the light effects as well as 
reach stacker operations 
due to the height of the 
gantry. 

Reduced noise and air 
emissions from electric 
power. Increase light 
and visual effects due 
to height of the gantry. 
Berm can not mitigate 
the light effects as well 
as with reach stacker 
operations due to the 
height of the gantry. 

Socio-economic 
Conditions 

No difference in choice 
in operational lift 
equipment. 

No difference in choice in 
operational lift 
equipment. 

No difference in choice 
in operational lift 
equipment. 

Archaeological and 
Heritage Resources 

Wider work pad could 
increase the potential to 
affect resources.  

Smaller width of work pad 
reduces the potential to 
affect resources. 

Smaller width of work 
pad reduces the 
potential to affect 
resources. 
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The potential effects of the alternative means of carrying out the container lift and movement 
operations within the terminal are similar in all three alternatives, while the comparison of the 
equipment to each other on the VCs may have varying degrees of magnitude. Based on the 
public concerns regarding the location of the terminal, the potential effect of both the diesel 
and electric gantry cranes on the viewscape may result in increased visual effects that could 
not be mitigated.  

Following the consideration of alternative means of carrying out container lift operations at the 
Milton Logistics Hub, the use of mobile reach stacker cranes was determined to be the preferred 
option, taking technical and economic criteria into account. As described in CN’s response to 
IR 2.6, upon opening the Milton Logistics Hub, a portion of the existing traffic currently moving 
through Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT) will be shifted over to the Milton Logistics Hub. As a 
result, the workload on the reach stacker cranes currently used at BIT will be reduced, and 
several existing reach stacker cranes can be transferred to the Milton Logistics Hub. This allows 
CN to re-use current assets.  

b)  Provide information on whether any technically or economically feasible alternative means 
of carrying out train or lift operations could improve intermodal capacity and/or reduce the 
Project footprint. 

As described in CN’s response to IR 2.6, the addition of the Project to CN’s GTHA market are will 
add to the overall container handling capacity.  CN considered the alternatives described 
above for both BIT and the Project when evaluating how to meet the growing demand for 
intermodal capacity in the western Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area. To effectively serve the 
growing GTHA market, it was determined a second terminal in the west GTHA was the preferred 
alternative as described in IR 2.8. 

CN has undertaken several significant upgrades over many years to optimize the efficiency and 
capacity at BIT (see IR 2.44) to the point where there is no more expansion that can be 
reasonably and economically achieved. Therefore, this is not considered to be either technically 
or economically feasible. 

In terms of throughput, the Project would be considered a moderate-volume terminal on CN’s 
network with volumes that can be easily and efficiently managed with a reach stacker 
operation. While a gantry cranes operation could increase the capacity of the Project, 
increasing the capacity at Milton is not expected to be required after BIT is returned to a more 
optimal operational efficiency with both terminals in operation. 

As noted above, the terminal footprint of a gantry or combined equipment operation would be 
somewhat smaller than the terminal footprint using reach stacker cranes. However, other 
environmental effects, particularly visual impacts, of the gantry crane alternative would be 
greater than those of a reach stacker crane operation. Modifications to Indian Creek would still 
be required with the reduced footprint because the erosion issues would still exist. Additionally, 
the reach stacker operation allows CN to re-use existing assets and leverage a significant depth 
of knowledge with this operating model. 
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IR2.18 Alternative layout for project components 

Rationale: In Section 1.3 of the EIS, CN stated that the Project will be built on approximately 160 
hectares (400 acres) of the 400 hectares (1,000 acres) of CN-owned land. It is also stated in the 
same section that the Project components as they relate to the Project will generally be 
bounded by Britannia Road to the north, First Line to the east, Tremaine Road to the west, and 
Lower Base Line to the south. 

However, although only approximately 40% of the land owned by CN would be used for the 
development of the Project, the EIS did not include discussion of alternative means of carrying 
out the Project specific to potential locations and configurations of the Project components 
within CN’s 400 hectare (1,000 acre) property, with the exception of the gate location, truck 
entrance location. For instance, there is no description of different positions, locations or lengths 
of the yard tracks, work pads or other major components of the proposed project. Terminal 
designs that would offer alternatives to a “through” terminal are also not described. 

Information Request:  

a) Describe any technically and economically feasible alternative means of carrying out the 
Project specific to potential locations and configurations of project components within CN’s 
400 hectare property. This should include possibilities of different positions, locations and 
lengths of the yard tracks. This could include a perpendicular configuration if applicable 
arising from responses to other information requests in this package, including 2.9 and 2.10. For 
each alternative means identified, describe the potential effects of each on the valued 
components, including the potential to avoid watercourses and designated prime agricultural 
lands on the site. Compare these effects to those of the proposed project, and provide a 
rationale for why the Project components specified in the EIS were selected. 

CN Response: 

Feasibility of Alternative Project Locations and Configurations on CN-owned Lands 

For efficient terminal operation where container trains are through trains moving in both directions 
on the mainline, it is critical to have a through design as described in CN’s response to IR 2.9. The 
following alternative configurations for a through terminal design on CN-owned lands have been 
considered for the Milton Logistics Hub Project (the Project). 

Stub-end Perpendicular or Non-Parallel Configuration 

As described in CN’s response to IR 2.9, no locations on CN’s lands in Milton were identified on 
which it would be technically feasible to achieve a perpendicular configuration that would 
allow for a through terminal design. The only land available for a perpendicular (or non-parallel) 
configuration would be on the north end of CN property, east of the existing mainline, and 
parallel to Britannia Road between the existing mainline and Regional Road 25. With a 
perpendicular configuration at this location, it would be possible to have only a single train 
entrance off the mainline. The yard would therefore require a loop track, or a pullback track, to 
facilitate locomotive repositioning increasing the length of the yard. However, with only 
approximately 5,000 feet of available land, there is not enough property available to 
accommodate both a terminal and the required pullback or loop track. Even if it was possible, 
that design would place all the terminal operations next to Britannia road and the residential 
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developments on the north side of the road. In this configuration, the main part of the terminal 
would cross First Line, ultimately requiring an extensive grade separation (approximately 200 
metres long) between the terminal and First Line. For these reasons, a perpendicular terminal 
configuration on CN-owned lands in Milton was determined to not be technically feasible. 

Re-configuration of Tracks Parallel to Mainline  

The proposed configuration of the Project, in which the mainline is proposed to be realigned as 
far as feasible to the east of CN’s property, provides the greatest distance between the terminal 
and Indian Creek, while at the same time minimizing the impact to Lower Base Line and 
maintaining an acceptable curvature on the mainline. The mainline cannot be shifted any 
farther east than is currently proposed due to third party land owners (including Halton Region 
and others) with property adjacent to CN land as shown in EIS Appendix B, Figure 3. CN 
approached Halton Region in the early stages of the Project to discuss the option to purchase its 
land and Halton Region indicated they had no interest in selling the land because it is part of the 
operation of the adjacent Halton Region Waste Management Facility. Discussions were also held 
with the third-party land owner south of the Halton Region lands; however, these lands were not 
available for sale at a reasonable cost. This alternative configuration is therefore considered not 
feasible. 

Shifting the entire terminal and realigning the mainline to the west (instead of to the east) would 
require the terminal pad tracks and pads to be located on the east side of the mainline. This 
would significantly reduce the overall length of the pad tracks. Additional pad and service 
tracks would therefore be required to compensate for the reduced length to achieve the same 
capacity, increasing the overall footprint of the terminal.  

Effects of a Shift to the West 

The shortening of tracks and the addition of more tracks would lead to a less efficient operation, 
requiring arriving and departing trains to spend more time at the terminal breaking into smaller 
components (sets of cars). This would result in the locomotives being on site for longer periods of 
time and performing additional switching moves, ultimately increasing locomotive operation, 
idling, noise, vibration, fuel consumption, emissions and operating costs. The expansion of the 
terminal to the west with shorter tracks would also result in greater impact to Tributary A. 

Currently, all of CN’s land (other than the existing railway right-of-way) in Milton is considered to 
be agricultural land; the impacts of alternative track configurations on agricultural land would 
therefore be similar in nature, but potentially greater in scale, as the overall physical footprint of 
a terminal with shorter more numerous tracks would be larger. 

Realigning the mainline and shifting the terminal to the west would reduce the overall buffer 
between Tremaine Road, Indian Creek and the terminal. Due to this proximity, work would be 
required on Indian Creek to protect the terminal and mainline from ongoing natural erosion. 
Such work would typically include hardening of the creek banks using riprap, a retaining wall or 
a combination of similar hard structures (as discussed in EIS Section 2.2.3.8) and/or the re-
alignment of portions of the creek.  
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Rationale for the Proposed Configuration 

The proposed terminal design described in the EIS provides a through terminal design and is 
considered by CN railway experts to be the most efficient in terms of land use and terminal 
operation for the reasons outlined in IR2.9. The proposed terminal design limits the footprint 
between the mainline and outer edge of the pad, providing more space as a buffer between 
the terminal and surrounding land uses. It also allows for additional space to control stormwater 
runoff. The location and configuration of the mainline realignment and terminal avoids new at 
grade road crossings and minimizes the scale of existing and proposed crossings at Britannia 
Road and Lower Base Line. 

The location of terminal infrastructure centrally on the property (away from all roads) allows the 
lands surrounding the terminal - which are designated in the Halton Region Official Plan as 
amended by Regional Official Plan Amendment No. 38 (ROPA 38)36 as employment lands or 
future strategic employment lands - to be used most efficiently.  

IR2.19 Alternative truck entrance locations 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.3.1 of the EIS, CN outlined eight criteria used to evaluate the 
alternative truck entrances for the Project. Table 2.1 of the EIS showed CN’s evaluation of these 
criteria with checkmarks and Xs to indicate whether an entrance either met or did not meet a 
criterion. However, CN does not explain how it considered the eight criteria or the rationale used 
to decide whether or not the criteria were met by each entrance alternative. 

Two criteria (limits potential conflict with existing residences and straight line access to a 
400-series highway) related to concerns expressed by the surrounding community over safety 
and the distance from highways of the Project specifically in relation to terminal-generated truck 
traffic. Additional rationale is needed to understand how the selected entrance locations either 
met or did not meet these two criteria. This could include describing the method used to 
determine whether an entrance met this criterion. 

In addition, Figure 2 of Appendix B showed the preferred and alternate locations of many 
project components, but did not show nearby residences and straight line access to 400-series 
highways. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a description that explains how the eight criteria were considered and the rationale 
behind CN’s decision that the criteria were met or not met for each entrance alternative. 

b) Include maps that show the five alternative locations for the truck entrance and any criteria 
that could appropriately be shown, such as CN-owned land, existing residences and straight 
line access to 400-series highway. In providing this information have regard not only for existing 
residences but also those that would exist by the time the Project is under construction. 

                                                      
36 Regional Municipality of Halton. 2015. Halton Region Official Plan as amended by Regional Official Plan Amendment 
No. 38 (ROPA 38). September 2015. 215pp. 
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CN Response: 

a) Provide a description that explains how the eight criteria were considered and the rationale 
behind CN’s decision that the criteria were met or not met for each entrance alternative. 

EIS Section 2.2.3.1 identifies the location of the alternate truck entrances considered (shown in 
EIS Appendix B, Figure 2), and identifies the criteria against which each entrance alternative was 
assessed; the results of this assessment were summarized in EIS Section 2.2.3.1, Table 2.1. To 
respond to the Review Panel’s request, Table 2.1 has been revised to explain each criterion and 
how it was considered and provides a rationale for the determination of whether each entrance 
met each criterion. The revised Table 2.1 is provided as Attachment IR2.19-1: Assessment of 
Alternative Truck Entrance Locations to this response. 

b) Include maps that show the five alternative locations for the truck entrance and any criteria 
that could appropriately be shown, such as CN-owned land, existing residences and straight 
line access to 400-series highway. In providing this information have regard not only for existing 
residences but also those that would exist by the time the Project is under construction. 

Attachment IR2.19-2: Straight-line Access for Alternative Truck Entrance Locations shows the five 
alternative locations considered for the truck entrance, and the “straight-line access routes 
(avoiding or minimizing left-hand turns after entering the municipal roadway) from each 
entrance to a 400-series highway. Attachment IR2.19-2 also shows the location of CN-owned 
lands and existing and future residential areas (i.e. Boyne Planning District) adjacent to these 
routes by the time the Project is under construction. 

IR2.20 Alternative entrance gate locations 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.3.2 of the EIS, CN examined two alternative entrance gate locations 
within the Project on the South Milton site: the first directly off Britannia Road, and the second at 
the end of a 1.7 km road on CN-owned property. In this section, CN noted that Figure 2 of 
Appendix B showed that the preferred location of the gate is on the southwest boundary of the 
work pad. Figure 2 of Appendix B of the EIS showed the preferred and alternate locations of 
many project components. However, the preferred and alternate locations of the gate were not 
mapped. 

In addition, Table 2.2 in the EIS did not identify the alternative of locating the gate directly off 
Britannia Road as an alternative. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a revised version of the Figure 2 map of Appendix B that identifies the preferred and 
alternate locations of the terminal gate.  

b) Provide a revised version of Table 2.2 to show how CN considered the alternative of locating 
the gate directly off Britannia Road, and provide information in the remaining columns to 
describe the technical feasibility, economic feasibility, biophysical and socio-economic 
effects of this option. 
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CN Response: 

a) Provide a revised version of the Figure 2 map of Appendix B that identifies the preferred and 
alternate locations of the terminal gate.  

The locations of the preferred terminal gate location and the alternate location of a gate closer 
to Britannia Road are illustrated in Attachment IR2.20-1: Alternative Gate Locations. 

b) Provide a revised version of Table 2.2 to show how CN considered the alternative of locating 
the gate directly off Britannia Road, and provide information in the remaining columns to 
describe the technical feasibility, economic feasibility, biophysical and socio-economic 
effects of this option. 

Attachment IR2.20-2: Alternative Entrance Gate Locations provides a summary of the assessment 
of alternative terminal gate locations, including the alternative of locating the terminal gate 
directly off Britannia Road, using the same format as Table 2.2 in the EIS, Section 2.2.4, 
pages 37- 41. As both the preferred terminal gate location and the alternative location are 
considered to be technically and economically feasible, the biophysical and socio-economic 
effects of each are compared at a high level.  

As described in EIS Section 2.2.3.2, one of the concerns expressed by stakeholders during the 
public open house and correspondence with CN (see Record of Consultation, EIS Appendix D3) 
was the potential for trucks awaiting access to the terminal to queue on Britannia Road, which 
could adversely affect traffic and result in queued trucks along Britannia Road.  

To address stakeholder concern, the preferred Project design now includes a 1.7 kilometres 
access road and overpass, on CN property, prior to entering the gate queuing area. As noted in 
EIS Section 2.2.3.2, the location of the gate at the end of the 1.7 kilometres CN-owned internal 
access road and the incorporation of six gate entry lanes will facilitate truck movement into the 
terminal, will prevent back-ups onto regional roads and provide ample space for the queuing of 
trucks on CN property. 

IR2.21 Alternatives for non-potable water during operations 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.3.4 of the EIS, CN indicated that non-potable water will be required 
to wash on-site equipment and for on-site irrigation. As there is currently no municipal water 
service available at the South Milton site, CN proposed to obtain wash water from alternate 
sources of water such as rainwater collection and water recycling activities. While CN proposed 
to use a licensed bulk water delivery contractor to deliver potable water to the site for storage in 
underground water tanks, the EIS did not contain a description of how CN plans to ensure a 
sufficient supply of non-potable water, should rainwater collection and water recycling activities 
provide an insufficient volume of water. 

Information Request:  

a) Assess whether rainwater collection and water recycling would yield sufficient water to wash 
the vehicles and other non-potable water uses. If not, describe how CN plans to supply the 
remainder of the required non-potable water. 
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CN Response: 

The expected demand for non-potable water is comprised of the following: 

• wash water: Usage is estimated to be about 1,900 litres (1.9 m3) per day (based on 665 (0.66 
m3) litres per week, per machine, for 20 machines37). 

• irrigation water: Usage for irrigation would vary monthly, with peak usage in July estimated to 
be approximately 122,000 litres (122 m3) (approx. 3,935 litres (3.9 m3) per day)38. See Figure 
IR2.21-1: Monthly Non-potable Water Demand. At this stage of design, the peak value has 
been applied to months requiring irrigation (May-September). Values will be further refined 
during the detailed design phase.  

Demand for non-potable water is therefore expected to be approximately 5,835 litres (5.8 m3) 
per day at peak consumption. The monthly breakdown of water demand for non-potable 
demands is shown in Figure IR2.21-1. 

Figure IR2.21-1: Monthly Non-potable Water Demand  

 

 

  

                                                      
37 20 machines is based on a 10 day cleaning cycle and the approximate amount of time it currently takes to wash 
vehicles (3 hours for a reach stacker and 1.5 hours for tractors and other vehicles) at other CN facilities. This assumes the 
high end of the range of the number of operating vehicles indicated in Section 3.4.2.4 of the EIS (pg. 64) – 12 reach 
stacker cranes, 10 yard tractors, 4 light vehicles and 4 maintenance vehicles. 
38 Estimates are based on the irrigation of 1 acre of land and data from CanSIS National Soil Database 
(http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/nsdb/ecostrat/1999report/data_tables.html). 



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 80 
 

There are three methods for the supply of non-potable water collection (their interaction with 
other elements of the water budget are summarized in CN’s response to IR2.42):  

• Rainwater collection; 

• Water recycling; and 

• Delivery by truck. 

Rainwater Collection 

Rainwater will be collected from the roof of the proposed administration building and 
maintenance garage. As described in Section 5.7 of the Stormwater Management Strategy 
(Appendix B of the Hydrology and Surface Water Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15) a preliminary 
rainwater harvesting calculation was carried out by AECOM to determine the amount of rainfall 
that could be collected and the volume of rainwater storage that would be required. While the 
final design for the administration building and maintenance garage will be completed during 
the detailed design, it was assumed that the roof would have a catchment area of 3,700 square 
metres (EIS Section 3.4.1.5, page 57). This estimate was developed using the preliminary design 
of the building, which will closely resemble the existing administration building and garage at the 
Calgary Logistics Park. Based on rainfall/precipitation records collected at the Ministry of 
Environment and Climate Change Georgetown climatic station from 1984 to 2013 (30 years), 
AECOM estimated that 321 m3 (321,000 litres) of rainwater could be harvested each year (from 
April to October), using a cistern with a storage capacity of 20 m3 (20,000 litres). The rainwater 
capture system will be a third-party system installed at the facility. The final selection will take 
place during the detailed design phase.  

Water Recycling 

To supplement the rainwater recapture system, a water recycling system will be installed at the 
wash bays. The purpose of this system is to capture the water used during equipment cleaning 
and recycle it to be used for cleaning purposes again. The final design of the system will be 
determined during detailed design. For the purposes of estimating the water budget, it was 
assumed that a system capable of recycling 50% of wash water generated would be 
implemented; this is the typical performance level for these types of systems. The water 
captured by the water recycling system will be part of a closed loop in which the water will be 
treated between uses to remove any solids and oils removed during washing and to apply any 
chemical treatment necessary. Any contaminated water (e.g. with residual oils from the drip 
equipment) will be removed from the loop using an oil-grit separator prior to being transferred 
into a tank for disposal. 

Delivery by Truck 

As can be seen in Figure 2.21-2, there is a varying deficit of water produced from the rainwater 
collection and recycling systems relative to the non-potable water demand. The deficit range is 
from 3 m3 (3,000 litres) and 33 m3 (33,000 litres) per month. To fill in these gaps, additional potable 
water will be delivered by truck and used to supplement the non-potable water sources to meet 
wash water and irrigation needs. 
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Figure IR2.21-2: Source of Water to Fulfill Non-Potable Water Demand by Month outlines the 
monthly supply of water to the non-potable water system.  

Figure IR2.21-2: Source of Water to Fulfill Non-Potable Water Demand by Month 

 

IR2.22 Alternatives for stormwater management and culvert design 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.3.6 of the EIS, CN indicated that the stormwater management 
system proposed for the Project includes a series of culverts, flow channels and stormwater 
management ponds. 

During the Review Panel’s orientation session, Conservation Halton indicated that it typically 
meets with proponents to provide expertise on low-impact development opportunities with 
regards to watershed management. 

In its submission to the Review Panel on the sufficiency of the EIS, Conservation Halton stated 
that splitting flows into two culverts is not recommended based on channel function and 
maintenance. It suggested that culverts that have a smaller width compared to the existing 
conditions would negatively affect channel functions, and that there are alternate designs that 
correspond more closely with existing watercourse features that could be used for the Project. 

While CN considered alternative locations for the stormwater management retention ponds, the 
EIS does not contain an analysis of alternatives means with respect to the design of the culverts 
and retention ponds. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional rationale, substantiated using data, modelling or academic literature, to 
discuss alternative approaches to managing the conveyance, storage and treatment of 
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stormwater. Identify which of these (if any) could be considered “low-impact development” 
technologies. 

b) Describe any technically and economically feasible alternatives means of designing the 
components of the stormwater conveyance and management system. Specifically, discuss 
alternative designs for culverts including single cell options and alternative configurations, as 
well as alternative structures or enclosures for stream crossings. 

c) Briefly describe the potential effects of each of the various alternatives on valued 
components, and compare these effects with those of the currently proposed stormwater 
conveyance and management system. 

CN Response: 

a) Provide additional rationale, substantiated using data, modelling or academic literature, to 
discuss alternative approaches to managing the conveyance, storage and treatment of 
stormwater. Identify which of these (if any) could be considered “low-impact development” 
technologies. 

Stormwater management (SWM) is a mitigation measure proposed to address the potential 
effects of the Project on the environment, specifically fish and fish habitat. The goal of SWM is to 
maintain the health of streams, lakes, and aquatic life, which is achieved by striving to 
implement the following objectives:  

• to maintain the natural hydrologic cycle;  

• to prevent an increase in flood risk;  

• to prevent undesirable stream erosion; and  

• to protect water quality (MOE 200339).  

To achieve these general objectives, stormwater runoff from a developed site is collected, 
conveyed and treated prior to discharging to a downstream watercourse. SWM systems are 
developed using a combination of standard SWM technologies (or SWM measures) that 
individually manage the quantity and improve the quality of stormwater run-off. Such SWM 
measures are selected and designed based on the applicable SWM criteria for a particular 
area, which are based on the characteristics of the site within which the development is 
proposed (i.e., local climate, soil types, topography, hydrogeology, development configuration, 
etc.) and downstream watercourse (i.e., existing water quality, temperature regime, presence of 
sensitive species).  

For this Project, SWM criteria were developed based on a combination of various elements from 
various guideline documents applicable to the area (see Section 5.1 of the CN Milton Logistics 
Hub Stormwater Management Strategy, Appendix B of the Hydrology and Surface Water Quality 
TDR, EIS Appendix E). To achieve these criteria, the SWM strategy considered a variety of at-
source, conveyance and end-of-pipe (also referred to as downstream) control measures to 

                                                      
39 Ministry of the Environment (MOE). 2003. Stormwater Management Planning & Design Manual. Ministry of the 
Environment. 
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provide the necessary means of managing surface runoff from the Terminal. Failing to 
implement SWM as part of the Project would eliminate the mitigation measures in place to 
protect downstream fish and fish habitat, and would therefore not be considered a technically 
feasible alternative.  

Attachment IR2.22-1: Assessment of Alternative Stormwater Management Measures provides an 
assessment of the technical feasibility of alternative SWM measures considered, and identifies 
which of these measures are considered Low Impact Development (LID) technologies. 

Credit Valley Conservation and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (2010)40 adapt 
the following US EPA (2007)41 definition of Low Impact Development (LID): “Low Impact 
Development” (LID) is a stormwater management strategy that seeks to mitigate the impacts of 
increased runoff and stormwater pollution by managing runoff as close to its source as possible. 
LID comprises a set of site design strategies that minimize runoff and distributed, small scale 
structural practices that mimic natural or predevelopment hydrology through the processes of 
infiltration, evapotranspiration, harvesting, filtration and detention of stormwater. These practices 
can effectively remove nutrients, pathogens and metals from runoff, and they reduce the 
volume and intensity of stormwater flows.”  

While LID measures help reduce the overall volume of water requiring treatment through end-of-
pipe controls, it is not technically feasible to achieve stormwater quality, erosion, and quantity 
control criteria using LID measures alone for the Project. Due to the industrial nature of the site, its 
large impervious surface geometry and poor infiltration potential of local soils, extensive LID 
approaches promoting infiltration are not proposed. Instead, a combination of at-source (lot 
level), conveyance and downstream (end-of-pipe) controls, including LID measures as 
appropriate, in a “treatment train” approach is a reliable and cost-effective way to prevent the 
contamination of stormwater, reduce the amount of stormwater run-off and improve the overall 
quality of stormwater discharging to receiving waters. 

The SWM strategy draws upon a suite of potential measures in a “treatment train” approach to 
provide at-source, conveyance, and end-of-pipe controls (see also Section 5.2 of the CN Milton 
Logistics Hub Stormwater Management Strategy, Appendix B of the Hydrology and Surface 
Water Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15), some of which are considered LID measures.  

b) Describe any technically and economically feasible alternatives means of designing the 
components of the stormwater conveyance and management system. Specifically, discuss 
alternative designs for culverts including single cell options and alternative configurations, as 
well as alternative structures or enclosures for stream crossings. 

Background 

To accommodate the tracks, work pad, and container storage areas, a continuous platform is 
necessary below which Tributary A must be conveyed. There are a number of fixed physical 

                                                      
40 CVC and TRCA, 2010. Low Impact Development Stormwater Management Planning and Design Guide. Credit Valley 
Conservation and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority. Referred to as the LID Guide. 
41 United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 2007. Reducing Stormwater Costs through Low Impact 
Development (LID) Strategies and Practices. Report No. EPA 841-F-07-006. Washington, D.C. 
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constraints and safety design criteria that must be considered in the design of a culvert to 
convey Tributary A under the terminal:  

• The inlet and outlet elevation of the culvert must match the existing grades at both tie-in 
locations42, which fixes a minimum inlet and outlet invert elevation (i.e., elevation of the 
lowest inside point of the upstream and downstream end of the culvert). 

• The culvert must have sufficient positive slope to convey flows because the slope of the 
culvert affects conveyance capacity and influences the minimum culvert opening 
geometry (i.e. width x rise). 

• A minimum depth of cover over the culvert to final track elevation is required to support the 
large static and dynamic loads generated by standing and rolling trains. 

• Hydraulic design criteria (established by the American Railway Engineering and 
Maintenance-of-Way Association (AREMA), Part 4- Culverts (2013)43) must be met to ensure 
flows are conveyed safely.  

Based on the culvert invert elevations, proposed track and pad elevations, and minimum depth 
of cover, a culvert height of greater than 1.52 m cannot be used for Tributary A.  

CN manages numerous watercourse crossings across its network through advanced hydraulic 
design criteria from AREMA and CN’s own engineering design standards44 and ongoing 
monitoring and maintenance. The use of these advanced criteria has reduced erosion and 
channel migration concerns at water course crossings. The advanced hydraulic design criteria 
coupled with ongoing culvert maintenance and monitoring will mitigate concerns with erosion, 
channel adjustment, and debris and ice accumulation at the culvert inlets.  

Alternative Design Considerations 

The design of the culvert considered the conveyance of either the Regional or 100-year design 
flows under the terminal, which are described in Appendix B in the Hydrology and Surface Water 
Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15. The following are alternatives to accommodate these flows 
beneath the terminal:  

• Conveyance of the Regional Design Flow: Approximately six parallel 1.52 m x 1.52 m box 
culverts (referred to as “barrels”) would be required to convey the Regional design peak 
flow of 28.4 m3/s under the terminal; or 

                                                      
42 The upstream tie-in location represents the location where Tributary A will flow into the culvert, while the downstream 
tie-in location is where the culvert flows into the newly created channel.  
43 AREMA, 2013. Part 4 – Culverts. American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association. 
44 CN Rail. 2005. General Requirements for Hydrology and Hydraulic Studies for Cn Bridge / Culvert Construction Projects. 

December 2005. 2 pp. 
CN Engineering. 2002. Recommended Methods. November 2002. 2 pp. 
CN Rail. 2003. Corrugated Steel Pipe (CSP) and Structural Plate Corrugated Steel Pipe (SPCSP) Culverts USA. 
September 29, 2003. 1 pp. 
CN Rail. 2003. Corrugated Steel Pipe (CSP) and Structural Plate Corrugated Steel Pipe (SPCSP) Culverts Canada. 
September 29, 2003. 1 pp. 
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• Conveyance of the 100-year Design Flow: Two parallel 1.52 m x 1.52 m culverts would be 
required to convey the 100-year design peak flow of 9.81 m3/s under the terminal. Flows 
greater than the 100-year design are proposed to be diverted around the terminal and 
conveyed safely to Indian Creek downstream of the existing Tributary A confluence 
(Appendix B of the Hydrology and Surface Water Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15).  

A single cell (or free span) culvert would not be technically feasible due to the fixed physical 
constraints and safety design criteria. To convey the 100-year or Regional flows through a single 
cell, the thickness of the top and sides of the culvert would need to be greater to provide 
structural integrity for a wider culvert, relative to a multi-cell design. The design of this culvert 
would be further challenged by the static and dynamic loads generated by standing and rolling 
trains. Increasing the culvert span would increase point loads on the culvert sides and require 
trussing, H-beams, or other types of bearing supports to horizontally carry the loads. A thicker 
concrete box within the confines of the fixed physical constraints (i.e., fixed inlet, outlet, and 
surface elevations) would constrain the culvert vertical opening and the corresponding flow of 
water through the culverts, which would further necessitate even wider culverts to convey similar 
flow volumes. Based on hydraulic modeling, a reduction in culvert height would constrain the 
AREMA requirement for the headwater/depth ration (HW/D) less than or equal to 1 for the 25-
year storm and HW/D less than or equal to 1.5 with no track flooding for the 100-year storm.  Both 
these criteria can be met with the proposed two-cell approach45. A single-cell culvert would 
require specific structural engineering design and casting in-place, which would both increase 
construction time during build and curing requirements and substantially increase culvert costs. 

The six-barrel, Regional storm conveyance alternative for Tributary A is not considered 
technically or economically feasible for the following reasons: 

• The combined barrel width would be greater than 9 m and wider than the existing channel 
width at bankfull height. Thus, the channel would require widening to accommodate the 
culvert inlet structure width. Such channel widening would lower water surface elevations at 
the inlet and increase channel velocity potentially causing channel scour and erosion. 

• Shallower water depths at the culvert entrance increase the potential for occlusion due to 
debris jamming and ice rafting. 

• Based on the vertical height constraints, there is limited opportunity to create a low flow 
culvert that would receive all lower channel flows. As a result, channel flows would spread 
across the six culverts and create low water depth conditions. 

• Similarly, the shallow water depth under lower flow conditions would reduce shear stress and 
may create a depositional environment within the culverts that could lead to clogging. 

• The cost to convey the Tributary A Regional event beneath the terminal would increase 
substantially; it would require three times the number of box culverts, three times excavation, 
much wider channel between culverts (i.e., newly realigned channel between work pads 
and gate), and a substantially larger tributary floodplain to convey Regional flows. 
Increasing the Tributary A floodplain would also constrain the size and berm height of the 

                                                      
45 The AREMA Manual for Railway Engineering (2000), Chapter 1, Section 4.8.2 requires a railway culvert to pass the 25-
year flood without static head at the entrance (which requires a maximum headwater/depth (HW/D) ratio of 1.0). 
Further, AREMA requires culverts to also pass the 100-year flood with a minimum freeboard of 2 feet (0.61 m) to the base 
of the rail, and with a maximum HW/D ratio of 1.5. See Appendix B of EIS Appendix E.15). 
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stormwater pond (i.e. Pond 1). The capital costs of Tributary A conveyance capacity and 
potential capital cost implications to Pond 1 are higher for the Regional conveyance 
alternative than for the twin-cell design. 

• Operational and maintenance costs would be higher due to potential increased incidence 
of occlusion and sedimentation within the culverts. Due to extended culvert length and 
reduced height, internal culvert maintenance would be difficult to achieve and thus 
conditions such as internal sedimentation would substantially increase operational and 
maintenance costs. 

The use of twin box culverts to convey the 100-year design flow under the terminal is technically 
and economically feasible and has been proposed as the preferred alternative (see Appendix B 
of the Hydrology and Surface Water Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15). 

Instead, a Regional storm diversion channel is planned to bypass flows in excess of the 100-year 
storm event to Indian Creek (Section 5.2 and Figure 4 of Appendix B of the Hydrology and 
Surface Water Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15). Designing the conveyance capacity under the 
terminal to accommodate the 100-year flow instead of the Regional storm would reduce the 
number of culverts required from six to two.  

The key concerns regarding the implementation of multiple barrel culverts are the potential for 
debris collection and ice rafting. CN understands this concern and proposes the use of culvert 
inlet screens and will conduct culvert maintenance and monitoring to manage debris 
accumulation (see CN’s response to IR2.38). The primary concern with culvert opening size from 
a fluvial geomorphological perspective is erosion and the ability of the channel to laterally 
adjust planform (meander belt) without requiring culvert modifications. TRCA (2015) 46 provides 
recommendations where use of a culvert equal in width to the meander belt width (i.e., 25 m 
width for Tributary A) and 100-year erosion limit (i.e., 1 m for Tributary A with existing soils) is not 
feasible, including:  

“For small and stable watercourses, other alternatives exist for proponents to manage 
these risks including a combination of crossing opening configuration and erosion 
protection in anticipation of channel migration (Figure 11c, “geomorphic design” in 
Table 3). Alternatively, the channel could be realigned to create a stable, naturalized 
alignment that will not result in contact between the channel and road infrastructure 
over the life of the crossing (Figure 11d).”  

Potential channel migration has been considered in the design of the new Tributary A channel, 
with erosion protection measures anticipated to address potential erosion. Given that the 
Terminal is perpendicular to Tributary A, realigning Tributary A to avoid the need for a culvert 
crossing is not technically feasible.  

Additional Considerations 

An alternative design consideration includes the option of embedding the base of the culvert 
below grade to provide natural substrate within the culvert. This is perceived to provide benefits 
to the aquatic habitat community within a watercourse and improves potential ecological 
connectivity. The benefits of embedding the base of the culvert in substrate as an ecological 

                                                      
46 TRCA, 2015. Crossings Guideline for Valley and Stream Corridors. Toronto and Region Conservation Authority. 
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enhancement will be explored further during detailed design. However, the constrained 
maximum height (1.52 m) of the culverts, extended total culvert length of 200 m, need for two 
culverts, and the extended distance of approximately 500 m between upstream and 
downstream habitat patches are limitations on the ecological use, functions, and potential of 
the culvert to be used for wildlife passage (TRCA, 2015).  

The SWM Strategy (Appendix B of the Hydrology and Surface Water Quality TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.15) notes that the AREMA design criteria (2000) were used to design the proposed 
culverts (i.e., no headwater condition to pass the 1:25 year storm, meaning the culvert inlets do 
not become submerged under 1:25 year flow conditions and Headwater/Depth requirements of 
<1.5 with no track flooding under 1:100 year conditions). Culvert 2A is 125 m in length and 
Culvert 2B is 75 m (Figure 1 of Appendix A of the Hydrology and Surface Water Quality TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.15).  

The fish habitat on Tributary A upstream of the existing CN tracks and at Britannia Road were 
assessed as headwater features that are not part of, and do no contribute to, a commercial, 
recreational, or Aboriginal (CRA) fishery (Fish and Fish Habitat TDR, EIS Appendix E.4 Section 5.1.2, 
page 24-25; see also see CN Response to the Review Panel’s Information Request 1.2, dated 
June 19, 2017; CEAR #574). Therefore, providing improved fish passage to a stream reach that is 
not considered fish habitat, and where the existing culvert under the CN mainline is recognized 
as a barrier to fish movement (Conservation Halton, March 13, 2017, CEAR #544, page 20), 
would be considered of limited value from an aquatic habitat perspective. This alternative will 
be further assessed during detailed design. 

c) Briefly describe the potential effects of each of the various alternatives on valued 
components, and compare these effects with those of the currently proposed stormwater 
conveyance and management system. 

Stormwater Management Alternatives 

As explained in part (a) above, SWM is a mitigation measure, the design of which draws upon a 
suite of potential SWM measures in a “treatment train” approach to provide at-source (lot level), 
conveyance, and downstream (end-of-pipe) controls, some of which are considered LID 
measures. This approach provides the mechanism for the Project to satisfy the applicable SWM 
criteria and to protect downstream fish and fish habitat. The implementation of individual SWM 
measures alone, or avoiding the implementation of SWM as a mitigation measure, are not 
considered technically feasible alternatives. 

Attachment IR2.22-1 provides an overview of the functions of the various technically and 
economically feasible source control, conveyance control, and downstream control alternatives 
proposed in the SWM strategy. Each of these components of the proposed SWM strategy 
perform specific functions that in combination mitigate the potential effects of the Project on 
downstream watercourses and associated fish and fish habitat. 

Culvert Alternatives 

Alternative culvert designs considered to convey Tributary A beneath the terminal include either 
single span, two-culvert (with Regional diversion channel) or six-culvert design. Based on the 
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physical constraints and safety design criteria for this Project, a single span structure or six-culvert 
design are not technically and/or economically feasible in part b).  

IR2.23 Alternatives to Indian Creek infilling and realignment 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.3.8 of the EIS, CN considered two alternatives to protect the integrity 
of Indian Creek. The first option was the use of a retaining wall immediately adjacent to Indian 
Creek, and the second was in-filling and realignment of Indian Creek. 

CN noted that the Indian Creek infilling and realignment alternative would provide for a larger 
work pad area and would also address worker safety concerns that exist for the retaining wall 
option. The EIS does not contain a description of the specific worker safety concerns related to 
the retaining wall option, or whether a larger work pad area could be achieved without the 
need to infill and realign Indian Creek. 

Information request: 

a) Describe worker safety concerns relating to the retaining wall alternative. 

b) Describe any other alternative means to achieve a larger work pad area that are technically 
and economically feasible and would not involve infilling and realigning Indian Creek. If so, 
describe the potential environmental effects of such an approach on valued components, 
and compare these effects with those of the currently proposed Indian Creek realignment. 

CN Response: 

a) Describe worker safety concerns relating to the retaining wall alternative. 

A retaining wall measuring 4 metres high and approximately 265 metres in length along the 
northeast bank of Indian Creek was considered as an alternative to the realignment of Indian 
Creek. This structure would be required to accommodate a smaller work pad and container 
storage area at the south end of the Terminal. Safety concerns associated with a retaining wall 
at this location are based on the following: 

• working at height / fall risk—the height of this structure at a narrow point in the Terminal 
creates a potential safety risk of a potential human or equipment fall from height. While this 
hazard can be mitigated using safety barriers, such as guard rails or fencing, and additional 
lighting, the risk is further reduced (or eliminated) by avoiding a wall structure altogether. 

• narrowing of the work pad area, including a 1 m setback from the wall—the retaining wall 
creates a pinch point in the Terminal that limits the width of available space for the safe and 
efficient movement of containers during loading / unloading of trains, while also reducing 
the size of the area available for container storage. Equipment travelling in this area would 
be subject to more restrictive speed limits. 

• with the proposed setback, the working area for the cranes would be 18.5 metres in width—
with the pad this narrow, it will not be possible for other vehicles (e.g., trucks, yard vehicles) 
to pass behind an operating crane. Additionally, a loop would need to be created at the 
south end of the Terminal for trucks to turn around as there would not be space on the pad 
for them to do so. 
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• proximity of the wall to Indian Creek—because this structure would be constructed close to 
Indian Creek, and on an outside bend of the meander, long-term erosion in this area would 
continue to be a concern. Design elements of the wall may reduce but will not eliminate 
erosion potential at this location. The wall would require long-term maintenance and regular 
inspections along the toe of the wall, requiring the removal of riparian vegetation for 
inspection and safety purposes. 

The preferred alternative to realign Indian Creek would increase the separation between the 
proposed Terminal, CN mainline and Indian Creek, while addressing safety, environmental, and 
maintenance (due to erosion) concerns. The creek re-alignment alternative also provides an 
opportunity to enhance Indian Creek, which has been identified as the most anthropogenically 
affected watercourse in the Bronte Creek Watershed, predominantly caused by agricultural 
activities and narrow, low-vegetation riparian buffers47.  

b) Describe any other alternative means to achieve a larger work pad area that are technically 
and economically feasible and would not involve infilling and realigning Indian Creek. If so, 
describe the potential environmental effects of such an approach on valued components, 
and compare these effects with those of the currently proposed Indian Creek realignment. 

To avoid Indian Creek while still obtaining the track lengths and working pad areas necessary, 
the Terminal tracks and work pads would need to be shorter, which would create a wider 
Terminal further west of the mainline with more tracks. This would result in increased impacts to 
Tributary A (i.e., greater length of culvert enclosure), while not addressing the existing erosion 
hazard along the mainline. Further, this configuration would create a more inefficient operation 
(i.e., requiring more train movements and switching, and consequently resulting in increased 
engine idling, emissions, and noise during operations). This configuration would correspondingly 
increase capital and operating costs of the Terminal and reduce its overall operational 
efficiency and environmental performance, all of which detract from maintaining 
competitiveness in the intermodal market. While this alternative would be technically feasible to 
construct, it is inefficient because it would restrict capacity within the Terminal and CN’s ability to 
carry out the designated Project. As such, this alternative configuration economically feasible. 

As discussed in response to IR2.18, the proposed configuration of the Project, in which the 
mainline is proposed to be realigned as far as feasible to the east of CN’s property, provides the 
greatest distance between the Terminal and Indian Creek, while at the same time reducing the 
impact to Lower Base Line and maintaining an acceptable curvature on the mainline. As 
discussed in response to IR2.18, the mainline cannot be shifted any farther east than is currently 
proposed due to third party land owners (Region and other) adjacent to CN land as shown in EIS 
Appendix B, Figure 3. This alternative configuration is, therefore, not feasible. 

Shifting the entire Terminal and realigning the mainline to the west (instead of to the east) would 
require the Terminal pad tracks and pads to be located on the east side of the mainline. This 
would significantly reduce the overall length of the pad tracks. Additional pad and service 
tracks would, therefore, be required to compensate for the reduced length to achieve the 
same capacity, increasing the overall footprint of the Terminal. Further, shifting the Terminal to 
the west would further encroach on Indian Creek, thereby reducing the corresponding 

                                                      
47 Conservation Halton. 2002. Bronte Creek Watershed Study. Conservation Halton. 89 pp. 
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separation from the Terminal compared to the preferred alternative. Therefore, this alternative is 
not feasible to avoid infilling and /or realigning Indian Creek. 

A Terminal configuration that avoids realigning or infilling of Indian Creek, while providing 
sufficient work pad area and track length for the Terminal, would require a large culvert or 
bridge structure (approximately 150 to 200 metres long) to be installed beneath the Terminal to 
convey Indian Creek in its current location. To accommodate the Terminal work pads, this 
structure would likely need to span the meander belt (approximately 150 metres wide) to 
accommodate the curvature of the existing channel, while requiring hardening of the outer 
bank of Indian Creek to address the existing erosion hazard along the mainline. This structure 
would be larger and longer than either of the existing Tremaine Road bridges over Indian Creek 
to accommodate regional flood flows. Long term monitoring and maintenance within this 
structure would be necessary. As a result, due to the magnitude of the structure required to 
accommodate overprinting of Indian Creek in its current location, this alternative is not feasible. 
This option would preclude the ability to increase the separation between Indian Creek and the 
Terminal / mainline, as well as the ability to enhance riparian areas along Indian Creek (as 
recommended in the Bronte Creek Watershed Study48) as a result of the required creek 
enclosure. This alternative is not considered economically or technically feasible. 

The proposed Terminal design minimizes the overall footprint of the Project while optimizing the 
train movements within the Terminal. By minimizing the required switching in the Terminal with a 
through terminal design and long pad tracks, emissions, noise, and vibration are also reduced. As 
discussed in CN’s response to IR2.18, a through Terminal design that is perpendicular (non-parallel) 
to the mainline is not technically feasible at this location. 

There are no other technically or economically feasible alternative means of achieving a larger 
work pad that would not involve infilling and realigning Indian Creek. 

IR2.24 Alternative transportation corridors for terminal-generated truck traffic 

Rationale: In Table 2.2 of the EIS, CN described two possible alternative means related to 
transportation corridors to be used by terminal-generated truck traffic. The first is use of a variety 
of routes to disperse truck traffic to/from the Project, and the second is directing CN 
Transportation Ltd. trucks to Highway 407 along Britannia Road, where practicable. 

However, sub-section 2.2.2 of the EIS contained only a summary of the report found in Appendix 
E.17 (Review of Terminal-Generated Truck Traffic), and this summary is only relevant to the first 
alternative means: use of a variety of routes. 

CN identified its preferred alternative means would be to direct CN Transportation Ltd. trucks to 
highway 407 along Britannia road. Sub-section 2.2.2 of the EIS does not contain a clear 
description of the technical feasibility, economic feasibility, biophysical and socio-economic 
effects of this option, nor does it compare those with the other alternatives. In addition, no 
rationale was provided that explains why the option of taking Britannia to Highway 407 is 
preferred over allowing trucks to use the full variety of routes available. 

                                                      
48 Conservation Halton. 2002. Bronte Creek Watershed Study. Conservation Halton. 89 pp 
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Information Request:  

a) Provide a clear description of the technical and economic feasibility of both alternatives 
considered for the transportation corridors component of the alternatives assessment. For 
each alternative, describe the biophysical and socio-economic effects expected from CN 
Transportation Ltd. trucks travelling to 400-series highways. This information should include a 
clear rationale for why CN prefers to direct CN Transportation Ltd. trucks to Highway 407 
along Britannia Road. 

CN response: 

As CN Transportation Ltd. (CNTL) trucks are within the care and control of CN, there is a greater 
ability to define the haul route to a 400-series highway, as described in response to IR-2.34. As 
such, CNTL trucks will utilize the 407ETR when its use would be practical and feasible. This 
commitment was made to address specific comments raised by stakeholders during CN’s open 
house. By routing traffic along Britannia Road, which is scheduled to be a 6-lane road at the 
time of Terminal opening, trucks would stay at the periphery of Milton.  

There are two components to consider when assessing the alternative transportation corridors 
and routes for truck traffic owned and operated by CNTL:  

1. alternative approach of using dispersion of traffic versus using a single preferential route 

2. alternative routes that could be used by CNTL trucks if a single preferential route is 
proposed.   

Alternative approach of using dispersion of traffic versus using a single preferential route: 

In general, truck drivers select the route they will follow between their origin and destination 
based on a range of factors, including (but not necessarily limited to) the locations of the origin 
and destination, the distance between them, the available routes on which truck traffic is 
permitted, the speed limits on each route, the number of roundabouts and signalized 
intersections along each route, and traffic and road conditions.  

In its review of terminal-generated truck traffic (Review of Terminal-Generated Truck Traffic, EIS 
Appendix E.17), BA Group identified four feasible truck routes to access the Project: 

• Britannia Road east to Highway 407; 

• Britannia Road east to Regional Road 25 and south to Highway 407 and Queen Elizabeth 
Way (QEW); 

• Britannia Road east to Regional Road 25, James Snow Parkway, or Trafalgar Road, and north 
to Highway 401; and 

• Britannia Road west to Tremaine Road and north to Highway 401. 

Trucks destined to or departing from the Terminal may use any of these feasible routes. BA Group 
examined the likely dispersion of terminal-generated truck traffic in its review. 



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 92 
 

As described in CN’s response to IR2.34, CN can, through CNTL and its contractual agreements 
with independent truck owner-operators, instruct CNTL drivers contracted by customers using 
the Milton Logistics Hub to use specific routes to and from the Terminal where practical, 
depending, for example, on truck origin and destination and road and traffic conditions. This 
creates an alternative approach to the dispersion of that portion of terminal-generated truck 
traffic operated by CNTL drivers.  

Both alternative approaches to the dispersion of terminal-generated truck traffic are considered 
technically and economically feasible, and the potential biophysical and socio-economic 
effects of each alternative are described in Attachment IR2.24-1: Assessment of Alternative 
Approaches to CNTL Truck Access to 400-Series Highways, using the same format as was used in 
EIS Table 2.2.  

During open houses, specific concerns were raised by stakeholders regarding truck traffic 
passing through downtown Milton (see Open House Comments and Responses, EIS Appendix 
D4.2). In response to this concern, CN committed to direct trucks within its care and control (i.e., 
CNTL trucks) to use one specified route (Highway 407) when its use would be practical and 
feasible. This alternative has similar potential biophysical and socio-economic effects to the 
alternative of allowing CNTL trucks to disperse on a variety of feasible truck routes, although 
results in slightly different distribution of these effects based on the distribution of CNTL trucks (i.e., 
higher potential for effect based on where CNTL trucks will travel). However, this alternative also 
potentially reduces the number of CNTL trucks using regional arterial roads through the existing 
built-up portions of the Town of Milton, thus more effectively addressing stakeholder concerns. 
For this reason, the use of one specified route (where practical and feasible) was selected as the 
preferred alternative.  

Alternative Routes that could be used by CNTL trucks if a single preferential route is proposed 

As noted above, four alternative truck routes were identified as feasible routes that are most 
likely to be followed to and from the Terminal, any of which could be used by CNTL trucks and 
could be specified by CN as the preferred route, where practical and feasible.  

These four alternative routes for terminal-generated truck traffic are considered technically and 
economically feasible, and the potential biophysical and socio-economic effects of each 
alternative are described in Attachment IR2.24-2: Assessment of Alternate CNTL Transportation 
Corridor Alternatives, using the same format as was used in EIS Table 2.2.  

With trucks using existing public infrastructure designed and built to accommodate the 
movement of traffic (including trucks) in all four alternatives, the biophysical and socio-
economic effects of each alternative are essentially the same. Two of the four options would 
direct CNTL trucks to access the Terminal to and from the east on Britannia Road (i.e., east 
to/from Highway 407 or south along Regional Road 25 to Highway 407) and would reduce the 
number of trucks moving north through the Town of Milton. 

Of these two routes, Britannia Road east to Highway 407 is the preferred route for CNTL trucks, for 
the following reasons: 

• this route minimizes the number of Terminal-generated trucks travelling north through the 
Town of Milton; 
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• this route is the most direct (i.e., straight-line access) route between the Project and a 400-
series highway and avoids truck turns, which slow goods movement and have greater 
potential to influence traffic flow; and 

• this route provides the shortest route for trucks heading north-east, which will account for 
approximately 70% to 75% of the anticipated truck trips (EIS Appendix E.17). 

See IR2.33 for detailed information from additional traffic studies completed after the EIS 
submission. Briefly, the BA Group study concluded that apart from the specific measures 
identified as required at the access road intersections on Britannia Road and Tremaine Road, 
the analyses indicate that none of the other key intersections in the Halton Region road network 
would experience a change in traffic volumes or patterns that would cause the need for any 
road infrastructure upgrades beyond that already planned or result in new traffic operating 
conditions requiring special or particular attention.  

IR2.25 Alternatives for terminal-generated truck traffic 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.2 of the EIS, CN stated that it has care and control over CN 
Transportation Ltd. trucks. CN predicted that these trucks would account for approximately 20% 
of the terminal-generated truck traffic at the Project. 

CN retained the BA Group to complete an assessment of the impact of truck traffic generated 
by the development of the Project. The BA Group identified feasible routes as possibilities for 
terminal-generated truck traffic. CN stated that, as 20% of the terminal-generated truck traffic 
would be CN Transportation Ltd. trucks, it would direct these to use Highway 407 via Britannia 
Road whenever practical and feasible. However, CN did not provide a rationale for why it 
expected that 20% of the terminal-generated truck traffic would be CN Transportation Ltd trucks, 
or whether a higher or lower percentage would be a technically and economically feasible 
alternative means to undertake the Project. 

Also, the EIS does not describe additional alternative operational approaches that could also 
reduce the impact of CN Transportation Ltd. terminal-generated truck traffic generated by 
operation of the Project; for example, information on whether CN could schedule the arrival of 
trains or trucks in a manner that would reduce the effects of terminal-generated truck traffic on 
the community. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a rationale for why CN expects that 20% of the terminal-generated truck traffic would 
be CN Transportation Ltd. trucks, and whether a higher or lower percentage would be a 
technically and economically feasible alternative means to undertake the Project. 

b) Describe whether any additional alternative means exist for carrying out the CN Transportation 
Ltd. terminal-generated truck activities. Provide an analysis as to whether these alternatives 
are technically and economically feasible. If applicable, arising from responses to other 
information requests in this package, including 2.34, explain whether it is within CN’s care and 
control to require that CN Transportation Ltd. trucks arrive outside of peak periods, for 
example. 
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c) If feasible alternative means are identified, describe them and briefly examine the potential 
effects of each alternative on the valued components. 

CN Response: 

Background: 

CN Transportation Ltd. (CNTL) is a subsidiary of CN that provides container (and other freight) 
transportation by truck (referred to as drayage) between customer locations and CN’s 
intermodal terminals, as well as ports served by CN. Drayage typically occurs over short 
distances49 and is often part of a longer chain of transportation that may include transportation 
by rail and/or ship.  

CNTL operates in a competitive, customer-focused drayage market. This market is served by a 
range of transportation service providers who can support all or a part of the transportation 
supply chain. Some transportation service providers offer a complete, integrated transportation 
service that includes all equipment (like containers and chassis), movement (including drayage), 
and related services (such as customs clearance) required to move a container (or other 
freight) from Point A to Point B. Other service providers may choose to serve a specific aspect of 
the transportation supply chain, such as customs brokers and trucking companies, and still others 
offer coordination services (such as freight forwarding). Customers select the transportation 
solution that best meets their needs, and, in some cases, may provide their own equipment or 
coordinate the move themselves, working directly with other equipment and service providers. 

CNTL offers local and regional container (and other freight) drayage that is integrated with CN’s 
rail network, providing customers with “door to door” intermodal transportation. CNTL also 
provides equipment, customs clearance services, and other specialized equipment and 
services50. Customers may contract some or all of these services from CNTL. In this regard, CNTL 
competes with the many other transportation service providers serving the drayage market. The 
proportion of the drayage market that is served by CNTL depends on the competitiveness of 
CNTL’s offering compared to other service providers, as well as customer-specific requirements, 
preferences, and choices. 

Response: 

a) Provide a rationale for why CN expects that 20% of the terminal-generated truck traffic would 
be CN Transportation Ltd. trucks, and whether a higher or lower percentage would be a 
technically and economically feasible alternative means to undertake the Project. 

Approximately 20% of the container traffic moving through the Brampton Intermodal Terminal is 
currently handled by CNTL. This proportion has been fairly consistent over the last five years. 
CNTL (and therefore CN) anticipates maintaining its existing customer relationships in the market 
area to be served by the Milton Logistics Hub and, therefore, anticipates continuing to handle 
this proportion of container traffic at the Milton Logistics Hub.  

                                                      
49 Drayage is distinct from long-haul or line-haul trucking, which generally occurs over longer distances (for example, 
between major cities). 
50 For more information about CNTL, see www.cntl.com.  



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 95 
 

The proportion of the market served by CNTL is determined by customers, not by CNTL or CN. In 
the competitive transportation market, CN cannot impose the use of CNTL equipment or 
services on customers using its railway services or intermodal facilities. Therefore, CN cannot 
mandate that a higher or lower proportion of drayage to and from the Milton Logistics Hub must 
be served by CNTL. 

b) Describe whether any additional alternative means exist for carrying out the CN Transportation 
Ltd. terminal-generated truck activities. Provide an analysis as to whether these alternatives 
are technically and economically feasible. If applicable, arising from responses to other 
information requests in this package, including 2.34, explain whether it is within CN’s care and 
control to require that CN Transportation Ltd. trucks arrive outside of peak periods, for 
example. 

The operation of CN’s network, including its intermodal terminals, is largely customer driven. CN 
operates its network in an integrated manner to optimize timely and efficient delivery of all 
freight to its destination, while maintaining operational efficiency, safety, and environmental 
performance requirements.  

Train arrival and departure 

The Milton Logistics Hub is expected to be served by four intermodal trains per day, as described 
in the EIS. Although the specific schedule of train arrival and departure at the terminal has not 
yet been confirmed, the trains are projected to arrive and depart mainly during morning and 
evening hours. This schedule is necessary to meet the needs of customers, most of whom 
operate mainly during day-time hours and need to have containers picked up and/or delivered 
during those hours. 

The specific timing of scheduled container train arrival at the Milton Logistics Hub will depend on 
a range of factors, which vary over time, including: 

• the operational efficiency and timeliness of other intermodal terminals in CN’s network (from 
which trains or train segments may be dispatched to the Milton Logistics Hub) 

• the volume of rail traffic on CN’s network, and the efficiency of movement on that network 

• weather conditions. 

The specific timing of scheduled container train departure from the Milton Logistics Hub will 
depend on similar factors, including the operational efficiency of the terminal itself. 

Because of the integrated nature and customer focus of CN’s network-wide operation, and the 
need to meet customer pick-up and delivery scheduling requirements during customer operating 
hours, scheduling train arrival and departure times is not a feasible alternative means of carrying 
out the Terminal-generated CNTL truck traffic to and from the Milton Logistics Hub. 

Truck arrival and departure 

The timing of when a container is picked up from or dropped off at an intermodal terminal also 
depends on a range of factors. In particular, the customer determines when a container is ready 
for pick-up and/or when its delivery is required. The customer also determines when its facility will 
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be open to accommodate container pick-up or delivery. While some customers enjoy a high 
degree of flexibility in terms of scheduling container pick-ups and delivery, many have adopted 
“just in time” strategies that constrain scheduling flexibility, while others have limited container 
storage space on their properties to handle ebbs and flows in container traffic. 

To meet customer needs while maintaining competitiveness, CN proposes to implement a gate 
reservation system at the Milton Logistics Hub. The reservation system will help to manage truck 
traffic during peak and off-peak hours. To access the terminal, truck drivers, including CNTL 
drivers, will be required to make a reservation to pick up or drop off a container. A limited 
number of reservations will be available during each reservation window to reduce congestion. 
Reservation windows will vary in duration at different times of the day and night (typically one 
hour during the day and up to four hours at night on weekdays); the longer off-peak windows 
give drivers greater flexibility. Reservations to pick up a container from the terminal can only be 
made for reservation windows later than a container’s scheduled arrival (by rail) at the terminal. 
Reservations for truck arrivals to drop off a container at the terminal occur before the cut-off 
time for the departing train on which the container is to be placed. 

Drivers without a reservation may be denied entry to the terminal, and drivers who do not use 
their reservation times may have their ability to make reservations restricted. The gate reservation 
system will thus help to manage the traffic entering the terminal during any given reservation 
window to optimize efficiency at the terminal, while also encouraging drivers to arrive at off-
peak hours to take advantage of shorter wait times. Truck movements would thus be dispersed 
over a 24-hour period, with peak terminal access typically occurring outside of the morning and 
evening peak traffic periods on regional roads.   

Based on customer requirements and train schedules (including train arrival time and train 
departure cut-off time51), truck drivers contracted by the customer will then determine when to 
arrive at the terminal to pick up an arriving container (for local delivery to the customer) or drop 
off a departing container (prior to the cut-off time). Truck arrival and departure timing may also 
be affected by the availability of trucks and traffic and weather conditions. These factors are 
largely out of CN’s control. 

CNTL and the Milton Logistics Hub will operate 24 hours per day, seven days per week. However, 
both CN’s and CNTL’s operations are guided and constrained by its customer requirements and 
commitments. That is, to remain competitive, CN and CNTL must fulfil customer requirements or 
commitments, such as pick-up from or delivery to a specific location or at a specific time (traffic 
and weather conditions permitting). Other than through the reservation system, CN cannot 
impose specific terminal entry times on CNTL drivers (or any driver), as that could place those 
drivers at a competitive disadvantage relative to other drivers and/or could compromise their 
ability to meet customer requirements and commitments. Scheduling CNTL truck arrival is 
therefore not considered a feasible alternative means for carrying out CNTL terminal-generated 
truck activity. 

                                                      
51 The train departure cut-off time is the time by which a container must arrive at the terminal in order to be processed 
and loaded onto a departing railcar. 
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Other feasible alternative means 

No other technically or economically feasible alternative means of carrying out the terminal-
generated CNTL truck traffic to and from the Milton Logistics Hub have been identified.  

c) If feasible alternative means are identified, describe them and briefly examine the potential 
effects of each alternative on the valued components. 

As noted in part (b) of this response, no other technically or economically feasible alternative 
means of carrying out the Terminal-generated CNTL truck traffic to and from the Milton Logistics 
Hub have been identified.  

IR2.26 Project components and associated ancillary works 

Rationale: In Section 3.3 of the EIS and Figure 3 of Appendix B CN identified the preliminary 
design and components of the proposed Project. CN stated that some Project details may be 
refined as engineering studies progress and consultation continues. 

In Exhibit 4 of CN’s application under section 98 of the Canada Transportation Act (CN’s s.98 
application) to the Canadian Transportation Agency for the construction of certain railway lines 
(Drawing 01-SK-01, dated January 22, 2016), CN identified the Right-of-Way of the proposed 
railway line, the property lines and names of the owners of the adjacent land, proposed road 
and utility crossings, open drains, road allowances (rights-of-way), the approximate location and 
alignment of the track, and the profile of the proposed line. 

Additional detail is required regarding CN’s proposed Project components, associated and 
ancillary works. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional details on the design and layout of the following project components that 
have not been specifically described or labelled in the EIS or CN’s s.98 application, including: 

• terminal entrance and exit gate area layouts/plans including container inspection 
facilities, inbound and outbound truck canopies, Equipment Interchange Report booths 
and drive assistance buildings (roadway station); 

• terminal refrigerated container operating areas; 
• terminal equipment fueling system; 
• location and configuration of storage tanks used for potable water, non-potable water, 

fire-suppression water, any water recycling and grey water systems, and sewage; 
• the profile of service tracks 1, 2, 5 and 6; and 
• details of track construction such as track materials, including ballast, ties, rail weight, 

continuous welded rail or jointed, fastening system, tie plates, high quality ballast and other 
required track materials. 

b) A plan that includes: 

• all cross-sections 
• site topography 
• crossing signage  
• utility support structures (including blow-off valves and other safety measures);  
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• existing and future land-use and zoning around the site of the proposed rail infrastructure; 
and 

• access points for adjacent landowners. 

c) Provide a description of infrastructure to support operations: 

• existing and proposed bridges, tunnels and other infrastructure; 
• compressors and testing equipment (e.g. brake testing, engine loading); 
• embankments; 
• infrastructure necessary to allow the construction of a railway line across a utility line that 

passes over or under a railway line, and includes a structure supporting or protecting that 
part of the utility line or facilitating the crossing; 

• berms; 
• existing and proposed drains or conduits into, through or under land adjoining the railway; 

and 
• alterations to existing infrastructure, including to the position of a water pipe, gas pipe, 

sewer, drain, telegraph, telephone, electric line, all wires or poles across or along the 
railway. 

d) Where appropriate or necessary, provide maps, figures or current versions of plans to illustrate 
the various Project components. 

CN Response: 

Generally, the level of information provided in the EIS is based on conceptual designs that are 
detailed enough to describe the Project components and activities associated with the 
construction and operation of the Milton Logistics Hub for the purposes of environmental 
assessment. CN’s intention was to design the Project to the point sufficient to identify and assess 
potential environmental effects and to describe the proposed mitigation measures such that the 
significance of any potential adverse residual environmental effects can be determined. While 
all of the information requested above is not available at this time, additional detail has been 
outlined below where possible. The design of Project components and planning of Project 
activities will be refined through the detailed design process. 

a) Provide additional details on the design and layout of the following project components that 
have not been specifically described or labelled in the EIS or CN’s s.98 application, including: 

• terminal entrance and exit gate area layouts/plans including container inspection 
facilities, inbound and outbound truck canopies, Equipment Interchange Report booths 
and driver assistance buildings (roadway station) 

The general arrangement of the gate entrance is shown in the “Plan and Profile” drawing 
submitted to the CTA in CN’s s.98 application (dated December 16, 206, CEAR #395 – Exhibit 
#4). An updated version of this drawing has also been included as Attachment IR2.26-1: Halton 
Sub. Mi. 36.86 To Mi. 41.26 Plan, Profile and Typical Sections. The inbound canopy is identified as 
“inbound gate” and the outbound canopy is identified as “outbound gate” on the drawing. 
While the detailed design of the gate entrance and exit canopies and the driver assistance 
booth have not yet been completed, they are expected to be very similar in design to those 
designed for the Calgary Logistics Park gate re-configuration project completed in 2015. For 
reference, general arrangement drawings for the typical canopy entrance and exit have been 
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included in Attachment IR2.26-2: CN Intermodal Terminal Typical Entrance/Exit as well as the 
general arrangement at BIT and at the Calgary Logistics Park.  

Containers, tractors, and chassis will all be scanned (inspected) electronically in the scanning 
portals as they enter and exit the terminal. The location of inbound and outbound portals are 
identified in the “Plan and Profile” drawing submitted in CN’s s.98 application as “inbound 
portal” and “outbound portal” respectively (dated December 16, 206, CEAR #395 – Exhibit #4). 
The same portals are installed at all major intermodal terminals across the CN network. The 
general arrangement for the portal is attached as Attachment IR2.26-2.  

• Terminal refrigerated container areas 

Temperature-controlled container areas are typically located in a designated section of the 
terminal on the main terminal pad, in an area equipped with plugs mounted on a pedestal. The 
exact location designated for temperature-controlled containers for the Project will not be 
established until the detailed design phase of the Project. 

• Terminal equipment fueling system 

As the terminal will be primarily served by mainline trains, it is expected that no locomotive 
fueling will occur on-site. Fueling for locomotives in the Greater Toronto Hamilton Area typically 
occurs at the MacMillan Yard and as such all locomotives at the Project will have sufficient fuel 
to perform their work. If, however, locomotive fueling is required on-site for unforeseen reasons, it 
will occur through a direct-to-locomotive (DTL) methodology in a designated area on-site (EIS 
Section 3.4.2.2).  

All other equipment in the terminal will be powered using diesel. To facilitate the fueling of this 
equipment, a 50,000 litre fuel tank will be used to store diesel fuel on-site and will be located next 
to the maintenance garage in a designated fueling area. This fuel tank with be filled by local 
third party suppliers coming on-site. 

• Location and configuration of storage tanks used for potable water, non-potable water, 
fire-suppression water, any water recycling and grey water systems, and sewage 

The locations of the storage tanks to be used for potable water, non-potable water, fire 
suppression water, any water recycling and grey water systems, and sewage have not yet been 
determined. They will generally be located in the vicinity of the administration building with 
preliminary locations identified on the CTA s.98 drawing (dated December 16, 206, CEAR #395 – 
Exhibit #4) and included in Attachment IR2.26-1. 

• The profile of service tracks 1, 2, 5 and 6 

The profiles of service tracks 1, 2, 5 and 6 are expected to be the same. This profile is shown in 
the “Plan and Profile” drawing submitted in CN’s s.98 application (dated December 16, 206, 
CEAR #395 – Exhibit #4) and is included in Attachment IR2.26-1. 

• Details of track construction such as track materials, including ballast, ties, rail weight, 
continuous welded rail or jointed, fastening system, tie plates, high quality ballast and other 
required track materials 
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Below are the expected track materials to be used and their description: 

• Rail: 

− 115 pound per yard continuous welded rail (CWR) for track within the terminal 

− 132 pound per yard CWR for the mainline track 

• Ties:  

− 7 inch by 9 inch by 8 foot 6 inch treated hardwood ties 

• Ballast:  

− 12 inches of crushed granite ballast under the base of the tie up to 1 inch below top of 
tie  

• Fastening system:  

− steel track spikes  

• Tie Plates:  

− two steel tie plates per tie  

Figure IR2.26-1 provides a typical track cross-section to clarify how the different track components 
relate to one another. 

Figure IR2.26-1: Typical railway grade cross-section 

 

 

b) A plan that includes: 

• All Cross-Sections 

In addition to the typical cross-section shown in Figure IR2.26-1, three location-specific cross-
sections of the terminal are included in Attachment IR2.26-1. 

TIMBER TIES TIE PLATES RAIL 
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• Site Topography 

The site topography is shown in Figure 3 of the Milton Logistics Hub Stormwater Management 
Strategy report prepared by AECOM and included as Appendix B of the Hydrology and Surface 
Water Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15 (see Attachment IR2.26-3: Site Topography). 

• Crossing signage 

There are no public, at-grade road crossings included as part of the Project. As such, no crossing 
signage has been proposed. For any crossing within the terminal footprint, “STOP” signs will be 
implemented where appropriate. 

• Utility support structures (including blow-off valves and other safety measures) 

The realignment of the two existing pipelines owned by Sun-Canadian Pipe Line Company 
Limited (SCPL), which traverses CN property, may require the relocation of blow-off valves. The 
location of these blow-off valves, if required, will be determined by SCPL during the detailed 
design phase and is not known at this time. 

Back-up generators will be located on-site in the event there is a power outage in the area. 
These back-up generators will be located on the pad next to the administration building as 
shown in the “Plan and Profile” drawings included in the CTA s.98 application (dated December 
16, 206, CEAR #395 – Exhibit #4)(see Attachment IR2.26-1). While the ultimate design of the 
generator has not been determined, the backup generator is expected to similar to that of the 
Calgary Logistics Hub which holds approximately 800 liters of diesel. 

• Existing and future land-use and zoning around the site of the proposed rail infrastructure 

Existing and future surrounding land uses are shown in Figures 3, 5, and 6 of the Socio-Economic 
Baseline TDR, EIS Appendix E.12.  

• Access points for adjacent landowners 

Attachment IR2.26-4: Current Access Points, appended to this response, identifies all current 
access points to adjacent land owners. 

c) Provide a description of infrastructure to support operations: 

• Existing and proposed bridges, tunnels and other infrastructure 

There is currently one existing overpass over the CN mainline at Louis-Saint Laurent Avenue. As 
part of the Project, some of the receiving and departure tracks will be extended up to this 
overpass. The existing overpass has been designed to accommodate the number of tracks 
proposed at this location. No impacts are anticipated to the Louis Saint-Laurent overpass.  

CN’s existing mainline crosses Britannia Road at-grade (one track) and Lower Base Line Road at 
grade (two tracks). As part of the Halton Region’s current plans to upgrade Britannia Road, the 
Britannia Road level crossing will be replaced by an overpass. A preliminary design of this 
overpass is included as Figure 7.19 in the Region’s municipal class environmental assessment of 
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the Region’s proposed Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements52. CN is working 
collaboratively with the Region to finalize the design of the Britannia Road overpass.  

As part of the Project, CN is proposing to construct an underpass at Lower Base Line (a rail over 
road grade separation) to mitigate the impacts at this crossing. The Lower Base Line underpass is 
described generally in EIS Section 2.2.3.3 and EIS Section 3.3.14. As committed in the EIS, CN is 
currently developing the conceptual design of the Lower Base Line underpass while 
communicating with the Town of Milton to ensure their anticipated future needs are 
incorporated and to support ongoing engagement with all parties.  

In addition, the Project will include an overpass as part of the truck access road (road over rail 
grade separation) within the CN property limits. The design of this grade separation will be 
developed during the detailed design phase. 

There are no tunnels proposed for the Project.  

• Compressors and testing equipment (e.g., brake testing, engine loading) 

Air compressors will be used to facilitate the repair of equipment on site. All repair activities on 
terminal equipment will occur within the maintenance garage on-site to mitigate noise impacts 
with the exception of minor repairs to railcars while on the pad tracks (such as brake shoe 
changes, wheel change and air hose repair or replacement). 

The terminal will be equipped with an in-ground air system, with connection points at the pad 
tracks and the service tracks. The in-ground air system will be confirmed during the detailed 
design phase. The use of the in-ground air system is described in CN’s response to IR 2.29. 

As stated in CN’s response to IR 2.29, no locomotive engine load testing will occur on-site.  

• Embankments 

Embankments will be required in some locations along the re-aligned CN mainline to achieve 
the desired grades. The embankments are expected to be built using material generated on-site 
through grading activities where possible, after tests have been completed to confirm the 
suitability of the material competency. If insufficient material is available, locally sourced 
materials will be used to construct the embankments. The final footprint and the overall 
excavation and embankment volumes will be finalized as the Project progresses through 
detailed design however the anticipated location of the embankments will be within the Project 
Development Area defined for the EIS. A typical track cross-section, including the top of the 
embankment, is shown above in Figure IR2.26-1. The height of the embankment will vary along 
the length of the mainline depending on the desired final top or rail grade and the natural 
topography of the area. The desired terminal profile and the existing ground profile are shown in 
the Attachment IR2.26-1 of this response. 

Where there is a significant elevation difference between the mainline and the intermodal 
terminal, as shown in the Attachment IR2.26-1, a retaining wall will be installed between the 

                                                      
52 The Regional Municipality of Halton and Delcan Corporation. 2014. Environmental Study Report, Britannia Road 
(Regional Road 6) Transportation Corridor Improvements. 240 pp. Available under the “Environmental Study Report” link 
on-line here: http://www.halton.ca/cms/one.aspx?portalId=8310&pageId=49605.  
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terminal tracks and the mainline south of Britannia Road. The final design of the wall has not 
been completed, however it is expected to be a short 50 – 100 meter section of wall. A typical 
cross-section of this specific area is also shown in Attachment IR2.26-1. 

Infrastructure necessary to allow the construction of a railway line across a utility line that passes 
over or under a railway line, and includes a structure supporting or protecting that part of the utility 
line or facilitating the crossing 

The two existing pipelines owned by SCPL will need to be re-located to accommodate the 
terminal. The location of the re-alignment and the protection required has been finalized. The 
work will be constructed and at all times maintained in accordance with the Railway Safety Act, 
1985 and regulations, plans or specifications in force, adopted or approved by Transport 
Canada respecting pipe crossings under Railways, including the latest Standards Respecting 
Pipeline Crossings Under Railways, TC E-10. The location of the proposed pipeline re-alignment is 
shown in Attachment IR2.26-1 and is identified as “diverted 200mm Sun Canadian oil pipeline” 
and “Diverted 300mm Sun Canadian Oil Pipeline”.  

As noted in the EIS Section 1.2.1, page 5, two existing natural gas pipeline crossings (owned by 
Union Gas) and one electrical transmission crossing located north of Britannia Road do not 
require upgrades to accommodate the Project. 

• Berms 

As described in the Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS Appendix E.10, strategically located berms 
and barriers will be installed around the property to minimize the noise and visual impacts of the 
terminal. It is anticipated that the berms will be constructed using the earth and topsoil 
generated on site through grading activities that cannot be used for embankment construction. 
This will help to minimize the number of trucks that are required to enter and exit the site during 
construction. The location of the berms is shown in Figure 6 in the Noise Effects Assessment TDR, 
EIS Appendix E.10 (see Attachment IR2.26-5: Noise Berm Locations)  

Berms (with barriers as needed) planned for installation to support noise attenuation will have a 
minimum combined height of five meters (Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS Appendix E.10, 
page 38). The berms will be capped with topsoil and planted with local vegetation to further 
minimize visual impacts and noise propagation. While the exact footprint of the berms has not 
been established at this time, all works on the berms will be within the Project Development 
Area. 

• Existing and proposed drains or conduits into, through or under land adjoining the railway 

There is currently a culvert that facilitates the movement of water in an intermittent watercourse 
from the north side of Britannia Road onto CN property south of Britannia Road, a stream which 
feeds into Tributary A as shown in Figure 1 of the Hydrology and Surface Water TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.15. As part of the Region’s planned upgrades to Britannia Road, CN understands 
that a larger culvert will be installed at this location by the Region; however, the flow rate onto 
CN property will remain the same. The modification of the culvert under Britannia Road has 
been considered in CN’s stormwater management strategy outlined in Appendix B of the 
Hydrology and Surface Water TDR, EIS Appendix E.15, and is designed to handle the flows 
originating from proposed residential developments north of Britannia.  
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Indian Creek, Tributary A and Tributary B will all be impacted by the project and will require 
conduits (culverts) to facilitate their drainage. These elements of the Project are described 
further in the Hydrology and Surface Water TDR, EIS Appendix E.15. 

• Alterations to existing infrastructure, including to the position of a water pipe, gas pipe, 
sewer, drain, telegraph, telephone, electric line, all wires or poles across or along the 
railway 

There are currently no water services to this area and none are planned to be in place by the 
time of Project construction. As noted in the EIS, CN intends to supply potable water to the site 
using trucks and to store potable water on-site in holding tanks, as noted in the response to part 
(a) above.  

The two existing SCPL oil pipelines will be re-aligned to accommodate the Project as described 
earlier in this response. No gas pipes will be modified as a result of the Project. 

All stormwater generated by the Terminal will be directed to the two proposed stormwater 
management ponds for treatment prior to release into Indian Creek. As such, no existing public 
drainage infrastructure will require modification as a result of the Project. 

An underground fibre optics lines will be extended down the CN right-of-way adjacent and 
parallel to the re-aligned portion of mainline of the Halton Sub-division. No other telegraph or 
telephone line will be altered for the Project. 

Electrical lines will be extended to an on-site 8 million volt amperes transformer to provide 
electricity to the lights, administration building, garage, and gate entrance areas. Based on 
preliminary discussions with Hydro One on June 17, 2015, a three phase powerline feed is 
expected to be extended down from Britannia Road to the terminal. Further details will be 
developed in consultation with Milton Hydro Distribution as part of the detailed design phase as 
directed by Milton Hydro Distribution in the last meeting. No other existing electric line, wires, or 
poles will be altered for the Project. 

All potable water, non-potable water, grey water and sanitary water are to be handled using 
holding tanks given these services are not currently available. Details on these systems are 
outlined in responses to IR2.21 and IR2.42. 

d) Where appropriate or necessary, provide maps, figures or current versions of plans to 
illustrate the various Project components. 

Maps, figures, or plans included in the EIS and supporting materials or appended to this response 
or to other responses to other IRs are noted in the responses to parts (a), (b), and (c) above, as 
appropriate. 

IR2.27 Project activities during construction 

Rationale: Subsection 3.4.1 of the EIS contains a general description of construction-related 
activities, and subsections 3.3.8 and 3.3.9 provide some preliminary information on clearing, 
grading, and construction laydown and stockpile areas. CN’s response to the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement #4 (May 18, 2016) 
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reiterated information contained in the EIS, and stated that this information was based on 
conceptual design plans that would be refined and confirmed through detailed design and the 
contractor procurement processes. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional details for the following construction activities that were not fully described 
in the EIS:  

• Erosion and sediment controls planned for use during construction  
• Method and timing for laying new track and realigning existing track  
• Location of temporary construction offices  
• Updated information on the location and footprint of construction laydown areas  
• Details regarding maximum anticipated number of employees to be used and their 

transportation during the construction phase  
• Location and footprint for construction of administrative buildings, garages and other 

ancillary facilities during the construction phase  

CN Response: 

Generally, the level of information provided in the EIS is based on conceptual designs that are 
detailed enough to describe the Project components and activities associated with the 
construction and operation of the Milton Logistics Hub for the purposes of environmental 
assessment. CN’s intention was to design the Project to the point sufficient to identify and assess 
potential environmental effects of the Project and to describe the proposed mitigation 
measures such that the significance of any potential adverse residual environmental effects can 
be determined. To provide a conservative approach in the EIS for the identification and 
assessment of potential effects in the absence of detailed design information, the footprint of 
construction was assumed to include the entirety of the Project Development Area (PDA).  

The design of Project components and planning of Project activities will be refined through the 
detailed design process. Attachment IR2.27-1: Phases of Design & Construction provides an 
overview of the general flow of any project and the level of design typically established in each 
phase. 

Further details regarding the proposed construction activities listed are not yet available 
because the detailed design phase has not progressed, pending substantial completion of the 
environmental assessment process and input from the successful construction contractor(s) (this 
will only be determined through the contractor procurement process prior to construction). 
However, the following information is provided in response to the Review Panel’s request. 

Erosion and sediment controls planned for use during construction  

As described in EIS Section 3.4.1.1, an erosion and sediment control plan will be prepared for the 
construction phase of the Project, which will use a multi-barrier approach incorporating 
standard control measures, such as silt fencing, rock check dams, straw bale filters, filter fabric 
under catch basin frames and grates, and mud mats, as required. Installing such measures at 
appropriate locations adjacent to all watercourses will minimize erosion and subsequent 
deposition of sediment to protect water quality and fish habitat. Such measures will be installed, 
maintained, and monitored on a regular basis throughout all phases of construction. These 
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measures and practices are standard mitigation measures for construction and will be prepared 
by qualified individuals (i.e., Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC)) who 
are internationally recognized in applying ESC appropriately. At this time, the specific measures, 
location, and design of the erosion and sediment controls have not been determined, although 
CN has committed to preparing a final erosion and sediment control plan as part of the 
Environmental Management Plan prior to construction (EIS Section 9.8, Table 9.2, pages 343-344). 

Method and timing for laying new track and realigning existing track  

A general description of the activities associated with the construction and realignment of tracks 
is provided in EIS Section 3.4.1.2, pages 54-55. The construction staging scheme for terminal and 
track work is a process commonly executed by CN; this process includes the following proposed 
activities: 

• stripping of topsoil and relocation on site for use in berms and other areas for reclamation 

• cut and fill as appropriate to remove/bring in competent material for grade construction 

• construction of the rail grade through appropriate grading and compaction of subgrade 
material 

• import, placement, and compaction of subballast; 

• installation of track infrastructure (e.g., ties, rail, other track material) 

• import and placement of ballast 

• final surfacing with mechanized lifting and lining equipment 

• thermite welding, grinding, and destressing 

• installation of signals and switching equipment 

• cut-overs.  

The realigned portion of the mainline will be constructed in the new location parallel to the 
existing mainline while the existing mainline remains in operation. The cut-over is a short work 
block to ensure operations along the existing line are minimized. The timing of these activities 
depends on several factors, including timing of approvals, completion of detailed design, 
operations at the time of construction, and procurement of the contractor.  

Location of temporary construction offices  

The location of any temporary construction offices to be used during construction will be 
determined by the selected contractor and will be located on CN property within the PDA. It is 
anticipated that any such facilities would be located on CN property in close proximity to either 
Tremaine Road and/or Britannia Road in the temporary construction laydown areas identified in 
the EIS, which are outside of the Indian Creek valley or areas adjacent to Tributary A (i.e., within 
existing agricultural tableland areas). As noted earlier, the EIS assumed the footprint of 
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construction would include the entirety of the PDA; thus, no new areas not already considered in 
the EIS would be affected by the temporary construction offices. 

Updated information on the location and footprint of construction laydown areas  

The actual size and location of the “temporary construction laydown areas” identified on 
Figure 3 in EIS Appendix B will be determined by the contractor, but will be located on CN 
property within the PDA. Similar constraints as those listed above for the temporary construction 
offices are anticipated. These areas may change in size and location to accommodate various 
phases of construction. As noted earlier, the EIS assumed the footprint of construction would 
include the entirety of the PDA; thus, no new areas not already considered in the EIS would be 
affected by the construction laydown areas. 

Details regarding maximum anticipated number of employees to be used and their 
transportation during the construction phase  

As stated in EIS Section 3.5, the Project will require approximately 150 to 200 workers during 
construction, with the numbers varying over the course of the construction period. Each 
employee is anticipated to be responsible for their own transportation to and from the job site 
using existing public roads and/or public transportation systems. The actual number of 
employees and the location of associated temporary parking areas will be determined by the 
contractor, and may change during different phases of construction. Employee parking will 
occur on CN property and is not proposed along public roadways to avoid congestion and / or 
traffic disruption. Options for alternate off-site parking and transportation arrangements to and 
from the site are not anticipated.   

Location and footprint for construction of administrative buildings, garages, and other ancillary 
facilities during the construction phase  

The location and footprint of the administrative building, garage and other ancillary facilities is 
identified on Figure 3 in EIS Appendix B. Any stripping, grading, topsoil storage, or other 
preparation activities necessary to facilitate construction of these facilities will occur on CN 
property within the PDA. As noted earlier, the EIS assumed the footprint of construction would 
include the entirety of the PDA; thus, no new areas not already considered in the EIS would be 
affected by these facilities. 

IR2.28 Detailed project construction schedule 

Rationale: In sub-section 1.1.2 of Appendix E.10 to the EIS, CN stated that a complete 
construction schedule for the Project was not yet available, but a preliminary schedule 
indicated that construction would occur in three phases. Major construction activities are 
summarized in Table 4.6 of Appendix E.10. 

On May 18, 2016, CN submitted a conceptual project schedule in response to the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional Information Requirement #5 (CEAR #72). While 
there is a general connection between the activities and timing in the conceptual project 
schedule, there is not a clear linkage to all phases and activities identified in the Construction 
Assessment Scenario described in Section 4.3.2 and Table 4.6 of Appendix E.10. Additionally, 
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given that the projected project schedule is now nearly one year old, it is not clear whether CN 
has refined its preliminary construction schedule. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a detailed schedule of major construction activities that indicates all of the Project 
activities in Attachment IR5, as well as the three phases and sub-activities described in Table 
4.6 of Appendix E.10. If there have been any changes or refinements made to the schedule 
since May 2016, provide this updated information as well.  

CN Response: 

There have been no changes or refinements to the information presented in the construction 
schedule in CN’s response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Information 
Request (IR) 5 during the Agency’s conformity review (dated May 18, 2016; CEAR #72) or to 
Table 4.6 in EIS Appendix E.10. However, the schedule presented in CN’s response to the 
Agency’s IR5 has been updated to include all the information described in Table 4.6 EIS 
Appendix E.10 and has been included as Attachment IR2.28-1: Revised Conceptual Project 
Schedule. This consolidated schedule reflects an anticipated start date in Q4 of Year 1, as this 
was the most likely timing for the Project when the project schedule was developed. If the start 
date changes from Q4 of Year 1 based on the timing of the Review Panel process, the activities 
will be completed in the same order as shown, while still respecting the timing restriction 
windows identified on the schedule. Table IR2.28-1 outlines where the activities shown in Table 
4.6 of EIS Appendix E.10 are shown on the schedule included as Attachment IR2.28-1. 

Table IR2.28-1: Concordance table for Table 4.6 of Appendix E.10 and the project schedule 
shown in attachment IR2.28 

Activity Identified in Table 4.6 

Phase 
Identified in 
Table 4.6 of 

EIS Appendix 
E.10 

Reference 
Row 

number in 
Schedule* 

Activity Description in Project 
Schedule 

Britannia bridge construction 1 24 Britannia Grade Separation 

Pipeline Relocation 1 27 Pipeline Relocation 
Begin grading for mainline track 
shift/diversion 1 10, 23 Lower Base Line track diversion, 

Lower Base Line Grade Separation 
Prepare laydown areas and setup 
trailers 1 3 Prepare Laydown Areas and Set-Up 

Trailers 

Full-site clearing (incl. 
grub/vegetation 1 2 Site Preparation, Clearing and 

Grubbing 

Full-site stripping of topsoil 1 6 Area grading (incl. Berm & barrier 
construction) 

Berm/barrier construction 1 6 Area grading (incl. Berm & barrier 
construction) 
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Table IR2.28-1: Concordance table for Table 4.6 of Appendix E.10 and the project schedule 
shown in attachment IR2.28 

Activity Identified in Table 4.6 

Phase 
Identified in 
Table 4.6 of 

EIS Appendix 
E.10 

Reference 
Row 

number in 
Schedule* 

Activity Description in Project 
Schedule 

Begin grading for major site works 
and tracks 1 6, 15, 16, 36 

Area grading (incl. Berm & barrier 
construction), Construction of SWM 
ponds, Installation of culvert & 
drainage structures, Creek 
realignment (construction of new 
off-line channels) 

Begin construction of gate and 
access bridge 1 25, 8 Overpass across the CN mainline 

track, Access roads 

Begin building construction 1 7, 17, 28 
Buildings, Construction of Buildings & 
Maintenance Garage, Sanitary/ 
wastewater 

Continue grading for major site 
works and track 2 6, 12, 18, 21 

Area grading (incl. Berm & barrier 
construction), Track grading (incl. 
mainline diversion), Placement of 
granular material, Construct and 
pave tracks and pads 

Begin drainage for major site 
works 2 15, 16, 37, 

38 

Construction of SWM ponds, 
Installation of culvert & drainage 
structures, Channel diversion, 
Restoration and enhancement 

Complete gate access and 
access bridge 2 25, 20 Overpass across the CN mainline 

track, Construct gate 

Pave access road 2 8, 19 Access Road, Road Construction 
and Paving 

Continue building construction 2 17, 28, 29, 
30, 31 

Construction of Buildings & 
Maintenance Garage, 
Sanitary/wastewater, Electrical, 
Water, Fibre optics 

Continue Lower Base Line bridge 
construction 2 23 Lower Base Line Grade Separation 

Complete Britannia bridge 2 24 Britannia Grade Separation 

Construction mainline track and 
new Ash East 2 11, 13 Signals, Track 

realignment/construction 

Construct yard tracks and pad 
tracks 3 21, 33 Construct and Pave Yard tracks and 

pads, Air 

Paving Pads and gate 3 18, 20, 21 
Placement of granular material, 
Construct gate, Construct yard 
tracks and pad tracks 
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Table IR2.28-1: Concordance table for Table 4.6 of Appendix E.10 and the project schedule 
shown in attachment IR2.28 

Activity Identified in Table 4.6 

Phase 
Identified in 
Table 4.6 of 

EIS Appendix 
E.10 

Reference 
Row 

number in 
Schedule* 

Activity Description in Project 
Schedule 

complete building construction  3 17, 29 Construction of Buildings & 
Maintenance Garage, Electrical 

final roadworks  3 19 Road Construction and Paving 

construction of new Control 
Locations (Ash) 3 11 Signals 

Install gate systems and pad 
lighting 3 34, 32 Gate Systems, Lighting 

south-end track work 3 13 Track realignment/construction 

*See schedule attached as Appendix IR2.28-1   

IR2.29 Project activities during operations 

Rationale: In Section 2.4 of Appendix E.1 to the EIS, CN used the current daily average of rail 
traffic of 26 freight trains for modelling with four trains stopping within the Terminal. CN also 
stated that 25 to 30 trains per day currently move along the Halton Subdivision. However, CN has 
not provided the anticipated length, number of locomotives required, and other details related 
to these trains. 

The maximum capacity of the rail line and whether the values used by CN include deadhead 
runs is also unclear. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional details on: 

• type of locomotives to be in service; 
• existing and proposed daily train volumes by time of day, train lengths, number of cars and 

locomotives to be used, and speed of operation; 
• lighting and noise emitters, including whistling and bells, and whether any retarders will be 

installed; 
• yard locomotives to be operated; 
• idling and shunting necessary during train building and marshalling; 
• number of crew working at the yard and timing of crew changes; 
• noise retarders and anti-idling systems to be employed; 
• lighting and noise emitters, including whistling and bells; 
• scheduling of maintenance operations; 
• testing activities (e.g. brakes, locomotive engine load testing, etc.); 
• facilities (e.g. buildings, locations, construction, noise abatement measures, etc.); and 
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• whether the proposed railway line will result in railway service changes to either existing 
customers or others. 

b) Describe whether the Milton Logistics Hub Project, as currently designed, would be capable 
of accepting more than four trains per day. 

c) Provide additional detail on the anticipated daily maximum number of trains that could use 
the rail line and clarify whether deadhead runs have been considered by CN in its modelling 
of train traffic.  

CN Response: 

a) Provide additional details on (items are listed below): 

CN’s intent in the EIS was to describe the operational characteristics of existing and proposed 
train traffic at a level of detail sufficient to identify potential environmental effects of the Project, 
evaluate measures to mitigate those effects, and determine the significance of any adverse 
residual environmental effects within the Project Development Area. Several components of the 
information requested listed above are outside the limits of the Project and pertain more to CN’s 
existing mainline operations on the Halton Subdivision and network operations. Railway 
equipment, such as trains, railcars and crews are used throughout the network in the most 
efficient manner possible and as a result, there is not one set of equipment dedicated to the 
terminal. Therefore, assumptions were made with respect to the type of equipment that can be 
expected on the Project footprint as outlined below.  

• Type of Locomotives to be in service 

It is anticipated that the terminal will be serviced only by mainline locomotives (high horsepower 
locomotives (HHP) – which are classified as 3,400 HP or above). There will be no dedicated 
locomotives to service the Terminal. CN operates just under 1,700 HHP locomotives across its 
network, any of which may operate at the Milton Logistics Hub. HHP locomotives range 
anywhere between 3,400 HP to 4,400 HP, therefore 4,000 HP locomotives were assumed 
throughout the EIS. 

• Existing and proposed daily train volumes by time of day, train lengths, number of cars and 
locomotives to be used, and speed of operation 

As stated in EIS Section 3.4.2, page 60, the terminal will be served by four intermodal trains per 
day. Two of the trains to be handled in the Terminal are part of the approximately 25 to 30 trains 
per day currently moving along the Halton Subdivision while two new trains will be added along 
this portion of the subdivision. Existing train traffic on the Halton Subdivision is generally spread 
out evenly throughout the day; this will continue to be the case in the future with the Project.  

The train characteristics (length, number of cars and locomotives) of these existing trains varies 
daily, based on customer volumes and requirements. Trains currently operating on the Halton 
subdivision consist of mainline through trains and local service trains. The average train length for 
trains on the Halton Subdivison is 7,000 feet and can vary anywhere from 1,000 feet for a local 
service to 14,000 feet for longer haul trains. This represents a range of approximately 15 to 140 
railcars per train. The Project has been designed such that the flow of trains in/out of the terminal 
will not impact mainline movements. 
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Maximum train speeds are governed by the Canadian Railway Operating Rules (CROR); the 
maximum train speed on the mainline in this section of the subdivision is currently 72 kilometers 
per hour (kph) (45 miles per hour (mph)). Trains entering and exiting the terminal will be required 
to travel at a maximum speed limit of 25 kph (15 mph) while any component of the train is 
entering, exiting, and moving within the terminal. 

The train characteristics (length, number of cars and locomotives) of the trains entering/exiting 
the terminal will vary based on demand, but typically will range between 8,000 feet (2,438 
metres) and 14,000 feet (4,267 metres) in length. The locomotives used for these trains would be 
HHP locomotives as described above. A typical intermodal train will operate with two operating 
locomotives at the head (or front) end of the train and may at times have a third locomotive 
operating at the center of the train, known as distributed power. This is done to improve train 
handling by generating power in the middle of the train and minimizing buff and draft forces 
between railcars and helps to maintain air pressure in the braking system (particularly in winter 
months). Trains are required to follow the mainline and terminal speed limits defined above in 
the preceding paragraph. 

The Project is designed in such a way that terminal activities will not impact existing operation 
along the mainline. Mainline traffic will completely bypass the terminal and terminal access 
tracks. 

Lighting and noise emitters, including whistling and bells, and whether any retarders will be 
installed 

• Light Emitters: 

To meet CN’s service obligations, the terminal will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, as 
stated in EIS Section 3.4.2, page 60 and will be lit during nighttime hours to enable safe and 
efficient operations. Once operational, the terminal will add additional background light to the 
area, but the additional light is estimated to be below 10% of the allowable guidelines available 
from international sources (EIS Section 6.4.1.3, page 163). For trains arriving and departing at 
night, a headlight will be used to ensure the safe movement of the train. 

• Noise Emitters: 

Noise sources associated with the terminal are detailed in the Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.10, Section 4.3.1.2, page 23. A summary of the noise sources is included as Table 4.5 
of the Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS Appendix E.10 and includes idling, crossovers, and 
shunting. 

A bell will be used when a mainline locomotive is starting to move (either inbound to or 
outbound from the terminal), as prescribed by the Canadian Rail Operating Rule (CROR Rule) 
13a(i). This is to ensure the safety of any and all personnel around the train. This portion of the 
Halton Subdivision is classified as an anti-whistling zone and whistling does not occur in this 
location other than as an emergency warning alarm, as per CROR Rule 14(f). 

To ensure the safety of all personnel on-site, all equipment working within the site will be 
equipped with back-up alarms (beeping).  



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 113 
 

With respect to railcar retarders, these are used for rail car classification either at hump yard 
facilities or flat switching facilities. As neither of these operations will take place at the Milton 
Logistics Hub, there will be no retarders installed at the terminal.  

• Yard locomotives to be operated 

While a detailed operating plan has not been established at this time and will only be 
established closer to the opening of the terminal, train movements within the Milton Logistics Hub 
are expected to be completed through set-offs (i.e., dropping off sets of railcars upon train 
arrival in the terminal) and railcar lifts (i.e., picking up of sets of railcars prior to train departure 
from the terminal) and some switching activity using mainline locomotives. There are no 
dedicated yard locomotives planned for the terminal at this time. 

• Idling and shunting necessary during train building and marshalling 

Shunting 

The terminal is not designed for train assembly similar to what would take place in a switching 
yard or hump yard. The terminal has been designed with a through terminal design and long 
service and pad tracks as described in the EIS and explained further in CN’s response to IR 2.9. 
This design minimizes the amount of marshalling required in the terminal. Mainline trains will 
perform the necessary doubling over activities within the terminal as they set-off and pick-up 
railcars upon arrival and prior to departure, respectively. To minimize the amount of shunting 
and/or train movement within the terminal, railcars are grouped into blocks on the train based 
on their final or intermediate destination. To maintain these blocks, containers destined for 
specific terminals are loaded in the appropriate block on the train. This methodology will be 
used for train blocks destined for the terminal to reduce shunting requirements (i.e. locomotive 
movements). This activity has been considered in the Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS Appendix 
E.10. 

Idling 

The breaking of a train into two or more sections to fit on the pad tracks for loading/unloading 
purposes is referred to as doubling over. Although this is not considered switching activity, which 
is done to facilitate the break and rebuilding of a train, railcars will be disconnected and 
reconnected as necessary. As this work is completed there may be short periods of time where a 
locomotive idles in a single location while the conductor performs the necessary task to join or 
detach two railcars. Once an outbound train is assembled or an inbound train has set-off its cars, 
the locomotives will depart from the terminal and as such no long term idling at the terminal is 
anticipated. 

Trains may also idle for short periods of time while building the air into the airbrake system prior to 
departure. Under the CROR, a train cannot depart the terminal until the minimum airbrake 
pressure requirements are met to ensure sufficient braking power. 

The terminal is being designed with an in-ground compressed air system to permit charging of 
the airbrake system prior to departure. Once a departing set of cars has been loaded with the 
appropriate containers, the air hoses connecting all the cars will be inspected. If deemed to be 
fully connected and intact, ground air will be used to fill the air brake system on the railcars. By 
filling the set of cars using ground air prior to the arrival of the locomotive, it prevents the need 
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for the locomotive to pump air through the system after it is connected, particularly in colder 
months, reducing the amount of time the locomotive spends on-site and idling. The 
underground air system will be located along the pad tracks  

While the final operating plan has not been developed, it is anticipated at this time that the 
locomotives arriving on trains with a final destination at the facility will remain on-site to handle a 
departing train later that day. In these cases, a crew change will occur at the terminal. The 
locomotives will be parked within the terminal for the period of time between crews. Once the 
departing train is ready to depart, a new crew will arrive in the terminal to perform the necessary 
work to build a train and depart. All locomotives that remain on-site between trains will be 
equipped with anti-idling technologies to limit the amount of idling at the terminal. 

The movement of light power or “dead-heading” a locomotive to the terminal from another site 
is not anticipated except under exceptional cases, such as a locomotive failure or mechanical 
issue.  

• Number of crew working at the yard and timing of crew changes 

While an official terminal staffing plan has not yet been established, terminal crews are typically 
cycled through in eight hour shifts per day. The terminal staff will be scheduled on a staggered 
start system with terminal staff start times spread throughout the day. This minimizes the total 
number of people transitioning at the terminal at any given time reducing congestion within the 
terminal and ensures that the terminal is properly staffed to maintain fluidity of the transfer of 
containers from train to truck and vice versa throughout the day. Terminal crews are generally 
made up of crane operators, shunt truck operators, terminal helpers, mechanics, and 
management and clerical staff. 

At this time, train crews originating or destined to the terminal will be changing shifts at the 
terminal as described above. It is not anticipated at this time that any other crew changes will 
take place at the terminal except under exceptional cases, such as delays resulting in a train 
crew reaching their hour limits at this location.  

• Noise retarders and anti-idling systems to be employed 

Anti-idling technology 

Locomotives can be damaged if shut down in cold weather and, under certain conditions must 
be left to idle to maintain safety related functions such as engine temperature, air pressure for 
the air brake system, battery charge etc. In order to minimize the idling time Automatic Engine 
Start Stop (AESS) technology has been developed and installed on newer locomotives. AESS 
(SmartStart®) turns the locomotive engine on and off to maintain cooling water temperature, 
lube oil and fuel temperature, air brake pressure, ambient temperature and battery charge 
within specific parameters. This technology restarts the main diesel engine automatically when 
any of these parameters fall below specified thresholds that would impede a quick start or 
restart. It then automatically shuts the engine down when the parameters are met again after a 
brief idle period. This technology generally does not permit shutdown when ambient 
temperature is below 5 degrees Celsius. 

As stated above, the terminal will be serviced by mainline locomotives, the majority of which will 
be equipped with SmartStart®. Because the Project is considered an intermediate destination, 
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initial locomotive break test and the warming of the engine will not be required as these 
procedures will be performed at the crew’s starting point, thus minimizing the amount of time a 
particular locomotive spends idling in the terminal. If a locomotive is required to remain at the 
terminal for an extended period of time, SmartStart® equipped locomotives will be used as 
much as possible to reduce idling (Air Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.1, page 92) as described 
above.  

Noise retarders/mitigation  

As mentioned earlier in this response, railcar retarders are used for rail car classification either at 
hump yard facilities or flat switching facilities. As neither of these operations will take place at the 
Milton Logistics Hub, there will be no retarders installed at the terminal 

Section 5.1.2 (p.38) of the Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS Appendix E.10 recommends and fully 
details a combination of physical and administrative mitigation measures as well as selection of 
quieter equipment to reduce noise effects. Noise retarders are not required for this terminal. The 
suggested locations and extent of the berms/barriers is shown in Figure 6, Appendix A of the 
Noise Effects Assessment TDR, EIS Appendix E.10. The locations are optimized to effectively 
mitigate noise emissions from the main noise sources. The required minimum height of berms and 
barriers to mitigate noise would be five meters. The assessment concludes that with the 
proposed mitigation measures in place, the change to acoustical environment can be 
considered acceptable. 

For terminal equipment, internal combustion engines will be fitted with appropriate muffler 
systems and the maintenance schedule prescribed by the manufacturer will be followed (EIS 
Appendix G).  

• Lighting and noise emitters, including whistling and bells 

As described earlier in the response. 

• Scheduling of maintenance operations 

It is not anticipated that any locomotives will receive maintenance work on site. All 
maintenance performed on locomotives will occur at a designated CN locomotive 
maintenance facility off-site. 

All railcars are visually inspected after entering the terminal and prior to departing the terminal. 
Following inspection, minor repairs on intermodal railcars, such as brake pad replacement, air 
hose repair or replacement, or wheel change out, will be performed as necessary while railcars 
are on the pad tracks. By performing these types of minor maintenance activities while the 
railcars are within the terminal, it eliminates the need for additional switching to set-off a 
damaged car, minimizing the time spent by locomotives in the terminal. 

Terminal equipment will receive regular maintenance as per the manufacturer’s specifications. 
Equipment maintenance schedules are typically completed based on hours of use and 
therefore the timing of such maintenance will depend on the level of use of each piece of 
equipment throughout the year. Maintenance on smaller vehicles, such as pick-up trucks and 
SUVs, will be outsourced to the local dealership for inspection, repair and maintenance as per 
the manufacturer’s recommendations. 
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• Testing activities (e.g., brakes, locomotive engine load testing) 

A short brake test will be performed prior to leaving the terminal to ensure the system is 
functioning as expected. On all mainline trains, a sense and braking unit (SBU) is attached to the 
last railcar of the train. This unit provides air pressure information to the locomotive engineer and 
conductor, informing them of the air pressure in the braking system. Under Canadian Rail 
Operating Rules, a train cannot depart the terminal until the minimum airbrake pressure 
requirements are met to ensure sufficient braking power. In addition, as a train is departing, a 
visual rolling inspection is performed with personnel located on either side of the train to ensure 
there are no sticking brakes or other potential defects, such as dragging equipment. 

Locomotive brake tests are performed at the locomotive origin. As no locomotives are 
expected to originate in the terminal, locomotive brake tests will be performed prior to train 
arriving on site. 

No locomotive engine load testing will occur on site.  

All terminal equipment inspection and testing will occur within the garage bays on site. 

• Facilities (e.g., buildings, locations, construction, noise abatement measures) 

The terminal will include an administration building and maintenance garage. The 
characteristics of these facilities are described in EIS Section 3.3.6 and their location is shown in 
Figure 3 of EIS Appendix B. The purpose of the administration building is to provide office facilities 
for management and clerical staff to operate and manage the terminal, and provide field 
operators with a prep area prior to and after their shifts and during their breaks. This will also be 
the location from which all terminal movements (inbound/outbound trucks, inbound/outbound 
trains, crane movements) will be monitored.  

The purpose of the maintenance garage is to perform general maintenance on terminal 
equipment only. Work will be performed inside the garage to ensure that noise generated 
during the maintenance work is contained inside the maintenance garage. Proper noise 
protection equipment will be worn at all times by mechanical employees performing the work. 

The facilities will be constructed following all applicable guidelines and codes. The final building 
materials and construction methodology will be determined during detailed design and in 
consultation with the selected contractor.  

Berms and barriers located around the site will mitigate noise propagation off site, as described 
previously in this response. 

• Whether the proposed railway line will result in railway service changes to either existing 
customers or others 

As described above, the terminal is designed in such a way that train movements within the 
terminal will not impact train movements on the mainline. With the proposed grade separation 
at Lower Base Line and the extension (doubling) of the mainline, train fluidity through this portion 
of the Halton Subdivision will be improved, limiting the number of meets (where one train is 
required to stop on a siding to allow a train to pass either in the same or opposite direction) 
occurring in this area.  
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There are no passenger train movements along the portion of the Halton Subdivision where the 
Project is located, therefore movements associated with the Project will not affect passenger 
train service. 

b) Describe whether the Milton Logistics Hub Project, as currently designed, would be capable of 
accepting more than four trains per day. 

The number of trains per day anticipated at the terminal is a function of customer demand and 
network planning, and forms part of a balance of trains and volumes across all CN terminals and 
railway network. The network-wide intermodal train operating plan is developed based on the 
overall origin/destination customer requirements at each terminal. Under the current train 
schedule (i.e., number of trains entering/exiting the GTHA to other destinations) and the current 
average train length, it would not be feasible to accept more than four trains per day at the 
Milton Logistics Hub. To achieve more than four trains per day, additional trains would need to 
be added within the overall intermodal network plan to liberate tracks within the Milton Logistics 
Hub and allow new railcar sets to be staged. The terminal is designed in such a way that railcar 
sets are dropped off and containers are transferred between truck and train throughout the 
day. The tracks are therefore occupied during this time and no additional railcars can be staged 
in the terminal. Once, the transfer process is complete, the railcar sets will be picked-up and a 
new set of railcars will be placed on the pad tracks. In order to achieve more trains per day, 
additional terminal equipment and staff would be required to load/unload trains faster and 
additional network trains would be required to remove railcar sets from the same pad tracks and 
add additional railcar sets at a faster rate.  

To remain competitive in the intermodal business, CN as much as possible consolidates 
intermodal trains to maximize the overall use of assets. To add additional trains to switch out 
tracks on a more regular basis would require CN to run smaller trains more frequently which in 
turn requires more equipment and staff, increasing the overall cost of the operation which 
reduces CN ability to remain competitive in the marketplace. Based on the current operating 
model at CN, it is not anticipated that more than four trains per day would use the terminal as 
this would render CN’s service non-competitive.  

c) Provide additional detail on the anticipated daily maximum number of trains that could use 
the rail line and clarify whether deadhead runs have been considered by CN in its modelling 
of train traffic. 

There are currently no capacity constraints along the Halton Subdivision and CN does not 
anticipate there will be any constraints after the terminal is constructed. As mentioned above, 
the terminal has been designed to prevent any impact on existing mainline operation. Network 
planning along the mainline is established considering various needs of the CN network (i.e., 
other trains across the network, train crew availabilities, equipment availabilities) and is reviewed 
by CN’s service design team regularly, based on the overall network volumes and priorities. The 
capacity of the Halton Subdivision mainline is independent from terminal operations and is not 
considered as part of the Project. As mentioned previously, the extension of the second mainline 
to the north will help with the fluidity of trains through this area, minimizing the number of 
stationary meets (where one train is required to stop for another passing train).  

While the final train service plan for the Project has not yet been developed (as it will depend on 
all network activity at the time of opening), it is not anticipated that any planned deadhead 
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moves will be required as part of the operation. The terminal will operate using mainline trains as 
described previously in part a) of this response.  

IR2.30 Terminal-generated truck traffic description 

Rationale: In its EIS, CN stated that the Brampton Intermodal Terminal is approaching capacity 
and the Project is designed to handle approximately 450,000 containers per year. The maximum 
capacity of the Brampton Intermodal Terminal and whether the Project could exceed 450,000 
containers per year is not clear.  

In sub-section 2.2.2 of the EIS, CN stated that approximately 800 trucks per day each way would 
be entering and exiting the Project at full operation. In sub-section 3.4.2 of the EIS, CN stated 
that the products in an intermodal container vary based on client demand, destination and 
season. Further, a variety of truck and chassis combinations for different operating conditions are 
expected to arrive and depart at the Project. In Appendix C of Appendix E.1 to the EIS, the 
Shipping and Receiving table stated that the maximum number of trucks per day for shipping 
containers in or out of the Project is 1,233.  

In Section 5.0 of Appendix E.17 to the EIS, CN recognizes that daily terminal-generated truck 
traffic will vary depending on the time of year or the day of the week.  

It is not clear whether 800 is a daily average or the anticipated maximum number of trucks 
entering and exiting the Project and whether this number considered seasonal variability based 
on demand for containerized goods. It is also not clear what proportion of trucks arriving or 
departing the Project would be bobcat tractors, pulling a bare chassis, or pulling a chassis with a 
container (either loaded or empty). 

Information Request:  

a) Provide projections for the average and maximum number of trucks that may enter and exit 
the Project per day, month, and seasonally. Indicate what proportion of trucks arriving or 
departing the Project is expected to be bobcat tractors, pulling a bare chassis, or pulling a 
chassis with a container (either loaded or empty). 

b) Describe the relationship between 800 trucks per day entering and exiting the Project and 
handling 450,000 containers annually. Clarify whether the 450,000 containers are calculated 
as containers in and out of the Project, or whether it is a total of one-way container traffic. 
Describe the total number of containers (loaded or empty) that would be transported using 
an assumed average of 800 trucks per day in each direction. 

c) If the maximum number of trucks entering and exiting the proposed Project could be 
increased above 800 per day, describe how might this affect the ultimate maximum number 
of containers handled at the Project on a daily, seasonal and annual basis. 

d) Based on the response to information request 2.44, and if the Project is capable through 
redesign or efficiencies, of handling more than 450,000 containers annually, provide an 
estimate for the maximum number of trucks that would be required to serve the Project’s 
ultimate capacity. 
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CN Response: 

a) Provide projections for the average and maximum number of trucks that may enter and exit 
the Project per day, month, and seasonally. Indicate what proportion of trucks arriving or 
departing the Project is expected to be bobcat tractors, pulling a bare chassis, or pulling a 
chassis with a container (either loaded or empty). 

 Projected Average and Maximum Number of Trucks  

The projected number of trucks using the Project was estimated from the then actual trucking 
patterns at the Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT). Depending on the growth rates prior to 
terminal opening, approximately 20-25% of the anticipated regional volume is forecast to shift to 
Milton.  Based on the projected average volumes and the variability projected for the Project a 
described below, a design maximum of 800 trucks in and out of the facility was adopted. 

Variability in the daily and monthly volumes is expected over the course of operation as a result 
of several factors, such as composition of container traffic on a particular train, final destination 
of the containers, carter ratios, and container type. These different factors are described in more 
detailed in part b) of this response. Variability at BIT was used as a proxy to project the variability 
of truck movements for the Project.  

Table IR2.30-1 outlines the projected average daily number of trucks by month at full operation. 
The numbers presented below are estimated using the most recent monthly average patterns at 
BIT, which naturally reflects seasonal variability.  

Table IR2.30-1: Average daily truck volumes (trucks in & out) by month of year 

Month Daily Average Month Daily Average Month Daily Average 
January 560 May 630 September 660 

February 600 June 630 October 640 
March 600 July 600 November 670 
April 620 August 650 December 630 

 

As shown in the table, the difference between the most voluminous month and least voluminous 
month is projected to be 20%. Figure IR2.30-1:  Daily Weekday Variability and Figure IR2.30-2: Daily 
Weekend Variability summarizes the projected daily variability for all 2016 GTHA volumes. 
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Figure IR2.30-1: Daily Weekday Variability 

 

 

Figure IR2.30-2: Daily Weekend Variability 

 

 

Based on the projected average volumes and the variability projected for the Project a described 
above, a design maximum of 800 trucks in and out of the facility was adopted. 
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Truck Configurations upon Entry/Exit  

At all times of the year, trucks may enter/exit the terminal in one of the following three 
configurations: 

• Enter and/or exit with a load (container); 

• Enter or exit with an empty chassis in tow; or 

• Enter or exit “bobtail” (tractor only). 

Based on BIT’s traffic patterns, Table IR2.30-2 outlines the projected percentage of trucks arriving 
and departing the terminal as bobtail, with an empty chassis and with a container. 

Table IR2.30-2: Percentage of Alternate Truck Configurations 

Alternate Truck Arriving Departing 

Bobtail 12% 11% 

Empty Chassis 31% 28% 

With a Container 57% 61% 

 

b) Describe the relationship between 800 trucks per day entering and exiting the Project and 
handling 450,000 containers annually. Clarify whether the 450,000 containers are calculated 
as containers in and out of the Project, or whether it is a total of one-way container traffic. 
Describe the total number of containers (loaded or empty) that would be transported using 
an assumed average of 800 trucks per day in each direction. 

The 450,000 annual containers is our projection for the number of containers moving by rail into, 
out and through the Project.  Approximately 60-65% of these containers are forecast to be for 
local use (i.e., will be moving by truck into or out of the terminal). The remaining 35-40% will enter 
the terminal and depart the terminal via train (not truck).   

For the trucks entering/exiting the terminal, the method by which a container is dropped off or 
picked up is primarily determined by the customer and how they organize their contracted truck 
drivers and container flows, and the efficiency of the contracted drayage company53. 
Depending on these factors, the ratio of tractors entering and exiting compared to the number 
of containers handled varies. This ratio is referred to by CN as the carter ratio, which measures 
the number of carters (truckers) moving in and out of the terminal to the number of containers 
handled by the terminal. A carter ratio of one (1) means every container moving in and out of 
the terminal has one truck to pick up or drop off a container. It is most efficient and cost-
effective for a truck to both enter and exit the terminal with a load (full/full); thus, a single truck is 
handling two containers, which reduces the carter ratio. A lower carter ratio is preferred. Similar 
carter ratios are anticipated for the Project as are currently observed at BIT. At BIT, the carter 
ratios are 0.75-0.81. 

                                                      
53 See CN’s response to IR 2.25 for an explanation of drayage. 
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Based on a 365 day operating philosophy, approximately 1,233 containers per day are 
projected for the Project. As described above, approximately 60-65% of these containers will be 
transferred to or from a truck to a train. The remaining 35-40% represent “through” or 
“connection” traffic, which will transfer from one train to another at the terminal.  

Using the lower end of the range - where only 35% of the volumes handled are transferred from 
train to train - results in 800 containers handled by truck per day. Using the high end of weekday 
variability of 22% as shown in Figure IR2.30-1, the maximum projected containers to be handled 
by the terminal for local destinations (i.e., in or out by truck) is 979 in a day. Applying a carter 
ratio of 0.81results in just under 800 trucks in/out per day, representing the high end of the 
spectrum. For the purposes of the EIS, a design maximum of 800 trucks in/out of the terminal on a 
daily basis has been adopted. 

For the purposes of modelling air emissions from the Project, calculations were completed using 
1,600 trucks trips per day (800 inbound, 800 outbound), as defined in Table 2.2: Summary of 
Terminal Operations and Equipment of the Air Quality TDR (EIS Appendix E.1). The reference to 
1,233 trucks per day identified in Appendix C of the Air TDR is “an intermediate calculation” 
intended to characterize the average daily containers per year, not maximum trucks (450,000 
containers per year / 365 days = 1,233 potential containers per day). This value was not used to 
calculate air emissions, rather the design maximum number of trucks (800 in/out) was used for the 
reasons discussed in part in this response. 

c) If the maximum number of trucks entering and exiting the proposed Project could be 
increased above 800 per day, describe how might this affect the ultimate maximum number 
of containers handled at the Project on a daily, seasonal, and annual basis. 

The capacity of a terminal is based on several factors, all of which work together to achieve 
efficient customer service and allow CN to remain competitive in the logistics landscape. The 
primary physical components of the terminal affecting its capacity are: 

• the truck gate entrance area;  

• the capacity and availability of the pad track (used for loading and unloading) and service 
tracks (used to store railcars at arrival or departure and to stage through railcars that are 
transferring trains but do not require off-loading at the terminal); 

• the capacity and availability of pad storage (area in which containers are stored 
temporarily); 

• the capacity and availability of operating staff and facilities, such as the administration 
building and garage; and 

• the capacity and availability of terminal equipment. 

The maximum of 800 trucks in and out of the Project is projected to be sufficient for CN’s needs 
in the foreseeable future, and the terminal has been designed accordingly. If there were a need 
for more per day due to unexpected changes in market conditions and / or the logistics industry, 
additional studies would be performed to assess the need for additional infrastructure. The 
terminal has been designed to operate at an optimal efficiency. Generally, as more trucks 
enter/exit the terminal, it becomes less efficient and without modification to the existing 
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infrastructure, the overall efficiency of the terminal is reduced and additional stress is put on the 
other elements of the terminal as listed above. Any attempt to serve more than the 800 trucks 
design maximum at the terminal would negatively impact CN’s ability to meet customer delivery 
and pick-up, and adversely impact our market share. 

d) Based on the response to 2.44, and if the Project is capable through redesign or efficiencies, 
of handling more than 450,000 containers annually, provide an estimate for the maximum 
number of trucks that would be required to serve the Project’s ultimate capacity. 

The Milton Logistics Hub is being designed in the most efficient manner to handle the container 
volumes CN expects to handle at it. Based on the additional capacity of 450,000 containers that 
the Project will add to CN’s intermodal network in the GTHA market area, CN’s intermodal 
capacity in the GTHA will be sufficient for the foreseeable future.  

IR2.31 Truck origin and destination information 

Rationale: In Section 3.0 of Appendix E.17 to the EIS, the BA Group reports that trucks intending to 
drop off or pick up containers from the Project could approach and depart the vicinity of the 
Project via several routes. A comprehensive Commercial Vehicle Survey was undertaken by the 
Ontario Ministry of Transportation at the existing Brampton Intermodal Terminal, and this 
information was used to predict the directional distribution of terminal-generated truck traffic. It 
is not clear how the Brampton Intermodal Terminal traffic data from the Ontario Ministry of 
Transportation Commercial Vehicle Study was applied to the projected Project traffic data, 
including the truck origin and destination data. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a summary of key findings from the Ontario Ministry of Transportation Comprehensive 
Commercial Vehicle Survey undertaken by the Ontario Ministry of Transportation at the 
Brampton Intermodal Terminal and describe how it was used to inform the BA Group report. 
The summary should include information on truck origin and destination. 

CN Response: 

CN expects the Milton Logistic Hub will serve a similar customer base as the Brampton 
Intermodal Terminal (BIT) for the foreseeable future as, initially, container traffic will be shifted 
from BIT to the Milton Logistics Hub. CN therefore used available information about the origin 
and destination of trucks to/from BIT as a proxy for the Project.  

In many cases, customers using CN’s intermodal facilities do not provide CN with information 
regarding the origin or destination of containers; rather, from CN’s perspective, the Terminal is 
the origin/destination. The container is picked-up or dropped-off at the terminal by a third-party 
trucking company contracted by the customer, without CN being informed as to its ultimate 
origin or final destination. This is analogous to a passenger purchasing an airline ticket: the airline 
is responsible for getting the traveler from terminal to terminal with no information on the 
passenger’s ultimate origin or destination. The exception to this is when CN Transportation Ltd. 
(CNTL) is the trucking company contracted by the customer to move the container between its 
origin and destination. While origin/destination information is therefore available to CN for 
containers handled by CNTL trucks, it represents only a specific subset of the total 
origin/destination data for the terminal.  
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Therefore, information on the origin and destination of CNTL trucks to/from BIT was 
supplemented using origin and destination information for trucks currently accessing BIT that was 
collected by the Ministry of Transportation of Ontario (MTO) through the Southern Ontario 
Commercial Vehicle Survey (CVS) undertaken in 2012 and 201354. A summary of the base data 
was requested by CN and provided to CN by the MTO. A summary of the relevant data is 
provided in Attachment IR2.31-1: Summary Report of 2012 MTO Commercial Vehicle Survey - Trip 
Activity with CN Trip Starts or Ends. While these data are relatively old, the CVS represents the 
best truck origin/destination data available to CN. As indicated in CN’s response to IR2.8, 
significant current and forecast growth in the warehousing and logistics sector in the western 
part of the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTHA) is expected to result in a shift in truck 
origins and destinations also to the west; this shift may not be fully reflected in the MTO CVS 
data.  

The MTO Southern Ontario CVS was a comprehensive travel survey that collected information on 
truck travel characteristics at 51 different locations across Southern Ontario, including BIT, as well 
as the origin/destination of the commercial vehicles. The CVS was a driver-intercept survey in 
which commercial vehicles were diverted from the regular flow of traffic by MTO enforcement 
officers or police officers. Survey staff then conducted in-person interviews with the truck drivers, 
collecting information about the carrier profile, cargo, route information (including trip origin-
destination, type of drop-off / pick-up facility, and highways taken as part of the trip), and trip 
frequency. Survey staff also took field observations relating to vehicle type and configuration, 
weight, and physical measurements of the truck. Refusal rate for the survey was low (fewer than 
3% of attempted surveys). 

Over the course of the survey, a total of 585 interviews were completed at the ingress/egress 
points to/from BIT. Furthermore, 203 interviews were completed elsewhere in Southern Ontario 
with drivers transporting containers destined to or coming from BIT. Thus, a total of 790 interviews 
were completed with drivers operating trucks destined to or coming from BIT. Data from these 
surveys was requested by CN and shared with CN by the MTO and were adopted as the proxy 
origin-destination of truck trips to/from the Milton Logistic Hub. 

The MTO CVS data regarding origins and destinations of trucks accessing BIT were used by BA 
Group to determine the distribution of Terminal-generated truck traffic taking into consideration 
the most direct available provincial and regional roads linking those origins and destinations to 
the vicinity of the Project. The resulting distribution of Terminal-generated truck trips is illustrated in 
Figure 4 of the Terminal Generated Truck Traffic Technical Data Report, EIS Appendix E.17. That 
figure shows that the primary truck routes will be toward the northeast, with 70% of trucks 
destined for the Milton Logistics Hub originating from that quadrant and 74% of truck trips 
departing from the Milton Logistics Hub heading in that direction. With the growing number and 
capacity of distribution centres and warehousing/logistics facilities located in Milton and Halton 
Hills (as described in CN’s response to IR2.8), it is expected that some of the traffic, predicted on 
the basis of the MTO CVS data, to be heading to or coming from the northeast will shift 
westward. However, the MTO data represent the most recent complete set of data available to 
CN and as such was used as a proxy for the Project.  

                                                      
54 Southern Ontario Commercial Vehicle Survey, Ministry of Transport of Ontario, 2013.  
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IR2.32 Terminal-generated truck traffic data sources 

Rationale: In Section 1.0 of Appendix E.17 to the EIS, CN stated that the Brampton Intermodal 
Terminal was a suitable proxy for estimating heavy-truck movements at the entry and exit gates 
of the Project. The estimate of 800 terminal-generated heavy-truck trips per day in each 
direction was adopted by the BA Group in Appendix E.17. In Section 5.0 of Appendix E.17 of the 
EIS, CN indicated that the estimate of 800 truck trips each way per day is likely to be in the order 
of the 90th percentile of the range of weekday terminal-generated truck trips. 

It is not clear how the traffic data provided to the BA Group by CN was collected or the 
assumptions made when relying on this data to estimate terminal-generated truck traffic for the 
Project. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide relevant details on the source of the truck traffic data that was provided by CN to the 
BA Group to establish the assumed 800 terminal-generated truck trips per day in each 
direction. For traffic data that is based on the Brampton Intermodal Terminal, explain any 
assumptions made in applying the data to the Project. 

CN Response: 

As described in the EIS Section 1.2, page 2, the Project is forecast to handle approximately 
450,000 containers annually at full operation. This volume represents the additional container 
capacity needed to serve current and forecast future demand in the Greater Toronto and 
Hamilton Area (GTHA). As explained further in CN’s response to IR 2.30, the number of trucks 
in/out of the facility required to move a certain volume or number of containers depends on the 
carter ratio55, a measure of the efficiency of container/freight transportation (termed drayage56) 
moving into and out of an intermodal terminal. In addition to the carter ratio, the number of 
trucks which handle multiple containers was also considered (i.e., two 20 foot containers are 
moved by a single truck). To determine the likely number of trucks that would access the Milton 
Logistics Hub, CN relied on the carter ratios observed at the Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT). 
BIT is considered an appropriate proxy for this purpose as it serves the same market area and the 
same customer base as will be served by the Project. CN assumed that the same customer base 
would continue to contract container transportation services in the same manner, and that the 
contracted trucking companies would access the Milton Logistics Hub access BIT. CN is also 
drawing on its many years of experience operating BIT and other intermodal terminals, and is 
very familiar with the expected mix of truck traffic, volumes, and flow patterns.  

As explained in CN’s response to IR 2.30, the carter ratio observed at BIT between 0.75 and 0.81. 
When projecting the likely number of trucks that would access the Project, CN applied the 
carter ratio from BIT. As explained in IR 2.30, using that carter ratio and some other basic 
assumptions, CN determined that a range of volumes with a design maximum of 800 trucks 
in/out per day would be required to move the required volume of containers in/out of the 
terminal in the same manner as today.  

                                                      
55 A ratio of the number of trucks handling containers to the number of containers handled by those trucks. 
56 Drayage refers to the movement of containers (and other freight) by truck over short distances, in this case between 
customer locations and the intermodal terminal. See CN’s response to IR 2.25 for further explanation regarding drayage. 
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IR2.33 Information from Traffic Impact Studies conducted for the Project 

Rationale: Appendix D6 to the EIS contained a reference to a letter sent on May 25, 2015 from 
CN’s third-party consultant, AECOM, to Halton Region, providing the proposed approach and 
methodology for a Traffic Impact Study for the Project (Communication ID HR-201505250). On 
May 27, 2015, CN met with Halton Region and provided a presentation on the Project, which 
included anticipated traffic flows (Communication ID HR-201505271).  

In Appendix D8.6 to the EIS, the letter referred to in Communication ID HR-201505250, from 
AECOM issued to Mr. Ron Glenn at the Region of Halton, stated that AECOM had been retained 
by CN to assess the potential traffic impacts and a comprehensive traffic impact assessment 
would be conducted to assess potential traffic impacts and identify the implications of the 
Project on the existing road network.  

An AECOM Traffic Impact Study was not submitted with the EIS. In addition, it is not clear how 
and when the road infrastructure required by the Project will be developed, and by whom.  

Information Request:  

a) Provide the AECOM comprehensive traffic impact study and a summary of how relevant 
information from that study was incorporated into the EIS and other materials supporting CN’s 
s. 98 application. 

b) In addition to the AECOM comprehensive traffic impact study and BA Group Study (Appendix 
E.17 to the EIS), provide a summary of the results of other traffic impact analysis CN has 
undertaken and any other traffic-related information CN has acquired in relation to the Project 
for terminal-generated truck traffic between the proposed entrance/exit and 400-series 
highways. 

c) Provide detailed information on the road infrastructure required to implement and support the 
Project, based on the Traffic Impact Study, and CN’s role – if any – in its provision. 

CN Response: 

a) Provide the AECOM comprehensive traffic impact study and a summary of how relevant 
information from that study was incorporated into the EIS and other materials supporting CN’s 
s. 98 application. 

Following the correspondence sent by AECOM to Halton Region on May 25, 2015 
(Communication ID HR-201505250, Municipal Correspondence, EIS Appendix D6), AECOM made 
several follow-up requests to Halton Region to obtain traffic data to support a traffic study 
(Communication IDs HR-201505270 on May 27, 2015 and HR-201506020 on June 2, 2015, 
Municipal Correspondence, EIS Appendix D6). On June 2, 2015, Halton Region advised AECOM 
via email that the Director of Planning and Chief Planning Official would respond to the data 
request (Communication ID HR-201506021, Municipal Correspondence, EIS Appendix D6). On 
June 8, 2015, Halton Region advised AECOM that, in its view, AECOM would be in a conflict of 
interest situation if it were to undertake a traffic study on behalf of CN, as AECOM had previously 
provided traffic-related consulting services to Halton Region. AECOM therefore did not 
undertake a comprehensive traffic study on behalf of CN in relation to the Milton Logistics Hub. 
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CN subsequently (in July 2015) retained BA Consulting Group Ltd. (BA Group) to conduct a 
review of Terminal-generated truck traffic. The report prepared by BA Group was included in the 
EIS as Appendix E.17. The findings of that report are summarized in EIS Section 2.2.2. The 
information about Terminal-generated truck traffic provided in the BA Group report was used to 
support the analysis of potential environmental effects of the Project (particularly the truck 
entrance/gate and vehicular activity awaiting access to the Project site, as specified in Section 
3.1 of the EIS Guidelines) in the EIS, including the Air Quality Technical Data Report (TDR), EIS 
Appendix E.1, the Human Health Risk Assessment TDR, EIS Appendix E.7, the assessment of 
potential environmental effects of the Project on human health (EIS Section 6.5.4), and the 
assessment of effects of potential traffic accidents (EIS Section 6.6.2.6).  

b) In addition to the AECOM comprehensive traffic impact study and BA Group Study (Appendix 
E.17 to the EIS), provide a summary of the results of other traffic impact analysis CN has 
undertaken and any other traffic-related information CN has acquired in relation to the Project 
for terminal-generated truck traffic between the proposed entrance/exit and 400-series 
highways. 

As noted in EIS Table 4.3, pages 81 - 84, concerns respecting truck routing and traffic congestion 
were raised during public consultation regarding the Milton Logistics Hub. Similar concerns have 
been raised in ongoing consultation with and comments submitted by the public and municipal 
governments since the EIS was submitted. The report prepared by BA Group regarding Terminal-
generated truck traffic was sufficient to support the assessment of potential environmental 
effects of the Project. As noted in EIS Section 2.2.2, CN is committed to continuing to work with 
Halton Region and the Town of Milton to identify and mitigate the impacts of the change in 
truck traffic on the Region’s arterial road network. 

CN has, since the EIS was submitted, undertaken four additional traffic-related studies to support 
its ongoing engagement with municipalities, as follows.  

CN retained BA Group to assess the operational and functional design considerations of the two 
proposed access points to the Milton Logistics Hub (i.e., the truck entrance gate and the 
employee and service vehicle gate). BA Group’s report, Terminal Road Access Study (BA Group 
2017a57) is appended to this response as Attachment IR2.33-1: CN Intermodal Terminal, Town of 
Milton, Terminal Road Access Study. In carrying out the study, BA Group considered the regional 
infrastructure development and improvements planned by Halton Region, as described in the 
Halton Transportation Management Plan, the Region’s Budget and Business Plan 10-Year Capital 
Budget for Transportation, and the Region’s Roads Capital Projects Schedule (2017-2031). BA 
Group also considered the proposed vehicular access location and configuration and the 
traffic data (including volumes and timing) provided by CN (and documented the Review of 
Terminal-Generated Truck Traffic, EIS Appendix E.17). BA Group developed a functional design 
for each gate entrance and assessed intersection capacity, queue storage length adequacy, 
stop sight distances, and sight lines to inform conclusions regarding the suitability of design and 
traffic control measures at each location. BA Group concluded the proposed intersections (with 
the Region’s planned infrastructure improvements, including planned expansions of Britannia 
Road and Tremaine Road, in place) will provide sufficient vehicular capacity to accommodate 
the foreseen peak hour traffic volumes. BA Group also provided recommendations regarding 

                                                      
57 BA Group. 2017. CN Intermodal Terminal, Town of Milton, Terminal Road Access Study. Prepared for Canadian National 
Railway Company. May 2017. 121pp. 
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intersection design to safely accommodate truck, automobile, public transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian traffic.  

CN retained 30 Forensic Engineering to assess the safety of proposed access points to the Milton 
Logistics Hub; 30 Forensic Engineering’s report, Safety Assessment of Site Accesses at the 
Proposed CN Logistics Hub58, is appended to this response as Attachment IR2.33-2: Safety 
Assessment of Site Accesses at the Proposed CN Logistics Hub. In carrying out its assessment, 30 
Forensic Engineering considered the proposed vehicular access location and configuration and 
the traffic data provided by CN, as well as the regional infrastructure development and 
improvements planned by Halton Region. 30 Forensic Engineering concluded that the increased 
truck traffic at the truck entrance gate intersection would result in a nominal (i.e., very small) 
increase in collision potential no greater than what would be expected at similar intersections 
within Halton Region. This is consistent with the findings of the EIS (Section 6.6.2.6.5, page 299), 
which concluded that the residual effect on road safety due to the risk of traffic collisions at the 
entry points to the terminal will be not significant. 30 Forensic Engineering also concluded that 
the employee and service vehicle gate intersection would meet or exceed applicable sight 
distances, and the proposed turn lanes would effectively reduce conflicts between through and 
turning traffic at the intersection. 30 Forensic Engineering also provided recommendations for 
intersection design to safely accommodate bicycle and pedestrian traffic. 

In addition to these studies focused on the Project, and to further support CN’s ongoing 
engagement with municipalities, CN retained BA Group and 30 Forensic Engineering to examine 
terminal-generated truck traffic beyond the Project (i.e., beyond the gates and vehicular 
activity other than that awaiting access to the Project site) to better contextualize feedback 
received to date. These additional studies are described, as follows. 

BA Group’s report, Draft CN Milton Logistics Hub Transportation Considerations59 , is appended to 
this response (see Attachment IR2.33-3: Draft CN Milton Logistics Hub Transportation). In carrying 
out the study, BA Group prepared estimates of anticipated future total traffic volumes (including 
truck and employee and service vehicle traffic generated by the Project, as well as other 
regional non-Project associated traffic). The report also considers the implications of Terminal-
generated traffic for the regional road network, taking those forecast future traffic volumes and 
infrastructure development and improvements planned by Halton Region into account60. BA 
Group specifically considered the potential for the traffic generated by the Terminal to produce 
consequences for road infrastructure requirements or traffic operating conditions of relevant 
elements of the Halton Region arterial road network in the Town of Milton that were not 
otherwise addressed in the previous studies. The study concluded that, when the traffic 
generation that would occur from a comparably sized parcel in a different land use (retail, 
residential, office park, industrial park, distribution centre) is estimated and compared with the 
traffic generation anticipated from the Project, the Project is shown to generate less traffic than 
any of the other types of land use.  

The BA Group study also concluded that apart from the specific measures identified as required 
at the access road intersections on Britannia Road and Tremaine Road (as reported in the Terminal 

                                                      
58 30 Forensic Engineering. 2017a. Safety Assessment of Site Accesses at the Proposed CN Logistics Hub. Prepared for CN. 
April 2017. 23 pp. 
59 BA Group. 2017. Draft CN Milton Logistics Hub, Transportation Considerations. Prepared for Canadian National Railway 
Company. July 2017. 382 pp. 
60 This study also confirmed the preliminary peak traffic forecasts prepared by BA Group to support CN’s response to the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s IR13 (CEAR #375), included as Attachment A to IR13-2 in that submission. 
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Access Road Study), none of the other key intersections in the Halton Region road network  
considered would experience a change in traffic volumes or patterns that would cause the need 
for any road infrastructure upgrades beyond those already planned or result in new traffic 
operating conditions requiring special or particular attention. No need was identified for new turn 
lanes, extended turn lane length, extra through lanes, or other geometric design modifications. 
Any adjustments to signal-controlled intersection timing plans would be within the range of those 
that would be required to address changing traffic patterns within a growing community.  

30 Forensic Engineering’s report, Safety Assessment of the Proposed CN Logistics Hub61, is 
appended to this response as Attachment IR2.33-4: Safety Assessment of the Proposed CN 
Logistics Hub. 30 Forensic Engineering conducted a comprehensive safety assessment of 
Terminal-generated truck traffic on the primary truck routes providing access to 400-series 
highways. In carrying out the assessment, 30 Forensic Engineering considered the regional 
infrastructure development and improvements planned by Halton Region, as well as forecast 
traffic volumes, and examined existing higher collision risk locations and interactions with 
vulnerable users (such as schools, major planned community facilities, and emergency services 
facilities) along the primary truck routes. 30 Forensic Engineering concluded that the additional 
truck traffic generated by the Project would result in an annual expected net collision increase 
on all truck routes of approximately 1.87 collisions, which is well below the yearly fluctuations in 
collision frequency currently experienced at a single major intersection in the study area. 30 
Forensic Engineering considered that the addition of the truck entrance gate on Britannia Road 
would have a negligible effect on overall intersection safety. They concluded the Terminal-
generated truck traffic is not expected to noticeably affect the existing operation or safety of 
schools or emergency facilities, and would have an insignificant effect on the feasibility, 
operation, and safety of the Milton Education Village.  

These studies show that the truck traffic generated by the Milton Logistics Hub will not 
substantially affect either traffic or safety at the location of the truck and employee and service 
vehicle gates or on regional roads. 

c) Provide detailed information on the road infrastructure required to implement and support the 
Project, based on the Traffic Impact Study, and CN’s role – if any – in its provision. 

Off-site (i.e., public) road infrastructure required to implement and support the Project is limited 
to the intersections between the Terminal access roads and Britannia Road and Tremaine Road 
(for the truck and employee and service vehicle entrances, respectively) and the grade 
separation between the CN right-of-way and Lower Base Line, all of which are located within 
the Project Development Area. 

The proposed truck entrance/gate and access road is described generally in EIS Section 3.3.5. 
The employee and vehicle entrance is described generally in Section 3.3.6 of the EIS. Both the 
BA Group (Attachment IR2.33-1) and 30 Forensic Engineering (Attachment IR2.33-2) reports 
include recommendations for the design of the intersections at the truck and employee and 
service vehicle entrances. In particular, refer to Figures 7 and 8 in the Terminal Road Access 
Study (Attachment IR2.33-1) for functional plans of the Britannia Road and Tremaine Road 
intersections, respectively. Design and operational considerations, including turn lane length, 
width, and taper, bicycle lane and multi-use path and crossing configuration, marking, and 
signage, transit stop location, traffic signal cycle length and phasing, and signage and traffic 

                                                      
61 30 Forensic Engineering. 2017. Safety Assessment of the Proposed CN Logistics Hub. Prepared for CN. DATE. 106 pp. 
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control (as applicable), are provided for the truck entrance in Section 8.0 and for the employee 
and service vehicle entrance in Section 9.0 of the Terminal Road Access Study (Attachment 
IR2.33-1). 

As stated in EIS Section 2.2.2, page 28, the planning, design, development, maintenance, and 
control of the road system within Milton is the responsibility of Halton Region and the Town of 
Milton. The construction of the intersections is expected to be undertaken as part of the Region’s 
planned upgrades of Britannia Road and Tremaine Road. CN continues to engage with the 
Region and the Town to discuss integrating the access requirements of the Project, including the 
recommended design and operational considerations, into the Region’s planned road 
upgrades.  

CN also continues to engage with the Town of Milton regarding the design of the Lower Base 
Line grade separation required for the Project. The Lower Base Line underpass is described 
generally in EIS Sections 2.2.3.3 and 3.3.14. As committed in the EIS, CN is currently developing 
the conceptual design of the Lower Base Line underpass while communicating with the Town of 
Milton to ensure their anticipated future needs are incorporated and to support ongoing 
engagement with all parties. The Lower Base Line underpass will be financed by CN as part of 
the Project. 

CN continues to work with Halton Region to ensure the successful completion of the planned 
Britannia Road overpass. CN has agreed in principle to sell to Halton Region lands required for 
the construction of the overpass. 

No additional currently unplanned public road infrastructure is required specifically to support 
the Project. Infrastructure development and improvements are planned by the Halton Region, 
as noted in part (a). The infrastructure developments and improvements that are relevant to the 
understanding of terminal-generated truck traffic are described in detail in Section 4.2 of the 
Terminal Road Access Study (Attachment IR2.33-1). As described in that report, these upgrades 
are currently anticipated by Halton Region to have been completed by the time the Project 
commences operation. The existing and planned road network will accommodate the Terminal-
generated truck traffic. While the Halton Region does not have a specifically designated truck 
route network, the Halton Transportation Management Plan states that “the purpose of a major 
arterial is to carry truck traffic” and “all regional roads are classified and designed to 
accommodate truck traffic.”  

IR2.34 Care and control of CN Transportation Ltd. terminal-generated truck traffic 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.2 of the EIS, CN indicated that in order to reduce the potential 
impact of terminal-generated truck traffic on the Town of Milton, it would direct trucks within its 
care and control (i.e., those operated by CN Transportation Ltd.), to utilize Highway 407 when 
such use would be practical and feasible. CN estimated that CN Transportation Ltd. trucks 
constitute approximately 20% of the total Project-generated truck trips. 

In sub-section 3.4.2.1 of the EIS, CN estimated that approximately 85% of truck movements would 
occur between 06:00 and 21:00. CN also stated that overall truck movements would be 
dispersed over a 24-hour period, with the peak arrivals and departures occurring outside of the 
morning and evening peak traffic periods. 
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It is unclear to what extent CN can influence terminal-generated truck traffic for both the portion 
of trucks that are operated by CN Transportation Ltd., and the other 80% that are operated by 
other entities. 

Information Request:  

a) Describe CN Transportation Ltd.'s corporate governance structure, including its reporting 
relationship to CN, and how CN would apply its care and control with respect to directing CN 
Transportation Ltd. trucks to use Britannia Road to access Highway 407. 

b) Describe and clarify the contractual or other relationship between CN and trucks that are not 
operated by CN Transportation Ltd. that will be accessing the Project. Provide information 
regarding actions, in addition to implementing the Speed Gate™ system, which CN could 
take with respect to scheduling arrival or departure times or other matters with respect to non-
CN Transportation Ltd. trucks. 

c) Provide additional detail on how CN intends to schedule trains, organize yard pad plans and 
gate appointment procedures to ensure that truck arrivals and departures occur between 
06:00 and 21:00 but outside of peak traffic periods. 

CN Response: 

a) Describe CN Transportation Ltd.'s corporate governance structure, including its reporting 
relationship to CN, and how CN would apply its care and control with respect to directing CN 
Transportation Ltd. trucks to use Britannia Road to access Highway 407. 

CN Transportation Ltd. (CNTL) is a wholly owned subsidiary of CN and is operated under the 
direction and guidance of CN’s Vice President of Multimodal Operations. CNTL contracts 
independent truck owner-operators to move cargo between CN’s intermodal terminals and 
customer locations62. CNTL negotiates collective contractual agreements with those 
independent truck owner-operators, and those agreements include terms and conditions that 
apply to CNTL drivers. The agreement that would be negotiated in relation to the Milton Logistics 
Hub would set terms and conditions specific to the Milton terminal, and provide the mechanism 
by which CN would instruct CNTL drivers contracted by customers using the Milton Logistics Hub 
to use specific routes to and from the terminal when feasible, depending, for example, on truck 
origin and destination and road and traffic conditions.  

b) Describe and clarify the contractual or other relationship between CN and trucks that are not 
operated by CN Transportation Ltd. that will be accessing the Project. Provide information 
regarding actions, in addition to implementing the Speed Gate™ system, which CN could 
take with respect to scheduling arrival or departure times or other matters with respect to non-
CN Transportation Ltd. trucks. 

Non-CNTL truck drivers have a contractual relationship with customers using the Milton Logistics 
Hub. There is no contractual relationship between CN and non-CNTL truck drivers or owner-
operators. All trucks and drivers picking up or dropping off containers at the Milton Logistics Hub 
would have to comply with CN terminal operating rules63 governing access to and presence in 
                                                      
62 Refer to CN’s response to IR 2.25 for an explanation of the customer-driven market within which CNTL operates. 
63 For example, the terms governing the gate reservation system at the Brampton and Montreal intermodal terminals are 
available on-line here: https://www.cn.ca/en/our-business/our-network/intermodal-terminals. 
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the terminal, which are established to promote safe and efficient terminal operation while 
competitively meeting customer needs. Truck drivers using the Milton Logistics Hub would be 
required to register; the driver registration system allows CN to track driver compliance with 
Terminal operating rules and can be used to restrict driver access or their ability to make a 
reservation. However, CN’s terminal operating rules do not apply to trucks or drivers outside the 
Terminal. 

In addition to the SpeedGate™ automated gate system, and as described in the EIS, CN 
proposes to implement a gate reservation system at the Milton Logistics Hub to facilitate timely 
and efficient container pick-up and delivery and encourage off-peak truck traffic. As explained 
in CN’s response to IR2.25, the gate reservation system will help to manage the traffic entering 
the Terminal during any given reservation window, while also encouraging drivers to arrive at off-
peak hours to take advantage of shorter wait times.  

CN proposes to operate the Milton Logistics Hub 24 hours per day, seven days per week, as it 
does all its intermodal terminals, in part to enable customers to take advantage of off-peak 
hours. However, as described in CN’s response to IR2.25, truck arrival and departure times at the 
terminal are driven largely by customer requirements and other factors, such as availability of 
trucks and road and weather conditions, outside of CN’s care and control. Other than through 
the reservation system, CN cannot, as a practical matter, impose specific terminal entry times on 
drivers, because that could place those drivers at a competitive disadvantage relative to other 
drivers and/or would compromise their ability to meet customer requirements and commitments. 

c) Provide additional detail on how CN intends to schedule trains, organize yard pad plans and 
gate appointment procedures to ensure that truck arrivals and departures occur between 
06:00 and 21:00 but outside of peak traffic periods. 

CN proposes to operate the Milton Logistics Hub 24 hours per day, seven days per week to 
enable customers and truck drivers to take advantage of off-peak hours when feasible. Some 
customers will release or receive containers around the clock, and the truck arrival and 
departure timing for those customers tends to be based on overall supply chain efficiency. 
However, based on existing patterns of arrival and departure observed at the Brampton 
Intermodal Terminal (BIT), which depend on the same factors as would influence the arrival and 
departure patterns at the Milton Logistics Hub, most (but not all) truck traffic is expected to arrive 
at and depart from the terminal between 06:00 and 21:00. 

Train arrival and departure scheduling at the Milton Logistics Hub and the factors affecting train 
arrival and departure timing are described in CN’s response to IR2.25. As noted in that response, 
trains will arrive and depart mainly during day-time hours to meet the needs of customers, most 
of whom operate mainly during day-time hours and need to have containers picked up and/or 
delivered during those hours. This is consistent with the current pattern of train timing at the 
Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT), which depends on the same factors as would influence the 
arrival and departure patterns at the Milton Logistics Hub. 

The organization of the Terminal as a whole is designed to optimize operational efficiency and 
minimize container handling and turnaround time. However, the organization of the yard does 
not affect truck arrival and departure timing.  
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IR2.35 Truck gate reservation system description 

Rationale: In sub-section 3.4.2.1 of the EIS, CN stated that trucks entering the Project will travel its 
1.7km access road, which allows for approximately 140 trucks to queue without backing onto 
public roads. CN noted that a gate reservation system, Speed Gate™, will regulate truck 
activity. 

It is not clear what the capacity is of the Speed Gate™ system, and whether or how the system 
may handle changes in terminal-generated truck traffic during seasonal peaks. 

Information Request:  

a) Describe the CN SpeedGate™ system and the Terminal Reservation system to be 
implemented at the Project and the role of each system in ensuring all trucks would queue on 
the 1.7km access road and not on any public roads. 

b) Describe whether and how the SpeedGate™ system could adapt to accommodate terminal-
generated truck traffic if the number of trucks increased above the anticipated 800 trucks on 
a particular day. 

CN Response: 

a) Describe the CN SpeedGate™ system and the Terminal Reservation system to be 
implemented at the Project and the role of each system in ensuring all trucks would queue on 
the 1.7km access road and not on any public roads. 

SpeedGateTM system 

The SpeedGateTM system, a unique system developed by CN, allows registered truck drivers 
quick access to the intermodal facility through an automated self-serve gate stand. All drivers 
must be pre-registered with CN prior to being granted access to the Terminal and their bills of 
lading (relevant container information) must be transmitted electronically to CN prior to the unit 
arriving at the gate. Positive identification at the gate stand is required to gain access to the 
Terminal. This system minimizes the time required to process a driver accessing the terminal and 
the amount of queuing in the queuing area and/or any back-up onto the 1.7 kilometre access 
road or public roads beyond that. 

Registered drivers approaching the SpeedGateTM will pass through an imaging portal where a 
series of cameras take images of all the equipment (tractor, container, and chassis or trailer) 
and identify the container through Optical Character Recognition (OCR). The driver then 
proceeds to an automated gate stand where biometric technology validates the driver’s 
identity when they place their registered finger on the biometric reader. The driver then inputs 
their reservation number and any remaining billing information such as seal numbers and net 
weight.  

Once the gate information is validated, it is transferred to the terminal operating system which 
creates a work order to load/unload a container as per the bill of lading. The driver also receives 
instructions as to where to proceed within the terminal for loading/unloading via a transaction 
ticket issued at the gate stand. A gate operator monitors the system and is available to provide 
assistance to drivers, as required, throughout the process.  
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Leaving the terminal, drivers will pass through an imaging portal and identify themselves at the 
gate stand in the same way described above. The system verifies that they have the 
appropriate container; then they are free to depart.  

The processing speed of the transactions performed using the SpeedGateTM does not change 
with the number of trucks that are entering/exiting the terminal. 

Gate Reservation: 

The reservation system proposed to be implemented at the Milton Logistics Hub is described in 
CN’s response to IR2.25. The gate reservation system has previously been implemented at some 
other CN intermodal terminals. The purpose of the gate reservation system is to manage the 
traffic entering the terminal during any given reservation window to optimize efficiency at the 
terminal. This helps to smooth out traffic throughout the day, while also encouraging drivers to 
arrive at off-peak hours to take advantage of shorter wait times. By smoothing out the traffic, it 
limits the number of trucks arriving at the terminal at a particular hour, minimizing the likelihood 
of truck queueing beyond the queuing area and the 1.7 kilometre access road. 

Drivers arriving at a terminal with a gate reservation to deliver or pick up a container must have 
a gate appointment. Appointments are made in advance using CN’s on-line “Gate 
Appointment Request” tool. The online tool allows the driver to select the preferred date and 
time for arrival at the terminal and to specify the service required (i.e., drop-off, pick-up, both). 
Once booked, drivers will be given a time window during which they can arrive at the terminal.  

To verify that the gate system would be able to accommodate the expected number of trucks, 
CN retained BA Group to evaluate gate queuing (Attachment IR2.35-1: Terminal Gate Queue 
Assessment). In completing several sensitivity analyses, the report concluded that, with the 
proposed gate system, no truck queuing off CN property is expected. 

b) Describe whether and how the SpeedGate™ system could adapt to accommodate 
terminal-generated truck traffic if the number of trucks increased above the anticipated 
800 trucks on a particular day. 

While the terminal is expected to handle a design maximum of 800 trucks per day as outlined in 
IR2.30, the gate system, which includes the access road, gate and SpeedGateTM system, has 
been designed to handle the peak hour traffic and is not designed based on a daily volume. 
The gate system is therefore, capable of handling more the 800 trucks per day. However, as the 
Project has been designed to efficiently process 800 trucks per day, materially exceeding that 
number on a regular basis is not economically sustainable (see CN’s response to IR2.30).  

IR2.36 Non-road equipment operating time 

Rationale: In sub-section 7.2.2 of Appendix E.1 to the EIS, CN stated that non-road equipment 
would operate 24 hours per day and 7 days per week. 

In Appendix A to CN’s response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s Additional 
Information Requirement #10 (June 17, 2016), CN assumed that direct project sources of non-
road equipment such as diesel-fired shunters, reach stackers, and domestic heated and reefer 
containers on-site would operate for 20 hours per day. 
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Information Request:  

a) Clarify how many hours per day CN expects to operate direct Project non-road equipment. 

CN Response: 

The operating condition used in the EIS, including the greenhouse gas (GHG) assessment 
prepared in response to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s IR10 (dated June 17, 
2016; CEAR #81), assumes that the terminal will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days 
a year. However, while the terminal will operate continuously, specific equipment usage will vary 
depending on demand, its maximum possible usage within the year (i.e., taking refueling 
requirements, shift changes, maintenance, and down-time into account), and the reasonable 
container volume/numbers to be expected during that time.  

While it is conceivable that all equipment could be working at any given time, for short periods 
of time (i.e., a 1-hour period), it is not possible that all equipment would be working all of the 
time over a 24-hour or 365-day period.  

Therefore, assumptions were made in the GHG assessment (in CN’s response to the Agency’s 
IR10, dated June 17, 2016; CEAR #81) and in the Air Quality Technical Data Report, EIS Appendix 
E.1 to establish a reasonable worst-case scenario for predicting potential Project effects, as 
follows:  

• The GHG assessment was completed on an annual basis, with results compared to annual 
emission levels; the assessment addressed a reasonable worst-case operating scenario by 
adjusting hours of operation per piece of equipment per day (i.e., each unit assumed to be 
operating 20 out of a possible 24 hours per day, 365 days per year) 

• The Air Quality Technical Data Report, EIS Appendix E.1 was completed on a 1-hour, 8-hour, 
and 24-hour basis and compared against applicable air quality criteria for those durations; 
the assessment addressed a reasonable worst-case scenario differently for each scenario. 
For example, it is reasonable to assume that all equipment could operate for a 1-hour or 
even 8-hour period, but it would not be reasonable to assume that all equipment would 
operate continuously for 24 hours (i.e., considering refueling requirements, shift changes, 
maintenance, and equipment down-time), or continuously for 365 days. 

IR2.37 Characteristics of containers and dangerous goods 

Rationale: Throughout the EIS, CN stated that the Project is designed to handle approximately 
450,000 containers per year. Additionally, in sub-section 3.4.2.1 of the EIS, CN stated that a 
variety of container types are used for intermodal shipments and trucks entering or leaving 
intermodal facilities may be pulling a container, either loaded or empty, or have no container at 
all. However, no description is provided with respect to the anticipated mix of container types 
and sizes to be handled at the Project. 

In sub-section 3.4.2 of the EIS, CN stated that approximately 2.7% of the shipments of intermodal 
containers may be categorized as dangerous goods and handled in accordance with the 
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act. During its orientation session in March 2017, the Panel 
heard from Transport Canada that living organisms could also be transported by rail as a 
dangerous good, although it would be unlikely. While the EIS contains a general description of 
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the types of dangerous goods that could be expected to travel through the Project, it is unclear 
how the types and amounts of dangerous goods may vary throughout operations. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a breakdown of the characteristics of containers anticipated at the Project including 
container type, length, likelihood of being full/empty, and travel direction. Describe how 
various container types will be managed, including an identification of storage areas for those 
with dangerous goods, and heated or refrigerated containers. 

b) Provide information on the anticipated type and quantity of transported materials, including 
a breakdown of dangerous goods. 

c) Provide a description of how the quantity or type of dangerous goods through the Project 
may change over time. 

d) Clarify whether the 2.7% of the shipments of intermodal containers that may be categorized 
as dangerous goods reflects the number of containers or the volume of goods within 
containers. 

e) Provide details and mapping showing the expected routes used by trucks moving dangerous 
goods to and from the Project. 

f) Provide a rationale for any assumptions made in developing responses to the information 
requested above. 

CN Response: 

a) Provide a breakdown of the characteristics of containers anticipated at the Project including 
container type, length, likelihood of being full/empty, and travel direction. Describe how 
various container types will be managed, including an identification of storage areas for those 
with dangerous goods, and heated or refrigerated containers. 

Containers come in 20 foot, 40 foot, 45 foot and 53 foot lengths. These can be either dry 
(general purpose), climate controlled (refrigerated or heated), tank-containers, or specialized 
containers such as flat racks or open tops. For example, products such as food, beverages, 
paints, and pharmaceuticals require protection against low temperatures and therefore during 
colder weather must use heated containers.  

Product can also be shipped in an ISO standard tank-container or “tanktainer” which is a 
fluid/powder/gas filled tank that sits on and within the framework of a 20-foot container. 
Flexitanks are another form of fluid filled container which are loaded inside an approved 
container. Unlike tank-containers, Flexitanks are not permitted to carry dangerous or 
environmentally sensitive goods. These types of fluid carrying containers are infrequent at 
intermodal terminals. A list of goods which are not permitted for carriage in intermodal traffic are 
attached as Attachment 2.37-1: Prohibited Commodities. 

The likelihood of containers being full or empty and the travel direction is difficult to predict since 
intermodal transportation varies based on the economy, customer demand, destination, and 
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the season. In 2016, Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT handled a total of 14.05% empty and 
85.95% full containers through the terminal.  

As fully described in EIS section 3.4.2.3, containers have no regulated management protocol 
other than those placarded containers governed by transportation of dangerous goods 
requirements. CN manages non-dangerous goods containers in the following manner: 

• For every container that needs to be lifted on or off a railcar or moved within the Terminal, a 
work order is created in the Terminal operating system. This allows CN to manage the 
workload in the yard and track the location of every container. These work orders are visible 
on a computer in each of the work vehicles in the yard as well as on computers in the office.  

• For outbound movements, containers are assigned to specific railcars, taking into 
consideration each railcar’s destination, size and weight among other things. This creates a 
work order for the container to be moved to the railcar either by a shunt truck or a crane.  

• With respect to storage, an intermodal work pad will be located adjacent to each of the 
three pad tracks (EIS Appendix B, Figure 3). Each of the three work pads will serve as the 
hard surface areas designated for loading and unloading activities as well as temporary 
container storage. Work pads will also be used for the temporary storage of containers that 
have been unloaded from trains that are awaiting pick-up by truck or that have been 
delivered by truck and are awaiting being loaded onto a train for another destination.  

• Containers are either stored in stacks on the pad or stored on a parked chassis (wheeled 
storage) awaiting pick-up. There are no segregation requirements for these containers in the 
intermodal terminal.  

Those containers placarded as dangerous goods are managed the same as above plus: 

• All employees handling a dangerous goods container must be in possession of a valid 
Transportation of Dangerous Goods card confirming that they have received training 
relating to the handling of Dangerous Good equipment 

• At the check in gate, the clerks will validate that the proper dangerous goods paper work 
has been filed and that the container has the appropriate placard. 

• Once stacked on a car for departure, crane operators ensure placards are visible 

• Tank containers are not allowed to have anything stacked on top of them and their outlets 
must be pointed to the ends of the car for departure. 

b) Provide information on the anticipated type and quantity of transported materials, including 
a breakdown of dangerous goods. 

As a result of CN’s common carrier obligation64, goods moved in intermodal containers vary 
based on customer demand, destination and season.  Our experience indicates the 
percentage of dangerous goods moved by container is very low, as detailed below.  The 

                                                      
64 Railways are required by law to carry any goods offered for carriage, known as common carrier obligation.   
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Terminal will handle goods within the container types specified above – it will not handle bulk 
goods, shipped in box cars, hopper cars, gondola cars, center-beam cars, or tank cars. 

As stated in EIS Section 3.4.2, a variety of products are shipped using intermodal transportation, 
which generally includes any products available through big box stores or hardware stores. 
Products include anything that would be handled by truck such as household goods, furniture, 
appliances, toys, clothing, electronics, automotive products, lawn care equipment, cosmetics, 
food products, sporting goods, etc.  

Some containerized goods are categorized as dangerous goods, such as household cleaning 
products such as bleach, batteries and oil based paint for example. These containers will be 
placarded accordingly and handled in accordance with the Transportation of Dangerous 
Goods Act, Attachment IR2.37-2: Dangerous Goods Moved through BIT (2016) provides the list of 
all dangerous goods moved through BIT intermodal containers in 2016 according to their 
Standard Transportation Commodity Code (STCC) description. 

Certain types of dangerous goods have been specifically prohibited by CN from intermodal 
transportation.  Those commodities are published in CN tariff 6800 and include four classes of 
prohibited commodities: Poison/Toxic inhalation hazards (PIH/TIH) (item 6000), Special Dangerous 
Commodities (SDCs) (Item 6100), Ammunitions (Item 6150) and further Prohibitions (Item 6200).  The 
prohibition of PIH/TIH from intermodal service is an industry standard for all class 1 railways in both 
Canada and the United States.  The substances included in the PIH/TIH list is administered by the 
AAR.  The list of SDCs is stipulated by an order of the Canadian Transport Commission.  Specific 
ammunitions and other commodities are listed in items 6150 and 6200 of the tariff.  The current list 
of commodities which are prohibited t o move through intermodal service are found at 
Appendix 2.37.1. 

c) Provide a description of how the quantity or type of dangerous goods through the Project 
may change over time. 

 The following is the percentage of dangerous goods moved through intermodal service each 
year on CN’s network: 

• 2012 3.3% 

• 2013 3.2% 

• 2014 3.1% 

• 2015 2.7% (the 2.7% used in the EIS was based on the year 2015 data) 

• 2016 2.6% 

The estimates listed above includes all placarded containers, regardless of quantity, being 
considered a dangerous goods container. For example, if one drum of a dangerous good is in a 
container, the entire container is placarded and is considered a dangerous good container for 
the calculation. 
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d) Clarify whether the 2.7% of the shipments of intermodal containers that may be categorized 
as dangerous goods reflects the number of containers or the volume of goods within 
containers. 

The 2.7% of the shipments of intermodal containers that may be categorized as dangerous 
goods used in the EIS reflects the total number of placarded containers moved through 
intermodal service in 2015.  

e) Provide details and mapping showing the expected routes used by trucks moving dangerous 
goods to and from the Project. 

The Halton Region 2011 Transportation Management Plan, Appendix F4 Goods Movement, the 
GTHA Urban Freight Study (2011), and an Action Plan update published in 2012 do not 
specifically mention routing of road based transportation of dangerous goods. Our expectation 
is road transport of dangerous goods between the origin/destination would follow the Halton 
Region arterial roads. 

f) Provide a rationale for any assumptions made in developing responses to the information 
requested above. 

The only assumption made in the development of the above responses is in regard to the road 
based transport of dangerous goods using the Halton Region arterial roads, as there is no a 
designated dangerous goods route.  

CN based all other information on historical data. 

IR2.38 General maintenance of water storage structures 

Rationale: In sub-section 3.4.2.4 of the EIS, CN stated that a rigorous maintenance program 
ensures that equipment is safe and efficient. CN provided a general description of the 
maintenance expected for the channel realignment for Indian Creek in Section 8.1 of Appendix 
E.2 (Channel Realignment). CN noted that as stream banks would naturally adjust for the first 
few years after realignment, it would be important to inspect the stream several times per year. 
Long-term maintenance would include the removal of excess tree and shrub growth from the 
floodplain to ensure flow conveyance capacities are maintained. In sub-section 9.4.4 of the EIS, 
CN provided a high level description of its proposed follow-up program for surface water in 
relation to water quality and quantity, and channel stabilization. 

No information is provided in the EIS with respect to maintenance plans for storage structures for 
potable water, non-potable water, sewage or wastewater structures. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a more detailed description of ongoing maintenance and inspection activities that 
CN plans to undertake for stormwater management ponds, culverts, and other conveyance 
and storage structures, including those used for fire suppression, non-potable uses and 
wastewater. This response should include an expected schedule of these maintenance 
activities on an annual and multi-year basis. 
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CN Response: 

Following construction, CN will perform ongoing regular maintenance and inspection of the 
various Project components associated with the terminal in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s recommendations. The importance of such activities has been recognized in the 
EIS, specifically the Stormwater Management Strategy (Appendix B of EIS Appendix E.15). The 
frequency and duration of the maintenance and inspection program will be confirmed and 
refined through detailed design, but will be generally consistent with the following:  

Stormwater Management System (Stormwater Management Ponds, Culvert and Conveyance / 
Storage Structures) 

CN proposes to undertake quarterly inspection and maintenance of all SWM infrastructure, 
including SWM ponds, oil-grit separators (OGS), and conveyance structures (i.e., swales, storm 
sewers, culverts and regional diversion channel). These inspections will also determine the need 
for repair activities to ensure proper functioning of the SWM system. 

According to the SWM Strategy (Appendix B of EIS Appendix E.15, Section 5.9, pages 17-18), 
monitoring and maintenance activities will include but may not be limited to: 

• inspection of system components (i.e., OGS units, culverts, ponds, swales, open channels 
and storm sewers); 

• yard/street sweeping and general housekeeping practices; 

• grass cutting; 

• cleaning of culverts, storm sewers, swales, and catch basins; 

• periodic cleaning of the sediment forebays of ponds; and 

• cleaning of OGS units as recommended by manufacturer. 

Each activity will have individual maintenance schedules, to be determine through detailed 
design as part of the Environmental Protection Plan, and be informed through regular and 
defined inspection activities. Inspections will focus on components of the SWM system that 
affect the ability of the system to remove contaminants or convey water as designed, such as 
sediment accumulation, trash accumulation, invasive weed growth, or damage to SWM 
infrastructure. Inspection reports will document observations resulting from inspection activities, 
such as measured sediment depths, hydraulic operation of the facility (i.e., detention time, 
evidence or occurrence of overflows), condition of vegetation in and around facility, 
occurrence of obstructions at the inlet and outlet, evidence of spills and oil/grease 
contamination, and frequency of trash build-up. Recommendations for any repairs or follow-up 
maintenance activities stemming from inspection will also be identified by qualified individuals 
charged with undertaking these inspections (i.e., CN environmental officers).  

These individuals will be under the care and control of CN, who will be responsible for ensuring 
that the SWM system is functioning properly. CN manages and maintains SWM systems, as 
appropriate, on properties where these systems exist and performs regular maintenance and 
inspection in a manner similar to what is proposed for this Project. CN environmental officers will 
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inspect the SWM system quarterly during operations and advise CN operations teams when 
maintenance and repairs are required.  

Inspection and maintenance activities associated with the OGS units will be completed 
according to manufacturer recommendations and will be confirmed once specific units are 
procured following completion of detailed design. 

A more detailed maintenance and inspection program will be included in the site-specific, 
Stormwater Management Plan to be developed as part of the Environmental Management 
Plan (EIS Section 9.8, Table 9.2, pages 343 - 344).  

Fire Suppression System 

The Terminal will not be connected to a municipal water supply. Instead, fire protection will be 
provided through on-site water storage. A pumping system on the storage tank is not typically 
required for stored fire protection water, as the fire department would use a pump truck during 
a fire.  A dry pipe system is proposed and, therefore, there is no need to flush the system on a 
regular basis. However, a full flow trip test is required for dry pipe sprinkler systems every 3 years, 
in accordance with NFPA 25.65 The tank will be maintained and monitored as per the 
manufacturer’s instructions, and it is anticipated that the water in the tank will require 
disinfecting approximately once a month.  

Non-potable Water System 

A non-potable water system is proposed at the Terminal, which is intended for uses described in 
response to IR2.23 (i.e., on-site equipment washing, irrigation). This water will be supplied through 
the collection of rainwater from the roof of the administration building and through the 
recapture of wash water and will be supplemented as needed with potable water. 

Preventive maintenance of this system will include periodically cleaning and inspecting the 
collection system, inspecting storage tanks, maintaining distribution equipment, and regular 
recycle filter system maintenance. Ongoing maintenance and inspection activities and 
frequencies will follow manufacturer recommendations based on the system selected during 
detailed design. 

Wastewater System 

No connection to municipal sanitary sewers is available at this time. On-site sanitary sewage 
containment (i.e., wastewater system) will be provided through a septic tank that will be 
installed below grade and adjacent to the administration building. 

The septic tanks will be designed and constructed to allow the complete removal of solid matter 
expected to settle in the tanks.  The system will be equipped with a visual and audible alarm 
which indicates when the tank is approaching capacity. The device will be designed to trigger 
based on the total daily design flow and will be designed to trigger with a sufficient response 
time for a licensed sewage system contractor to remove the waste. 

                                                      
65 NFPA 25: Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems (National Fire 
Protection Association, 2017). This document is the baseline for inspection, testing, and maintenance of water-based fire 
protection systems. See NFPA 25(98), Sec. 9-4.4.2.2.1 or NFPA 25(02), Sec. 12.4.4.2.2.2. 
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The septic holding tank shall be maintained in accordance with the selected manufacturer’s 
directions which will be determined during detailed design. Generally, it is expected that the 
tank will be inspected on a quarterly basis for excessive solid build up.  The interior of the tank will 
be fully cleaned on an annual basis to remove solid build-up.  At each inspection, the pumping 
system on the tank will be inspected for leaks and damage. Volumes removed will be recorded 
at each haul to further monitor for leaks.  

IR2.39 Channel realignment flows 

Rationale: In sub-section 6.3.1 of Appendix E.15 of the EIS, CN stated that channel realignment 
works will predominantly be constructed outside of the existing channels and will be 
commissioned upon completion of all works to minimize the time period for diversion of flows 
within the existing channel. However, CN has not provided a description of how these works will 
proceed. In particular, the length of the time to construct the realignment, and the length of 
time between construction of the realignment and the introduction of flows to the realigned 
channel is not clear. 

Information Request:  

a) Describe the predicted length of the time for the construction of the realignment, and 
between construction and the introduction of flows to the realigned channel. 

CN Response: 

Attachment IR2.39-1: Indian Creek Construction Phases and IR2.39-2: Tributary A Construction 
Phases illustrate the proposed conceptual construction sequence. 

Drawing C-001 in Appendix E of the Channel Realignment Technical Data Report (TDR), EIS 
Appendix E.2 presents an overview of proposed realignments to Indian Creek and Tributary A. 
Subsequent drawings present further detailed components on the proposed realignments 
(Drawings C-200, C-201, C-210 to 212, C-300 to C-303, C-500 to 503 in Appendix E of the Channel 
Realignment TDR, EIS Appendix E.2). Final details regarding channel relocation, design of 
isolation measures, and timing, duration and magnitude of flow / passage disruptions will be 
refined in consultation with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) during the Fisheries Act 
approval process (EIS Section 6.5.1.9.7, page 188). 

Indian Creek 

The realignment will connect with the current alignment of Indian Creek at three locations: (1) 
upstream; (2) downstream; and (3) where the realigned channel is proposed to cross the existing 
creek. Attachment IR2.39-1 provides numbered sequencing of proposed Indian Creek 
realignment construction, as follows:  

1) To minimize the duration of in-water work, and to prepare the new channel to receive 
flows, the majority of proposed channel realignment work will be constructed outside the 
existing channel (i.e., off-line). Thus, much of the excavation, material placement, and 
vegetation planting works will not interrupt or disturb existing flow in the watercourse. The 
sections of the realignment outside the existing watercourse would be constructed first 
and allowed to stabilize in advance of receiving flows. These sections would be isolated 
from the existing channel by maintaining the existing channel bank areas (Phase 1, 
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Attachment IR2.39-1), which would act as a ‘plug’ to separate the existing flows in Indian 
Creek from the new channel. 

2) Once the off-line channel section is complete, a temporary cofferdam will be installed at 
the downstream realignment confluence. The embankment sections (i.e., existing 
channel bank areas), which separate the realigned channel from the existing channel, 
would be excavated, constructed, and planted (for soil stabilization). This will form the 
end of the new channel. When the newly constructed section is ready to receive water, 
a fish rescue will occur to relocate fish from the section of Indian Creek being bypassed 
and the cofferdam (i.e., separating the new channel from the existing Indian creek 
channel) will be removed, allowing the new section of Indian Creek to backwater. The 
fish rescue is necessary to ensure fish are not stranded in the downstream section when 
water is allowed to enter the new channel (Phase 2, Attachment IR2.39-1).  

3) After the downstream realignment confluence is connected, work will begin on 
connecting the upstream confluence. These works would include installing a cofferdam 
at the upstream connection point and removing the existing channel bank separating 
the new channel from the existing channel. Channel materials would then be installed 
and vegetation planted for stabilization. When the upstream section is ready to receive 
water, another fish rescue will occur in the main channel of Indian Creek and the 
confluence cofferdam will be slowly removed to gradually divert flow into the new 
channel. Gradual wetting of the new channel through its full reach will minimize erosion 
potential and accommodate channel stabilization. Another cofferdam will then be 
installed across Indian Creek immediately downstream of the upstream confluence to 
direct flow into the realigned channel and prevent flow from continuing in the existing 
channel. As flows in the old channel subside, fish rescue activities would continue to 
capture fish in the now drying former Indian Creek channel. Sections of Indian Creek 
proposed as backwater features will be retained and some areas of the existing Indian 
Creek channel will be backfilled. Water pumping may be required during intervals 
between cofferdam diversions (Phase 3, Attachment IR2.39-1). 

4) This process will be repeated for the upstream segment of realignment after the 
downstream segment is completed and connected (Phase 4, Attachment IR2.39-1). 

Based on the proposed channel width, depth, and instream features (riffles, pools, bed 
and bank treatments), it is estimated that channel excavation could proceed at a rate 
of approximately 10 metres per day. The total Indian Creek realignment is 570 metres, 
requiring approximately 57 days for channel construction. Adding time for sensitive 
construction events such as cofferdamming, fish rescue, and initial wetting and 
commissioning of the channel, as well as weather delays, would add another 15 to 20 
days to the overall duration of channel construction.  

In total, the Indian Creek realignment is expected to be constructed over a 70 to 80-day period. 
During this time, in-water work at the confluences between the existing and new channels is 
expected to take a total of approximately 1 day per connection event (i.e., 1 day to open the 
downstream confluence; 1 day to open the upstream confluence) and with two 
upstream/downstream channel segments is expected to take a total of approximately 4 days. 
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Tributary A 

Attachment IR2.39-2 provides numbered sequencing of proposed Tributary A realignment 
construction, as follows:  

1) Similar to the construction sequence described above, the majority of the Tributary A 
diversion will occur outside the existing tributary footprint (Phases 1 and 2, 
Attachment IR2.39-2). Initially, the new culverts and associated channel connecting 
upstream and downstream culvert segments will be constructed in the dry (Phase 1, 
Attachment IR2.39-2).  

2) During Phase 2 channel construction, flow through the existing culvert and channel will 
continue. To facilitate construction of the new channel in the existing agricultural pond 
footprint, a portion of the pond between where the existing tributary enters and exits the 
pond will be isolated by cofferdam and accompanied by fish rescue in the agricultural 
pond. The proposed realignment will connect to the new downstream culvert segment 
under the proposed terminal and be constructed through the footprint of the existing 
agricultural pond (Phase 2, Attachment IR2.39-2). 

3) In Phase 3 (Attachment IR2.39-2), the existing pond berm (i.e., it contains the existing on-
line agricultural pond) will be breached and the new downstream channel segment 
(Phase 2) will be backwatered. The agricultural pond berm includes an outlet structure 
that is failing due to piping flow and is causing subsidence of the berm. To complete this 
berm breach, a cofferdam will be installed upstream of the berm and an intake pump 
installed upstream of the cofferdam to pump Tributary A flows downstream of the berm. 
Fish rescue will occur prior to and during cofferdam and pump activities. The existing 
failed outlet and berm will be excavated and the new channel alignment will be 
constructed through the berm breach. When breach works are complete, the upstream 
cofferdam will be removed and the pump removed to enable Tributary A flows to run 
through the breach section. After this the cofferdam isolating Tributary A from the new 
channel running the agricultural pond footprint will be removed allowing backwatering 
of the new channel.  

4) In Phase 4 (Attachment IR2.39-2), the final segment connecting Tributary A to the 
realignment will be completed. Initially, fish rescue will occur at the existing CN culvert 
crossing and a cofferdam and pump installed to pump Tributary A flows from upstream 
downstream to the existing Tributary A channel. Then, the remaining box culverts will be 
constructed connecting that will connect to the Tributary. When the new culverts are 
installed, flow will be gradually directed to the new culverts to allow gradual wetting of 
the new channel through its full reach (Phase 4, Attachment 2.39.2).  

Based on the proposed channel width, depth, and instream features (riffles, pools, and grassed 
bed and bank treatments), it is estimated that channel excavation and box culvert installation 
could proceed at a rate of approximately 15 metres per day. The total Tributary A realignment is 
513 metres, which means that approximately 34 days is needed for channel and box culvert 
construction. Accounting for sensitive construction events—such as cofferdamming, fish rescue, 
and initial wetting and commissioning of the channel, as well as weather delays—would add 
another 7 to 10 days to the duration of channel construction.  
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In total, the Tributary A realignment and culvert installation work is expected to take 
approximately 40 to 45-days. In-water work at the confluences between the existing and new 
channels is expected to take a total of 4 to 6 days due the more complex nature of 
dam/pumping and connection. This time may be less, based on the intermittent nature of this 
watercourse.  

Summary 

The channel realignment construction sequencing described follows common practices to 
avoid extended periods of disturbance to fish and reduce potential effects on fish. As new 
channels are commissioned, turbidity curtains may also be used. These curtains will reduce 
instream turbidity as the channel wets and adjusts from a dry to wet state. Their use will depend 
on regulatory permitting and observations during environmental inspection and monitoring 
activities. The channel construction and commissioning process is expected to reduce negative 
effects on fish affected by Indian Creek and Tributary A realignments.  

Final details regarding channel relocation, habitat enhancements, design of isolation measures, 
and timing, duration and magnitude of flow / passage disruptions will be refined in consultation 
with DFO during the Fisheries Act approval process (EIS Section 6.5.1.9.7, page 188).  

IR2.40 Project water budget 

Rationale: In sub-section 2.2.3.4 of the EIS, CN concluded that transportation and on-site storage 
of potable water was the preferred alternative for undertaking the Project. For the non-potable 
water supply, CN stated it would use a combination of rainwater harvesting/collection and 
water recycling to meet the needs of the Project for vehicle washing and other non-potable 
requirements such as landscaping and on-site sewage requirements. Sub-section 3.4.3.3 of the 
EIS contains a discussion of the sources and location of liquid discharges from the Project, 
including sewage and stormwater management. 

In sub-section 6.4.2 of the EIS, CN discussed changes to groundwater and surface water 
generally, but does not include a discussion of the anticipated water requirements of the 
Project. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a detailed water budget for the Project that considers seasonal variability and 
includes information regarding ranges (i.e., lowest and highest usages) of daily water use; 
annual use; discharge rates to storage and wastewater facilities, and expected rates of 
discharge to the environment (e.g. discharge to surface water, ground water, and loss to 
evaporation). 

b) Describe whether and for what reason there would be any on-site treatment. If so describe 
types of treatment and volumes treated. 

CN Response: 

a) Provide a detailed water budget for the Project that considers seasonal variability and 
includes information regarding ranges (i.e., lowest and highest usages) of daily water use; 
annual use; discharge rates to storage and wastewater facilities, and expected rates of 
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discharge to the environment (e.g. discharge to surface water, ground water, and loss to 
evaporation). 

The Project will use two primary sources of water: potable water delivered to the site via truck to 
meet all potable water demands, and non-potable water collected on-site via a rainwater 
recapture system. The rainwater-sourced non-potable water supply will be supplemented by 
recycled wash water and, as needed, by potable water delivered by truck. These sources will 
serve a variety of uses as shown in Figure IR2.40-1: Overview of Water Source, Use and 
Discharges. 

Figure IR2.40-1: Overview of Water Source, Use and Discharges 

 

While the different elements identified above will be further refined through the detailed design, 
the following assumptions were used in developing the overall project water balance. 

Potable Water 

Given the Terminal operates year-round, demand for potable water for domestic use is 
expected to remain constant throughout the year. Potable water use is currently estimated at 
115 litres per person per day66. The potable water system will provide water for drinking fountains, 
sinks, showers, and toilets. With 100 full time employees working on-site67, this results in an 
estimated daily potable water demand of 11,500 litres per day.  

Since municipal water is not currently available at the site, potable water will be hauled by truck 
and stored on-site. The potable water storage capacity is currently designed to be three 5,000 
gallon (18,925 litres) tanks, for a total potable water storage capacity of 56,775 litres. These tanks 
will be re-filled by truck as needed.  

Potable water will also be required to support the fire suppression system. This system will be 
initially filled upon installation and then periodically (as needed) throughout the year. Because 
of the infrequent need to provide potable water to the fire suppression system throughout the 

                                                      
66 Represents the average of the daily water use of a factory with showers and one without showers from the “Ontario 
Regulation 332/12”, Building Code, Section 8.2.1.3 Sewage System Design Flows.  
67 The 30 contractor jobs included in the “130 direct, full-time jobs created by the Terminal” (EIS, pg. 67) were not 
included in the calculation as they will not have access to the terminal facilities. 
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year, it has been considered separately from the project water budget calculations and is 
described further in the response to IR 2.41. 

Non-Potable Water 

As described in the response to IR2.21, there are two primary uses for non-potable water: irrigation 
and wash water. These two uses are expected to draw the following amounts: 

• Wash water: Usage is estimated to be about 1,900 litres per day (based on 665 litres per 
week per machine, for 20 machines68). 

• Irrigation water: Usage for irrigation would vary monthly, with peak usage in July estimated to 
be approximately 122,000 litres (approx. 3,935 litres per day)69 . See Figure IR2.21-1. At this 
stage of design, the peak value has been applied to all months requiring irrigation (May-
September) to provide a conservative estimate of demand. Values will be further refined 
during the detailed design phase.  

The primary source of non-potable water will be from the rainwater recapture system (described 
in the response to IR 2.21). As described in that response, a 20,000 litre cistern will be used to store 
rainwater captured from the roof, which will be used for irrigation and wash water purposes. To 
supplement the rainwater recapture system, a water treatment/recycling system will be installed 
at the wash bays allowing approximately 50% of the water used to be recycled for equipment 
washing purpose. Additional details on the water recycling system are described in the response 
to IR 2.21.  

The overall water balance for non-potable water is described in Figure IR2.40-2: Source of Water 
to Fulfill Demand by Month.  

                                                      
68 20 machines is based on a 10-day cleaning cycle and the approximate amount of time it currently takes to wash 
vehicles (3 hours for a reach stacker and 1.5 hours for tractors and other vehicles) at other CN facilities. This assumes the 
high end of the range of the number of operating vehicles indicated in EIS Section 3.4.2.4, page 64 – 12 reach stacker 
cranes, 10 yard tractors, 4 light vehicles and 4 maintenance vehicles. 
69 Estimates are based on the irrigation of 1 acre of land and data from CanSIS National Soil Database 
(http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/nsdb/ecostrat/1999report/data_tables.html). 
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Figure IR2.40-2: Source of Water to Fulfill Demand by Month 

 

 

As can be seen in Figure IR2.40-2, there is a varying deficit of water produced from the rainwater 
collection and recycling systems relative to the non-potable water demand. To supplement these 
two non-potable water sources, additional potable water will be delivered by truck and used to 
supplement the non-potable water sources to meet wash water and irrigation needs, as required. 
Any excess water that cannot be captured by the rainwater recapture system will be diverted to 
the stormwater management ponds.  

Based on the potable water demand for domestic use and the need for potable water to 
supplement the rainwater capture and wash water recycling systems, the potable water volumes 
outlined in Table IR2.40-1: Source of Water to Fulfill Demand by Month are expected to be supplied 
by truck. 
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Table IR2.40-1: Source of Water to Fulfill Demand by Month 

Month Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Number of Days 31 28 31 30 31 30 31 31 30 31 30 31 
Volume for Domestic 
Use (thousands of 
litres) 

357 322 357 345 357 345 357 357 345 357 345 357 

Supplementary 
Volume for Non-
Potable Uses 
(thousands of litres) 

29 26 29 3 10 20 33 33 22 - - 6 

Total Volume of 
Potable Water 
Required (thousands 
of litres) 

386 348 386 348 367 365 390 390 367 357 345 363 

Refill Frequency 
(days between 
refills) 

4.5 4.5 4.5 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.9 4.9 4.8 

To supply the anticipated volume of potable water, it is anticipated that 4 trucks per day will be 
required during peak months and as low as 1 truck per day during low demand months.  

Septic (Blackwater) Storage  

Wastewater flow is estimated at approximately 11,335 litres per day. This volume is based on the 
following: 

• 30 gallons (113 litres) per person per day70 for 100 people for a total of 11,355 litres. 

As stated in EIS Section 2.2.3.5, domestic sewage generated on-site will be collected in a holding 
tank on-site. The contents of the tank will be pumped out and disposed at a licensed disposal 
facility. This option comes at a higher operational cost than a septic bed alternative, but provides 
a technically feasible alternative for the management of wastewater on site.  

Wastewater Storage 

It is estimated that approximately 50% of the water generated during equipment washing will be 
captured in the sump system and transferred to a wastewater tank at the garage 
(approximately 1,000 litres per day). The contents of the tank will be pumped out and disposed 
at a licensed disposal facility. 

Stormwater Management 

All runoff generated within the Terminal that is not part of the rainwater capture system will be 
directed to one of two stormwater management ponds on site. As stated in the EIS, of the 100 
ha Project footprint, a total area of approximately 50 ha will potentially become impervious 
under the proposed development conditions (Hydrology and Surface Water Quality TDR, EIS 
Appendix E.15, Appendix 2, page 7). Runoff will be treated using a treatment train approach as 

                                                      
70 Ontario Regulation 332/12”, Building Code, Section 8.2.1.3 Sewage System Design Flows. 



August 31, 2017 

  

  
 

 150 
 

described in Section 5.2 of the SWMS. The treatment train will consist of three main controls: lot-
level or source controls, conveyance, and end of pipe controls (Hydrology and Surface Water 
Quality TDR, EIS Appendix E.15, Appendix 2, page 8). As discussed in the response to IR2.22, the 
treatment train will include the following treatment measures: 

• Grassed Swales: Provided to collect, store, treat, and convey storm runoff from the yard to 
the oil-grit separators and ultimately the wet ponds. 

• Oil grit separators (OGS): OGS capture litter, coarse sediment, some nutrients, oils, and 
greases (hydrocarbons).  

• Wet Ponds: Store, treat and gradually release the storm runoff into the receiving 
watercourse. Wet ponds provide a settling pool where stormwater resides, particulate matter 
settles down, and pollutant uptake takes place through biologic activities in the pond.  

The overall project water balance, and more specifically discharge elements (e.g., Indian 
Creek, evapotranspiration, and groundwater) are described in EIS Section 6.4.2.6, pages 164-165 
and described further in Table 5.20 in the Hydrology and Surface Water TDR, EIS Appendix E.15, 
Section 5.5.4 (see Attachment IR2.40-1: Existing Condition Project Development Area Water 
Balance Summary).  

b) Describe whether and for what reason there would be any on-site treatment. If so describe 
types of treatment and volumes treated. 

The following treatments are anticipated on-site: 

Potable Water Filtration 

Point-of-use carbon filtration is anticipated to remove any residual chlorine, odours, and 
disinfection by-products for all domestic potable water used. No other filtration or treatment 
should be required. All domestic potable water, 11,500 litres per day, will be treated. 

Water Recycling and Rainwater Capture Systems 

For the wash water recycling, treatment of water will include the removal of solids and chemical 
treatment as necessary. The water that is deemed unrecyclable after the treatment process (i.e. 
the solids and oil removed) will be transferred to the septic tanks for disposal at an approved 
industrial wastewater facility. 

Water captured in the rainwater capture system will also receive treatment to remove solids as 
well as chemical treatment as necessary prior to being used for irrigation or as wash water. As 
the system is non-potable, chlorination is not required. 

Both the wash water recycling and the rainwater capture systems as well as the necessary 
chemical treatments will be selected during the detailed design. 

Over the course of a year, it is anticipated the 694,000 liters (694 m3) of washwater will be 
circulated through the water recycling system. It is estimated that 745,000 liters (745 m3) will be 
circulated through the rainwater capture system and treated on an annual basis.  
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Stormwater Management 

All rainfall on-site will be treated using the treatment train process described above. The 
anticipated volumes to be handled by the SWM ponds and released back into Tributary A or 
Indian Creek are outlined in Appendix F of the Stormwater Management Strategy (Appendix B 
of EIS Appendix E.15).  

Based on hydrologic assessments completed by AECOM, as stated in the EIS, the stormwater 
management system will control the peak flow rates to the pre-development levels and will not 
cause an increase in the peak flow rates of Indian Creek (EIS Appendix E.15, Appendix 2, 
page 22). Additionally, all water that lands on-site will “be diverted, collected and/or stored so 
as to avoid adverse environmental effects” as described in EIS Appendix E.15, Section 6.3.2, 
page 75.  

IR2.41 Fire protection Water Source and Management 

Rationale: In sub-section 3.4.1.5 of the EIS, CN stated that no connection to the municipal water 
supply is available, and water for fire protection will be stored in a 35,000 gallon steel tank system 
designated for fire protection at a flow rate of 3,600 litres per minute. The EIS does not provide 
information on CN’s plans to fill these tanks in order to provide fire protection. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide information with respect to the source of the water proposed to fill the 35,000 gallon 
steel tank system for fire protection, both for the initial filling and ongoing water supply 
management, if necessary. 

CN Response: 

As per the Ontario Building Code, the fire protection flow rate is recommended to be 3,600 litres 
per minute for a duration of 30 minutes. To meet these requirements, a 35,000 gallon (132,475 
litre) storage tank is proposed. This storage tank will initially be filled by a licensed bulk water 
delivery contractor (i.e., by truck) as the facility will not be connected to a municipal water 
supply.  

The volume of water within the tanks will be monitored to ensure a sufficient volume is present at 
all times. Where feasible, excess water from the rainwater capture system will be used to 
maintain the water level in the tank. Where excess rainwater is not available, additional water 
will be delivered by truck to maintain a sufficient level. 

IR2.42 Grey water 

Rationale: In sub-section 3.4.1.5 of the EIS, CN stated that no connection to the municipal water 
supply is available, and on-site sanitary sewage containment will be provided by a 10,000-gallon 
capacity septic tank that will be installed to meet the anticipated wastewater flow of 3,500 
gallons per day. 

In sub-section 2.2.3.4 of the EIS, sub-section 5.2.3 and Section 5.7 to Appendix B of Appendix E.15, 
CN stated that rainwater would be collected and would be stored in underground tanks and 
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that the harvested rainwater will be utilized for non-drinking uses including irrigation, wash-water, 
and grey water systems. In sub-section 2.2.3.4 of the EIS, CN also stated that water generated 
from washing on-site equipment in the maintenance garage will be collected and treated for 
re-use as wash water to supplement rainwater and non-potable water supplies. 

CN has not described (a) how the grey water system would function, (b) details on how the 
harvested rainwater and the recycled wash-water will be treated, and (c) whether grey water 
will be used to meet the wastewater flow or other non-potable water needs for the site. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide additional details on the potential grey water system that CN may use, and clarify the 
intended end uses of the grey water. 

b) Describe the water treatment for the non-potable water systems, including treatment of the 
grey water and wash-water recycling. Describe how the potential wash-water recycling 
system would interact with the rainwater harvesting and grey-water systems described in the 
EIS. Describe all sources of water that will be recycled. 

c) Clarify whether rainwater harvesting and wash-water recycling are the only source of grey 
water. Describe any other sources of grey-water and the anticipated amounts that will be 
generated on a seasonal basis. 

CN Response: 

a) Provide additional details on the potential grey water system that CN may use, and clarify the 
intended end uses of the grey water. 

Two grey water systems are proposed for the Project: a rainwater capture system, and a wash 
water recycling system. These two systems and their purpose are further described in the 
responses to IR2.21 and IR2.40. A diagram demonstrating how these systems interact with other 
project components can be found in Figure IR2.40-1. 

b) Describe the water treatment for the non-potable water systems, including treatment of the 
grey water and wash-water recycling. Describe how the potential wash-water recycling 
system would interact with the rainwater harvesting and grey-water systems described in the 
EIS. Describe all sources of water that will be recycled. 

As described in the responses to IR2.21 and IR2.40, the wash-water recycled will be contained in 
a closed loop (i.e., recycled wash water will be re-used only for equipment washing). It is 
expected that approximately 50% of the water used for equipment washing can be re-used. The 
water recaptured through this process will be supplemented by captured rainwater or, where 
there is insufficient rainwater, by (potable) water delivered by truck. Further details on the 
treatment and the anticipated volumes are outlined in part b) of the response to IR2.40.  

c) Clarify whether rainwater harvesting and wash-water recycling are the only source of grey 
water. Describe any other sources of grey-water and the anticipated amounts that will be 
generated on a seasonal basis. 
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The two systems described above are the only anticipated grey water systems. The amount that 
will be generated is outlined in CN’s responses to IR2.21 and IR2.40. 

IR2.43 Updated map to depict Indian Creek realignment 

Rationale: Figure 1 in Appendix A to Appendix E.2 of the EIS depicts the proposed site layout and 
the legend includes the Indian Creek realignment. However, the realignment is not shown in the 
figure. Although the proposed realignment is depicted in other sections of the EIS and Appendix 
E.2, this information is required in appropriate context to understand the relevant details of the 
proposed Project. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide an update to Figure 1 in Appendix A to Appendix E.2 of the EIS that includes the 
proposed Indian Creek realignment. 

CN Response: 

While Figure 1 in Appendix A of EIS Appendix E.2 does not show the location of the proposed 
Indian Creek and Tributary A realignments, this information is depicted on Figures 2 and 3 in EIS 
Appendix B. Further details, including a plan view, realignment segment details, and proposed 
enhancements, are provided in Appendix E of the Channel Realignment Technical Data Report 
(TDR), EIS Appendix E.2. As requested, an updated version of Figure 1 (revised January 2017) 
from Appendix A of the Channel Realignment Technical Data Report (TDR), EIS Appendix E.2 is 
provided in Attachment IR2.43-1: Proposed Site Layout.  

A copy of this revised figure was previously provided to the Mississaugas of the New Credit First 
Nation (MNCFN) during a meeting on February 28, 2017 and included in the memorandum 
prepared by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (dated May 5, 2017) that MNCFN submitted to the Review 
Panel on June 29, 2017 (CEAR #581). 

IR2.44 Ultimate potential capacity of the Milton Logistics Hub 

Rationale: Throughout the EIS, CN stated that the Project is forecasted to handle approximately 
350,000 containers annually at the start of operation and up to 450,000 containers annually at 
full operation.  

As reported in the EIS, CN also operates the Brampton Intermodal Terminal, which handles 
approximately one million containers per year. In Section 3.1, CN noted that it had undertaken 
efforts to create additional capacity at the Brampton Intermodal Terminal in 2001 and 2005 
which is now reaching capacity.  

The potential build-out of the Project, as well as peak traffic flows is unclear. Additional 
information on the potential ultimate capacity of the Project is required. 

Information Request:  

a) Generally describe design changes and efficiencies that were applied at the Brampton 
Intermodal Terminal. Provide an analysis of whether these, or other measures, could be 
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applied to the Project, if market demands require an increase in the capacity of the Project 
beyond the anticipated maximum of 450,000 containers per year. If so, provide an estimated 
ultimate capacity of the Project given any improvements that could be undertaken. 

CN Response: 

The upgrades to the Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT) over the years have either been to bring 
it up to modern efficiency standards (by introducing new technology or newly developed 
operations practices) or expand its design capability by significant infrastructure additions or 
modifications. At BIT, this includes investment in new track, equipment, and other infrastructure 
improvements to increase terminal throughput and improve efficiency and carter turn71 times. 
These improvements include: 

• lease of an additional 37 acres at the north end of the terminal (15 acres in 2012 and 22 
acres in 2016), which were used to relocate containers on chassis out of the main yard to 
allow for container stacking adjacent to the main pad tracks; 

• expansion of the gates in 2010 and further reconfiguration and expansion in 2015, including 
upgrades to SpeedGate™ technology, facilitating throughput; 

• addition of two receiving and departure tracks (one in 2013 and one in 2014);  

• extension of the north pullback; 

• installation of an additional pad track in 2011; 

• expansion of the communications infrastructure in 2012; 

• acquisition of properties at 45, 55, and 65 Devon Road and subsequent construction of a 
new, larger administration building and employee parking area in 2014, increasing ground 
storage in the main terminal area; 

• expansion and re-configuration of the garage in 2016; 

• progressive increase in the number of cranes as required in response to volume growth 
(reach stackers & gantry cranes); 

• progressive increase in the number of shunt trucks as required in response to volume growth; 

• set-up of a co-location program with several customers to expedite the movement of 
containers in and out of the terminal, minimizing the need for ground storage; 

• additional switching lead at the south end of the terminal in 2017; and 

• re-alignment of the north end switching ladder, and addition of an additional switching lead 
and a secondary road to the North Intermodal yard in 2017.  

                                                      
71 Carter turn times represents the amount of time a truck picking up or dropping off a container spends in the terminal.  
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The learnings from BIT and our other intermodal terminals across the country have been applied 
to the design and planning for the Milton Logistics Hub, so that it is as efficient as it can 
economically be at that location. Some of the important design measures in that regard for the 
Milton Logistics Hub include:  

• a through terminal design configured parallel to the mainline; 

• long receiving, service, and pad tracks; 

• substantial queuing area and long access road to access the terminal; 

• implementation of the most recent gate technologies and a gate reservation systems; and  

• in-ground compressed air (for expedited brake recharging). 

The elements described above have been considered and incorporated into the design of the 
Milton Logistics Hub. The Project will be staffed as required to meet the demand at the Milton 
Logistics Hub in the most efficient manner while meeting customer service obligations. 

As noted in CN’s response to IR 2.30, the Milton Logistics Hub is being designed in the most 
efficient manner to handle the expected additional customer demand anticipated in the GTHA. 
Based on the additional capacity of 450,000 containers that the Project will add to CN’s 
intermodal network in the GTHA market area, CN’s intermodal capacity in the GTHA will be 
sufficient for the foreseeable future. 

IR2.45 Management of non-Project lands owned by CN 

Rationale: In Section 1.3 of the EIS, CN stated that the Project will be built on approximately 160 
hectares of the 400 hectares of CN-owned land adjacent to CN’s existing Halton Subdivision. 
While CN has presented its plans for the development of the Project, it has not specified which 
lands are considered in the calculation of the 160 hectares. There is also no information on 
whether CN plans to develop the remaining 240 hectares of CN-owned land, and if so, the 
general nature of that development. 

Information Request:  

a) Provide a map that shows the land owned by CN at the South Milton site and also the exact 
location of the 160 hectares within the property that will constitute the Project. 

b) Describe how CN proposes to manage the remaining 240 hectares of CN-owned land 
including plans, if applicable, to sell or develop this land. 

c) If CN were to expand the Project in the future, describe what types and size of expansion 
could occur, and whether such expansion may require an additional environmental 
assessment or a Canadian Transportation Agency application. 

CN Response: 

a) Provide a map that shows the land owned by CN at the South Milton site and also the exact 
location of the 160 hectares within the property that will constitute the Project. 
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The lands owned by CN at the South Milton site are shown in their entirety on Figure 2 in EIS 
Appendix B; in that figure, the CN-owned lands are outlined in a black, dashed line. The lands to 
be affected by the Project, referred to as the Project Development Area (PDA), within which all 
Project components will be located, are illustrated in Figure 3 in EIS Appendix B; the PDA is 
outlined in a thick orange line in that figure. The PDA is also included on all relevant figures in the 
EIS and Technical Data Reports. 

EIS Section 1.3 states the footprint of the terminal components encompasses approximately 
400 acres (160 hectares) of CN-owned land. Additional areas of land are included in the PDA, as 
stated in EIS Section 1.2.1, page 4, to accommodate Project work along the CN mainline north 
of Britannia and south of Lower Base Line, as well as additional areas that may be used during 
construction of the terminal. The exact footprint of construction has not been confirmed; 
however, for the purposes of the EIS, potential environmental effects of the Project assumed the 
entire PDA would be used. Through detailed design and development of the Environmental 
Protection Plan, the footprint of construction and location of proposed mitigation measures will 
be refined. 

b) Describe how CN proposes to manage the remaining 240 hectares of CN-owned land 
including plans, if applicable, to sell or develop this land. 

As noted in CN’s response to IR2.33, CN has agreed in principle to sell to Halton Region lands 
required for the construction of the Region’s planned overpass over the CN right-of-way on 
Britannia Road and the expansion of Britannia Road. These lands are located south of and 
immediately adjacent to Britannia Road and total about 3.3 hectares. 

CN currently has no other plans to sell or develop the remaining lands it owns near the Project. 
These lands, primarily located east of the existing mainline, with a small portion located west of 
the existing mainline south of Lower Base Line, are outside the urban boundary of the Town of 
Milton and are designated in the Regional Official Plan as Agricultural Area or Regional Natural 
Heritage System (as shown in Figure 5 in Appendix A of the Socio-Economic Baseline Technical 
Data Report, EIS Appendix E.12 and Figure 7 of the Planning Justification Report, EIS Appendix 
E.11). CN expects these lands to continue to be used as they are currently, agricultural and 
residential use, subject to land use agreements between CN and the land users. 

c) If CN were to expand the Project in the future, describe what types and size of expansion 
could occur, and whether such expansion may require an additional environmental 
assessment or a Canadian Transportation Agency application. 

CN has no plans to expand the Project; the Project is being designed to fully accommodate 
CN’s intermodal infrastructure needs in the western Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area.  

Moreover, CN cannot predict what advances or innovations in goods movement and 
intermodal technology may occur in the coming decades or how a future expansion, were one 
to occur, might be undertaken in light of technological, market, or other changes.  

The need for an environmental assessment, approval pursuant to the Canada Transportation 
Act, or any other authorization would depend on the nature and scope of any project being 
undertaken and the legislative and regulatory requirements in effect at the time the project is 
proposed and cannot be pre-determined by CN.   
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