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ÁAWG #4 Recap

ÁAlternative 1 & 6 Traffic Comparison

ÁAlternative 6 ïLocal Circulation

ÁOther project benefits (recap)

ÁNoise Walls Re-Evaluation Process

ÁNext Steps

Agenda
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AWG Recap
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AWG Recap
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2016 Alternative 6 Preferred Alternative

ÅStakeholder Concerns
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AWG Recap ðKey Points

ÁAlternative 6 ðrecommended:

ïAll ramps stay open

ïBataan Dr. & Harrison St. would not connect to 1stAve.

Á90% of frontage road traffic is cut-through

ïProvides greatest benefit to 1stAvenue

ÁCommunity benefits:

ïLocal travel time improvements

ïDrainage improvements

ïAdditional green space

ïBike/Pedestrian improvements

ïAesthetic improvement opportunities
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Traffic Simulations
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Traffic Simulation ðBroader Network
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Alternative 6

Local Circulation
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Local Access ðExisting
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Local Access ðProposed Alternative 6
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Local Access ðExisting
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Local Access ðProposed Alternative 6
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Local Access ðGIS Travel Distance Analysis

ÁCompares Existing to Proposed Alternative 6

ÁMeasures change in driving distance to over 3,500 parcels

ÁTo & From I-290

ÁOverall: 21 ftaverage travel distance reduction

ALTERNATIVE 6 ïAverage distance change in expressway access
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Local Access ðConclusions

VAlternative 6 eliminates cut 

through opportunities

VAlternatives 1 & 6 have similar 

local traffic effects

VLocal access patterns not 

significantly changed
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Noise Wall Process
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VOTER ELIGIBILITY

ÁProperty owners & tenants benefitted by a noise wall

ÁBenefit is defined as a 5 or more decibel decrease 

(exterior)

Process required by the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA)

ÁWalls are proposed if they:

1. Can be physically constructed

2. Meet noise reduction & cost criteria

3. Are locally supported / voted for

Noise Wall Process
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ÁBallot response rate

ï33% is desired,but not required

ïA second ballot issued if initial mailing results in less 

than a 33% response rate

Noise Wall Voting Process

RESULTS

ÁEach wall voted on 

individually

ÁVoting results based on 

return ballots only

ÁSimple majority needed 

to implements a wall
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ÁDesign (Phase II)
ïBalloting revisited in Phase II if 

public sentiment has changed due to:

ÁSubstantial time lapse since vote

ÁChanges in wall technology/wall composition

ÁChanges in policy

Noise Wall Process

ÁConstruction (Phase III)
ïCost of walls are covered by I-290 project

ïIDOT maintains wall structure & highway wall face

ïLocal communities will be asked to maintain 

appearance of community wall face 
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Noise Wall Analysis ðProcess & Timeline
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Benefitted Receptors

B13
Height:  13ô

Length:   2,695ô

Benefitted Receptors: 104

B14
Height:  13ô

Length:   2,696ô

Benefitted Receptors: 126
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Benefitted Receptors

B16
Height:  15ô

Length:   2,600ô

Benefitted Receptors: 203

B15
Height:  13ô

Length:   2,795ô

Benefitted Receptors: 85
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Benefitted Receptors

B17
Height:  15ô

Length:   1,466ô

Benefitted Receptors: 49

B18
Height:  15ô

Length:   1,273ô

Benefitted Receptors: 22

B19
Height:  15ô

Length:   1,300ô

Benefitted Receptors: 52

B20
Height:  15ô

Length:   1,268ô

Benefitted Receptors: 29


