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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
 Washington, DC 20423 
 
 
Office of Economics, Environmental Analysis and Administration 
 
 
        March 25, 2008 

 
 
Normand Pellerin 
Assistant Vice-President, Environment 
935, Rue de La Gauchetiere West 
Floor 12 
Montreal, Quebec  H3B 2M9 
 

Re: STB Finance Docket No. 35087, Canadian National Railway Company and Grand 
Trunk Corporation – Control – EJ&E West Company; Verification of Information 
Needed for Environmental Impact Statement  

 
Dear Mr. Pellerin: 
 

I am writing to ask your assistance in providing the Section of Environmental Analysis 
(SEA) the information detailed in the enclosed attachment.  This information will assist SEA in 
conducting the environmental review of the proposed acquisition (captioned above) required by 
the National Environmental Policy Act.   
 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.  I would appreciate two copies of your 
response as soon as possible, one sent to Phillis Johnson-Ball of my staff and one sent to our 
independent third-party consultant, John Morton, at HDR, 8404 Indian Hills Drive, Omaha, 
Nebraska, 68114-4098.   

 
Sincerely,     

        
       Victoria Rutson 
       Chief 
       Section of Environmental Analysis 
 
Enclosure 



Information Request #3 
Additional Information on CN’s Projected Train Counts 

 
Background 
 

NEPA law requires Federal agencies to analyze the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of proposed actions to the extent they are reasonably foreseeable.  
Under the regulations of the President’s Council on Environmental Quality implementing 
NEPA, the analysis of environmental effects resulting from a proposed action requires 
the separation of actions and effects that are reasonably foreseeable from those that are 
remote and speculative.  Typically, the Board analyzes potential rail operations for a 
period of three to five years into the future depending on an applicant’s projections.  
Projections for rail operations beyond these timeframes may not be reasonably 
foreseeable because fluctuations in the economy and demand for infrastructure projects 
beyond three to five years can be unpredictable and speculative.  

 
There have been proceedings filed before the Board (and its predecessor agency, 

the Interstate Commerce Commission), in which railroad applicants have been able to 
reasonably foresee future rail operations beyond three to five years.  In one case, a 
railroad seeking to construct and operate a rail line serving coal mines in West Virginia 
projected rail movements over the proposed new line for ten years into the future.  See 
Finance Docket No. 31989, The Elk River Railroad, Inc. – Construction Exemption – 
Clay and Kanawha Counties, West Virginia.  In another case, a railroad submitted an 
operating plan as part of its application before the Board projecting movements of coal 
six years from project implementation.  See Finance Docket 33407, Dakota, Minnesota & 
Eastern Railroad Corporation, Construction into the Powder River Basin.   

 
This Proceeding 
 

In its application, CN predicted train traffic increases on the EJ&E arc and train 
traffic decreases on the five CN rail lines operating within the arc in and near the City of 
Chicago based on a three year forecasting horizon (beginning with the year of Board 
approval of the acquisition of the EJ&E (assuming that the proposed acquisition is 
granted).  According to CN, forecasting train traffic levels beyond this three year horizon 
would be speculative and, therefore, inaccurate. 
 
Comments Received During EIS Process 
 

SEA has received over 3200 comments thus far as we finalize the scope of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and move forward with preparing the EIS itself.  
Several comments question CN’s train traffic predictions.  Here are some excerpts of 
from these comments:  
 

The proposed acquisition projects 20 trains per day in the short term, but I would 
ask you to give great consideration to the Village of Barrington's and other 
community groups' request to extend the scope of study from the current three 
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years to ten.  These groups have compelling evidence - including public 
information from CN itself - that the traffic on the EJ&E will increase 
dramatically beyond the 20 trains they project in their application during the next 
3 years, and that the decrease in traffic on the Chicago based lines will only be 
temporary as well. I believe that limiting the scope of the survey to three years 
will dramatically underestimate the true environmental impact on our 
communities in the next several years, and would urge the STB to extend the 
survey to a full 10 year impact study. 
 
[W]e are also concerned that the proposed acquisition plan only projects freight 
traffic for the next three years.  We understand that CN is in the process of 
purchasing a container terminal at the Port of Prince Rupert, which will lead to 
international freight traffic growth on its tracks for many years beyond the three 
year projection.  Much of this increased traffic will be routed through the 
Chicago area, which will mean either an increase beyond the projections for the 
EJ&E line, or a return of freight traffic on the CN lines which EJ&E is meant to 
detour.  We would like to reiterate the requests of several municipalities that CN 
be required to make freight traffic projections beyond three years on all tracks 
(current CN control and EJ&E) to 2035. 
 
CN has provided three-year projections for the number of freight trains per day, 
gross tons of freight and hazardous materials carloads on the EJ&E and CN lines 
if the EJ&E acquisition is approved by the STB.  This is not an adequate time 
frame for conducting a detailed analysis and assessment on the future impacts of 
this acquisition.  The EIS shall utilize, at a minimum, a 20-year horizon, as 
required by the NEPA process.  In addition, the 20-year timeframe would be more 
consistent with the official 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 
Northeastern Illinois Region.  In the event that CN is unable to provide such 
projections, STB shall look into other sources.  One such source would be 
CREATE (the Chicago Regional Environmental And Transportation Efficiency 
program) which projects that by 2020, freight rail service demand in the Chicago 
area is expected to increase by 80%. 
 

Questions 
 
In light of these and similar comments, I ask that you respond to the best of your ability 
to the following questions: 
 
 

1. How far into the future can CN forecast train levels resulting from the acquisition 
of the EJ&E to a reasonably foreseeable certainty?  Can CN accurately forecast 
train levels five years into the future?  What about ten years into the future?  If 
not, please explain in detail why.   

 
2. Several commenters have expressed skepticism in the train increases projected by 

CN and have stated that the train numbers are likely to be much higher, 
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particularly given that CN is investing $300 million to acquire the EJ&E and $100 
million in infrastructure improvements.   Please respond.   

 
3. Industry data indicates that rail traffic will continue to increase in response to 

increasing demand.  Several commenters assert that given this trend, SEA should 
assume for the EIS that additional train traffic decreases on the CN lines inside 
the EJ&E arc would likely increase to former levels.  Do you believe that it is 
reasonable to assume that the decreases in train traffic forecast on the CN lines 
inside the arc are likely to be temporary?  Please explain.      

 
4. Do the increases in rail traffic projected to occur on the EJ&E line as a result of 

the acquisition include rail traffic from Prince Rupert?  Please explain. 
 

5. Do the increases in rail traffic projected to occur on the EJ&E as a result of the 
acquisition include trackage rights granted by CN to other railroads?  Please 
explain. 

 
6. Do you believe that it would be reasonable to perform an environmental analysis 

based on the maximum number of trains that could be operated on the EJ&E?  
Some commenters have indicated that this is the only way to accurately examine 
potential increases in rail traffic should CN acquire the EJ&E. 

 
Conclusion 
 
 SEA is currently conducting a number of technical analyses of CN’s proposed 
acquisition of the EJ&E.  All of these analyses are dependent on accurate train count 
information.  Therefore, I would appreciate your response to my questions at your earliest 
convenience.   I thank you in advance for your careful consideration of each of these 
questions and appreciate your assistance. 
 
          





























































Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 15.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 13.0

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 3.0
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 10.0

 

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

Segment 14
Leithton - Spaulding

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 17.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 15.0

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 3.0
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 12.0

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

Segment 13
Spaulding - Munger

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 19.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 17.0

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 3.0
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 14.0

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 12
Munger - West Chicago

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

250 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
260 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
280 UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

UP Ety Coal Michigan UP Griffith W Chicago 0.4

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.9

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 3.8
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 15.1

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 11
West Chicago - East Siding (Eola)

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

250 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
260 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
276 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.0
278 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.3
280 UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

BNSF Coal to MI BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.4
BNSF Ety Coal Michigan BNSF Griffith Eola 0.4
UP Ety Coal Michigan UP Griffith W Chicago 0.4

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.8
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.8

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 5.1
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 16.7

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 10
East Siding (Eola) - Walker

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as under 
the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

250 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
260 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
276 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.0
278 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.3
280 UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

BNSF Coal to MI BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.4
BNSF Ety Coal Michigan BNSF Griffith Eola 0.4
UP Ety Coal Michigan UP Griffith W Chicago 0.4

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.8
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.8

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 5.1
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 16.7

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 9
Walker - Bridge Junction

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as under 
the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

250 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
260 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
276 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.0
278 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.3
280 UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

BNSF Coal to MI BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.4
BNSF Ety Coal Michigan BNSF Griffith Eola 0.4
UP Ety Coal Michigan UP Griffith W Chicago 0.4

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.8
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.8

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 5.1
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 16.7

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 8
Bridge Junction - Rock Island Junction

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as under 
the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

250 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
260 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
276 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.0
278 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.3
280 UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

BNSF Coal to MI BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.4
BNSF Ety Coal Michigan BNSF Griffith Eola 0.4
UP Ety Coal Michigan UP Griffith W Chicago 0.4

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 21.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 19.9

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 5.1
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 14.8

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 7
Rock Island Junction - Matteson

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as under 
the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN Train 
#1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

250 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
260 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
276 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.0
278 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.3
280 UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

BNSF Coal to MI BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.4
BNSF Ety Coal Michigan BNSF Griffith Eola 0.4
UP Ety Coal Michigan UP Griffith W Chicago 0.4

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 22.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 20.9

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 5.1
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 15.8

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN 
expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with 
CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 6
Matteson - Chicago Heights

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating Plan.  
However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as under 
the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

250 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
260 UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith 0.1
276 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.0
278 BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.3
280 UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0
356 Fon du lac Sarnia Leithton Griffith 1.0
357 Sarnia Edmonton Griffith Leithton 1.0

BNSF Coal to MI BNSF Michigan Eola Griffith 0.4
BNSF Ety Coal Michigan BNSF Griffith Eola 0.4
UP Ety Coal Michigan UP Griffith W Chicago 0.4

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.9

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 5.1
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 16.8

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 5
Chicago Heights - Griffith

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as under 
the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 21.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 19.0

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 0.0
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 19.0

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 4
Griffith - Van Loon



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.0

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 0.0
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 18.0

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 3
Van Loon - Ivanhoe

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.0

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 0.0
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 18.0

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 2
Ivanhoe - Cavanaugh

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.



Attachment #1

Current CN 
Train #1 From To

Could Enter 
EJ&E

Could Exit 
EJ&E Daily count

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.0

Trains that could move today with no additional STB authority 0.0
"But For" trains (difference between likely trains and trains that could move today) 18.0

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that 
CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations 
with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 1
Cavanaugh - Gary

Minimum Number Of CN Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E If Transaction Were Not 
Approved

1.  These figures reflect current CN trains.  Traffic from these trains was reflected in the Operating 
Plan.  However, because of the efficiencies of the Transaction, the Operating Plan reflects a major 
reconfiguration of CN's operations and pre-Transaction trains may not have the same train #s as 
under the Operating Plan.



Attachment # 2

Business Unit 2005 Q1 / 2006 Q1 2006 Q1 / 2007 Q1 2007 Q1 / 2008 Q1
Commodity 1 -3.1% -6.7% 1.7%
Commodity 2 11.9% -3.9% -31.3%
Commodity 3 -4.9% 0.3% 3.5%
Commodity 4 -9.6% -15.5% -28.3%
Commodity 5 -8.5% 13.4% -11.7%
Commodity 6 -7.6% 3.2% 1.0%
Group A Total -2.4% -0.1% -13.9%
Commodity 7 23.3% -15.5% 3.0%
Commodity 8 8.1% 46.3% 4.6%
Commodity 9 11.8% -6.2% 27.9%
Commodity 10 88.9% -33.9% 76.5%
Commodity 11 2.3% -5.7% 1.2%
Commodity 12 62.9% -16.8% 14.6%
Commodity 13 9.8% -14.2% -3.3%
Group B Total 20.2% -9.4% 13.1%
Commodity 14 -6.3% 5.8% -2.5%
Commodity 15 18.2% 2923.1% 30.7%
Commodity 16 -8.7% 10.5% -8.8%
Commodity 17 -4.3% 9.7% 2.2%
Commodity 18 -6.6% 20.0% 72.1%
Commodity 19 -20.1% -25.8% 16.1%
Commodity 20 3.5% -4.9% 2.5%
Commodity 21 14.7% -0.4% 5.9%
Commodity 22 -2.3% -15.5% 59.7%
Commodity 23 -15.6% -23.0% -3.7%
Group C Total -4.0% 3.1% 9.1%
Commodity 24 16.5% -29.3% -11.4%
Commodity 25 2.2% -8.0% -11.3%
Group D Total 15.2% -27.6% -11.4%
Commodity 26 52.0% 38.5% 4.7%
Commodity 27 -19.2% 42.1% -12.9%
Commodity 28 -43.9% 28.4% 14.8%
Commodity 29 27.5% -3.4% 15.2%
Commodity 30 18.7% 19.5% 17.0%
Group E Total 13.0% 19.2% 9.7%
Commodity 31 -41.4% 24.4% 18.3%
Commodity 32 -8.1% 19.1% 748.1%
Commodity 33 10.3% -14.6% -19.2%
Commodity 34 32.7% -30.8% -59.9%
Commodity 35 -31.6% 3.8% 61.4%
Group F Total -9.0% -6.9% 0.6%
Commodity 36 2.2% -6.0% -19.0%
Commodity 37 -100.0% #DIV/0! 21.2%
Commodity 38 7.5% 0.8% -2.0%
Group G Total 2.5% -4.4% -17.2%
Grand Total 2.7% -1.3% -2.1%

CN TRAFFIC TO, FROM, AND THROUGH CHICAGO (2005 Q1 vs. 2006 Q1 vs. 2007 Q1 vs. 2008 Q1)
ALL CARLOADS



Attachment # 3

Groups 2005/06 2006/07
Commodity 1 -2.7% -3.5%
Commodity 2 -1.9% -6.2%
Commodity 3 -2.2% -3.9%
Commodity 4 -4.5% -15.6%
Commodity 5 -4.4% 0.9%
Commodity 6 8.1% 0.9%
Group A Total -2.1% -4.0%
Commodity 7 3.7% 0.4%
Commodity 8 26.8% 38.1%
Commodity 9 -70.5% 11.0%
Commodity 10 -3.1% 19.2%
Commodity 11 25.1% 0.7%
Commodity 12 11.5% -4.9%
Commodity 13 39.7% -22.8%
Commodity 14 7.7% -13.4%
Group B Total 6.9% 3.7%
Commodity 15 -9.3% 7.0%
Commodity 16 640.2% 297.2%
Commodity 17 -4.1% 12.8%
Commodity 18 2.8% 21.1%
Commodity 19 -9.6% 57.7%
Commodity 20 -15.3% -35.2%
Commodity 21 4.8% 2.6%
Commodity 22 28.6% -13.2%
Commodity 23 -10.4% 13.2%
Commodity 24 -26.2% -6.3%
Group C Total -2.3% 9.5%
Commodity 25 2.4% -8.5%
Commodity 26 -3.4% -13.3%
Group D Total 1.8% -8.9%
Commodity 27 37.8% 34.2%
Commodity 28 -9.5% 48.1%
Commodity 29 -20.3% 57.3%
Commodity 30 15.7% 0.2%
Commodity 31 20.2% 16.6%
Group E Total 14.8% 21.9%
Commodity 32 -17.6% 31.7%
Commodity 33 10.9% -20.5%
Group F Total 1.1% -5.9%
Commodity 34 -5.6% 1.6%
Commodity 35 7.7% 478.6%
Commodity 36 -5.3% 6.0%
Group G Total -5.6% 2.3%
Grand Total 0.8% 3.6%

CN TRAFFIC TO, FROM, AND THROUGH CHICAGO (2005-2007)
ALL CARLOADS



Attachment #4

Years @ Years @ Years @ Years @ Years @ 
0.50% 1.00% 1.50% 2.00% 2.04%2

14 Leithton - Spaulding 15.0 13.0 3.0 10.0 81.3 40.7 27.2 20.5 20.1
13 Spaulding - Munger 17.0 15.0 3.0 12.0 69.8 35.0 23.4 17.6 17.2
12 Munger - West Chicago 19.0 17.0 3.0 14.0 61.2 30.7 20.5 15.4 15.1
11 West Chicago - East Siding 20.9 18.9 3.8 15.1 65.6 32.9 22.0 16.5 16.2
10 East Siding - Wa ker 23.8 21.8 5.1 16.7 70.8 35.5 23.7 17.8 17.5
9 Wa ker - Bridge Jct. 23.8 21.8 5.1 16.7 70.8 35.5 23.7 17.8 17.5
8 Bridge Jct. - Rock Island Jct. 23.8 21.8 5.1 16.7 70.8 35.5 23.7 17.8 17.5
7 Rock Island Jct. - Matteson 21.9 19.9 5.1 14.8 78.3 39.3 26.2 19.7 19.3
6 Matteson - Chicago Heights 22.9 20.9 5.1 15.8 74.2 37.2 24.9 18.7 18.3
5 Chicago Heights - Griffith 23.9 21.9 5.1 16.8 70.5 35.3 23.6 17.8 17.4
4 Griffith - Van Loon 21.0 19.0 0.0 19.0 20.1 10.1 6.7 5.1 5.0
3 Van Loon - Ivanhoe 20.0 18.0 0.0 18.0 21.1 10.6 7.1 5.3 5.2
2 Ivanhoe - Cavanaugh 20.0 18.0 0.0 18.0 21.1 10.6 7.1 5.3 5.2
1 Cavanaugh - Gary 20.0 18.0 0.0 18.0 21.1 10.6 7.1 5.3 5.2

Train Growth Required to Absorb Difference Between Operating Plan and "But For" Trains

Segment 
No.

Trains likely to 
operate over 
EJ&EW post-
Transaction1

Length of time (in years) at specified growth rate it 
would take "but for" trains to reach the levels reflected 

in the Operating Plan

2.  Average annual rate of growth in U.S. railroad tonnage originated for the twenty year period from 1986-2006.  See, 1996 & 2007 Policy & Economics Department, Association of American 
Railroads, Railroad Facts 28.  Tons originated is a better indicator of train growth than carloads originated because, depending on the year, carloads originated data may not include intermodal 
traffic.  Additionally, depending on the way intermodal units are counted, use of carloads originated data could lead to a significant overstatement of train growth.

1.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of 
conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Trains that could 
operate today over 

EJ&E without further 
STB review

"But For" trains (difference 
between likely EJ&EW trains 
and trains that could operate 

today)

Trains reflected 
in the Operating 

Plan Segment Endpoints



Attachment #5

0.50% 1.00% 1.50% 2.00% 2.04%3

14 Leithton - Spaulding 15.0 13.0 3.0 10.0 0.5 1.0 1.6 2.2 2.2
13 Spaulding - Munger 17.0 15.0 3.0 12.0 0.6 1.3 1.9 2.6 2.7
12 Munger - West Chicago 19.0 17.0 3.0 14.0 0.7 1.5 2.2 3.1 3.1
11 West Chicago - East Siding 20.9 18.9 3.8 15.1 0.8 1.6 2.4 3.3 3.4
10 East Siding - Walker 23.8 21.8 5.1 16.7 0.9 1.7 2.7 3.7 3.7
9 Walker - Bridge Jct. 23.8 21.8 5.1 16.7 0.9 1.7 2.7 3.7 3.7
8 Bridge Jct. - Rock Island Jct. 23.8 21.8 5.1 16.7 0.9 1.7 2.7 3.7 3.7
7 Rock Island Jct. - Matteson 21.9 19.9 5.1 14.8 0.8 1.6 2.4 3.2 3.3
6 Matteson - Chicago Heights 22.9 20.9 5.1 15.8 0.8 1.7 2.5 3.5 3.5
5 Chicago Heights - Griffith 23.9 21.9 5.1 16.8 0.9 1.8 2.7 3.7 3.8
4 Griffith - Van Loon 21.0 19.0 0.0 19.0 1.0 2.0 3.1 4.2 4.3
3 Van Loon - Ivanhoe 20.0 18.0 0.0 18.0 0.9 1.9 2.9 3.9 4.0
2 Ivanhoe - Cavanaugh 20.0 18.0 0.0 18.0 0.9 1.9 2.9 3.9 4.0
1 Cavanaugh - Gary 20.0 18.0 0.0 18.0 0.9 1.9 2.9 3.9 4.0

Pro Forma Train Growth Over 10 Years Calculated Using Hypothetical Growth Rates1

Trains that could 
operate today over 

EJ&E without further 
STB review

"But For" trains (difference 
between likely EJ&EW trains 
and trains that could operate 

today)

Trains reflected 
in the Operating 

Plan Segment Endpoints
Segment 

No.

Trains likely to 
operate over 
EJ&EW post-
Transaction2

Additional "but for" trains after 10 years at the stated 
level of growth

1.  CN is aware of no basis for the use of the hypothetical growth rates or for any other reliable basis for forecasting growth in the "but for" trains attributable to the Transaction.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of 
conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

3.  Average annual rate of growth in U.S. railroad tonnage originated for the twenty year period from 1986-2006.  See, 1996 & 2007 Policy & Economics Department, Association of American 
Railroads, Railroad Facts 28.  Tons originated is a better indicator of train growth than carloads originated because, depending on the year, carloads originated data may not include intermodal 
traffic.  Additionally, depending on the way intermodal units are counted, use of carloads originated data could lead to a significant overstatement of train growth.

(For Illustration Only)











Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 15.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 13.0

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 11.0
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 2.0

 

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN 
that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the 
difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has
been independently calculated by CN's operating department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to
route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer 
expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

Segment 14
Leithton - Spaulding

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains 
may not currently operate with these IDs.



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0

COAI Galatia Spaulding ICE Matteson Spaulding Matteson 0.0
COAJ Spaulding ICE Galatia Spaulding Matteson Matteson 0.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 17.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 15.0

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 11.0
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 4.0

 

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains 
may not currently operate with these IDs.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected 
to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer 
expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN 
that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the 
difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains 
has been independently calculated by CN's operating department.

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

Segment 13
Spaulding - Munger



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
337 Markham Waterloo Matteson Munger Munger/Matteson 1.0
338 Waterloo Markham Munger Matteson Munger/Matteson 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0

COAI Galatia Spaulding ICE Matteson Spaulding Matteson 0.0
COAJ Spaulding ICE Galatia Spaulding Matteson Matteson 0.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 19.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 17.0

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 13.0
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 4.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not 
currently operate with these IDs.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route 
over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains 
to be operated over EJ&EW.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could 
be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the 
operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated 
by CN's operating department.

Segment 12
Munger - West Chicago



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
250 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.3
260 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
280 West Chicago UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
337 Markham Waterloo Matteson Munger Munger/Matteson 1.0
338 Waterloo Markham Munger Matteson Munger/Matteson 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0
707 Lansing W. Chicago UP Griffith W Chicago Existing connections 0.4
708 W. Chicago UP Lansing W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.0

COAI Galatia Spaulding ICE Matteson Spaulding Matteson 0.0
COAJ Spaulding ICE Galatia Spaulding Matteson Matteson 0.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.9

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 13.9
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 5.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not 
currently operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could 
be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the 
operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by 
CN's operating department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over 
EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be 
operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 11
West Chicago - East Siding (Eola)



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
250 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.3
260 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
280 West Chicago UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
337 Markham Waterloo Matteson Munger Munger/Matteson 1.0
338 Waterloo Markham Munger Matteson Munger/Matteson 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0
707 Lansing W. Chicago UP Griffith W Chicago Existing connections 0.4
708 W. Chicago UP Lansing W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.0
760 Eola BNSF Monroe Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.0
761 Monroe Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
762 Eola BNSF Ecorse Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
7649 Eola BNSF Durand Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
765 Durand Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
766 Eola BNSF Whiting Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.2
767 Whiting Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.2
769 Ecorse Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1

COAI Galatia Spaulding ICE Matteson Spaulding Matteson 0.0
COAJ Spaulding ICE Galatia Spaulding Matteson Matteson 0.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.8
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.8

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 14.8
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 6.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not currently 
operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could be re-
reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the operating plan trains 
and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over EJ&EW 
from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over 
EJ&EW.

Segment 10
East Siding (Eola) - Walker



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
250 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.3
260 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
280 West Chicago UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
337 Markham Waterloo Matteson Munger Munger/Matteson 1.0
338 Waterloo Markham Munger Matteson Munger/Matteson 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0
707 Lansing W. Chicago UP Griffith W Chicago Existing connections 0.4
708 W. Chicago UP Lansing W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.0
760 Eola BNSF Monroe Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.0
761 Monroe Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
762 Eola BNSF Ecorse Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
7649 Eola BNSF Durand Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
765 Durand Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
766 Eola BNSF Whiting Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.2
767 Whiting Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.2
769 Ecorse Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1

COAI Galatia Spaulding ICE Matteson Spaulding Matteson 0.0
COAJ Spaulding ICE Galatia Spaulding Matteson Matteson 0.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.8
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.8

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 14.8
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 6.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not currently 
operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could be re-
reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the operating plan 
trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating 
department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over 
EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be 
operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 9
Walker - Bridge Junction



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
250 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.3
260 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
280 West Chicago UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
337 Markham Waterloo Matteson Munger Munger/Matteson 1.0
338 Waterloo Markham Munger Matteson Munger/Matteson 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0
707 Lansing W. Chicago UP Griffith W Chicago Existing connections 0.4
708 W. Chicago UP Lansing W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.0
760 Eola BNSF Monroe Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.0
761 Monroe Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
762 Eola BNSF Ecorse Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
7649 Eola BNSF Durand Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
765 Durand Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
766 Eola BNSF Whiting Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.2
767 Whiting Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.2
769 Ecorse Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1

COAI Galatia Spaulding ICE Matteson Spaulding Matteson 0.0
COAJ Spaulding ICE Galatia Spaulding Matteson Matteson 0.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.8
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.8

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 14.8
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 6.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not currently 
operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could be re-
reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the operating plan 
trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating 
department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over 
EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be 
operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 8
Bridge Junction - Rock Island Junction



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
118 Winnipeg Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
119 Chicago Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
198 Prince Rupert Chicago Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
199 Chicago Prince Rupert Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
250 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.3
260 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
276 Joliet BNSF Michigan Joliet Griffith Existing connections 0.0
278 Joliet BNSF Michigan Joliet Griffith Existing connections 0.1
280 West Chicago UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
337 Markham Waterloo Matteson Munger Munger/Matteson 1.0
338 Waterloo Markham Munger Matteson Munger/Matteson 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
342 Prince George Memphis Leithton Matteson Matteson 1.0
343 Jackson Winnipeg Matteson Leithton Matteson 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0
707 Lansing W. Chicago UP Griffith W Chicago Existing connections 0.4
708 W. Chicago UP Lansing W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.0
760 Eola BNSF Monroe Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.0
761 Monroe Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
762 Eola BNSF Ecorse Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
7649 Eola BNSF Durand Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
765 Durand Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
766 Eola BNSF Whiting Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.2
767 Whiting Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.2
769 Ecorse Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1

COAI Galatia Spaulding ICE Matteson Spaulding Matteson 0.0
COAJ Spaulding ICE Galatia Spaulding Matteson Matteson 0.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 21.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 19.9

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 14.9
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 6.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not currently 
operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could be re-
reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the operating plan 
trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating 
department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over 
EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated
over EJ&EW.

Segment 7
Rock Island Junction - Matteson



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
148 Chicago Montreal Matteson Griffith Matteson 1.0
149 Montreal Chicago Griffith Matteson Matteson 1.0
250 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.3
260 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
276 Joliet BNSF Michigan Joliet Griffith Existing connections 0.0
278 Joliet BNSF Michigan Joliet Griffith Existing connections 0.1
280 West Chicago UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
393 Toronto Proviso UP Griffith Matteson Matteson 1.0
395 Toronto Glenn Yard BNSF Griffith Matteson Matteson 1.0
399 Toronto Salem UP Griffith Matteson Existing connections 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0
707 Lansing W. Chicago UP Griffith W Chicago Existing connections 0.4
708 W. Chicago UP Lansing W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.0
760 Eola BNSF Monroe Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.0
761 Monroe Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
762 Eola BNSF Ecorse Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
763 Convent Dearborn Matteson Griffith Existing connections 0.0
764 Dearborn Convent Griffith Matteson Existing connections 0.0

7649 Eola BNSF Durand Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
765 Durand Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
766 Eola BNSF Whiting Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.2
767 Whiting Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.2
769 Ecorse Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 22.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 20.9

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 11.9
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 10.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not 
currently operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could 
be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the 
operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by 
CN's operating department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over 
EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be 
operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 6
Matteson - Chicago Heights



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
148 Chicago Montreal Matteson Griffith Matteson 1.0
149 Montreal Chicago Griffith Matteson Matteson 1.0
250 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.3
260 West Chicago UP Michigan West Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.1
276 Joliet BNSF Michigan Joliet Griffith Existing connections 0.0
278 Joliet BNSF Michigan Joliet Griffith Existing connections 0.1
280 West Chicago UP Michigan W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.2
301 Toronto Edmonton Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
393 Toronto Proviso UP Griffith Matteson Matteson 1.0
395 Toronto Glenn Yard BNSF Griffith Matteson Matteson 1.0
399 Toronto Salem UP Griffith Matteson Existing connections 1.0
407 Pontiac Wausau Griffith Leithton Existing connections 1.0
408 Wausau Pontiac Leithton Griffith Existing connections 1.0
707 Lansing W. Chicago UP Griffith W Chicago Existing connections 0.4
708 W. Chicago UP Lansing W Chicago Griffith Existing connections 0.0
760 Eola BNSF Monroe Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.0
761 Monroe Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
762 Eola BNSF Ecorse Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
763 Convent Dearborn Matteson Griffith Existing connections 0.0
764 Dearborn Convent Griffith Matteson Existing connections 0.0
7649 Eola BNSF Durand Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.1
765 Durand Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1
766 Eola BNSF Whiting Eola Griffith Existing connections 0.2
767 Whiting Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.2
769 Ecorse Eola BNSF Griffith Eola Existing connections 0.1

TUP1 Chicago Heights UP Flint Chicago Heights Griffith Existing connections 1.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 23.9
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 21.9

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 12.9
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 10.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may not currently 
operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could be re-
reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the difference between the operating plan 
trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating 
department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over 
EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be 
operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 5
Chicago Heights - Griffith



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E Could Exit EJ&E
With 
Connection at Daily count

340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
251 Detroit Gibson IHB Griffith Cavanaugh (to Shearson) Graselli 1.0
275 Oshawa Gibson IHB Griffith Cavanaugh (to Shearson) Graselli 0.9

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 21.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 19.0

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 3.9
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 12.0

 

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN 
that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the 
difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has 
been independently calculated by CN's operating department.

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains 
may not currently operate with these IDs.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to 
route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer 
expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 4
Griffith - Van Loon



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E Could Exit EJ&E
With 
Connection at Daily count

340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
251 Detroit Gibson IHB Griffith Cavanaugh (to Shearson) Graselli 1.0
275 Oshawa Gibson IHB Griffith Cavanaugh (to Shearson) Graselli 0.9

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.0

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 3.9
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 12.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may
not currently operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN 
that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the 
difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has 
been independently calculated by CN's operating department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to 
route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer 
expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 3
Van Loon - Ivanhoe



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E Could Exit EJ&E
With 
Connection at Daily count

340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0
251 Detroit Gibson IHB Griffith Cavanaugh (to Shearson) Graselli 1.0
275 Oshawa Gibson IHB Griffith Cavanaugh (to Shearson) Graselli 0.9

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.0

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 3.9
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 12.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some trains may
not currently operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN 
that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains may not equal the 
difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has 
been independently calculated by CN's operating department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to 
route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with CSX, CN no longer 
expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 2
Ivanhoe - Cavanaugh



Revised Attachment #1

CN Train ID1 From To
Could Enter 

EJ&E
Could Exit 

EJ&E With Connection at Daily count
340 Winnipeg Kirk NS Leithton Kirk to NS Kirk 1.0
341 Kirk NS Winnipeg Kirk from NS Leithton Kirk 1.0

Trains reflected in the Operating Plan 20.0
Trains likely to operate over EJ&EW post-implementation2 18.0

Operating plan trains that could operate today over EJ&E without further STB review 2.0
Operating plan trains that likely would not shift to EJ&E but for the transaction3 12.0

 

Minimum Number Of Operating Plan Trains That Could Be Re-routed Over EJ&E Without Further STB 
Review

1.  These train IDs represent the trains CN anticipated operating when it built the Operating Plan, so some 
trains may not currently operate with these IDs.

3.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently 
operated by CN that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments the "but for" trains 
may not equal the difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the 
number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating department.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN 
expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of conversations with 
CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Segment 1
Cavanaugh - Gary



Revised Attachment #4

Years @ Years @ Years @ Years @ Years @ 
0.50% 1.00% 1.50% 2.00% 2.04%3

14 Leithton - Spaulding 15.0 13.0 11.0 2.0 404.0 202.5 135.3 101.7 99.8
13 Spaulding - Munger 17.0 15.0 11.0 4.0 290.1 145.4 97.2 73.1 71.6
12 Munger - West Chicago 19.0 17.0 13.0 4.0 312.4 156.6 104.7 78.7 77.2
11 West Chicago - East Siding 20.9 18.9 13.9 5.0 286.8 143.7 96.1 72.2 70.8
10 East Siding - Walker 23.8 21.8 14.8 6.0 276.3 138.5 92.5 69.6 68.2
9 Walker - Bridge Jct. 23.8 21.8 14.8 6.0 276.3 138.5 92.5 69.6 68.2
8 Bridge Jct. - Rock Island Jct. 23.8 21.8 14.8 6.0 276.3 138.5 92.5 69.6 68.2
7 Rock Island Jct. - Matteson 21.9 19.9 14.9 6.0 259.6 130.1 87.0 65.4 64.1
6 Matteson - Chicago Heights 22.9 20.9 11.9 10.0 166.1 83.3 55.7 41.8 41.0
5 Chicago Heights - Griffith 23.9 21.9 12.9 10.0 174.7 87.6 58.5 44.0 43.1
4 Griffith - Van Loon 21.0 19.0 3.9 12.0 112.2 56.2 37.6 28.3 27.7
3 Van Loon - Ivanhoe 20.0 18.0 3.9 12.0 102.4 51.3 34.3 25.8 25.3
2 Ivanhoe - Cavanaugh 20.0 18.0 3.9 12.0 102.4 51.3 34.3 25.8 25.3
1 Cavanaugh - Gary 20.0 18.0 2.0 12.0 102.4 51.3 34.3 25.8 25.3

3.  Average annual rate of growth in U.S. railroad tonnage originated for the twenty year period from 1986-2006.  See, Policy and Economics Department, Assocation of American Railroads, 
Railroad Facts, 1996 ed. at 28, and Policy and Economics Department, Assocation of American Railroads, Railroad Facts, 2007 ed. at 28.  Tons originated is a better indicator of train growth than 
carloads originated because, depending on the year, carloads originated data may not include intermodal traffic.  Additionally, depending on the way intermodal units are counted, use of carloads 
originated data could lead to a significant overstatement of train growth.

1.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of 
conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

Operating Plan trains that 
could operate today over 
EJ&E without further STB 

review

Operating Plan trains that 
likely would not shift to EJ&E 

but for the Transaction2

Trains reflected 
in the Operating 

Plan Segment Endpoints

2.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments, the "but 
for" trains may not equal the difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating 
department.

Train Growth Required to Absorb Difference Between Operating Plan and "But For" Trains

Segment 
No.

Trains likely to 
operate over 
EJ&EW post-
Transaction1

Length of time (in years) at specified growth rate it 
would take "but for" trains to reach the levels 

reflected in the Operating Plan



Revised Attachment #5

0.50% 1.00% 1.50% 2.00% 2.04%4

14 Leithton - Spaulding 15.0 13.0 11.0 2.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4
13 Spaulding - Munger 17.0 15.0 11.0 4.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.9 0.9
12 Munger - West Chicago 19.0 17.0 13.0 4.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.9 0.9
11 West Chicago - East Siding 20.9 18.9 13.9 5.0 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.1 1.1
10 East Siding - Walker 23.8 21.8 14.8 6.0 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.3 1.3
9 Walker - Bridge Jct. 23.8 21.8 14.8 6.0 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.3 1.3
8 Bridge Jct. - Rock Island Jct. 23.8 21.8 14.8 6.0 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.3 1.3
7 Rock Island Jct. - Matteson 21.9 19.9 14.9 6.0 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.3 1.3
6 Matteson - Chicago Heights 22.9 20.9 11.9 10.0 0.5 1.0 1.6 2.2 2.2
5 Chicago Heights - Griffith 23.9 21.9 12.9 10.0 0.5 1.0 1.6 2.2 2.2
4 Griffith - Van Loon 21.0 19.0 3.9 12.0 0.6 1.3 1.9 2.6 2.7
3 Van Loon - Ivanhoe 20.0 18.0 3.9 12.0 0.6 1.3 1.9 2.6 2.7
2 Ivanhoe - Cavanaugh 20.0 18.0 3.9 12.0 0.6 1.3 1.9 2.6 2.7
1 Cavanaugh - Gary 20.0 18.0 2.0 12.0 0.6 1.3 1.9 2.6 2.7

1.  CN is aware of no basis for the use of the hypothetical growth rates or for any other reliable basis for forecasting growth in the "but for" trains attributable to the Transaction.

2.  The figures reflected in the Operating Plan include two trains that CN interchanges with CSX that CN expected to route over EJ&EW from Leithton to Kirk Yard.  However, as a result of 
conversations with CSX, CN no longer expects those trains to be operated over EJ&EW.

4.  Average annual rate of growth in U.S. railroad tonnage originated for the twenty year period from 1986-2006.  See, Policy and Economics Department, Assocation of American Railroads, Railroad 
Facts, 1996 ed. at 28, and Policy and Economics Department, Assocation of American Railroads, Railroad Facts, 2007 ed. at 28.  Tons originated is a better indicator of train growth than carloads 
originated because, depending on the year, carloads originated data may not include intermodal traffic.  Additionally, depending on the way intermodal units are counted, use of carloads originated 
data could lead to a significant overstatement of train growth.

(For Illustration Only)

2.  Because there is not a one-to-one correlation between operating plan trains and trains currently operated by CN that could be re-reouted over EJ&E ("shift" trains), on some segments, the "but for" 
trains may not equal the difference between the operating plan trains and the shift trains.  For all segments, the number of "but for" trains has been independently calculated by CN's operating 
department.

Pro Forma Train Growth Over 10 Years Calculated Using Hypothetical Growth Rates1

Operating Plan trains that 
could operate today over 
EJ&E without further STB 

review

Operating Plan trains that 
likely would not shift to EJ&E 

but for the Transaction3

Trains reflected 
in the Operating 

Plan Segment Endpoints
Segment 

No.

Trains likely to 
operate over 
EJ&EW post-
Transaction2

Additional "but for" trains after 10 years at the stated 
level of growth
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M E M O R A N D U M

To: Harkins Cunningham LLP 
 
From:   Professor Jeffrey Alan Dubin 
 
Date: May 12, 2008 
 
Re:  Long-Term Forecasting Issues 

 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 

BACKGROUND 

You have asked me to comment on issues related to forecasts of possible future 

rail traffic being considered by the Section of Environmental Analysis of the Surface 

Transportation Board (“SEA”), in connection with SEA’s environmental review of the 

proposed acquisition by Canadian National Railway Company and Grand Trunk 

Corporation (together, “CN”) of the EJ&E West Company, a wholly owned subsidiary of 

Elgin Joliet & Eastern Railway Company (“EJ&E”).  My understanding is that the 

EJ&EW would form an arc around the outskirts of Chicago and be used primarily as an 

intermediate route segment for the large volumes of CN’s traffic routed to, from, or 

through Chicago.  You have asked me to comment in particular on SEA’s interest in the 

feasibility and utility of forecasts for rail traffic on the EJ&EW through 2015.  In 

addition, you have asked me whether the general principles of statistics and economics 

related to the uncertainty of such forecasts would similarly apply to long-term forecasts 

for vehicular traffic. 
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

For the reasons I discuss below, I conclude that long-term forecasts of rail traffic 

are unlikely to be reliable or helpful for use in determining the future environmental 

impacts due to the acquisition.  Instead, SEA should utilize the rail traffic volumes in the 

CN Operating Plan, which are based on existing EJ&E and CN traffic plus extended haul 

traffic identified in CN’s traffic study and additional traffic anticipated from the Port of 

Prince Rupert.  It is my understanding that the difference between trains that are likely to 

run under the operating plan and trains that could move today with no additional STB 

authority is small.  I also understand that it is these so-called “but for” trains that are 

appropriately within the purview of the environmental review.  These “but for” trains are 

sufficiently small in number that the operating plan may already overstate the great 

majority of whatever rail traffic could reasonably be expected in the future to be subject 

to SEA’s environmental analysis. 

Of equal importance is the uncertainty and lack of confidence that a long-term 

forecast would yield in this instance for other traffic, rail and vehicular alike.  Nothing 

will be gained by relying on speculative long-term forecasts for such traffic. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 
I. GENERAL ISSUES PERTINENT TO LONG-TERM FORECASTING 
 

A prediction or forecast is a statement concerning unknown or future events.  It is 

impossible to remove all uncertainty about the future.  A forecast is useful when it 

reduces the uncertainty that prevailed before the forecast.  A forecast that does not help 

reduce uncertainty is not helpful.  It is not always the case that forecasts help reduce 
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uncertainty.  For instance, when the future to be forecast is inherently uncertain or when 

analysts attempt to forecast for long time horizons, forecasts may become useless. 

 Most, but not all, forecasts have associated levels of certainty.  For instance, 

statistical forecasts have so-called confidence bands.  A statistician can make a statement 

that a given confidence band will contain the likely outcome being forecasted with a 

given degree of certainty.  A 95 percent confidence interval is an interval that contains 

the true but unknown outcome with 95 percent certainty.  In some cases the confidence 

band is simply too wide to be useful for decision making (e.g., it includes a very large 

range of outcomes for a given degree of certainty).  In these situations, the forecast is not 

helpful. The mere existence of a forecast does not help determine whether it is helpful or 

not.  The issue turns on the precision of the forecast. 

 All forecasts are subject to uncertainty.  The components of this uncertainty 

include: (i) horizon uncertainty; (ii) model and parameter uncertainty; (iii) disaggregation 

uncertainty; and (iv) exogenous factor uncertainty.  I discuss each of these forms of 

forecast uncertainty in turn.  It is important to understand that the SEA request for long-

term rail forecasts is specifically subject to all of these types of uncertainty and, in this 

instance, the magnitude of the uncertainties make the forecasting exercise of little or no 

value. 

(i)  Horizon Uncertainty 

 There are well known statistical properties of so-called optimum or optimal 

forecasts.  An optimum forecast uses all available information and has the greatest 

precision among all unbiased forecasts.  In theory, optimum forecasts use all available 

information known at the time of the forecast (the information set).  Mathematicians have 
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the ivory-tower luxury of studying the properties of this best-case situation.  In the real 

world, matters only get worse.  More precisely, sub-optimum predictions are less 

accurate than optimum predictions.  While the mathematical development is not trivial 

the intuition is clear enough.  The further ahead one forecasts, the less precise the 

forecast.  

Mathematically, any time-series can be represented according to the Wold 

representation theorem by a moving-average process: 

 ∑
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jtjt CX
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ε 10 =C (1) 

where m may be infinite. In particular, any standard auto-regressive moving-average 

may be represented by (1).  The future value hnX + (the value of X projected h periods in 

the future from time period n) is given by: 
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The first term consists of random variables that are unknown at time period n. This term 

has zero expected value and is non-forecastable.  The components in the second term are 

potentially knowable at time period n because they consist of realizations of past random 

shocks (i.e. historical influences).  The second component is consequently the optimum 

forecast hnf , . The forecast error is: 
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Moreover, 

 22
11,, )var()var( εσ−− =− hhnhn Cee

that cannot be negative. Hence, forecasts become less accurate as the forecast period h

increases.  The variance of hne , when plotted against h will generally be increasing, and 

as h gets large enough, the forecast error will have as much variance as the process being 

forecast.  An alternative way of saying this is that as one tries to forecast very far ahead, 

the less well one does; the “information set” ceases to contain anything of relevance in 

performing the forecast.  As h gets large, the forecast hnf , tends to the average value of 

tX so that hne , and knx + have equal variance. In this case, the forecast is not helpful. 

 As an example, consider the forecast of the auto-regressive model 

ttt yaay ε++= −110 . Updating one period we obtain 1101 ++ ++= ttt yaay ε . The 

forecast is ttt yaayE 101 +=+ where jtt yE + is the conditional expectation of jty + given 

information available at time t. In the same way, 

 21102 +++ ++= ttt yaay ε

ttttt yaaaayEaayE 2
11001102 ++=+= ++

and more generally: 
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Since the one-step forecast error variance is 2σ , the two-step forecast variance is 

( )2
1

2 1 a+σ and so forth. 

 The essential point is that the forecast variance increases dramatically with 

forecast length.  A time-series with significant auto-correlation ( )9.01 =a will have 

nearly double the variance in a two-period forecast than in a one-period forecast and the 

confidence band will be correspondingly larger and hence the forecast less precise.  In 

other words, the ninety-five percent confidence interval (the interval in which we expect 

that with 95 percent certainty the future value will fall) increases with forecast length.  

This, in turn, means that as the forecast horizon increases the forecast itself must 

encompass a broader and broader range of values to maintain the same degree of 

confidence.  Therefore, it does not surprise me that CN does not find it worthwhile for 

business purposes to make route specific forecasts of its rail traffic beyond one year in 

the future.  Forecasts for longer horizons are simply less accurate than for short horizons. 

 
(ii) Model and Parameter Uncertainty  

 There are two other sources of uncertainty that make the task of forecasting even 

more difficult and hence less precise.  The discussion above assumed that the model for 

the process that determines the variable of interest is known, but in the real world it is not 

reasonable to presume that the model is known with certainty.  “Model uncertainty” is 

uncertainty due to not knowing the correct theoretical or empirical model.  It pertains to 

not being sure what the right model is in advance of a study or forecast.  For instance, we 

may not be sure whether a deterministic inventory based model of traffic demand is 

correct or whether historical or regulatory or other constraints best fit the facts. An 

econometric or engineering model may or may not capture relevant aspects of the 
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decision process as compared to the practice of a railroad planner or expert. Getting the 

model wrong or having an incomplete model leads to error due to model uncertainty.   

Very little is known about model uncertainty except that researchers often proceed as if it 

does not exist. 

 A related issue is parameter uncertainty.  Even when it may be assumed that the 

model is certain (Newtonian gravitation might be an example), the parameters of that 

model may still be unknown and require estimation.  In equation (1) above, we assumed 

that the parameters “C” were known.  In reality they must be estimated and estimation 

may be difficult or impossible when there is little data. 

 That would certainly be the case for a rail volume forecast for a network as 

complex as CN’s.  Much of the discussion of model uncertainty in the Transportation 

Research Board special report on Metropolitan Travel Forecasting, 2007, would be 

applicable to such an effort.  As noted in that report, characteristics of goods movement 

can vary considerably due to a lack of understanding of real-world logistics.  Importantly, 

these authors note that most existing forecasting models produce a single answer even 

though they are estimated, calibrated, and validated using data and models that are 

subject to many sources and ranges of error.  As I discuss further below, many 

transportation forecasts rely on exogenous forecasts of underlying factors that are 

themselves subject to considerable uncertainty.  The state of affairs in transportation 

forecasting has not greatly improved in the last fifty years.  Unfortunately, transportation 

forecasting remains highly inaccurate (Flyvbjerg (2005, 2006)). 
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(iii) Disaggregation Uncertainty  

Aggregate rail traffic models fall into two broad categories.  One type of model 

concerns itself primarily with the level of activity or commodity shipped in aggregate or 

by rail segment or corridor.  The focus of these models is on projecting traffic growth.  I 

will have more to say on the difficulties of such growth projections in Part II, below. 

Other models are used to estimate or forecast the choice of mode of transportation 

among truck or rail or the market share of traffic that might move along a particular 

corridor or segment.  Models of this kind are summarized by Winston (2007) and 

Abdelwahab and Sargious (1992).  The perspective of these models is based on either the 

demand side (demand by firms to transport commodities) or the supply side (e.g., the 

inventory theoretic model of Baumol and Vinod (1970)).  Models of this kind would also 

include the opinions of experts regarding likely rail diversion between competitors.  

Given imperfect available information and the difficulties of predicting competitive 

behavior in markets, these models are inherently subject to significant error.  

For purposes of forecasting traffic down to the specific level of a segment of a 

line such as EJ&E’s, one would not only have to determine future volumes of likely 

future traffic moving between areas, but also deal with such issues as routing, modal 

shifts, and intramodal and other competitive shifts in volumes. 

The difficulty of accomplishing all of these tasks in order to project rail traffic 

growth over a line segment are well illustrated by the three examples of rail forecasts 

discussed in the SEA’s Information Request # 3 (attached to the letter from Victoria J. 

Rutson (Chief, SEA), to Normand Pellerin (Assistant Vice President, Environment, CN) 
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(March 25, 2008)) and CN’s April 21, 2008 response1 – the CREATE study, the 

AASHTO study, and the Association of American Railroads (“AAR”) study produced by 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.  These studies either ignore or at best fail to fully account 

for such fundamental factors as changes in markets, technology or regulation, rail 

competition, intermodal competition, or future investment issues and capacity constraints.  

My review of these forecasts suggests that none does a good job (to the extent they even 

purport to do so) of forecasting traffic down to small segments or corridors.  I 

fundamentally agree with the critique of each of these forecasts in CN’s April 21, 2008 

letter.  To the extent these models are able to forecast changes in rail volumes at all, they 

do best at summarizing overall traffic relationships and are simply not designed to 

forecast individual segments with great specificity.  

The problem faced by these studies is inherent in any attempt to use a model 

designed for macro (aggregate) analysis at the micro level.  Macro forecasting relies on 

the aggregation of many individual economic decisions.  The law of large numbers comes 

into play to reduce the variability of the aggregate prediction and makes averages more 

precise as sample sizes are increased.  The confidence band around the estimated average 

shrinks so that the range of uncertainty around the estimate is reduced.  Conversely, 

smaller samples lead to less accurate forecasts.  Generally speaking, it is simply much 

more difficult to do useful and accurate individual level forecasting as compared to 

forecasting aggregates.  Thus, it may be possible to forecast the demand for McDonald’s 

hamburgers in a given month, but much more difficult to predict whether any individual 

 
1 Letter from Paul A. Cunningham (counsel to CN) to Victoria J. Rutson (Chief, SEA), 
dated April 21, 2008. 
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consumer will eat at McDonald’s in that same month.  The idiosyncratic variation from 

micro observation to micro observation makes the prediction effort difficult at best, and 

often unreliable. 

 
(iv)  Exogenous Factor Uncertainty 

Even if a rail travel model were correctly specified and even if we could 

accurately determine the parameters of the model, there remains the issue of the degree of 

certainty with which we can forecast the underlying factors in the model.  Many 

statistical and econometric models (as well as deterministic models, that is, models in 

which outcomes are precisely determined through known mathematical relationships 

among states and events) rely on underlying factors or drivers that are assumed to 

determine or somehow influence the variable of interest.  These factors are called the 

model’s exogenous factors.  There are two polar assumptions that can be made about the 

exogenous factors: (1) one is that they are known with certainty and (2) the other is that 

the exogenous factors are as endogenous to the process being modeled as is the variable 

of interest.  The reality lies somewhere between these two extremes, but exogenous factor 

uncertainty is as important as any other uncertainty in forecasting.  Statisticians and 

econometricians attempt to use a model to substitute the uncertainty in the variable of 

interest with the uncertainties of the underlying factors that determine the particular 

variable of interest.  

When econometric (or deterministic) models are assessed for accuracy, it is often 

presumed that the exogenous factors are known with certainty for a test period, and that 

the predictions of the model are compared to what actually happened.  This process is 

called ex-post forecasting and asks how well the model does if the exogenous factors are 
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known or could have been known with certainty for the test period.  For a time-series 

model used to forecast the future this is equivalent to saying that we know the future 

perfectly for the underlying factors.  This is simply unreasonable when ex-ante (real-

world) forecasts are required because no one has a crystal ball with which to predict the 

future for the exogenous drivers.  A mathematical result from probability theory states 

that the unconditional variance of a random variable is equal to the expectation of the 

variance of the random variable conditioned on another factor plus the variance of the 

conditional mean of the variable of interest given the other factor (Lindgren, 1976, 

p.130).  This theorem implies that variance of a forecast equals the expected variance 

conditional on the exogenous factors (i.e. assuming they are known) plus the variance of 

the conditional mean.  The first component is the forecast variance assuming certainty in 

the exogenous factors, while the second reflects the uncertainty in the exogenous factors 

themselves.  The important point is that exogenous factor uncertainty adds to the other 

uncertainties that I have discussed and these exogenous factors cannot be assumed away.  

Additionally, optimal forecasting theory demonstrates that the degree to which the 

exogenous factors are expected to differ from historical experience influences the overall 

predicative power of the model.  For instance, engineers had little experience launching 

the space shuttle on very cold days.  It was later learned that very cold temperatures 

caused the “o-rings” to shrink in the solid fuel boosters, leading to the tragic explosion of 

the Challenger space shuttle.  Although engineers relied on a statistical model that related 

o-ring shrinkage and cold temperatures, they unfortunately had too little experience with 

extremely cold days to adequately understand and model that relationship.  The forecast 



12 

interval for performance of the Challenger o-rings was apparently too wide and the 

shuttle tragically exploded. 

 The factors that determine rail traffic growth and movements are complex. 

Certainly, we should expect that the production of and demand for commodities carried 

by rail (e.g., coal, grain, containers, chemicals, forest products), which are themselves 

heavily influenced by factors such as the gross domestic product and the price and 

availability of crude oil or crude derivatives such as diesel, are important drivers of 

changes in rail traffic.  The reality, however, is that such factors are getting harder rather 

than easier to forecast.  One measure of this is the volatility of the exogenous factor 

measured by the coefficient of variation in the factor.  The coefficient of variation is the 

ratio of the factor’s standard deviation to its mean.  A large coefficient of variation means 

that the factor has occurred with large swings or volatility in its realized levels relative to 

its historical average.  Factors, for which the volatility is increasing, reveal increasing 

levels of uncertainty, which then makes the ex-ante forecast even less precise. 

Consider, for example, the present situation for crude oil.  It is not too much of a 

stretch to believe that crude oil and crude oil derivatives are commodities in which price 

volatility has been increasing.  The energy market has become increasingly volatile.  For 

instance, the coefficient of variation (standard deviation divided by average) for West 

Texas Intermediate crude real oil prices increased from 0.15 in the period 1986-1989 to 

0.25 in the period 1990-1999, and to 0.36 in the period 2000-2006.  Clearly, the past two 

to three years have been particularly troublesome for worldwide petroleum consumers.  

The next decade is more likely to face increased price volatility.  No one can predict 

future global/regional crises, their frequency, their duration, or how much supply would 
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be lost relative to the system’s then available spare capacity, but it seems certain that 

crises will occur.  Meanwhile, volatility has increased while the ability to do long-term 

forecasting of key factors has diminished.  Consider just two commodities that are clearly 

relevant to rail traffic: iron ore and crude oil (including petroleum distillates).  The 

coefficient of variation for iron ore prices has increased from roughly 0.18 to 0.24 during 

the last 30 years.  The coefficient of variation for real oil prices has increased from 0.1 to 

0.4 in the last 30 years alone.  The backdrop of changing volatility does not portend well 

for stable forecasting especially using overly simplistic simulations based on constant 

growth for long time frames. 

Neither have the sophisticated models of federal agencies shown any realized 

ability to forecast the future even for relatively short horizons.  Consider the forecasts by 

the Energy Information Administration (“EIA”) just over a decade ago in 1996.  Figure 1 

shows the EIA forecast made in 1996 of U.S. Crude Oil production, while Figure 2 shows 

the EIA forecast made in 1996 of Crude Oil prices.  
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FIGURE 1: ACTUAL VS FORECASTED U.S. CRUDE OIL PRODUCTION
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These figures illustrate that even sophisticated government models have difficulties the 

making reliable long-term forecasts regarding the major driver of economic activity.  

There is no reason to suggest that a forecast of rail traffic which itself is driven by factors 

that are difficult to forecast will demonstrate any accuracy beyond even a few years into 

the future.  Of course this situation becomes even worse when a forecast is required for 

an individual rail line or corridor or a street crossing. 

II. ADDITIONAL ISSUES REGARDING THE USE OF GROWTH RATES 

 The application of constant growth rates to current baseline data is likely to 

produce an inaccurate forecast, particularly over a multi-year period.  While the 

application of a constant growth rate is simple enough to understand, the situations in 

which this would be an optimal forecast are nearly nonexistent.  In other words, a growth 

FIGURE 2: ACTUAL VS FORECASTED CRUDE OIL PRICES
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rate extrapolation is very unlikely to be correct unless the underlying process is extremely 

simplistic.  In the case of rail traffic, it clearly is not. 

Rail traffic growth models concern themselves with the level of activity or 

commodity shipped in aggregate or by rail segment or corridor.  Very little literature 

surrounds such models.  Nonetheless, an approach was developed by Jordon and 

Thompson (1984) that relies on aggregate final demand in the U.S. economy and a 20-

sector input-output table.  The idea is to use the input-output Leontieff tables to split final 

demand into the levels of commodities that are required to produce the total final 

demand.  The change in the levels of commodities required over some time period 

produces an expected growth rate that is then applied to segment estimates of rail traffic 

based on the Board’s one-percent waybill sample.  This approach is similar in many 

respects to the traffic forecasting methodologies discussed by SEA in its Information 

Request #3, each of which relied upon assumed growth rates either for traffic or by 

commodity and region.  Unfortunately for such models, growth rates by commodity on 

the CN system reveal considerable variation that depends on the time-period upon which 

they were based or the commodity.  

 The fact that growth rates in rail traffic are all over the map is discussed by CN in 

its April 21, 2008 letter.   A constant growth rate projection cannot factor the myriad 

influences that affect overall demand let alone the specifics that would be germane to 

traffic in a single corridor.  This is true whether a single growth rate is applied to all rail 

traffic or separate growth rates are applied by type of traffic or commodity group.  Rail 

traffic shows unusually high volatility that can only be magnified when considering the 

traffic movements on a particular segment.  The uncertainty in the forecast of future rail 
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traffic that would result from application of a growth rate suggests that use of such a 

forecast for determining environmental impact is extremely suspect or, at best, subject to 

so much uncertainty that it should not be relied on. 

 
III.  CONCLUSIONS 

 After reviewing the CN letter of April 21, 2008, and the supplement to that letter, 

I concur with the analysis represented to the SEA.  I see no value in extrapolating the rail 

traffic in the operating plan using an arbitrary growth rate.  The uncertainty in the rate of 

growth in rail traffic is clear.  Moreover, even if a growth rate could be applied, there is 

no reason to believe that a system-wide CN growth rate or a general U.S. railroad growth 

rate would have any applicability to EJ&EW.  There is no procedure available to the SEA 

that could give it any confidence in such a methodology.  These problems are 

exacerbated as one moves from the macro to the micro (e.g., in the examination of 

segments of the EJ&E line). 

 Similarly, I have explained that forecasts are subject to various sources of 

uncertainty.  These include model uncertainty, parameter uncertainty, horizon 

uncertainty, disaggregation uncertainty, and exogenous factor uncertainty.  I have 

explained that each source of uncertainty in this instance makes efforts to forecast rail 

traffic an exercise with very limited utility.  These same concerns apply to the highly 

complex and difficult task of attempting to make long-term forecasts for vehicular traffic.  

Whether in the context of a statistical model or some other type of model, horizon 

uncertainty alone makes the reliability of forecasts problematic.  Additionally, we have 

seen that exogenous factor uncertainty has been increasing for many factors that plausibly 

affect rail and vehicular traffic.  
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Finally, my understanding of the number of “but for” trains gives me comfort that 

the operating plan contemplates a level of rail activity that is generally much larger than 

the “but-for” traffic that is the apparent purview of SEA.  Indeed, as shown in 

Attachment No. 4 to CN’s supplement to its response to SEA Data Request No. 3, that 

differential appears to be sufficiently great that even if SEA were to apply a range of 

assumed growth rates to the “but for” traffic over extended time frames it would not 

result in volumes exceeding those in the operating plan.  It appears, therefore, that, 

although there is no sound basis for extrapolating from historic growth rates, the rail 

traffic included in the operating plan may appropriately be reviewed by SEA as 

representing at least as much traffic as one might reasonably forecast for “but for” traffic 

in 2015 using historic growth rates. 
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Jeffrey A. Dubin is Co-Founder and Partner in Pacific Economics Group. 
His research focuses on microeconomic modeling with particular 
emphasis on discrete-choice econometrics. Current research topics 
include: discrete-choice econometrics, energy economics, tax 
compliance, sampling and survey methods, valuation of intangible 
assets, and studies of ballot proposition voting. Some examples of his 
work include: 

 

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 
 

• For a defendant law firm, Dr. Dubin developed a damage estimate for 
patent infringement litigation involving a computer upgrade chip patent. 

• For a photographic equipment manufacturing company involved in patent 
infringement litigation, Dr. Dubin developed an econometric model to 
measure the relevant market, the product demand in that market and the 
damages resulting from the infringement. 

• For a major computer company involved in patent litigation, Dr. Dubin 
reanalyzed a survey of computer purchase decisions offered by plaintiffs as 
evidence of historical damages. Dr. Dubin also designed and implemented a 
survey of computer users to measure potential damages. 

• For a large U.S. food and beverage company, Dr. Dubin has developed 
econometric theory and models to assign values to several intangible assets. 
His approach is based on the comparison of the demand for branded and 
private label products. 

• For a Japanese manufacturer of fractional horsepower micro-motors used 
in automobile power door locks and power mirrors allegedly infringed by a 
Hong Kong manufacturer, Dr. Dubin developed an econometric model of the 
world demand for micro-motors. This model was used in conjunction with an 
international pricing model to calculate lost profits from foregone sales and 
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price erosion. 

• For a large manufacturer of a top-50 chemical, Dr. Dubin developed a 
model of the world supply and demand for this chemical in order to calculate 
the damage resulting from a process patent infringement. 

• In federal court litigation brought in New Orleans, Dr. Dubin assisted in 
developing a celebrity goodwill value assessment for appropriating a 
nationally known chef’s likeness. 

• For a developer of software, which provides credit card scoring, Dr. 
Dubin assisted counsel in developing alternative damage theories. 

• For a manufacturer of a branded car wax, Dr. Dubin assisted counsel in 
damage calculations under alleged tradedress and trademark issues. 

• For a manufacturer of artificial joint implants, Dr. Dubin developed an 
econometric model of product selection by orthopedic surgeons in order to 
quantify potential lost profits. 

ANTITRUST 
 

• For generic manufacturers of several leading pharmaceuticals, Dr. Dubin 
analyzed higher prices paid by consumers that resulted from delaying the 
time when manufacturers branded patented drugs go off patent. 

• For the generic manufacturers of a leading anti-cancer chemotherapy 
drug, Dr. Dubin considered the anti-competitive effects of patent extensions 
by these patent holders. He also analyzed the demand for chemotherapy 
agents and the extent of the market. 

• For the Oakland Raiders, Dr. Dubin analyzed the demand for NFL 
football. He designed an econometric model to test audience effects on 
individual demand, as well as how aspects of team performance affect 
demand. This model established that opening season box office performance 
could have lingering effects for a football team in terms of demand for 
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tickets. 

• For the Department of Justice, Dr. Dubin was the lead economist and 
expert in a multinational merger analysis of major cardio ultrasound 
equipment manufacturers. Dr. Dubin utilized nested logit techniques to 
determine the patterns of substitution for purchasing ultrasound equipment. 
He then used these models to determine the price consequences for cardio 
ultrasound equipment that would likely occur as a result of the merger. 

• For a manufacturer of agricultural silage bags, Dr. Dubin assessed 
geographic market definition and considered the joint market power of 
distribution of agricultural silage bags as evidenced by their boycott of 
specific manufacturers. 

• For a group of corn-syrup manufacturers accused of price-fixing, Dr. 
Dubin provided econometric rebuttal testimony to demonstrate that the 
opposing expert did not demonstrate price-fixing. 

• For a group of merging railroads, Dr. Dubin developed rebuttal testimony 
to demonstrate that the opposing expert had overstated the likely diversion 
from rail to truck. 

• For architectural hinge manufacturers accused of price collusion, Dr. 
Dubin developed a model of hinge pricing based on hundreds of thousands of 
individual transactions. 

• For the U.S. Department of Justice, using scanner data, Dr. Dubin 
developed econometric models of the demand for white bread. These models 
were used to demonstrate a proposed merger’s likely price consequence. 

• For a telecommunications company, Dr. Dubin developed an 
econometric model of the choice by individuals of market versus self-
insurance and showed that the damages resulting from alleged unfair 
marketing were substantially mitigated. 

• In an antitrust action filed in New York, Dr. Dubin assisted in preparing a 
report assessing the divisional capital asset pricing model (CAPM) betas for 
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an international copier and printer company. 

STRATEGIC AND MANAGEMENT CONSULTING 
 

• For a large refining company, Dr. Dubin developed an econometric 
model of gasoline demand. 

• For Canada Post, Dr. Dubin developed an econometric model of the 
demand for various mail products and evaluated the simulation of a 
previously estimated econometric model. 

• For a company doing credit card scoring analysis, Dr, Dubin evaluated 
the financial consequences that losing a sole-supply contract would have on 
market capitalization. 

• For a major bank, Dr. Dubin analyzed the effects of automatic teller 
machines on the market for travelers checks. 

• For the State of California, Dr. Dubin examined the effects of state 
income tax enforcement. 

• For a gas pipeline restructuring under FERC Order 636a, Dr. Dubin 
developed a model analyzing the competitiveness of various market 
segments. 

• For a gas pipeline, Dr. Dubin analyzed the competitive nature of the 
market for gas storage. 

• For a top-five mail order company, Dr. Dubin analyzed historical 
purchase and promotion data at the individual level to model retail mail order 
demand, promotion effectiveness, and purchase behavior over time. 

• For a large-scale manufacturer of architectural windows, Dr. Dubin has 
analyzed a new manufacturing process using structural econometric 
techniques and has designed an optimal production process. 
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• For the American Gaming Association, Dr. Dubin assisted in the 
development of economywide multiplier benefits from the gaming industry. 

• For the Canadian Postal Service and Canadian Direct Marketing 
Association, Dr. Dubin prepared an econometric model of the demand for 
addressed admail and related complimentary products. This model was used 
to access the consequences of a proposed price increase in addressed admail. 

• For a major oil-producer in Alaska, Dr. Dubin assisted in developing a 
model of crude oil pricing and determined the effects of natural gas liquids 
on crude prices. 

• For a major energy company operating in Bolivia, Dr. Dubin analyzed 
the appropriate capital asset pricing model beta and quantified country risk 
and project risk. 

• For a gas pipeline seeking market-based rates, Dr. Dubin conducted a 
discounting and elasticity of demand study to demonstrate the workable 
competitive nature of the market. 

NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT 

• For a major mining corporation operating in the State of Montana, Dr. 
Dubin developed a discrete-choice model of river choice for recreational 
fishing and calculated the level of damages sustained from the diminished 
quality of a specific river. 

• For the owner of a mining operation in Colorado, Dr. Dubin analyzed a 
residential pricing model offered as evidence by the plaintiffs in a class-
action suit alleging loss of property values due to pollution of a river. 

• For several potentially responsible parties in California, Dr. Dubin 
developed an econometric model of commercial fishing and determined the 
magnitude of potential damages from the effects of alleged ocean pollution. 

• For a major oil company operating in the State of Texas, Dr. Dubin 
analyzed the level of damages sustained to property holders due to proximity 
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to a toxic waste site. 

• For several chemical companies operating in the state of Massachusetts, 
Dr. Dubin reanalyzed a property value-pricing model offered as evidence by 
the U.S. government in a superfund suit alleging damages from the pollution 
of a harbor near Boston. 

• In litigation involving a superfund site in Los Angeles, Dr. Dubin 
assisted defense counsel in deposing plaintiff’s expert economic witnesses 
regarding the design and findings of a CVM survey utilized to compute non-
use damages. Dr. Dubin assisted in critiquing the CVM survey design 
methodology and in proposing and redesigning the survey. 

• For a major electronic manufacturer operating in Phoenix, Arizona, Dr. 
Dubin assisted in the development of hedonic pricing regression models to 
measure the affect of ground water contamination on residential housing 
prices. 

SURVEY RESEARCH 

• For the City of Los Angeles, Dr. Dubin analyzed the LAPD’s use of 
force reports. He accomplished this using stratified sampling methods across 
the various reporting districts in Los Angeles. 

• Dr. Dubin assisted lawyers for merging railroads in determining whether 
a proposed merger would affect hazardous materials shipments. Dr. Dubin 
used sampling methods to determine the traffic volume that would have to be 
sampled in order to produce reliable hazardous material shipment estimates. 

• For a major psychiatric hospital in the U.S., Dr. Dubin designed a survey 
of hospitals in the U.S. to measure patient overcharges. 

• For a major food products manufacturer, Dr. Dubin designed a sample 
for the valuation of inventory and fixed assets. 

• Dr. Dubin has analyzed survey results from several national surveys of 
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individuals (NIECS, SIPP, BPA). 

• For a major computer hardware company involved in litigation, Dr. 
Dubin designed a survey of computer software users regarding their purchase 
decisions. 

• For counsel representing two merging railroads, Dr. Dubin critiqued a 
well known engineering model of railroad traffic. 

• For counsel representing an intervening railroad, Dr. Dubin assisted in 
preparing discovery and deposition questions of an opposing statistical 
expert. 

• For counsel representing two merging railroads, Dr. Dubin has performed 
a statistical sampling of traffic movements in order to measure potential 
divertible traffic. 

• For the Los Angeles Police Department, Dr. Dubin developed statistical 
random samples of specific police activity in connection with the consent 
degree between LAPD and the Department of Justice. 

UTILITY MERGERS 

• In several proposed mergers of electric and gas utilities, Dr. Dubin 
explored and analyzed the projected synergies associated with the merger of 
two utilities. Dr. Dubin projected energy requirements for both stand-alone 
utilities and the combined utility over a period of ten years. Future capital 
requirements and savings resulting from the merger were calculated and 
projected over a ten-year period for both the merged and stand-alone 
scenarios. 

• Dr. Dubin developed the BEARS and BULLS Merger model to analyze 
potential synergy savings and pro-forma balance sheets for proposed utility 
mergers. Dr. Dubin has applied this model in several utility merger cases. 
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CIVIL LITIGATION 
 

• For the Internal Revenue Service, Dr. Dubin implemented measures of 
shareholder common control from voluminous monthly shareholder data 
covering a five-year period. 

• Dr. Dubin assisted in determining the appropriate refund level due to the 
California Independent System Operator (CAISO) from their electricity 
purchases in the California wholesale energy market. Dr. Dubin developed 
models to calculate the natural gas spot price from published ranges and 
average prices. 

• For several tobacco companies, Dr. Dubin addressed the issue of whether 
cigarette smoking and asbestos exposure were synergistic in causing lung 
cancer. Dr. Dubin has analyzed several aspects of the tobacco-asbestos 
synergy issue to determine whether a combined exposure to smoking and 
asbestos raise the likelihood, above the individual risks, that an individual 
will contract lung cancer. Dr. Dubin reanalyzed the American Cancer Society 
database, and also conducted meta-analyses of early studies. 

• For the City of San Francisco, Dr. Dubin developed a model that 
measured damages resulting from a major bank’s failure to escheat municipal 
bond interest. 

• For a major energy supplier in the Northwest, Dr. Dubin developed a 
model that measured damages resulting from a major bank’s failure to 
escheat bond interest. 

• For the City of San Francisco and the State of California, Dr. Dubin 
developed a model of fee overcharge and hidden interest collected by a large 
California title company. 

• For the state of Alaska, Dr. Dubin developed a model that measured 
damages resulting from a major bank’s failure to escheat bond interest. 

• For a defendant bus company, Dr. Dubin calculated the present 
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