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RECORD OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
 

KENOSHA-RACINE-MILWAUKEE COMMUTER LINK PROJECT: 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This report documents the public comments received on the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) 
prepared for the Kenosha-Racine-Milwaukee (KRM) Commuter Link project and consists of a summary of the 
comments received and a series of appendices: 
 

 Written and oral comments received during the formal public comment period between July 22 and 
October 5, 2009 (Appendix A). 

 
 Attendance records of public hearings held September 14 through 16, 2009 (Appendix B). 

 
 Materials announcing the three public hearings and summary materials distributed at those meetings 

(Appendix C). 
 

 Newspaper articles concerning the KRM DEIS (Appendix D). 
 
Background 
A series of public hearings were held on September 14, 15, and 16, 2009, in the Cities of Racine, Kenosha, and 
Milwaukee, respectively. The purpose of these hearings was to obtain comments on the DEIS, as well as to 
provide an update on the project’s progress to interested parties. 
 
A display advertisement regarding the hearings was published in newspapers throughout the KRM Corridor. 
Appendix C includes a list of the newspapers the announcement was published in, as well as a copy of the ad as it 
appeared in each publication. These ads listed the dates, times, and locations of all three hearings. The ads 
supplemented the announcement of public hearings presented on page four of the KRM Commuter Link 
Newsletter 4, prepared by project staff and direct-mailed to over 3,000 interested parties, including chief elected 
officials in the KRM Corridor, as well as county board members and the Commission’s list of central city, 
minority, and low-income groups and organizations. 
 
The timeframe for all of the hearings was 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., although the closing time was expanded to 
accommodate all of the questions and comments of interested attendees, as needed. Newsletter 4 summarizing the 
alternatives analysis and DEIS, including descriptions of the alternatives considered and the Locally Preferred 
Alternative, a summary of the costs and benefits of the Commuter Rail Alternative, and the next steps for the 
project, was available and distributed as a handout at the hearings. 
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The hearings were conducted in “open house” format, with exhibits on display and project staff available to 
answer any questions about the DEIS or any other aspect of the project. A short project presentation was also 
made during each hearing. In total, there were 156 attendees at the series of public hearings, as listed in Appendix 
B. 
 
The following section provides a summary of the comments received. All comments will be considered and 
addressed should the project move into the next phase of project development, which includes conducting 
preliminary engineering and preparing a final environmental impact statement. 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
 
During the official public comment period from July 22, 2009, through October 5, 2009, a total of 128 individuals 
or groups commented on the KRM DEIS or other aspects of the KRM Commuter Link project.  The comments 
were provided on comment forms available at public hearings and to court reporters at those hearings, or via 
letter, e-mail, or through the project website (www.KRMonline.org). 
 
Comments from Regulatory Agencies Specific to Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Four regulatory agencies submitted written comments that addressed various elements of the potential impacts 
studied in the DEIS. These agencies included the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Department of the Interior, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Their 
comments are very valuable and provide significant guidance for the KRM Commuter Link project (see Appendix 
A-1). Commission staff did not receive written comments from a fifth regulatory agency, the Wisconsin State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). As noted in the DEIS, the potential impact on historic properties in the 
KRM area of potential effect, which are listed on or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places, will be assessed during the preparation of a final environmental impact statement for the project following 
the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Project staff will coordinate with SHPO 
during this assessment, and it is anticipated that SHPO will provide formal comments when the assessment is 
completed. 
 
Comments from Key Stakeholders 
Three key stakeholders in the KRM Commuter Link project–two public officials and Metra–submitted written 
comments that addressed various elements of the DEIS, and the KRM Commuter Link project in general. Their 
comments can be found in Appendix A-2 and provide suggestions for improving the KRM Commuter Link 
project. 
 
Comments Expressing General Support for Kenosha-Racine-Milwaukee Commuter Link Project 
A total of 98 commenters expressed their general support for the proposed commuter rail service. The following 
are specific reasons commenters cited in expressing their support. 
 
Comments Citing Environmental Benefits of KRM Commuter Rail 
A total of 32 commenters cited the likely benefits to the environment of having commuter rail service as part of 
the reason they supported the project. Particular environmental benefits cited included: 

 17 comments cited the potential to reduce air pollution in the KRM Corridor; 

 16 comments cited the potential for commuter rail service to reduce automobile traffic and usage; 

 Six comments noted that energy consumption and dependence upon fossil fuels could be reduced by 
people choosing commuter rail over the automobile; and 

 Six comments indicated that better, more efficient land uses, less sprawl, and more sustainable 
development and redevelopment would result from the implementation of commuter rail service. 
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Comments Citing Economic Benefits of KRM Commuter Rail 
A total of 48 commenters cited the predicted economic benefits, growth, and/or development as part of the reason 
they supported the proposed commuter rail service. Particular economic benefits cited included: 

 18 comments cited the potential for jobs to be created or attracted to the KRM Corridor as a result of 
commuter rail implementation; 

 18 comments cited the enhanced access to existing jobs achieved with commuter rail service; 

 Eight comments indicated that KRM commuter rail would strengthen the economic connection between 
the Milwaukee and Chicago metropolitan areas; 

 Seven comments indicated that tourism would benefit as the attractiveness of the area to potential visitors 
would be increased; 

 Seven comments indicated that commuter rail could attract residents and businesses to communities in the 
KRM Corridor; and 

 Four comments cited potential benefits to existing local businesses from commuter rail service. 
 
Comments Citing Quality of Life Improvements from KRM Commuter Rail 
A total of 47 commenters cited potential improvements to the quality of life for residents of communities in the 
KRM Corridor as part of the reason they supported the proposed commuter rail service. Particular quality of life 
improvements cited included: 

 13 comments indicated that KRM commuter rail would serve to better link the communities in the KRM 
Corridor to one another, as well as to the major metropolitan areas of Milwaukee and Chicago; 

 11 comments indicated that KRM commuter rail would provide improved access to transportation and 
enhanced mobility for those who are unable to or prefer not to drive, such as youth, seniors, persons with 
disabilities, those without access to vehicles, and those without a driver’s license; 

 Seven comments cited that there would be general benefits of having the option to choose an alternate 
transportation mode in the KRM Corridor; 

 Seven comments indicated that implementing commuter rail would show modernization and progress in 
the Southeastern Wisconsin Region; 

 Six comments stated that KRM commuter rail would provide an inexpensive mode of travel relative to the 
automobile or Amtrak; 

 Five comments indicated that they would personally use KRM commuter rail services or know of others 
that would make personal use it; 

 Three comments expressed the potential for commuter rail service to give future generations the chance at 
a non-automobile oriented lifestyle; 

 Two comments indicated that KRM commuter rail could improve neighborhoods around stations; 

 One comment stated that using rail services is much more relaxing than driving a car; 

 One comment cited the ability to get work or other tasks accomplished, which are difficult or infeasible to 
do while driving a car, is greatly enhanced while riding the train; 

 One comment expressed that commuter rail would be more reliable than car or bus because it would not 
be greatly affected by weather or traffic; 

 One comment indicated that people are more likely to prefer to travel by rail than by bus; 
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 One comment cited that KRM commuter rail would provide a faster service than the current Wisconsin 
Coach Lines service; 

 One comment indicated that KRM commuter rail would serve the population along Lake Michigan not 
currently served by Amtrak; 

 One comment indicated that local public transit systems between Kenosha, Racine, and Milwaukee 
Counties would be better linked via the KRM commuter rail service; and 

 One comment indicated that KRM commuter rail would improve access to the General Mitchell 
International Airport and downtown Milwaukee. 

 
Comments Suggesting Actions for Funding KRM Commuter Rail and Existing Transit Systems 
A total of 25 commenters provided opinions and recommendations for securing funding for the proposed 
commuter rail service, as well as the existing transit systems in the KRM Corridor. Particular comments or 
suggested actions for funding included: 

 18 comments indicated that a permanent, dedicated local funding source for KRM commuter rail and 
other transit systems is needed in southeastern Wisconsin; 

 16 comments expressed support for an increased sales tax as a dedicated local funding source for KRM 
commuter rail and other transit systems in southeastern Wisconsin; 

 Eight comments expressed support for the creation of a southeastern Wisconsin regional transit authority, 
which would be responsible for KRM commuter rail and other transit systems; 

 Three comments suggested that an increased sales tax should result in reduced property taxes; 

 Two comments suggested that funding raised in a county should stay in that county; 

 One comment suggested that funding for transit could be tied in with food distribution, because 
transportation is needed to deliver food to stores; 

 One comment stated that funding should be fair and equal for the entire region; and 

 One comment suggested that Kenosha County should have equal representation to other local 
governments on the Board of Directors of a southeastern Wisconsin regional transit authority if it will be 
taxed at the same rate. 

 
Comments Citing Other Reasons for Supporting KRM Commuter Rail 
A total of nine commenters cited other reasons they supported the proposed commuter rail service. Particular 
benefits cited included: 

 Three comments expressed support for the commuter rail service, indicating that it would make the region 
more attractive for hosting potential Olympic events in the future; 

 Three comments expressed support for the commuter rail service, indicating that the service would 
operate in existing right-of-way, thus minimizing negative impacts in the rail corridor; 

 Two comments indicated that more funding in general should be provided for transit projects, including 
the KRM Commuter Link project; 

 One comment indicated support for the current proposed KRM commuter rail stations, noting that they 
are spaced logically and located in key city centers; and 

 One comment expressed support for commuter rail service, indicating that the estimated travel times are 
practical for users and competitive to other modes of travel in the KRM Corridor. 
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Comments Expressing Desired Elements of KRM Commuter Rail 
A total of 40 commenters indicated support for the KRM Commuter Link project, and provided opinions and 
recommendations that expressed desired elements of the proposed commuter rail service. Particular desired 
aspects expressed included: 

 21 comments stated that commuter rail service should be implemented as soon as possible, indicating that 
KRM commuter rail is long overdue in the KRM Corridor; 

 Five comments indicated a desire to have service provided in the evening or late evening time periods, as 
well as on weekends; 

 Five comments suggested there should be reliable, frequent local transit service to and from commuter 
rail stations to connect riders to their destinations, especially to downtown Milwaukee and the Milwaukee 
Intermodal Station; 

 Two comments expressed concern with noise pollution associated with commuter trains, suggesting that 
the noise from train horns should be eliminated or mitigated; 

 One comment expressed a desire for limiting wait times for passengers transferring between KRM and 
Metra services; 

 One comment suggested that the “South Side Milwaukee” station be referred to as “Bay View”; 

 One comment recommended a commuter rail station be considered in Ravenswood, Illinois; 

 One comment suggested trip frequency be increased from the proposed 14 trips per day; 

 One comment suggested that the land use around the stations should be employment-oriented, including a 
focus on industrial development; 

 One comment suggested that a connection to the Amtrak station in Sturtevant should be pursued; 

 One comment stated that a commuter rail station should be located in Milwaukee’s South Side; 

 One comment indicated security at each station (e.g. cameras, guards) needs to be considered; 

 One comment indicated service should extend to Waukegan, where Metra service into downtown Chicago 
is currently more frequent; 

 One comment indicated a demonstration of commuter rail service on existing Union Pacific tracks should 
be conducted to illustrate the potential benefits of commuter rail; 

 One comment suggested that cross platform transfers between KRM and Metra services should be fast, 
easy, and convenient for passengers, including providing protection from inclement weather and 
automated ticketing on the platforms; 

 One comment suggested that commuter rail stations should be magnificent buildings; 

 One comment suggested that commuter rail stations need to be designed with consideration for 
individuals with physical disabilities; 

 One comment suggested that the use of the right-of-way for KRM commuter rail be maximized, including 
reserving capacity for wind and solar energy to be used as potential sources of electrification of the 
commuter rail line; 

 One comment suggested considering the use of elevated pipe rail on the commuter rail line; 

 One comment indicated a rail connection along Ryan Road to the Oak Creek power plant should be 
considered to avoid congestion on the KRM commuter rail line from coal freight traffic; 
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 One comment indicated the operating and maintenance costs for the bus alternative in the alternatives 
analysis may be underestimated; 

 One comment indicated that potential future right-of-way capacity improvements should be considered 
when KRM commuter rail is planned to avoid high costs associated with retrofitting; 

 One comment suggested considering specialized rail cars that would allow smaller personal vehicles, such 
as hybrid cars or smart cars, to be transported on the train; 

 One comment suggested that an emergency plan should be developed in the case of a crash; 

 One comment suggested that an additional station should be added in Milwaukee’s South Side; 

 One comment suggested that the speed of commuter rail trains may limit the service’s attractiveness 
compared to high-speed trains being proposed between Chicago and Milwaukee; 

 One comment indicated that a connection between the South Side Milwaukee station and the Lake 
Express terminal should be considered; 

 One comment suggested that a survey of residents in the KRM Corridor should be taken to determine 
how many people would use the proposed commuter rail service; and 

 One comment indicated through commuter rail service between Milwaukee and Chicago should be 
considered, with the need to transfer between KRM and Metra at Kenosha eliminated. 

 
Comments Expressing General Opposition to Kenosha-Racine-Milwaukee Commuter Link Project 
A total of 18 commenters expressed their general opposition to the implementation of commuter rail service in the 
KRM Corridor, which was proposed as a result of the alternatives analysis presented in the DEIS document. The 
following are specific criticisms commenters cited in expressing their opposition: 

 Five comments indicated that the estimated cost of KRM commuter rail is too high; 

 Four comments indicated that existing roads, buses, and Amtrak provide sufficient transportation options 
in the KRM Corridor, and that commuter rail service was not needed; 

 Two comments suggested that a referendum should be held in Caledonia to obtain public approval of 
KRM commuter rail, expressing concern that their homes would be taken to allow for development 
around the Caledonia station; 

 Two comments indicated that problems currently being experienced by transit systems in the KRM 
Corridor should be addressed before KRM commuter rail is implemented; 

 Two comments suggested that the proposed commuter rail service should be funded solely by its users, 
and should not be subsidized with funding from taxes; 

 Two comments indicated they did not believe that KRM commuter rail would attract residents, visitors, or 
businesses to Racine; 

 Two comments suggested that KRM commuter rail should be funded with private investment and only be 
implemented if the service would be profitable; 

 Two comments indicated that there is a larger need to fund highway and bridge maintenance than for to 
fund a new commuter rail service; 

 Two comments indicated that it will be inconvenient to transfer between KRM and Metra; 

 Two comments indicated that the use of buses would provide more flexibility than trains; 
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 One comment stated that people would be more likely to choose to drive fuel-efficient vehicles than to 
use commuter rail, suggesting that KRM commuter rail fares would be too expensive; 

 One comment indicated that people will not want to use KRM commuter rail because they will need 
additional transportation to reach their destination upon arriving at a station; 

 One comment indicated that a vehicle rental fee is not a sustainable revenue source because rental car 
companies will be able to get around paying the fee; 

 One  comment expressed concern that minority population groups will not be given an opportunity to 
participate in or benefit from economic development anticipated to result from KRM commuter rail 
implementation; 

 One comment suggested that they would like to see more use of Amtrak, an extension of Metra, or hybrid 
buses operating on the tracks before a new commuter rail service is implemented; 

 One comment expressed concern that KRM commuter rail will not be viable if IH 794 is extended; 

 One comment suggested that the costs of the proposed commuter rail service are underestimated; 

 One comment stated that the advisory referendum for a 1 percent increase in the sales tax in Milwaukee 
County did not include commuter rail; 

 One comment suggested that Metra and/or Union Pacific Railroad should fund and operate the proposed 
commuter rail service instead of using taxpayer money; 

 One comment expressed concern that stations will not be located in employment areas; 

 One comment indicated that the studies of KRM commuter rail do not state specifically how KRM 
commuter rail will benefit the economy in southeastern Wisconsin; 

 One comment stated previous commuter rail services in the KRM Corridor have failed, and suggested a 
raised monorail service be considered instead of a new commuter rail service; 

 One comment suggested that Amtrak service should be modified to meet the market which would be 
served by KRM commuter rail, as opposed to implementing a new commuter rail service; 

 One comment stated that KRM commuter rail will not create enough jobs to justify its cost; 

 One comment suggested that a referendum should be held to determine support for KRM commuter rail; 

 One comment expressed concern that an increase in the sales tax will not result in reduced property taxes, 
and will hurt retail businesses within the City of Racine; 

 One comment indicated that the ridership forecast appears to be overestimated; 

 One comment indicated that the benefit of having commuter rail service available during IH 94 
reconstruction is limited because the IH 94 reconstruction project is temporary; 

 One comment expressed concern that efficient, high-density development will not occur around 
commuter rail stations, citing that many Metra stations have not experienced any development; 

 One comment expressed concern about what would happen if anticipated State and Federal funds for 
KRM commuter rail capital and operating and maintenance costs are no longer available; 

 One comment indicated that commuter rail will only be convenient for a small percentage of the 
population of the KRM Corridor; 

 One comment indicated that those without a car will not necessarily use KRM commuter rail, and that 
those who can afford cars will not use KRM commuter rail; 
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 One comment questioned whether dedicated shuttles between commuter rail stations, General Mitchell 
International Airport, Amtrak stations, and other destinations would save time or money, or would have a 
positive environmental impact; 

 One comment indicated that the greatest population growth in Kenosha, Racine, and Milwaukee Counties 
is likely to occur in the western portions of each county, and not within the KRM Corridor to be served by 
KRM commuter rail; 

 One comment expressed concern that implementing commuter rail service would eliminate the existing 
commuter bus service in the KRM Corridor; 

 One comment indicated that the DEIS is too long and difficult to understand; 

 One comment indicated that it has been too long since the last newsletter; and 

 One comment noted several issues with the public involvement process, suggesting that afternoon 
meetings should also be held, that evening meetings should be from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m., that the Milwaukee 
Downtown Transit Center is inconvenient due to a lack of convenient parking, and that hearings for the 
DEIS were not adequately publicized. 
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