


















































































































































































































































23

Summary of Proposed Access Modifications

Direct ramp 
connections to 25th

Avenue to/from east

Potential Signal at 
VanBuren St.
Remove turn restrictions

Full Access Interchange 
at 25th Avenue

Right-in, right-out at 
Congress St.

Remove frontage road slip 
ramp to from west

Remove 17th Ave. slip 
ramps to from west

Remove 9th Ave. 
slip ramps 
to/from east

Bataan Drive 
disconnected 
from 1st Avenue

Harrison Street 
disconnected 
from 1st Avenue

NB & SB Left turn 
lanes at Lexington St.

Right-in Right out at 
Congress St.

2-way operations 
on Bataan Drive 
east of 9th Avenue

2-way operations 
on Harrison St. east 
of 9th Avenue

Right-in Right out at 
Lexington St.

23

24

Change of Access – Average All Directions

– GIS Analysis - Compares shortest travel distance between No-Build and Build.
– Change in travel distance calculated to/from I-290 to/from each property (7,400 

individual parcels evaluated) 
– Average distance changes for all directions:  Less than 1/10th mile (+79 ft.)

24
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Historic Resources

Resource
Analysis 

Level
No Build 

Alternative

Build Alternatives

GP Add 
Lane

HOV 2+ HOT 3+
HOT3+ & 

TOLL

Historic properties 
impacted

Quantitative/ 
Qualitative

No Effect to 
Historic 

Properties

76 NRHP listed & potentially NRHP eligible 
properties identified.  Section 106 process ongoing.

Parkland Impacts
Quantitative/ 
Qualitative

No Effect No Effect

Section 4(f)
Quantitative/ 
Qualitative

No Effect
No direct, temporary or constructive use of publicly 
owned parks and recreational areas is required.

 No differentiation among build alternatives
 Section 106 determinations of eligibility under way as requested 

by IHPA  
 Met with Columbus Park

25

26

Visual Resources

Resource
Analysis 

Level
No Build 

Alternative

Build Alternatives

GP Add 
Lane

HOV 2+ HOT 3+
HOT3+ 
& TOLL

Visual 
Impacts/Benefits

Qualitative No Effect

Proposed transportation improvements with 
respect to the visual environment are the 
same for all alternatives and is not a 
differentiator.
Noise walls and aesthetic treatments will be 
evaluated and identified for the Preliminary 
Preferred Alternative.

 Aesthetic treatments currently being reviewed with municipalities

26
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Air Quality

Resource
Analysis 

Level
No Build 

Alternative

Build Alternative

GP Add Lane HOV 2+ HOT 3+
HOT3+ & 

TOLL

Pollutant Burden (daily burden – tons) – Provided as sensitivity test for informational purposes; not intended for Preliminary 
Preferred Alternative selection.

VOC (Hydrocarbon) Quantitative 3.469 +0.10% -0.01% -0.14% -0.02%

NOX Quantitative 7.584 +0.21% -0.12% -0.07% -0.60%

CO Quantitative 64.8 +0.73% -0.51% -0.34% -0.35%

PM10 Quantitative 4.953 -0.06% -0.03% -0.31% -0.43%

PM2.5 Quantitative 0.892 +0.09% -0.13% -0.30% -0.50%

MSAT (daily pounds) – Provided as sensitivity test for informational purposes; not intended for Preliminary Preferred Alternative 
selection.

Acrolein Quantitative 6.391 -0.08% -0.07% -0.17% -0.62%

Benzene Quantitative 90.412 +0.30% -0.04% -0.08% +0.05%

1,3 Butadiene Quantitative 0.399 -0.20% -0.08% -0.20% -0.83%

Diesel PM Quantitative 274.540 +0.10% -0.13% -0.16% -1.11%

Formaldehyde Quantitative 141.552 -0.07% -0.07% -0.17% -0.60%

Naphthalene Quantitative 11.944 -0.02% -0.06% -0.16% -0.53%

 Mostly positive trends for build alternatives
 CMAP Tier II Consultation meeting  27

28

Hazardous Waste

Resource
Analysis 

Level
No Build 

Alternative

Build Alternative

GP Add 
Lane

HOV 2+ HOT 3+
HOT3+ & 

TOLL

Hazardous Materials -
Recognized Environmental 
Condition (RECs) Sites 
affected 

Quantitative 0 495

 No differentiation among build alternatives

28
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Natural Environment

Resource
Analysis 

Level
No Build 

Alternative

Build Alternatives

GP Add Lane HOV 2+ HOT 3+
HOT3+ & 

TOLL
Wildlife (number of species 
impacted) 

Quantitative/ 
Qualitative

0 0

Wetlands (acres) Quantitative 0 0
Floodplains, volume change 
from existing (acre-feet) 

Quantitative 0 -4.1 (overall flood storage capacity increased)

Water Quality – Are Water Quality Standards Met (chlorides, metals, and TSS)? (yes/no)*

Salt Creek
Quantitative/ 
Qualitative

Yes Yes

Des Plaines River
Quantitative/ 
Qualitative

Yes Offset additional chloride load

South Branch of Chicago 
River

Quantitative/ 
Qualitative

Yes Yes

 No differentiation among build alternatives

29

30

Noise

Measure
No Build 

Alternative

Build Alternatives

GP Add 
Lane

HOV 2+ HOT 3+
HOT 3+ & 

TOLL

Receptors over the NAC 227 230 228 229 220

% of Receptors over NAC 79% 80% 79% 80% 76%

 ¾ of receptors currently over NAC
 Reasonable and feasible analysis completed
 Currently preparing for viewpoints solicitation

30
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Construction Cost Estimate

Measure
No Build 

Alternative

Build Alternatives

GP Add 
Lane

HOV 2+ HOT 3+
HOT 3+ & 

TOLL

Construction Cost (YOE $) -- $2.568B $2.568B $2.571B $2.571B

 Construction cost differences due to additional costs for tolling-
related infrastructure

31

32

Build Alternatives Comparison

 HOT 3+ Alternative is highest ranked by both rank & ratio scoring 32
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Build Alternatives Comparison

 HOT 3+ Alternative has highest score by rank or ratio method

33

34

How Does the Preliminary Preferred Alternative 
Address Stakeholder Goals?
How Does the Preliminary Preferred Alternative 
Address Stakeholder Goals?
 Congestion:  

– 56% travel time savings and improved reliability in HOT 3+ lane
– Arterial relief

 Safety:  
– -6.2% overall expressway, arterial, and transit safety improvement 
– Improved non-motorized safety

 Facility Design:
– Improved community connections across I-290
– Improved access to transit

 Minimize or Avoid Impacts:
– Mainline remains in existing ROW
– Some ROW (2.4 acres) at spot locations near interchanges

 Additional Travel Choices:
– Managed lane for 3+ person carpools, congestion priced tolling, and express 

bus service
– New east-west multi-use trail 34
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Recommendation for Preliminary 
Preferred Alternative
Recommendation for Preliminary 
Preferred Alternative

 Travel performance: HOT 3+ has highest score & ranks 
in top 2 in all travel performance categories

 Generally, no substantial environmental differences 
among build alternatives

 Recommend HOT 3+ & HCT & EXP Alternative as 
Preliminary Preferred Alternative

35

36

I-290 Next StepsI-290 Next Steps

 CAG 21 Meeting: October 15

 CAG 22 Meeting: February 2016

 Draft EIS release: February 2016

 Public Hearing: March 2016

 Final EIS/ROD: Fall 2016

36
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Illinois NEPA/404 Merger Meeting 
September 17, 2015 

 
 

USEPA – Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, IL 
 

12th Floor – Lake Ontario Room 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

3250 Executive Park Drive 
Springfield, IL 62703 

Training Room 
 

 

 
9 am – 12 noon 
 

• I-55 Managed Lanes (District 1, Cook County) (45 min) 
o Request to exempt project from NEPA-404 merger process 

 
• US 30 roadway improvements from Dugan to Municipal (District 1, Kane 

County, FAA Co-Lead) (45 min) 
o Request to exempt project from NEPA-404 merger process 

 
• North Lake Shore Drive (District 1, Cook County) (90 min) 

o Information – project update 
 

 
12 noon – 1:30 pm 
 
 Lunch 

 
1:30 pm – 3:30 pm 

 
• Interchange study at I-88 and IL 47 (District 1, Kane County) (60 min) 

o Information – project introduction 
 
Note: the following project is not subject to the NEPA-404 merger 
process concurrence points and is being presented for information 
only. 
 

• I-290 from west of Mannheim Road to Racine Avenue (District 1, Cook 
County) (60 min) 

o Information – preferred alternative 
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Name Agency e-mail address Participation Location
John Sherill IDOT John.sherrill@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Soren Hall USACE - Chicago soren.g.hall@usace.army.mil Chicago, IL
Melissa McGhee CBBEL mmcghee@cbbel.com Chicago, IL
Mike Matkovic CBBEL mmatkovic@cbbel.com Chicago, IL
John Baldauf IDOT john.baldauf@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
John Baczek IDOT john.baczek@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Shawn Cirton USFWS shawn_cirton@fws.gov Chicago, IL
John O'Holleran Stantec john.oholleran@stantec.com Chicago, IL
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Chicago, IL
Mike Sedlacek USEPA sedlacek@michael@epa.gov Chicago, IL
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago, IL
Thaddeus Faught IEPA thaddeus.Faught@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Corey Smith IDOT corey.smith@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Steven Schilke IDOT steven.schilke@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Janis Piland FHWA Janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
James Kyte FHWA james.kyte@dot.gov Springfield, IL
JD Stevenson FHWA jerry.stevenson@dot.gov Springfield, IL

Sign-in Sheet
NEPA-404 Merger Meeting

September 17, 2015

District 1 - I-55 Managed Lanes (Cook and DuPage Counties)
Request to exempt project from merger process
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Name Agency e-mail address Participation Location
John Sherill IDOT John.sherrill@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Soren Hall USACE - Chicago soren.g.hall@usace.army.mil Chicago, IL
Sam Mead idot sam.mead@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
John Baldauf IDOT john.baldauf@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Theresa Pelletier IDOT theresa.pelletier@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Kimberly Murphy IDOT kimberly.murphy@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Sean LaDieu HR Green sladieu@hrgreen.com Chicago, IL
John Baczek IDOT john.baczek@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Shawn Cirton USFWS shawn_cirton@fws.gov Chicago, IL
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Chicago, IL
Mike Sedlacek USEPA sedlacek@michael@epa.gov phone
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago, IL
Thaddeus Faught IEPA thaddeus.Faught@illinois.gov phone
Scott Czaplicki IDOT scott.czaplicki@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Lori Brown IDOT Lori.S.Brown@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Michelle Zuzzio HR Green mzuzzio@hrgreen.com Chicago, IL
Ted Hamilton HR Green thamilton@hrgreen.com Chicago, IL
JD Stevenson FHWA jerry.stevenson@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
James Kyte FHWA james.kyte@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Janis Piland FHWA Janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL

Sign-in Sheet
NEPA-404 Merger Meeting

September 17, 2015

District 1 - US 30 Roadway improvements from Dugan to Municipal Dr (Kane County)
Request to exempt project from merger process

K-123



Name Agency e-mail address Participation Location
John Sherill IDOT John.sherrill@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Soren Hall USACE - Chicago soren.g.hall@usace.army.mil Chicago, IL
Vanessa Ruiz IDOT vanessa.ruiz@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Sam Mead IDOT sam.mead@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Marie Glynn IDOT marie.glynn@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Lori Brown IDOT Lori.S.Brown@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
John Sadler CDOT john.sadler@cityofchicago.org Chicago, IL
Jeffrey Sriver CDOT jeffrey.sriver@cityofchicago.org Chicago, IL
Liz Pelloso USEPA pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov Chicago, IL
John Baczek IDOT john.baczek@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Shawn Cirton USFWS shawn_cirton@fws.gov Chicago, IL
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Chicago, IL
Thaddeus Faught IEPA thaddeus.Faught@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago, IL
Lars Barber Baird & Associates lbarber@baird.com Chicago, IL
Mike Folkening Civiltech Engineering mfolkening@civiltechinc.com Chicago, IL
Mary Young Civiltech Engineering myoung@civiltechinc.com Chicago, IL
Jim Tibble Civiltech Engineering jtibble@civiltechinc.com Chicago, IL
John Baldauf IDOT john.baldauf@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Kimberly Murphy IDOT kimberly.murphy@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Steve Schilke IDOT steven.schilke@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Janis Piland FHWA Janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
James Kyte FHWA james.kyte@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Jon-Paul Kohler FHWA jon-paul.kohler@dot.gov Springfield, IL

Sign-in Sheet
NEPA-404 Merger Meeting

September 17, 2015

District 1 - North Lake Shore Drive (Cook County)
Information: Project Update
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Name Agency e‐mail address Participation Location

Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago, IL

Soren Hall USACE ‐ Chicago soren.g.hall@usace.army.mil Chicago, IL

Sam Mead IDOT sam.mead@illinois.gov Chicago, IL

Rich Nowack Quigg Engineering rnowack@quiggengineering.com Chicago, IL

Tony Speciale Village of Sugar Grove aspeciale@sugar‐grove.il.us Chicago, IL

Peter Johnston Graef peter.johnston@graef‐usa.com Chicago, IL

John Baczek IDOT john.baczek@illinois.gov Chicago, IL

Shawn Cirton USFWS shawn_cirton@fws.gov Chicago, IL

John Baldauf IDOT john.baldauf@illinois.gov Chicago, IL

Steve Schilke IDOT steven.schilke@illinois.gov Chicago, IL

Pete Harmet IDOT pete.harmet@illinois.gov Chicago, IL

Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Chicago, IL

Mike Sedlacek USEPA sedlacek@michael@epa.gov Chicago, IL

Nichole Nutter ISTHA Phone

Vanessa Ruiz IDOT vanessa.ruiz@illinois.gov Chicago, IL

James Kyte FHWA james.kyte@dot.gov Springfield, IL

Sheldon Fairfield IDNR sheldon.fairfield@illinois.gov Springfield, IL

Felecia Hurley IDOT‐BDE felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL

JD Stevenson FHWA jerry.stevenson@dot.gov Springfield, IL

Kimberly Kessinger IDOT kimberly.kessinger@illinois.gov Springfield, IL

Sign‐in Sheet

NEPA‐404 Merger Meeting

September 17, 2015

District 1 ‐ Interchange study at I‐88 and IL‐47 (Kane County)

Information: Project Introduction

K-125



Name Agency e-mail address Participation Location
Matt Fuller FHWA matt.fuller@dot.gov Chicago, IL
John Sherill IDOT John.sherrill@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Vanessa Ruiz IDOT vanessa.ruiz@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Sam Mead IDOT sam.mead@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Rick Powell WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff powellw@pbworld.com Chicago, IL
Steve Ott WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff otts@pbworld.com Chicago, IL
Ron Schimizu WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff shimizur@pbworld.com Chicago, IL
John Baczek IDOT john.baczek@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Elizabeth Poole USEPA poole.elizabeth@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Ken Westlake USEPA westlake.kenneth@epa.gov Chicago, IL
Steve Schilke IDOT steven.schilke@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Bryan Kapala WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff kapala@pbworld.com Chicago, IL
Pete Harmet IDOT pete.harmet@illinois.gov Chicago, IL
Felecia Hurley IDOT felecia.hurley@illinois.gov Springfield, IL
James Kyte FHWA james.kyte@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Janis Piland FHWA Janis.piland@dot.gov Springfield, IL
Kimberly Kessinger IDOT kimberly.kessinger@illinois.gov Springfield, IL

Sign-in Sheet
NEPA-404 Merger Meeting

September 17, 2015

District 1 - I-290 from west of Mannheim Road to Racine Avenue (Cook County)
Information: Preferred Alternative
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NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Summary 
September 17, 2015 

 

IDOT District 1, DuPage and Cook counties 
I-55 Managed Lanes from I-355 to I-90/94 
Environmental Assessment 
Request for exemption from the NEPA-404 merger process 

 
DECISIONS: 
 
The following agencies agreed to exempt the project from the merger process: USEPA, USFWS, 
USACE, IDNR and IEPA 
 
The following agencies were not present: IEPA and IHPA 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
 
None. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This was the first presentation for the I-55 Managed Lanes project from I-355 to I-90/94. The 
purpose of the meeting was to provide a project overview and to request exemption of the project 
from the NEPA-404 merger process. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) facilitated the 
meeting and prompted self-introductions. The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) 
presented the project. 
 
An overview of the project was presented by IDOT facilitated by a PowerPoint presentation and 
with reference to the project Environmental Resource Exhibit that was displayed. Project length, 
typical abutting land use, interchanges, traffic demand, vehicle occupancy, truck demand, 
corridor transit availability and congestion levels were reviewed. The existing roadway is in 
good physical condition and is not in need of reconstruction. The future travel demand within the 
study area is projected to be substantial due to anticipated growth in the Will County area. The 
intent of the project is to provide additional capacity within the existing median (generally forty 
feet wide along the south half of the project and sixty feet wide along the north half of the 
project). As such, no ROW acquisition is anticipated. Additionally, an active traffic management 
system is anticipated to provide additional travel management strategies for all lanes of the 
roadway. 
 
In response to a question from USEPA, IDOT noted that the I-55 corridor will not likely need 
additional major reconstruction/rehabilitation for 25 to 30 years after this improvement is 
implemented. 
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The project Purpose and Need was reviewed. The needs include serving the corridor traffic 
profile; addressing travel demands; providing travel reliability and supporting transit 
opportunities. The purpose of the project is to promote mobility and operational efficiency; 
utilize congestion management strategies to improve reliability; provide a sustainable 
transportation solution; support new travel options and maximize the use of the existing facility. 
 
The sketch level evaluation was summarized. Numerous alternatives were evaluated for the 2040 
Design Year. The addition of a new general purpose lane did not provide travel reliability nor 
support transit opportunities and therefore was not carried forward. A truck only managed lane 
alternative would require an expanded roadway section requiring extensive reconstruction and 
ROW and therefore was not carried forward. Managed lane options evaluated included High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, High Occupancy Vehicle Toll lanes (HOT) and Express Toll 
lanes (ETL). Managed lane alternatives in general support the need for improved mobility and 
sustainable solutions while supporting expanded transit opportunities. 
 
The environmental impacts were reviewed. The project is anticipated to be constructed within 
the existing I-55 right-of-way, with only minor potential excursions outside of the existing right-
of-way for drainage outfall improvements and potential spot locations for noise walls and/or ITS 
infrastructure.  Environmental resource impacts will be generally limited to the existing grass 
median (60 foot) areas (east of Harlem Avenue – IL 43) where there are some areas identified as 
wetlands and Waters of the US requiring coordination with USACE. There may be minor 
additional impacts within existing interchange areas or near existing drainage outfalls for 
drainage improvements, and between the mainline and frontage roads or near the existing ROW 
line for noise abatement walls and/or ITS infrastructure improvements.  Based on INHS field 
surveys, no threatened or endangered species or suitable habitat exists in the project area. Two 
historic resources exist within the project area (the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal historic 
district and the Harlem Avenue (IL 43) bridge over the canal) which will not be impacted by the 
proposed improvement.  
 
In response to questions by USACE, IDOT confirmed that all the alternatives are within the 
same footprint and would be built in the existing median. Thus the environmental impacts of all 
the build alternatives will be similar. Although the proposed drainage plan is still in 
development, any required detention will be contained within the existing I-55 interchanges or 
by in-line pipe detention. 
 
IDOT asked USACE for guidance regarding jurisdictional determinations for Waters of the US 
and specifically concerning how highway ditches are defined. USACE stated the new guidance 
that has been issued will result in little or no change on how jurisdictional determinations are 
made.   
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IDOT District 1, Kane County 
US 30 Roadway improvements from Dugan to Municipal 
Environmental Assessment 
Request to exempt from NEPA-404 merger process 

 
DECISIONS: 
 
An exemption from the NEPA 404 merger process cannot be granted at this time. The difference 
in impacts between the two alternatives is too great. Additional information is needed on how 
FAA determines what alternative will be approved. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
 
IDOT will coordinate with the FAA and resource agencies on their receptiveness to attend an off 
cycle NEPA meeting to discuss FAA position on project alternatives.  IDOT will submit the 
alternatives analysis to FAA for review and concurrence on the preferred alternative.  This 
requires review by FAA headquarters in Washington D.C. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This was the first presentation of the project to the NEPA 404 merger agencies.  The purpose of 
this meeting was to introduce the project and request exemption from the NEPA 404 merger 
process.  The reason the project is being presented is that an individual permit will be required 
due to wetland impacts exceeding one acre and recent coordination with the FAA has resulted in 
the decision for the project to be processed as a condensed EA in accordance with FAA 
requirements with the FAA as a joint lead agency.  The basis for the request for exemption from 
the NEPA 404 process is that the requirement to process as an EA is due to property acquisition 
from the local airport and not for environmental reasons.  Also, the need for an individual 
wetland permit will afford the resource agencies the opportunity to review the project. 
 
The meeting was led by Ted Hamilton, Project Manager for the project consultant, HR Green, 
Inc.  
 
The project consultant (Hamilton) introduced the project.  IDOT initiated the project in the Fall 
of 2013.  The intent of the improvement is to address transportation related safety, capacity, and 
drainage issues.  The project was approved by FHWA to be processed as a Categorical Exclusion 
II. 
 
This section of US 30 is located in the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County.  US 30 provides 
direct access to IL 56/I-88 to the east and is utilized by traffic from communities located to the 
west and southwest.  The Aurora Municipal Airport is located along the north border of US 30 
within the project limits.  A new residential development is located to the east and a mix of 
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commercial and industrial parcels is to the west.  The Aurora Municipal Airport owns property 
south of US 30 that is currently used for agriculture.   
 
The identified needs can be divided in four categories: 

 
1. Improve roadway safety –  

 
US 30 was identified as a 5% location for Year 2010.  A total of 55 crashes have 
occurred within the project limits from 2009 through 2013, with 27 total injuries, 5 of 
which were Type A or incapacitating injuries. 

 
2. Address Traffic Issues / Expand Roadway Capacity – 

 
Traffic is projected to double by the year 2040 from 13,300 to  27,000 vehicles per day.  
Maintaining the existing two lane section for 2040 traffic results in insufficient roadway 
capacity, decreased safety due to congestion, and deficient levels of service. 

 
3. Correct Existing Geometric Design Deficiencies –  

 
There are sight distance concerns due to a crest vertical curve located at the airport 
entrance, insufficient turn lane storage capacity at the intersection of US 30 and Dugan 
Road and lack of pedestrian / bicyclist facilities. 

 
4. Provide Drainage Improvements –  

 
Flooding along the US 30 corridor with overtopping the roadway in a 50-year storm 
event.  Because of the drainage issues the airport experiences operational problems with 
their MALSR equipment (Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Runway 
Alignment Indicator Lights).  An advanced project is currently under construction to 
provide intersection and shoulder improvements along US 30 from Dugan Road to 
Municipal Drive.  Included in this improvement is replacement of box culverts at two 
crossings to provide conveyance of a 50-year storm; however, the drainage improvements 
will not provide the required three feet roadway freeboard.  The profile of US 30 needs to 
be raised approximately three feet to achieve the required freeboard.   

 
The proposed improvement provides a four-lane roadway with a median and HMA shoulders.  
An open ditch drainage system is proposed except along the businesses east of Dugan Road.  
This section will utilize a closed storm sewer system to minimize property impacts.  Profile 
adjustments are proposed along US 30 to meet freeboard requirements which will improve 
drainage, and to improve sight distance.  A multi-use path is proposed south of US 30 throughout 
the project limits.  The project was originally qualified and approved for processing as a 
Categorical Exclusion II.  All wetland permits and mitigation requirements are to be followed, 
including agency coordination through the Section 404 permit process.  Based on the anticipated 
wetland impacts at this stage of the evaluation, the permit will be processed as an Individual 
Permit. 
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Since the improvement required land acquisition of airport property, a meeting was held with the 
FAA to review the project.  The resultant key points from the meeting were the following: 
 

- Acquisition of property will be permanent easement rather than Fee Simple Acquisition. 
- FAA requested to be a Joint Lead Agency. 
- The project must meet FAA NEPA requirements. 
- Existing US 30 crosses the runway protection zone (RPZ) of two runways. 

 
FAA NEPA requirements (FAA Order 1050.1E.CHG1) specify if airport property is required 
and there is a change in land use, the project does not qualify as a Categorical Exclusion.  The 
project is required to be processed as an EA utilizing their Condensed EA form.  In addition, 
since the proposed alignment crosses the RPZ an alternative analysis is required.  FAA Technical 
Memorandum – Interim Guidance on Land Uses   Within the RPZ, September 2012, specifies a 
full range of alternatives be identified and documented that will avoid the RPZ, minimize 
impacts, and mitigate risk.   
 
There are multiple project constraints in developing different alternatives: 

- Aurora Municipal Airport – The location of the airport, the two RPZ’s, and the MALSR 
which extends south of US 30. 

- The Burlington Northern & Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad is located south of the RPZ. 
- Current Construction Projects –continuity with adjacent projects, including to tie into the 

intersection improvements at US 30 and Dugan Road that are currently being 
constructed.  Just south of the intersection is an additional intersection improvement 
along Dugan Road at Granart Road which has recently been constructed. 

- There are numerous environmental resources including wetlands, floodplain, prime 
farmland, and water resources. 

- Existing improvements at Municipal Drive and an existing residential development along 
Municipal Drive south of US 30. 

 
Five alternatives have been considered.  From coordination with the FAA and the Aurora 
Municipal Airport, three of five developed alternatives are being considered for further analysis.  
Alternative 1 shifts the US 30 alignment approximately 140 feet south to avoid the MALSR.  
This alternative does avoid the smaller of the two RPZs.  Alternative 2 shifts the alignment to 
avoid both RPZs.  Due to the location of the BNSF railroad, the alignment consists of minimum 
radius curves with maximum superelevation.  The third alternative is the no build option which 
will not address the safety and operational concerns that currently exist while maintaining 
existing US 30  within both RPZs.  The remaining two alternatives were eliminated due to 
maintenance issues identified by FAA related to the MALSR. 
 
A comparison table of impacts for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 was presented.  The two 
alternatives were compared for environmental impacts, safety concerns, right of way impacts, 
and community/economic impacts.  Alternative 1 is considered safer since the alignment consists 
of gentle curves rather than the sharp curves of Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 requires twice the 
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amount of land acquisition, severs parcels, and has greater wetland impacts.  Shown below are 
the environmental impacts.  
 
 

Environmental Impacts Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Wetlands 
2.0 Acres 

6.2 Acres 
(0.9 High Quality) 

Floodplains 6.9 Acres 11.4 Acres 

Stormwater Detention 1.45 Ac/Ft 1.99 Ac/Ft 

Cultural None None 

Biological None TBD* 

Water Quality Minor Greater 

Permitting-ACOE 404 Required (IP) Required (IP) 

Noise   

--No. Impacted 1 1 

--Noise walls likely to be 
implemented No No 

--Maximum  noise level 
increase 5 dB(A) 12 dB(A) 

*Based upon best available information, pending completion of Wetland Delineation Report 

 
Mr. Hamilton then concluded his presentation with reasons IDOT seeks exemption from the 
NEPA 404 Merger Process: 
 

- IDOT/FHWA view would normally process the project as a categorical exclusion. 
- IDOT/FHWA is processing as an EA for so that FAA can use our environmental 

document for their decision making process. 
- FAA requires EA due to property acquisition with change in use.  
- Project length is approximately 1.9 miles on a defined corridor with physical barriers; 

airport to the north and BNSF RR to the south, constraining the project study area.  
- FAA request to be joint lead will impact project schedule. 
- Only a limited number of reasonable alternatives exist. 
- NEPA requirement of avoidance, minimization and mitigation of resources still applies. 
- A Section 404 Individual Permit is anticipated regardless of alternative selected, 

providing sufficient opportunity for agency involvement and input. 
 
USFWS (Cirton) asked if all the wetlands been field identified.  The wetlands located north of 
US 30, 500 feet south of US 30 and along with the Sugar Grove Branch were delineated.  
Information for the wetlands located north of the BSNF railroad and adjacent to Municipal Drive 
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is based upon ADID maps.  Additional information is pending upon the completion of the 
Wetland Delineation Report by the IHNS. 
 
USEPA (Westlake) inquired if FAA had concerns with birds being drawn to the proposed basins.  
The basins are designed to FAA standards and will drain within 48 hours of a storm event. 
 
USACE (Hall) suggested verifying the area of wetland impact for Alternative 1 within the 
floodplain.  If only the banks are impacted the total acreage may be less than 1 acre which would 
not require IP permitting.  Another alternative to consider is tunneling the road under the RPZ.  
USEPA (Westlake) and USFWS (Cirton) stated that this could substantially increase the cost of 
the project and cause stormwater management issues since this area has a history of flooding. 
 
FHWA (Piland) inquired what type of FAA rules/policy dictates the avoidance of the RPZ. Are 
these laws or just guidelines?  IDOT is meeting with the FAA in the near future and will request 
this information. 
 
USACE (Hall) stated he cannot make a determination for exemption to the NEPA 404 Merger 
Process.  There is too much uncertainty on how the FAA will proceed with the alternatives.  
USEPA agreed that additional information is needed to make a determination.  IDOT stated that 
the FAA was invited to attend this meeting. 
 
FHWA (Fuller) asked if the attendees would be willing to meet off cycle to discuss this further 
with the FAA since this project is a district priority.  All agencies were willing to meet off cycle.  

K-133



 

IDOT District 1, Cook County 
US 41 (North Lake Shore Drive) – Grand Avenue to Hollywood Avenue 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Information – Project Update 

 
DECISIONS: 
 
Additional permitting is not required for lake fill within a harbor.   
 
NEXT STEPS: 
 
The project consultant will continue developing a range of alternatives and documenting the 
environmental resources. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This was the sixth presentation of the project to the NEPA/404 merger team.  The purpose of this 
meeting was to provide a project status as well as provide a presentation regarding shoreline 
protection and lake fill.   
 
The meeting was led by Mary Young (Young) of Civiltech Engineering, the project consultant, 
with Mike Folkening of Civiltech Engineering and Lars Barber of Baird & Associates also 
presenting. 
 
The project consultant (Young) provided a project update since the last NEPA-404 merger 
meeting in September 2014.  The purpose and need statement was approved in December 2014.  
The purpose of the project is to improve the NLSD multi-modal transportation facility.  The 
specific needs to be addressed throughout the study include: improve safety, improve mobility of 
buses, automobiles and non-motorized modes of travel, improve facility deficiencies, and 
improve accessibility to and from Lincoln Park, the Lakefront Trail and the adjacent 
communities. Identified needs can be divided into four categories: 
 

• Improve Safety for All Users 
• Improve Mobility for All Users 
• Address Infrastructure Deficiencies 
• Improve Access and Circulation 

 
On October 15, 2014 the NLSD project team conducted its 3rd field trip.  The primary focus was 
to observe the environmental resources including impacts to beaches and the historic nature of 
the park.  Although not in the study area, a tour of Northerly Island was conducted.  Northerly 
Island is a 91 acre peninsula providing paths, casual play areas, and fishing.  The project restored 
the shoreline habitats, coastal wetland and other coastal plant communities and installed native 
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plants and trees.  The project created a high quality and more diverse natural area for flora and 
fauna. 
 
Additionally, the team visited the Montrose Point Illinois Natural Areas Inventory (INAI) site 
along with the Magic Hedge bird sanctuary.  There are several sections of NLSD where the 
corridor is constrained, either by the urban edge, shoreline, park amenities, or other sensitive 
areas such as bird sanctuaries.  The NLSD project study corridor contains two bird sanctuaries, 
one located just north of Belmont Harbor, and the other, the Magic Hedge, located along the 
eastern side of Montrose peninsula.   At the Magic Hedge, over 300 species of birds have been 
recorded.  A small stretch of low-lying bushes and the west side of the sanctuary in particular 
have been a magnet for migrating songbirds and rarities. In 2005, Montrose Beach Dunes was 
added to the Illinois Department of Natural Resources’ statewide list of high-quality natural 
areas (Illinois Natural Areas Inventory). 
 
The project consultant (Folkening) presented on the 2015 field visit, held on August 13, 2015.  
The focus of this field visit was to witness the peak summertime activities within the corridor 
including: traveling on the CTA bus routes along the corridor, bicycling along the existing multi-
use paths through Lincoln Park, visiting active construction sites for Navy Pier Flyover and 
Fullerton Parkway Revetment/Theater on the Lake project, and viewing previously implemented 
improvements along South Lake Shore Drive. 
 
The field trip attendees split into 2 groups to ride CTA buses: Routes #135 (Outer Drive from 
Belmont Avenue to Grand Avenue) and #147(Outer Drive from Foster Avenue to Michigan 
Avenue  Although traffic was down due to the summer, both buses were filled to capacity.  
 
An on-site presentation was then provided of the Navy Pier Flyover construction which was 
designed to provide safer walking and biking along the Lakefront Trail near Navy Pier.  This 
section of the Lakefront Trail is one of the most heavily traveled in downtown Chicago.  The 
Flyover provides an elevated path from the Chicago River to Jane Addams Park which will grade 
separate the Trail from Illinois and Grand Avenues.  The bi-directional Flyover pathway is 16 
feet wide.  Funding is primarily provided by CMAQ with additional funds made available by the 
State of Illinois.  The total cost is $60 Million, split over three phases.  Once the construction is 
complete, the Chicago Park District will assume maintenance responsibilities.           
 
The tour then shifted to the construction activities at the Fullerton Parkway Revetment - Theater 
on the Lake project.  This project is the last in a series of shoreline improvements that stemmed 
from the Chicago Shoreline Protection Project.  The new revetment will stretch for 1,700 feet 
and protect the area against flooding and erosion.  The site is also one of the worst bottlenecks of 
congestion for pedestrians, bicyclists, and runners.  The improvement will straighten out the 
severe curve at this location along the Lakefront Trail.         
 
The tour then traveled to South Lake Shore Drive to see improvements that were constructed as 
part of that project which had challenges and opportunities similar to the North Lake Shore Drive 
Project.      
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In September 2015, the Project Study Group traveled to Minneapolis, MN to observe Bus on 
Shoulder (BOS) operations.  The Twin Cities region has more than 300 miles of freeway 
shoulder available to buses, which is more than three times the number of all metro areas in the 
country combined.  The group witnessed BOS operations in the AM & PM peak hours, attended 
a tour of Minneapolis’s Transit Control Center and met with Metro Transit’s operations and 
planning experts.    
 
The project consultant is continuing studies including documenting environmental resources and 
developing a range of alternatives. 
 
The project consultant (Barber) from Baird & Associates presented coastal considerations for the 
NLSD project.  For NLSD, the project team will perform coastal analysis and may need to 
construct shore protection systems in areas that do not have adequate shoreline protection.  These 
protection systems will consider wave overtopping and flooding in conjunction with alternatives 
developed by the project team.  Photos of overtopping and flooding from the 1950’s, 1987, 2011, 
and the recent October 31, 2014 event were presented, conveying the need to address flooding 
along NLSD which has been a problem for a very long time.   
 
For the NLSD project, site investigations and existing condition analysis was performed for the 
shoreline section from Grand Avenue to North Avenue.  The existing data includes water depths, 
beach profiles, and grain sizes.   
 
A cross section at Banks Street was presented to illustrate how a stepped concrete revetment 
accommodates overtopping and flooding.  The stepped revetment extends farther out into deeper 
waters.  It was noted that waves have the ability to rise upwards of 65% off the available water 
depth.  Some of the wave is below the still water, but most of the wave height is above.  It was 
noted that the high water elevation for a 100 year event at the Banks Street location has an 
approximate datum of +7 feet.  Mr. Barber discussed the stepped stone revetment for the 
shoreline section between Fullerton Parkway and Diversey Avenue.  This section has a ponding 
area available for storage.  The low water condition was compared to the October 31, 2014 
event.  The Diversey Avenue-Fullerton Parkway section allows the back wave to travel back out 
to the lake.  This berm section is at elevation +12 feet, with an additional berm towards the back 
that is 2 feet higher.  The storage width for this segment is approximately 150 feet.  For the 
NLSD project, the project team will need to carefully evaluate crest elevations, setbacks, 
overtopping and return rates, especially in regard to alternatives that include depressing segments 
of NLSD or sections involving causeways or bridges. 
 
USACE (Hall) asked if the design for the water level factors in permanent changes that lower the 
water level.  The project team stated that several water levels are used during analysis.  Each 
case has a specific feature which determines the worst case scenario. 
 
USFWS (Cirton) suggested that the parkland be mitigated in kind and habitats in kind.  Near 
shore habitats for fish should be considered with the improvement of the shoreline protection.  
The lake fill should incorporate wildlife habitats.  The project team stated that recycled materials 
can be used to provide habitat oriented fill. 
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USACE (Hall) stated that coordination with the USACE should take place for the existing 
projects.  The coordination should include Section 408 authorization and potential impacts with 
work already completed.  The project team stated that coordination will take place and that the 
majority of the potential impacts are in locations that have not been improved. 
 
CDOT (Sadler) asked if there was anything unique, such as additional permitting, to consider 
about filled harbors versus open shoreline.  USACE stated that all lake fill and dredging requires 
the same USACE involvement.  No additional permitting is required. 
 
ILEPA (Faught) emailed after the meeting stating that there was phone trouble and wanted to 
bring up stormwater management which should be considered when evaluating alternatives for 
North Lake Shore Drive.  If the ILEPA is required to conduct a water quality review (i.e. for an 
individual 401 water quality certification or Section 39 final determination for an IDNR Lake 
Michigan Permit), water quality impacts including issues with impairments will be 
studied.  There are currently some Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Lake Michigan 
due to impairments.  He noted that more information can be found on the IEPA TMDL page 
here: http://www.epa.illinois.gov/topics/water-quality/watershed-
management/tmdls/reports/index 
  
The ILEPA noted that the TMDLs should be complied to determine if there are any new 
stormwater discharges to Lake Michigan (i.e. stormwater from areas that did not previously drain 
to the Lake) and that “new” water is not discharged in one of the areas subject to the TMDLs.  
Since the project is in the planning stages, it is not possible to say what requirements the ILEPA 
would have, however, it may be as simple as adding a BMP treatment system.  The easiest thing 
for ILEPA’s review would be to make sure that the drainage patterns to the Lake are not 
changed.  As planning becomes more finalized and if there is a need to re-route water to the 
Lake, it is suggested that coordination with the ILEPA occur to discuss where the “new” 
drainage will occur and what we may be needed to assure the TMDLs are in compliance.  
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IDOT District 1, Kane County 
Interchange study at I-88 and IL-47 
Environmental Assessment 
Information – Project introduction 

 
DECISIONS: 
 
None requested, none given. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
 
Seek concurrence on the project’s Purpose and Need at the February 2016 NEPA/404 Merger 
Meeting. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This was the first presentation of the I-88 at IL 47 interchange project.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to introduce and provide an overview of the project.  The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) facilitated the meeting and prompted self-introductions. The Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) presented the project which was facilitated with a 
PowerPoint presentation.   
 
The Project Study Group (PSG) includes IDOT, Illinois Tollway, Kane County, the FHWA, and 
the Village of Sugar Grove who is the lead agency 
 
The project location and past studies were discussed.  The project study limits run along IL 47 
from Old Oaks Road/College Drive on the south to Green Street on the north, and a half a mile 
east and west of IL 47 on I-88. The existing I-88 at IL 47 provides partial access to-and-from the 
west only.  IL 47 consists of a four lane cross section (two lanes in each direction) between 
Finley Road and Seavey Road with a northbound left-turn lane at the existing westbound I-88 
entrance ramp.  North and south of the interchange, IL 47 consists of a two lane cross section 
(one lane in each direction) between Old Oaks Road/College Drive to Finley Road, and from 
Seavey Road to Green Street.  
 
The existing land use in the study area consists of agricultural (58%), residential (26%), forest 
preserve (15%), and institutional (1%).  The Village of Sugar Grove’s future land use plans for 
this corridor anticipate development including commercial and corporate campus land uses.  
Based on population growth information provided by the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP), the Villages of Sugar Grove and Elburn are expected to experience 30% 
growth by year 2040.  Existing population of Sugar Grove and Elburn are expected to grow from 
10,000 to 30,000 and 6,000 to 18,000 respectively.   
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Similarly, traffic volumes along IL 47 are expected to grow 36% south and 60% north of I-88 by 
year 2040 maintaining the existing partial access interchange and assuming no improvements to 
IL 47 or a “No-Build” condition.  The existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes along IL 
47 range from 7,400 to 10,900 vehicles per day (vpd) and are expected to grow to 12,000 to 
15,000 vpd by year 2040 in a “No-Build” condition. Traffic volumes along I-88 currently range 
from 28,000 east of IL 47 and 31,000 west of IL 47 and expected to experience 10% growth by 
year 2040. 
 
A summary was then provided of the first Public Meeting that was held on July 29, 2015.  The 
meeting was attending by 103 people who submitted a total of 17 comment forms.  Issues raised 
by the public at that meeting included:  safety concerns/suggestions, concerns regarding noise 
and water pollution, land use suggestions, access suggestions, and alternative roadway 
configurations. 
 
The first Community Advisory Group (CAG) meeting, held September 1, 2015, was then 
summarized.  The meeting was attended by 21 CAG members. The concerns that were raised at 
that meeting included:  drainage, environmental impacts, accessibility, safety, capacity, other 
infrastructure, and funding.  The second CAG meeting is anticipated to be held in November 
2015, to discuss the draft Purpose and Need for the project. 
 
IDOT provided an overview of the initial outline of the Purpose and Need based on the initial 
data collected and stakeholder comments.  Population and transportation demands in the area 
were reviewed and crash statistics were summarized.  Purpose and Need Items discussed 
included:  Enhance System Linkage and Accessibility, Support Existing and Future Economic 
Development, Accommodate Transportation Demands, and Improve Safety. 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) commented on the study location and if 
there are any addition access needs identified along I-88 corridor.  IDOT will evaluate and 
incorporate additional information and justification into the Purpose and Need document to 
support the logical termini for this project. 
 
IDOT provided an overview of environmental resources located with the study limits. The 
environmental resources that have been identified thus far include the Hannaford Woods/Nickels 
Farms Forest Preserve property located along both sides of IL 47 south of the interchange and 
just north of Waubonsee Community College.  Blackberry Creek and Tributary C to Blackberry 
Creek are also located within the project study limits.  Information regarding other natural and 
cultural resources is still being collected at this time. 
 
Based on the safety and crash data presented by IDOT, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) expressed concern as to whether there was adequate data to justify safety as a need for 
this project.   IDOT indicated that the study team will evaluate further. 
 
The USACE suggested the purpose and need document contain an exhibit showing the operation 
Level of Service (LOS) for the existing and future “No-Build” traffic.  IDOT indicated they will 
incorporate the subject exhibit into the Purpose and Need document. 
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IDOT District 1, Cook County 
I-290 from west of Mannheim Road to Racine Avenue 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Information – Preferred Alternative 

 
DECISIONS: 
 
None requested, none given. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
 
The draft EIS is expected to be release in February 2016. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This was the sixth presentation of the I-290 project to the NEPA/404 Merger Team.  The purpose 
of the meeting was to update the Merger Team on the status of the Study and present a 
preliminary preferred alternative recommendation that will be described in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.  It should be noted that at the September 9, 2009 meeting, the 
NEPA/404 Merger Team concluded that this project will not require formal concurrence, and 
that the project may continue as an EIS with agency review using the scheduled NEPA/404 
merger team meetings to provide project updates. 
 
IDOT Region 1 (IDOT) and the project consultant Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) presented a 
PowerPoint presentation to the Merger Team.  The presentation provided a brief summary of the 
study and concluded with a preliminary preferred alternative recommendation of the HOT 3+, 
High Capacity Transit Extension and Express Bus Alternative.  
 
The IDOT presentation included: 
 

• Study Area:  West of US 12/20/45 (Mannheim Road) to Racine Avenue 
• Study Process:  Three rounds of alternatives evaluation and screening 
• Public Involvement:  Context Sensitive Solutions approach including Corridor Advisory 

Group, agency and small group meetings, public meetings and project website 
• Purpose and Need:  To improve regional and local travel, improve access to employment, 

improve safety for all users, improve modal connections and opportunities, and address 
facility deficiencies 

• Round 1 Single Mode Screening:  570+ initial stakeholder suggestions were considered 
resulting in 21 single mode alternatives (9 transit, 11 expressway, and 1 arterial 
widening).  The round 1 analysis showed that the transit alternatives had no impact on I-
290 congestion, the expressway alternatives had best travel performance, and the arterial 
widening alternative was fatally flawed due to displacements. 
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• Round 2 Combination Mode Screening:  Evaluated 12 combination mode alternatives 
including General Purpose (GP) lanes, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 2+ persons per 
vehicle, toll all lanes, high occupancy toll (HOT) 3+ persons per vehicle, HOT 3+ and 
toll all remaining lanes, no widening and value price, no widening with HOT 3+ 
conversion.  These alternatives all included express bus and were tested with and without 
high capacity transit (HCT).  These alternatives were compared to the No Build 
Alternative using purpose and need evaluation measures and scoring, resulting in the No-
Build, GP, HOV 2+, HOT 3+ and HOT 3+ and Toll Alternatives all with express bus and 
a HCT extension being carried forward for evaluation in the DEIS and Round 3 as shown 
in Attachment 1. 

• Round 3 DEIS Alternatives:  These four alternatives were further defined including 
interchange types, a typical cross-section to allow a future westward HCT extension, 
additional feeder bus service, and non-motorized improvements including wider 
sidewalks, improved ADA accessibility, and an east-west multi-use trail allowing a 
connection from the Illinois Prairie Path in Maywood to Columbus Park in Chicago (See 
Attachments 2 and 3 for transit components associated with alternatives). 

• CTA Blue Line Vision Study:  Planning study for modernization of the Blue Line Forest 
Park Branch and coordination with I-290 Phase I Study.  Preliminary findings included 
focus on existing facility (not planning for an extension at this time), a third express track 
is not needed, Forest Park terminal station, yard and shop to be modernized, maintain 
current station entrances, and improve stations. 

• Preliminary Preferred Alternative Recommendation:  An evaluation matrix was presented 
including travel performance, as well as social, economic and environmental factors.  
HOT 3+ was the best overall in travel performance, ranking first or second in all other 
measures.  There were no substantial environmental differences among the build 
alternatives since they all have the same footprint.  Only 2.4 acres of new right-of-way 
will be required for a project with an approximate construction cost of $2.6 billion.  
Scoring matrices were presented showing the HOT 3+ as the highest scoring, and 
consistent with addressing stakeholder goals (See Attachments 4 and 5). 

• Next Steps:  DEIS release in February 2016, Public Hearing in March 2016, FEIS/ROD 
in late summer/fall 2016.   

 
Agency questions and comments during and after the presentation included several questions 
from the USEPA including: 

• When will the DEIS be released?  IDOT responded that the release is currently 
anticipated in February 2016. 

• What is HCT?  IDOT responded it is High Capacity Transit, which represents a fixed 
guideway transit extension as either a Blue Line heavy rail extension or bus rapid transit. 

• Has IDOT looked at other arterial improvements beyond the crossings?  IDOT responded 
that they are reviewing potential improvements to parallel east-west arterials in advance 
of mainline construction, including North Avenue, Madison Street, Roosevelt Road, and 
Cermak Road in terms of ensuring good pavement surface, and operational improvements 
such as modernized, interconnected traffic signals, intersection monitoring with 
television cameras, and arterial dynamic message signs, among other improvements. 

• With regards to environmental justice, have the impacts of tolling on low-income 
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populations been analyzed for the HOT 3+ Alternative?  IDOT responded that carpools 
with three or more occupants and transit vehicles would not pay tolls to access the 
managed lane.  In addition, potential remedial strategies could include toll subsidy 
programs for low-income families (Los Angeles), promotion of carpooling/vanpooling to 
employment centers from low-income areas, as well as national research showing support 
for HOT lanes by low-income populations.  Also, the remaining general purpose lanes 
receive a benefit from the HOT 3+ in terms of improved travel times and decreased 
congestion for those motorists not paying tolls. 

• Are there neighborhood concerns with the ramp consolidation?  IDOT responded that 
there has been some concern expressed but not at a neighborhood level.  It has been a few 
individuals.  What is driving the design is the elevated crash rates on I-290 between 1st 
Avenue and 25th Avenue which is associated with the very close ramp spacing in this 
section.  There have been a couple of instances where stakeholders have questioned the 
change in access, and access to a particular commercial establishment at 1st Avenue.  
IDOT has coordinated closely with Maywood, Bellwood, and Broadview on the change 
in access.  Due to current design standards and the very close crossroad spacing, it is 
physically not possible to reinstate the existing 9th Avenue ramps and the 17th Avenue 
ramps to and from the west.  

 
Removal of the ramps at 17th and 9th is expected to reduce the number of vehicles using the 
frontage roads as bypass routes to mainline congestion.  This returns the frontage roads to the 
local communities and the residential neighborhoods on the either side of the expressway. 
 
IDOT BDE said that a revised Section 25 of the BDE manual covering Environmental Impact 
Statements has been prepared.  For the FEIS, two options are now described:  a traditional FEIS, 
followed by a Record of Decision (ROD), and a combined FEIS and ROD.  FHWA said that if a 
preliminary preferred alternative is presented in the DEIS, then by default, a combined 
FEIS/ROD document should be prepared. 
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