
US 30 (Baseline Road) 
IL 47 to IL 31 

Community Advisory Group Meeting

December 4, 2014



• Recap of Project Development Process
• Review of Crash History and Projected Volumes
• Recap of Project Coordination
• Progress Since CAG #3 / P.M. #2
• Preferred Alternative
• Group Exercise
• Next Steps

Meeting Agenda
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The agenda for this meeting includes a recap of the project development process; a review of crash history and projected traffic volumes; a recap of project coordination; an update on our progress since our last CAG meeting; a summary of Public Meeting #2; and a description of the preferred alternative; followed by a group exercise where CAG member will have a chance to comment on the preferred alternative and identify specific areas of concern.  Our goal at the end of this meeting is to achieve a General Understanding of Agreement on the preferred alternative.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Department works in 3 distinct phases as a project moves from start to finish.  The project is currently in Phase I which includes the preliminary engineering and environmental studies, and public involvement activities.  It is anticipated that the phase I studies will be completed next year. Phase II, known as contract plan preparation and land acquisition, follows.  This phase typically takes from 18 to 24 months to complete.  This is when the Department will contact property owners about the purchase of land necessary to construct the project. Phase III is construction.  Phase II and Phase III are not included in the current multi-year, multi-modal transportation program.



Phase I Process

Public Involvement

Data Collection

Develop Purpose & Need

Alternatives Analysis
Preferred

Alternative & 
Detailed Studies
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Spring 2015
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We Are Here
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
To date the study team has gathered data and analyzed existing conditions, developed the project problem statement; developed the purpose & need statement; and evaluated roadway alternatives.




Crash History

•372 crashes
•26 serious injuries
•2 fatalities

Existing Signalized Intersection

Illinois Top 5% Crash Locations

2009 Top 5% Location
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Lakewood Creek Dr. to Blackberry Rd. Horsemen Trail to W. of IL 31

Fatal Crash (1 fatality)
@ Prescott Dr.

2012
Fatal Crash (1 fatality)

@ Orchard Rd.
2012

2012 Top 5% Intersection

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before we continue let’s take a quick moment to discuss the need for this improvement.
Numerous crashes have occurred along this corridor and road improvements are needed to improve safety.  [Enter]
372 crashes occurred along the corridor during the five year analysis period resulting in 26 serious injuries and two fatalities.  Annually IDOT reviews statewide crash numbers & identifies the top 5% locations with pressing safety needs.  [Enter] Two locations along US 30 between Lakewood Creek Drive and Blackberry Road and a segment east of Horsemen Trail were identified as top 5% locations in 2009. [Enter]  Additionally the Orchard Road intersection was identified as a 5% intersection in 2012.  The majority of crashes along this corridor were rear end and turning crashes. This is a common problem along roads with traffic back-ups, lack of turn lanes at intersections, or sight distance issues. [enter]




Average Daily Traffic Volumes

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The roadway cross-section must also accommodate traffic volume growth that will result from anticipated population and job growth . [enter]
The number of vehicles per day is projected to increase from just over 11,000 vehicle per day to 19,000 vehicles per day at the west end of the corridor [enter] and from approximately 25,000 vehicles per day to 41,000 vehicles per day on the east end of the corridor by 2040.
To address these issues, most of the study efforts to date have focused on developing the appropriate cross-section alternative.



Project Coordination
Public Meeting #1
September 2012

Community Advisory Group (CAG)
CAG Meeting #1 - November 2012

CAG Meeting #2 - July 2013
CAG Meeting #3 - February 2014

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Coordination with the public and this group has been a vital part of this study and has been an integral part of the development of the cross-section.  From the first public meeting in 2012 and through the three previous CAG meetings, it has been a collaborative process.  You might recall the original cross-section under consideration was a rural section with a 50’ wide median and a wide footprint.  This group had a large role in continually refining the cross-section to arrive at a cross-section with a much smaller footprint without sacrificing safety.



• Public Meeting #2
• Coordination with Local Agencies/Resource Agencies
• Progressed toward identification of the Preferred 

Alternative

Progress Since CAG #3
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Since the last CAG meeting, we conducted the second public meeting; coordinated with local agencies and resource agencies; and we have progressed toward identifying the preferred alternative.



• Presented Purpose & Need
• Presented Project Study Group and CAG 

Recommended Alternatives.
– Alternative #3
– Alternative #4

• 77 Attendees
• Written comments received from 20 individuals and 

the Village of Montgomery.

Public Meeting #2 – 07/30/2014
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The 2nd public meeting was held on July 30, 2014.  77 people attended the meeting.  We received comments from 20 individuals and the Village of Montgomery.  At that meeting the Purpose & Need Statement and the two urban alternatives supported by the CAG  were presented. The presentation included a general screening comparison of the benefits and impacts with the goal of achieving a “preferred improvement alternative.”



Alternative #3 – Urban – 30’ Raised Median 
with Shoulders and Curb & Gutter

Pros:
• Reduces crashes
• Provides recovery area for 

errant vehicles
• Improves emergency 

response
• Improves roadway drainage
• Provides area for emergency 

pull-offs
• Enhances speed limit 

enforcement activities
• Provides more separation 

between vehicles and 
pedestrians

Cons:
• Higher cost
• Wider right of way

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One alternative – also known as Alternative #3 -  consisted of a proposed a 4 lane pavement / 30’ raised median with 10’ outside shoulders flanked by C&G.




Alternative #4 – Urban – 30’ Raised Median 
with Curb & Gutter

Pros:
• Narrower right of way
• Lower cost

Cons:
• Higher number of predicted 

crashes
• Negatively impacts 

emergency response
• Does not provide area for 

emergency pull-offs
• Provides less separation 

between vehicles and 
pedestrians

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The second alternative – Alternative #4 proposed a 4 lane pavement/ 30’ raised median with C&G and no shoulders.



Benefits of Paved Shoulders
• Reduces numerous crash types 

including the following: 
– Sideswipe crashes (15%–41%)1

– Fixed object crashes (29%–49%)1

• Improves roadway drainage
• Increases effective turning radii at 

intersections
• Provides emergency stopping space 

for broken-down vehicles
• Provides space for maintenance 

operations and snow storage
• Provides way for emergency 

responders to bypass stopped traffic 
when responding to an incident.

1. Florida Department of Transportation, Update of Florida Crash 
Reduction Factors and Countermeasures to improve the 
Development of District Safety Improvement Projects. FDOT, 
Tallahassee, FL, 2005.

(Note: Values determined using methodologies from  AASHTO’s  Highway Safety Manual.  Values represent roadway 
segments only for year 2040)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Highway Safety Manual (HSM) calculations underscore the safety value of shoulders along the corridor and those benefits are important to IDOT.  The HSM calculations indicate that if shoulders are not present there will be approximately 18% increase in the predicted number of crashes. Therefore, the shoulder alternative is favored by IDOT.  The “no shoulder” alternative was included at the Public Meeting to gauge whether it was also valued by stakeholders.






I would prefer not 
to have those 
ugly, ugly noise 

barriers that they 
are already 

putting up on 30 
near Douglas – how 

horrible!

Public Comments
Need to have a 
walkway bridge 
over Route 30 

(north and south 
side)

I think all the 
pros are with 

Alternative #3.

Please, please, 
please no road 
noise barriers 
like east on 30 

new 
construction.

My preference 
is Alternative 

#3.

I’m concerned about 
increase in noise and 

the impact to 
property with Alt. 
3.  For the most 

impacted areas keep 
existing design.  For 

other sections 
consider Alt. 4 with 

pull-off areas.

I wish there was 
a stoplight at 
either Dickson 
or Bertram to 

slow 
people/trucks 

down.

IDOT has to design the 
improvement to prevent 

overtopping and convey the 
floodwaters safely into the 
right of way of Route 30 to 
the Fox River instead of 

Pasadena Drive and 
residential subdivision. We 
don’t want this area to be 

declared a flood plain.

Concerns:
Flood zone

There is too much 
traffic.

Provide four lanes 
with water pipes 

to prevent 
flooding.

This area will be un-
traversable as this 
area continues to 

grow.  It is not only 
going to impact 

those of us that live 
in the area but is 

also going to prevent 
business growth.

I feel there is a 
need for a 10 foot 
shoulder on the 

road.  We also need 
access to the north 
side and the south 
side of the road.  
We also need an 

opening through the 
raised median.

Even with lowered 
speed limit I would 
prefer to offer a 
bike/ alternative 
walkway that is 

separated from a 
truck/car traffic.

Everybody has 
been concerned by 
delays & crashes 
on US 30.  If you 
are going to do 

this, use 
Alternative #3 
and do it right.

Prefer Alt. #3 
because there is 

the lane for 
disabled cars & 

emergency 
vehicles. Also –

the walkway/bike 
path is farther 
from traffic.

Design improvement 
to prevent Route 30 
from overtopping and 

convey the 
floodwaters safely in 
the right of way of 
Route 30 to the Fox 
river instead of thru 
the Pasadena Dr. 

subdivision.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As mentioned previously, numerous public comments were received during the public meeting comment period; including comments on drainage {ENTER}, noise walls {ENTER} and other general comments. Those comments are important and will be studied in detail when the preferred alternative has been identified.  In choosing the preferred alternative it is important to focus on those comments specifically related to the cross-section alternative comparison. {ENTER}

Of the comments related to the cross-section alternative, three comments were received in favor of Alternative #4 with no shoulders. {ENTER}.  Those comments cited reduced impacts as the reasons for supporting this alternative. 

{ENTER}
A total of 8 comments expressed support of Alternative #3 with shoulders.  The reasons cited included improved safety, improved emergency response and increased distance between the travel lanes and the sidewalk or shared use path.



Village of Montgomery 
Comments

• Minimize the ROW width in order 
to protect the existing landscape 
buffers

• Look more closely at options to 
reduce the required ROW, we 
would especially ask that you 
consider a significant reduction 
in the center median width. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Feedback was also received from the Village in the form of a letter.  They requested a reduction in median width in order to minimize right of way and to protect the existing landscape buffers.  The letter went on to suggest that options to reduce the required right of way be looked at more closely.




Refined Alternative Cross-
Section with 22’ Median

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In response to Village concerns and those of the general public which favor a smaller footprint; IDOT looked to further reduce the footprint.

The refinement effort investigated included {ENTER} reducing the proposed median in the landscape buffer area between Gordon Road and Orchard Road from 30’ to 22’.  It should be noted the median width at the Gordon and Orchard intersections must be a minimum of 30’ to provide space for dual left turn lanes.

A 22’ median width was chosen to accommodate “staged” left turns. {ENTER}.  A stage left turn is when a driver crosses the near lanes of traffic and stops in the median prior to completing the left turn maneuver.  {ENTER} The 22’ width allows a passenger vehicle to safely stop in the protection of the median area at an angle which allows them to look to the right without craning their neck. {ENTER} The narrower median the more the driver needs to look back over their shoulder which reduces their visibility. {ENTER}  




Refined Alternative Cross-
Section with 22’ Median

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Additionally, a minimum width of 22 feet is preferred because it provides space to offset left turn lanes. Offsetting the turn lanes allows a driver to see past a vehicle in the opposing left turn lane and improves safety. 




Refined Alternative Cross-
Section with 22’ Median

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Other refinements included: {ENTER}

Reducing the outside shoulder from 10’ to 8’; and {ENTER}
Reducing the buffer between the back of the curb and the shared use path from 5’ to 3’.





Safety

Predicted Crash Comparison

ALTERNATIVE

Predicted Annual Crashes 
(2040)

Total Crashes

#3 - 30' Median w/ 10' Shoulders 10.8

Refined Alternative - 30' & 22' median w/ 8' Shoulders 10.9

#4 - 30' Median – No Shoulders 12.7

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the investigation area from Gordon Road to Orchard Road, the refinement in median width and shoulder widths had only a small impact on safety.  Reducing the median width resulted in just a slight increase in the predicted number of crashes.   The total number of predicted crashes is still significantly less than the alternative without the shoulders.




Landscape Buffer Impacts

Presenter
Presentation Notes
With the refinements the impacts to the landscape buffers in the investigation area near the subdivisions were reduced.  Cross-sections at this area illustrate this reduction.  At the 3rd CAG Meeting an exhibit was used compare the impacts to the landscape buffer of 4 different alternatives at a location west of Gordon Road.  At that time in this location there were 10’ shoulders, a 5 foot separation between the back of curb and the shared use path, and also the shared use path was still on the north side at this location. {ENTER} Here is the current cross-section reflecting the cross-section refinements at the identical location. {ENTER}  Comparing that to the cross-section for Alternative #3 before the refinements {ENTER} shown in red it is easy to see the reduction in impacts.
There are some areas where impacts to buffer area will be greater than others such as immediately east of Gordon Road.  {ENTER}  In this area there is a right turn lane which requires a wider footprint.  {ENTER} However, just east of the Gordon Road intersection the median is reduced and the impacts are less.  {ENTER} The next section shows area east of Prescott Drive.  {ENTER} The last section shows the area just west of Griffin.  As you can see the refinements do not encroach significantly on the existing berm.   





Tree Impacts

Tree Impact Comparison

ALTERNATIVE

Subdivision Segment (2 mi.)

Total Trees "Landscape Trees"

#3 - 30' Median w/ 10' Shoulders 134 11

Refined Alternative - 30' & 22' median w/ 8' Shoulders 108 4

#4 - 30' Median 84 3

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another way to illustrate the benefits of the refinement is to compare the impacts to trees.  This chart shows the trees impacted within the subdivision segment.  Most of the trees impacted by this improvement are trees either within or adjacent to the existing right of way and the majority of them cannot be avoided with any acceptable alternative that involves adding lanes.  For purposes of our investigation we focused on “Landscape” trees.  “Landscape Trees” are defined as trees planted by a developer as part of a landscaping plan.

The number of landscape trees within the limits of construction of the refined alternative is 4.  Please note -  there may be some fluctuation in the number of trees based upon final drainage design and potential noise walls.  However, where feasible trees will be preserved.  Where it is not feasible tree will be replaced per IDOT tree replacement policy which typically calls for replacement at a 1:1 ratio.





Village Support

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We shared the results of our investigation with the Village of Montgomery.  With the refinements, a common goal of reducing impacts without sacrificing safety was achieved and the Village has expressed support for the shoulder alternative. 






• Alternative #3 from P.M. #2 with refinements.
– 8 foot shoulders
– Median reduced from 30’ to 22’ between Gordon Road  & 

Orchard Road.
– Reduced offset from back of curb to shared use path from 

5’ to 3’
– Reduced right of way limits.

Preferred Alternative
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Therefore, as a result of the coordination with the Village and the public comments, the preferred alternative is Alternative #3 with refinements.  The refinements include 8 foot shoulders instead of 10 foot; a reduction in the median width from 30 feet to 22 feet between Gordon Road and Orchard Road and a reduction in the offset from the back of curb to the shared use path from 5 feet to 3 feet.

These refinements allow a reduction in right of way.



Alternative #3 - Refined

Preferred Alternative
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We will now take a quick walk thru the corridor prior to the group exercise where you will have an opportunity review the aerial exhibit more closely. {ENTER}
At the west end of the corridor the median width will remain 30 feet.  {ENTER} Because the area is less developed a wider footprint can be accommodated with fewer impacts.  Furthermore, the width will allow for flexibility with future development and/or new roadway intersections.  The exact location of those potential access points is undetermined.  If the traffic generated by new developments at those location is great enough dual left turn lanes might be warranted.  A 30 foot median provides space for the dual left turn lanes.

The median width will remain 30’ through Gordon Road where there will be dual left turn lanes.  {ENTER}  Just west of Gordon there are opportunities to reduce the footprint and potentially avoid the decorative and landscape trees altogether.  {ENTER}
Moving east of Gordon the median will be reduced to 22’ feet which will again reduce right of way and the impacts. 
{ENTER} Approaching Griffin the right of way is expect to be about 70’ from the centerline of the roadway.
West of Orchard Road the median will widen to 30’ to accommodate dual left turn lanes.  East of the connector to Old Baseline Road the median will reduce to 18 feet to match the conditions at the IL 31 interchange. 



Preferred Alternative Impacts

• Total right of way – Approximately 18.5 acres
– Zero Displacements

• Wetlands – 0.5 acres
• Potential 4(f) Land impact – 1.0 acres

– Blackberry Trail Forest Preserve – 0.5 acres
– Stuart Sports Complex – 0.5 acres

• Flood Plain Encroachments – 1.7 acres
• Agricultural Land impacted – 8.3 acres
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The estimated right of way required for the preferred alternative is approximately 18.5 acres and no displacements are anticipated.

Approximately ½ acres of wetlands are expected to be impacted.

Approximately 1 acre of 4(f) land will be impacted.  4(f) lands are typically publicly owned parks, recreational areas, forest preserves or wildlife refuges. Blackberry Trail Forest Preserve and the Stuart Sports Complex are both considered 4(f) lands and approximately ½ acre will potentially be impacted at both of those sites.

The improvement will encroach on approximately 1.7 acres of floodplains and will impact approximately 8.3 acres of agricultural land.



Drainage Analysis
• Investigate Existing Drainage

– Identify Outlet Locations
– Identify Drainage Concerns/Areas for Investigation

• Jericho Lake Overflow (a.k.a. Montgomery Overflow)
• Blackberry Creek
• ComEd Corridor

• Prepare Proposed Drainage Plan
– Floodplain Encroachment Analysis
– Storm Water Detention Analysis – Ditches/Ponds/In-line Storage
– Outlet Evaluation
– Methods to Address Drainage Concerns

Slide 25

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As mentioned previously drainage is a concern for many stakeholders.  We have so far investigated the existing drainage and identified existing outlet locations and areas of concern.  We are also in the process of investigating those specific drainage concerns expressed by the public, the Village of Montgomery and members of this group including the Jericho Lake overflow and its impacts on the Pasadena subdivision, Blackberry Creek and the poor drainage near the ComEd corridor.  In the next 6 to 8 weeks we anticipate meeting with the local agencies to discuss and gather additional input on these specific drainage concerns and the overall drainage plan.  The investigations and coordination will result in the development of the proposed drainage plan which will address flood plain encroachments caused by the proposed placement of additional fill in the floodplain; location and type of storm water detention; outlet evaluation; and methods to address the specific drainage concerns including Jericho Lake overflow issue.  For the purposes of today’s meeting we are showing potential detention areas on the aerial exhibit.  During the group exercise at the end of this presentation, one of the thing we hope to get is your comments on these detention locations and any additional drainage concerns you may have.  



Noise Analysis Process

• FHWA Model

• Feasibility Evaluation
– Criterion – 5dB(A) Reduction

• Reasonableness Evaluation
– Cost Effective
– Achievement of Noise Reduction Goal
– Solicitation of Benefitted Receptor Viewpoints

Traffic Volumes Traffic Composition Traffic Speed Receptor Location & Elevation

Roadway Design & Width Terrain Lines Ground Zones Building Rows

Traffic Controls Trees Zones
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another issue that has been brought up during the public involvement process is this issue of traffic noise and noise barriers.  We are not yet at the point where we are prepared to discuss specific locations.  However, we want to take this opportunity to briefly explain the overall noise analysis process.
IDOT uses a computer model developed by the FHWA to analyze noise levels.  The model uses variables such as traffic volumes, traffic composition, traffic speed, receptor location and elevation, roadway design and width, terrain lines, ground zones, building rows, traffic controls, and tree zones. The model uses these variables to determine the noise levels at different receptor locations.  IDOT defines a receptor as a sensitive land use where frequent outdoor human use occurs and where a low noise level would be beneficial.  Receptors typically include homes, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, parks, motels, and offices.
<EXPLAIN DIFFERENT FACTORS AND POINT OUT POTENTIAL LOCATION ON AERIAL MAP>
In order for a noise barrier to be erected it needs to be deemed feasible and reasonable.
A noise abatement measure is determined to be feasible by achieving IDOT’s highway traffic noise reduction feasibility criterion of at least 5 dB(A) at impacted receptors. The noise reduction shall be achieved for at least one impacted receptor within a common noise environment (CNE). Issues, such as driveway access and elevation of the receptor, may prevent achievement of a 5 dB(A)
reduction, and therefore it may not be feasible.
A noise abatement measure is determined to be reasonable when all three of the following reasonableness evaluation factors are met:
 cost effectiveness of the highway traffic noise abatement measure;
 achievement of IDOT’s noise reduction design goal; and,
 consideration of the viewpoints of the benefited receptors (property owners and residents).
To be cost effective, the build cost of each noise abatement measure may not exceed the allowable cost based on a cost per benefit receptor comparison.
The second component of reasonableness is achieving the noise reduction design goal for highway noise abatement measures. The noise reduction design goal is to achieve a traffic noise reduction of at least 8 dB(A) for at least one benefited receptor and as many other receptors as is possible in accordance within the reasonableness evaluation for cost-effectiveness.
The third component of reasonableness is obtaining the viewpoints of benefited receptors.
The viewpoints of benefited receptors shall be solicited for noise abatement measures (e.g., noise barriers) determined to be feasible, cost-effective and achieving the noise reduction design goal. The viewpoints of benefited receptors shall be solicited to determine the desire for implementation of the noise abatement measure. A benefited receptor includes property owners (including non-residential properties) and renters/leasers residing on the benefited property.
The goal is to obtain responses from at least one-third of the benefited receptors for each noise abatement measure (i.e., for each noise barrier being considered).
Once the responses have been collected, the viewpoints must be tallied. In order for a proposed noise abatement measure to be implemented, greater than 50% of the benefited receptors responding must be in favor of the proposed abatement measures. Viewpoints will be tallied for each individual abatement measure (i.e. for each noise barrier being considered). A response from first row benefited receptors (receptors sharing a property line with the highway right-of-way) will be counted and weighted as two responses. Benefited receptors not in the first row will count as one vote. In the case of rental properties, the tenant shall count as one response and the owner shall count as one response per benefited unit.
For this project benefited receptors will be notified prior to the Public Hearing.  They will have a chance to review the proposed locations and ask questions at the public hearing.  Votes will then be tallied at the conclusion of the public hearing comment period.  If the majority of the viewpoints are in favor of the noise barrier, then the noise barrier would be considered “likely to be implemented”.
If a noise barrier is not considered feasible or reasonable for an area, the noise barrier abatement measure will not be implemented as part of the project.



Noise Analysis Process

• FHWA Model

• Feasibility Evaluation
– Criterion – 5dB(A) Reduction

• Reasonableness Evaluation
– Cost Effective
– Achievement of Noise Reduction Goal
– Solicitation of Benefitted Receptor Viewpoints

Traffic Volumes Traffic Composition Traffic Speed Receptor Location & Elevation

Roadway Design & Width Terrain Lines Ground Zones Building Rows

Traffic Controls Trees ZonesFor additional information, visit the Department’s website at:
www.idot.illinois.gov/transportation-system/environment/index

under the Community tab. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another issue that has been brought up during the public involvement process is this issue of traffic noise and noise barriers.  We are not yet at the point where we are prepared to discuss specific locations.  However, we want to take this opportunity to briefly explain the overall noise analysis process.
IDOT uses a computer model developed by the FHWA to analyze noise levels.  The model uses variables such as traffic volumes, traffic composition, traffic speed, receptor location and elevation, roadway design and width, terrain lines, ground zones, building rows, traffic controls, and tree zones. The model uses these variables to determine the noise levels at different receptor locations.  IDOT defines a receptor as a sensitive land use where frequent outdoor human use occurs and where a low noise level would be beneficial.  Receptors typically include homes, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, parks, motels, and offices.
<EXPLAIN DIFFERENT FACTORS AND POINT OUT POTENTIAL LOCATION ON AERIAL MAP>
In order for a noise barrier to be erected it needs to be deemed feasible and reasonable.
A noise abatement measure is determined to be feasible by achieving IDOT’s highway traffic noise reduction feasibility criterion of at least 5 dB(A) at impacted receptors. The noise reduction shall be achieved for at least one impacted receptor within a common noise environment (CNE). Issues, such as driveway access and elevation of the receptor, may prevent achievement of a 5 dB(A)
reduction, and therefore it may not be feasible.
A noise abatement measure is determined to be reasonable when all three of the following reasonableness evaluation factors are met:
 cost effectiveness of the highway traffic noise abatement measure;
 achievement of IDOT’s noise reduction design goal; and,
 consideration of the viewpoints of the benefited receptors (property owners and residents).
To be cost effective, the build cost of each noise abatement measure may not exceed the allowable cost based on a cost per benefit receptor comparison.
The second component of reasonableness is achieving the noise reduction design goal for highway noise abatement measures. The noise reduction design goal is to achieve a traffic noise reduction of at least 8 dB(A) for at least one benefited receptor and as many other receptors as is possible in accordance within the reasonableness evaluation for cost-effectiveness.
The third component of reasonableness is obtaining the viewpoints of benefited receptors.
The viewpoints of benefited receptors shall be solicited for noise abatement measures (e.g., noise barriers) determined to be feasible, cost-effective and achieving the noise reduction design goal. The viewpoints of benefited receptors shall be solicited to determine the desire for implementation of the noise abatement measure. A benefited receptor includes property owners (including non-residential properties) and renters/leasers residing on the benefited property.
The goal is to obtain responses from at least one-third of the benefited receptors for each noise abatement measure (i.e., for each noise barrier being considered).
Once the responses have been collected, the viewpoints must be tallied. In order for a proposed noise abatement measure to be implemented, greater than 50% of the benefited receptors responding must be in favor of the proposed abatement measures. Viewpoints will be tallied for each individual abatement measure (i.e. for each noise barrier being considered). A response from first row benefited receptors (receptors sharing a property line with the highway right-of-way) will be counted and weighted as two responses. Benefited receptors not in the first row will count as one vote. In the case of rental properties, the tenant shall count as one response and the owner shall count as one response per benefited unit.
For this project benefited receptors will be notified prior to the Public Hearing.  They will have a chance to review the proposed locations and ask questions at the public hearing.  Votes will then be tallied at the conclusion of the public hearing comment period.  If the majority of the viewpoints are in favor of the noise barrier, then the noise barrier would be considered “likely to be implemented”.
If a noise barrier is not considered feasible or reasonable for an area, the noise barrier abatement measure will not be implemented as part of the project.

http://www.idot.illinois.gov/transportation-system/environment/index


Workshop

• Review the Exhibits
– Provide comments on the preferred alternative 

and areas of concern.

• Group Discussion
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
For the group exercise we will all review the exhibits and write down thoughts and comments on issues that should be further investigated as the project study group moves forward with the detailed studies.

After we all have had a chance to review we will discuss your comments as a group and/or answer questions before adjourning.



General Understanding of 
Agreement

A general understanding of agreement has been 
reached when the stakeholders agree that their 
input has been heard and duly considered and 

the process as a whole was fair. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now that the group has had a chance to review and discuss the preferred alternative, we would like to achieve a general understanding of agreement.  As a reminder a general understanding of agreement has been reached when the stakeholders agree that their input has been heard and duly considered and the process as a whole was fair. Would the group agree that your input on the process of arriving at the preferred alternative has been heard and duly considered?  Would you agree the process as a whole was fair?   



Next Steps

• Technical Analyses
– Intersection Design Studies
– Drainage Studies
– Noise Studies
– Establish Right of Way Needs

• Environmental Analysis
• Public Hearing (Spring 2015)
• Phase I Design Approval (Summer 2015)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now that we have a preferred alternative, our next steps include performing the detail analyses including intersection design studies, drainage studies, noise studies, establishing the right of way needs and performing environmental analyses.  Our goal is to hold a public hearing in the spring of 2015 and receive design approval in the summer of 2015. 





Presenter
Presentation Notes
We want to thank you for devoting your valuable time and input as we have gone through this process.  From this point forward we anticipate the coordination activities will be conducted primarily with individual stakeholders and the affected local agencies.  Unless an issue arises for which we need additional input, this will be the last time this group will meet.  
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