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 Environmental Assessment 

 

SECTION I:  INTRODUCTION & PURPOSE AND NEED 

 

1. Introduction  
 
Interstate 55 (I-55), commonly referred to as the Stevenson Expressway in Cook County, provides the 
primary southwest-northeast roadway access to the Chicago Central Business District (CBD).  It serves 
Cook County, DuPage County and Will County in the Chicago Region.  The Chicago Region is the 
northeastern Illinois counties of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Kendall, Lake, McHenry and Will. The I-55 study 
area extends from I-355 to I-90/94 serving the Chicago CBD, a distance of approximately 25 miles as 
shown on Figure 1-1.  Although the route generally provides northeast to southwest service, consistent 
with Federal designation, direction of travel will be referred to as north/south. 
 
The existing roadway section consists of three continuous lanes in each direction with a separated median. 
Generally, the southern section of the study area (Lemont Road to Illinois Route 43) provides a 40 foot 
closed, barrier separated median section. The northern section of the study area (Illinois Route 43 to I-
90/94) generally provides a 60 foot grass median with localized barrier at isolated locations located 
adjacent to the median shoulder.  
 
The study area currently provides limited transit options. The Metra’s Heritage Corridor Service, which 
generally parallels I-55, is constrained by track capacity and runs three trains inbound during the morning 
peak hour and three trains outbound during the evening peak hour daily. This service is adversely 
impacted by conflicts with heavy rail freight service and traditionally experiences undependable service.  
Pace Suburban Bus recently has provided express bus on shoulder service to the downtown area. This 
service has expanded as a result of reliable travel times. 
  
Adjacent land use varies considerably throughout the study area. North of Lemont Road, I-55 is generally 
flanked on the outside by frontage roads serving adjacent suburban residential and light commercial land 
use, open lands, and forest preserves. I-55 north of Illinois Route 43 is bordered on both sides by railroad 
facilities and commercial/ industrial land use. I-55 also generally parallels the Des Plaines River/Illinois-
Michigan Canal/Chicago Sanitary Shipping Canal system along the northern half of the study area.  The 
northern third of the project is bordered by high density residential and commercial urban land use within 
the City of Chicago. 
 
Within the project study area, there are three interstate system interchanges at I-355 (Veterans Memorial 
Tollway), I-294 (Tri-State Tollway), and I-90/94 (Dan Ryan Expressway) and fourteen full or partial 
service interchanges that provide access to adjacent land uses. The study area lies within and/or adjacent 
to the municipal boundaries of sixteen communities. 
 
The I-55 facility has undergone a number of rehabilitations and structural repairs since the original 
completion of the corridor in 1964, but no additional continuous capacity improvements beyond the 
original three lanes in each direction have been provided. The only exception is in the section between I-
355 and Cass Avenue where the original four lane section was widened to a six lane section in 1983. 
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Figure 1-1.   Project Location Map 
  

 
 
 
2. Purpose and Need  
 

2.1  Purpose of the Proposed Action 

 

The purpose of this project is to provide an improved I-55 
transportation facility within the study area by addressing the existing 
and year 2040 transportation needs.  This will be accomplished by 
improving mobility, travel time reliability and operational efficiency 
to better accommodate the movement of people and goods, facilitate 
congestion management along the I-55 corridor, provide a new travel 
choice, provide an adaptable and sustainable transportation solution, 
and maximize use of the existing facility. 
 
As an urban interstate, the opportunity to provide improved long term 
service on I-55 is limited by the highly developed land use bordering 
the existing right-of-way. For the I-55 Managed Lane Project, right-
of-way is the 25 miles of I-55 property currently owned by the state of 
Illinois.  As such, any proposed solution will seek to address improved 
service while minimizing the adverse impacts on the adjacent 
communities and the regional economic vitality that I-55 serves. 
 

 
 

Study Limits:  
I-355 to I-90/94   

25 miles 

Communities: 16 

System Interchanges: 3 

Service Interchanges: 14 

 
What is Purpose and 

Need? 
 

 A project’s Purpose and Need 
defines the transportation 
problem to be solved and 

provides data to support the 
problem statement.  In other 
words, what will the project 

accomplish and why is it 
necessary.  The defined 

Purpose and Need therefore 
guides the development of a 

reasonable range of alternatives 
and aids in developing criteria 
for comparison of alternatives. 
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This project is included as a fiscally-constrained major capital project within the 2040 long-range 
transportation plan, or Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) which is a component of the CMAP GO 
TO 2040 Comprehensive Regional Plan, as updated in October 20141.  Similarly, this project is included 
in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-2019 Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) approved by the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) Policy Committee of CMAP, the MPO  for the region in which 
the project is located. The FY 2014-2019 TIP number for this project is 
12-10-9001. This project is included in the Illinois Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) Fiscal Year 2016 to 2021 Multi-Year Program 
for Phase I engineering and environmental studies.  With respect to 
project implementation, the State of Illinois has passed enabling 
legislation to consider a Public Private Partnership (P3) method of 
project delivery for which tolling would be considered in combination 
with other conventional state and federal transportation program funds.  
Beyond Phase I engineering and environmental studies, IDOT has 
advertised for professional engineering services for a P3 advisory 
consultant.  IDOT is currently preparing the Fiscal Year 2017 to 2022 
Proposed Highway Improvement Program which will include funding 
for the P3 advisor contract. Upon publication of the FY 2017-2022 
Proposed Highway Improvement Program, IDOT will request that the 
MPO policy Committee amend the TIP to reflect the inclusion of the 
P3 contract funding. 
 

2.2  Project Location 

 
The I-55 study area extends from I-355 in the southwestern Chicago Metropolitan region (south terminus) 
to I-90/94 serving the Chicago Business District (CBD), a distance of approximately 25 miles. The study 
area currently provides limited transit options. The Metra’s Heritage Corridor Service is constrained by 
track capacity and operates a limited peak hour service. Pace Suburban Bus provides express bus-on-
shoulder service to the downtown area. This service has expanded largely as a result of reliable travel 
times. 
 
The existing roadway section of three continuous lanes in each direction with median area and adjacent 
land use varies considerably throughout the study area. I-55 north of Lemont Road to IL Route 43 
(Harlem Ave) in DuPage and Cook Counties includes a closed median and is generally flanked on the 
outside by frontage roads serving adjacent residential and light commercial land use. I-55 north of Harlem 
Avenue to I-90/94 in Cook County includes a grass median and is flanked on both sides by railroad 
facilities, commercial/ industrial land use and a high density urban environment.   I-55 also generally 
parallels the Des Plaines River/Illinois-Michigan Canal/Chicago Sanitary Shipping Canal system along 
the northern half of the study area.  I-55 is classified as an Interstate Highway in an urban area, and is 
designated as a Class I Truck Route under the jurisdiction of IDOT. I-55 also is part of the Strategic 
Highway Network (STRAHNET). 
 
Within the I-55 study area, there are three interstate system interchanges at I-355, I-294, and I-90/94.  
There are 14 full or partial service interchanges that provide access to adjacent land uses. The project lies 
within and/or adjacent to the municipal boundaries of 16 communities. Existing land use adjacent to I-55 
is a combination of residential (predominantly west of US 12/45 (LaGrange Road), commercial, and 

                                                 
 
1 http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/about/2040/update 

 
What is CMAP? 

 
The Chicago Metropolitan 

Agency for Planning (CMAP) is 
responsible for comprehensive 

land and transportation 
planning for the northeastern 

Illinois counties of Cook, 
DuPage, Kane, Kendall, Lake, 

McHenry and Will.  CMAP 
administers the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) 

list of all federally funded 
projects that are ready for 

implementation within the next 
four years. 
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industrial (predominantly east of LaGrange Road).  There also is open space/forest preserve located 
predominantly west of LaGrange Road. 
   
2.3 Project Background 

 
I-55 within the study area experiences severe congestion for extended periods on a daily basis and is 
unable to accommodate the existing traffic demands (regional, daily commuter and local) due to limited 
roadway capacity, roadway design constraints at some locations, high truck volumes and numerous 
interchanges. In addition, commuters have limited available public transit options. This has resulted in 
increasingly long and unreliable travel times, congestion on parallel routes, decreased safety and 
increased costs for delivery of goods and services. 
 
The construction of the I-55 roadway within the study area was completed in 1964, providing continuous 
service between the CBD, the southwest metropolitan area and the City of Joliet. In the intervening years, 
this facility has undergone a number of rehabilitations and structural repairs, but no additional continuous 
capacity improvements beyond the original three lanes in each direction have been provided. The only 
exception is the section of I-55 between I-355 and Cass Avenue where the original four lane section was 
widened to a six lane section in 1983.  A new directional interchange with I-355 (Veterans Memorial 
Tollway) was opened in 2007, resulting in increased access for the southwest and western suburban 
communities to I-55. 
 
Since 1964, the communities served by I-55 have undergone substantial development as the southwest 
portion of the Chicago Region transitioned from a primarily rural environment to an urban/suburban land 
use adjacent to I-55. As a result, travel service demand within the I-55 study area transitioned from a 
regional service demand to a daily commuter service demand. Consistent with this transition, the 
numerous interchanges along the route served an expanded urban demand. This trend was further 
accelerated by the construction of the I-355 corridor, which provided improved connections to I-55 for the 
southern and western suburban communities. This transition has resulted in substantial population and 
employment growth along the I-55 corridor resulting in continually increasing travel demands on I-55 
within the study area.  
 
The need to provide additional capacity and improved transportation service along I-55 and the current 
constrained urban nature of the study area will require the evaluation of unique solutions that seek to 
serve the transportation demands while recognizing the economic and community vitality along the 
corridor. Thus, in order to serve travel demand and local concerns, solutions need to address the following 
regional mobility issues: 

1. Travel Time Reliability  

2. Sustainable Traffic Operations 

3. Congestion Management 
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2.4  Need for Proposed Action 

 
2.4.1 Regional Mobility 

The regional and local growth within the study area has changed the 
nature of the surrounding land use as well as the travel demands on the 
facility. Residential, industrial and commercial properties, as well as 
active rail corridors, depend on I-55 for work trips, access for 
distribution of goods and services, and local mobility.  
 
As a result, the growth in traffic demand along I-55 has greatly 
increased since the opening of the facility in 1964 when the initial two 
way average daily traffic (ADT) volume was approximately 22,000 
vehicles per day. The traffic growth history since 1980 is shown in 
Table 1-1 below.  This growth in travel demand is consistent with the 
regional population and economic growth history and is projected to 
continue. 
 

Table 1-1.  I-55 Historical Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes – Vehicles Per Day 

Section Along I‐55 
Highest ADT in Section 

1980  1990  2000  2012 

I‐355 to I‐294  44,000  81,000  140,000  161,000 

I‐294 to IL Route 171  66,000  113,000  129,000  156,000 

IL Route 171 to Cicero Avenue  85,000  117,000  140,000  165,000 

Cicero Avenue to I‐90/94  129,000  144,000  158,000  175,000 

Source:  IDOT Historical ADT Maps 

 
 

2.4.1(a) Provide Travel Reliability to Job Centers 

The growth of population and employment within the southwest area of the Chicago Region has increased 
the traditional regional travel patterns. Traffic congestion on I-55 and the major arterial roads in the study 
area demonstrates an inability to efficiently accommodate travel demands for what is considered the 
“traditional commute” to job centers within the Chicago CBD (inbound toward Chicago during morning 
peak period and outbound from Chicago during evening peak period), and for a substantially increasing 
reverse commute (outbound from Chicago during morning peak period and inbound toward Chicago 
during evening peak period). Traffic congestion on I-55 and parallel routes also negatively impacts bus 
transit service, freight efficiency, and overall travel time reliability.   
 
Population forecasts indicate a continued strong growth in the Chicago Region and specifically in the 
southwestern suburban communities by the year 2040 as the region continues to attract people and as 
residential patterns shift.  These forecasts are based on CMAP’s policy-based approach to forecasting, 
that is based upon development and redevelopment within existing communities. Table 1-2 shows the 
population forecasts for the seven county Chicago Region as well as the individual counties of Cook, 
DuPage and Will. 
 

 
Why is this project 

needed? 
 

Based on daily congestion along 
the I-55 corridor and the 

projected increase in future travel 
demand, new and innovative 

solutions are needed to improve 
transportation services and 

provide commuters with more 
options. 
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Population growth for the Chicago Region between 2010 and 2040 is projected to be 28% or 
approximately 2.4 million persons.  For Will County, which abuts the southern terminus of the project, 
population is expected to grow nearly 67% or nearly one-half million persons between 2010 and 2040.  

Table 1-2.   Population Forecasts1 

Location  2010  2040  Change  Growth 

Chicago Region  8,638,500  11,040,500  2,402,000  28% 

Cook County  5,268,000  6,182,500  914,500  17% 

DuPage County  935,000  1,151,000  216,000  23% 

Will County  726,000  1,216,000  490,000  67% 

1 Data rounded to the nearest 500. 
Source: Chicago Metropolitan Planning Agency 

 

As shown in Table 1-3, consistent with the population growth projections, total employment for the 
Chicago Region is projected to grow 28% by the year 2040, which amounts to nearly 1.2 million new 
jobs.   
 
Although I-55 serves as a major daily commuter corridor within Will, DuPage, and Cook Counties, it also 
serves multi-state travel and is a major trucking corridor.  I-55 connects the Chicago Region with 
numerous east-west interstate corridors to the south as well as St. Louis. 
  
Will County employment is projected to grow 110% by the year 2040, which amounts to approximately 
250,000 new jobs. This growth is and will remain an important contributor to the traditional reverse travel 
growth along the I-55 corridor (i.e.; morning southbound, evening northbound).   
 

Table 1-3.   Employment Forecasts1 

Location  2010  2040  Change  Growth 

Chicago Region  4,168,000  5,341,000  1,173,000  28% 

Cook County  2,551,000  2,978,000  427,000  17% 

DuPage County  628,500  780,000  151,500  24% 

Will County  229,500  482,000  252,500  110% 

1 Data rounded to the nearest 500. 
Source: Chicago Metropolitan Planning Agency 

 
The population and employment forecast data for the region serves as a key indicator of the travel 
demand forecasts for the design year 2040. The forecasted increase in population and employment, most 
specifically in DuPage and Will Counties, will result in greater travel demands on the regional 
transportation system including the I-55 corridor. This increased demand will result in further degradation 
of travel service and reliability on this portion of I-55.  Future growth aside, I-55 currently cannot 
effectively accommodate the travel demands for the commuting public; I-55 currently cannot further 
alleviate the traffic congestion on the major arterial roads in the study area; and, current congestion on I-
55 and accompanying parallel routes negatively impacts bus transit service, freight efficiency, and overall 
travel time reliability. 
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2.4.1(b) Freight Travel Demands 

The Chicago Region is a freight rail and trucking hub in North America. As a result, trucks make up 
nearly one of every six vehicles on Illinois urban interstates2.  Within the Chicago Region, freight 
movement by trucks accounts for 67% of all freight movement.  The percent of truck traffic on I-55 
ranges from 10 to 14% of the total traffic within the study area as noted in Table 1-4. 
 

Table 1-4.   I-55 Percentage of Trucks in Average Daily Traffic 

Direction on I‐55  Percent of Trucks 

Northbound  12‐14% 

Southbound  10‐14% 

 
Per IDOT’s 2014 Illinois Travel Statistics, the percentage of trucks on an urban freeway or interstate 
ranges from 9% to 14%.  CMAP anticipates that the freight tonnage carried by truck in the Chicago 
Region may grow by approximately 70%3 by 2040. This will result in a substantial increase in the truck 
traffic demand along the I-55 study area.  
 
Traffic congestion on I-55 is a constraint to the efficient movement of freight along the corridor, and 
provides inefficient connectivity to and from the study area with regional and national interstate networks.   
The associated truck travel delay results in longer truck travel times and increased shipping costs for 
freight traffic.  With no improvements to I-55 within the study area, truck travel delay and associated 
increased shipping costs will continue to degrade by the year 2040 based on the overall projected increase 
in travel demand along the corridor as discussed below in Section 2.4.1(c).  The ability to provide reliable 
and efficient service in the movement of commuters and goods along I-55 is critical for the growth and 
economic vitality of the communities along the route as well as the southwest Chicago Region.  
 
2.4.1(c) Capacity Limitations along I-55 

Travel performance along I-55 was analyzed utilizing 2012 traffic data and for the design year 2040 
traffic conditions. The 2040 analysis was based on the “No-Build” scenario, meaning no improvements 
will be made to I-55 within the study area by the year 2040. The objective of this analysis of the No-Build 
is to understand the needs based on the anticipated design year traffic demands. A summary of the 2012 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and the projected 2040 No-Build ADT data is included below in Table 1-5. 
Existing I-55 carries approximately 128,000 to 176,000 vehicles per day (vpd) with substantial increases 
projected by 2040. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
 
2 CMAP GO TO 2040 Comprehensive Regional Plan; Section 12 - CREATE a More Efficient Freight Network. 
3 CMAP GO TO 2040 Comprehensive Regional Plan; Section 12 - CREATE a More Efficient Freight Network. 
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Table 1-5.   Growth of Travel Demand: I-55 Average Daily Traffic 

Location  # of Lanes  2012 ADT  2040 No‐Build ADT  Traffic Increase 

West of I‐355  6  141,000  201,000  42% 

I‐355 to I‐294  6  133,000 – 161,000  215,000 – 260,000  34‐74% 

I‐294 to        IL 
171 

6  144,000 – 156,000  233,000 – 243,000  49‐68% 

IL 171 to Cicero 
Ave 

6  145,000‐165,000  236,000 – 240,000  45‐62% 

Cicero Ave   to I‐
90/94 

6  128,000 – 176,000  206,000 – 235,000  33‐60% 

ADT is rounded to the nearest 1,000. 
Source: Chicago Metropolitan Planning Agency 

 
Based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010 Edition Exhibit, 11-6, the ideal traffic capacity for a 
six-lane facility is approximately 138,000 vehicles per day (assuming 23,000 vpd per lane for a six lane 
freeway).  Most sections of I-55 already exceed or are on the verge of exceeding this capacity. As a result, 
any disruptions in traffic flow during peak periods tend to cause an immediate breakdown in traffic flow 
and operations. Experience has demonstrated that these incidents tend to result in extended delays as 
traffic congestion clears through the system.  
 
As traffic demand continues to grow, I-55 will soon exceed the minimal service capacity of the existing 
six-lane facility.  As noted in Table 1-5, the projected 2040 No-Build traffic will exceed 200,000 vpd, 
with some sections having ADTs as great as 260,000 vpd. Along the entire study area, the volume will 
exceed the capacity by a substantial amount (60,000 to 120,000 vpd) resulting in volume to capacity (v/c) 
ratios in 2040 ranging from 1.45 to 1.88 based on a 6-lane facility. This transportation service is 
inconsistent (deficient) with national, regional and local expectations for urban interstate corridors and 
further reinforces the need to improve service and reliability within the I-55 study area. 
 
2.4.2 Travel Time Reliability 

As identified in Table 1-1, the travel demand within the I-55 study area has experienced substantial 
growth since 1980. As a result, peak hour travel times within the study area have degraded, resulting in 
extended commuting hours, and volatile traffic speeds.   
 
The website travelmidwest.com provides real time and historical data on travel times by time of day for 
regional freeways throughout the Chicago Region. Figures 1-4 and 1-5 depict the average travel time and 
travel time range by time of day for non-holiday, Tuesday through Thursday travel for the I-55 study area.  
As shown, I-55 users experience substantial increases in average travel time during peak travel periods 
and are exposed to a highly variable travel time during these periods of high demand.  
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Figure 1-4.   I-55 Northbound Historic Travel Time Average and Range 

 

Figure 1-5.   I-55 Southbound Historic Travel Time Average and Range 

 

 
The green line in the figures represents the real travel time for a specific day (in this case August 1, 2013) 
and demonstrates the variability of travel experiences during the course of this day. On this particular day, 
the southbound travel times varied from 23 to 55 minutes, with the greatest delay experienced during the 
evening commute times from 5-6 p.m. A traffic incident occurring at noon in the northbound direction 
resulted in disruption for more than 2 hours.  
 
The red line represents average travel time for all samples collected on multiple days. The yellow zones 
indicate the normal range of travel time based on percentile of travel time values for each period.  The 
normal range shows the variability of times faced by the I-55 commuter. Travel times can exceed 60 
minutes during peak hours in both the northbound and southbound directions.  
 
Free flow travel time to traverse the study area is 28 minutes. Under congested conditions, the travel 
times can almost triple, adding an extra 40 minutes onto what is often an already long commute.  In the 
northbound direction average travel times were increased in the range of 10-25 minutes from 6 a.m. to 10 
a.m. and from 4 p.m. to 7 p.m.  In the southbound direction, average travel times were increased in the 
range of 10-30 minutes from 2 p.m. to 7 p.m.  
 
As a result of the variability of travel times along the I-55 study area, CMAP also has developed a trip 
planning tool for motorists.   As shown in Table 1-6, travelers often must allow for double or triple the 
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time required to travel along I-55 in the study area to account for the variability in travel times to ensure 
arrival at their destination on time during peak hours of congestion.  
 

Table 1-6.  Trip Planning Table based on CMAP Planning Index 

I‐55 Section 
Free Flow 
Travel (min) 

AM Planning 
Time  Index 

PM Planning Time  
Index 

Congested Hours 
per Day 

I‐55 Northbound,  from  I‐355 
to Lake Shore Drive  

28 minutes  80 minutes  64 minutes 
At least  >10 hours 

per day 

I‐55  Southbound,  from  Lake 
Shore Drive to I‐355  

28 minutes  82 minutes  81 minutes 
At least 11 hours per 

day 

Source:  CMAP Freeway Congestion Scans (www.cmap.illinois.gov/cmp/scans/55-lakes-shore to--294 and 
www.cmap.illinois.gov/cmp/scans/55-294-to-veterans-parkway). 

 
This trip planning tool indicates a historical unreliability in travel times within this study area. For 
example, between I-355 and Lake Shore Drive, CMAP recommends allotting 3 times the amount of time 
needed during uncongested periods for travel in the northbound direction during the AM peak and in the 
southbound direction during the PM peak hours as shown in Table 1-6.  Travel along the section of the I-
55 study area between I-355 and I-294 is somewhat more reliable, although CMAP still recommends that 
drivers need to allow 2 to 3 times the free-flow travel time. 
 
In addition to the high travel demands experienced in this study area, unpredictable incidents such as 
weather, disabled vehicles or crashes contribute to the unreliable travel performance. These unpredictable 
incidents can result in a rapid deterioration of travel times that extend over long stretches. The inability to 
communicate these incidents in real time and the response time to clear these incidents also is affected by 
congestion, further exacerbating the disruption of service. 
 
2.4.3 Traffic Operations 

Travel performance along I-55 in the study area was analyzed using the procedures provided in the 2010 
Highway Capacity Manual, as implemented in the 2010 Highway Capacity Software.  This analysis was 
completed for the morning and evening peak hours of travel, based on the 2012 and 2040 No-Build traffic 
volumes. In this study area, during weekdays, extended peak hours of congestion generally occur from 7 
a.m. to 9 a.m. and from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. Hourly traffic volumes for this analysis were adjusted to 
represent an average of the multiple hour morning and evening peak periods. 
 
The analysis provides a measure of travel performance called Level of Service (LOS), which is a measure 
of traffic flow and congestion. LOS is a letter grade from A through F with LOS A being best, and LOS F 
being worst as described in Table 1-7. LOS is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions 
within the traffic stream and the perception of those conditions by the motorist as presented in the 2010 
Highway Capacity Manual.  IDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) require LOS C or 
better for the design of urban interstate facilities such as I-554.  In some circumstances LOS D may be 
allowed in urban areas based on unavoidable design constraints and/or substantial potential adverse socio-
economic or environmental impacts. 
 
 
 

                                                 
 
4 IDOT Bureau of Design and Environmental Manual; Section 45-4; Figure 45-4.B – Design Criteria for Urban Expressways. 
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Table 1-7.   Level of Service (LOS) Characteristics 

LOS  Description 

A  Free flow with low volumes and high speeds 

B  Reasonably free flow, but speeds beginning to be restricted by traffic conditions 

C 
Stable flow, but most drivers are restricted in the freedom to select their own 

speeds 

D 
Approaching unstable flow, with drivers having little freedom to select their own 

speed 

E  Unstable flow, which may include short stoppages 

F  Unacceptable congestion with stop‐and‐go and forced flow conditions 

 
The LOS analyses are based on the individual sections of 
the freeway (merge, diverge, weaving, or basic freeway) 
operating primarily under no influence of the adjacent 
sections (i.e. the effects of the downstream congestion). It 
should be understood that the analyses present the best 
possible travel performance in each of these isolated 
sections of analyses and do not consider the upstream 
congestion or unforeseen incidents such as weather or 
traffic incidents. In addition to the congestion and 
reliability indices, this provides an additional metric of 
evaluation of the traffic performance based on basic 
freeway capacity and captures the best possible scenario 
of the future design year conditions.  
 
Tables 1-8 and 1-9 provide the LOS analytical results for 
northbound sections of I-55 based on 2012 traffic 
volumes and projected year 2040 No-Build traffic 
volumes during the morning and evening peak travel 
hours. The LOS results are shown for mainline sections 
of I-55 as well as merging and weaving sections. This 
information also is graphically summarized in Figures 1-6 through 1-9. 
 
  
 

 
LOS A 

 
 

 
LOS F 
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Table 1-8.   I-55 Northbound LOS –2012 (existing) and 2040 (No-Build) Traffic  

 
 
 

From To Type
AM Peak 

Hour

PM Peak 

Hour

AM Peak 

Hour

PM Peak 

Hour

Diverge D D F D

Merge  B C C C

Mainline C C F F

Weave C C E E

Merge  D C F E

Lemont Rd Cass Ave Mainline D D F E

Diverge D D F E

Weave C C E E

Merge  C C F F

Cass Ave IL 83 Mainline D D F F

Diverge D D F F

Merge  C C F E

IL 83 County Line Rd Mainline D C F E

Weave C D E F

Weave C C F F

Weave C C E E

Diverge C C F E

County Line Rd Joliet Rd Mainline D D F F

Joliet Rd I‐294 Mainline C D F F

Weave C E F F

Mainline C D E F

Weave C C E E

Merge  C C F F

US 45 IL 171 Mainline C D F F

Diverge D D F F

Diverge C D E F

Mainline C D E F

Merge  D D F F

IL 43  Central Ave Mainline D D F F

Diverge D D F F

Merge  C C E F

Central Ave IL 50 Mainline D D F F

Diverge D D E F

Merge  D D F F

IL 50 Pulaski Rd Mainline D D F F

Diverge E E F F

Merge  E D F F

Pulaski Rd Kedzie Ave Mainline E D F F

Kedzie Ave California Ave Mainline D D F F

Diverge E D F F

Mainline D C E E

Mainline E D F F

Diverge C C D D

IL 43 entrance

Central Ave exit 

Central Ave entrance

I‐355 Exit

County Line Rd. Cloverleaf

Joliet Road Entrance

I‐355 to Lemont Rd with auxialary lane

Lemont Rd. Cloverleaf

Lemont Rd. Entrance

Cass Ave. Exit

Cass Ave. Cloverleaf

Cass Ave. Entrance

IL 83 Exit

IL 83 Entrance

County Line Rd. to I‐294

County line Rd. to Joliet Rd.

US 45 Cloverleaf

US 45 NB entrance

IL 171 EB exit

IL 171 (1st Ave) NB exit

IL 171 to IL 43 with auxiallary Lane

 Base Year 2012Northbound 2040 (No Build)

IL 50 entrance

Pulaski Rd exit

Pulaski Rd entrance

Kedzie Ave/ California Ave exit

California Ave to Damen Ave Auxiallary Lane

Damen Ave to I‐90/94 NB with auxiallary Lane 

I‐90/94 SB Exit

IL 50 Ave exit

County Line Rd. SB exit

I‐294 SB entrance to I‐294 SB exit

 I‐294 to US45 auxiallary Lane from
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Table 1-9.   I-55 Southbound LOS – 2012 and 2040 No-Build Traffic Volumes

 
 

 

From To Type
AM Peak 

Hour

PM Peak 

Hour

AM Peak 

Hour

PM Peak 

Hour

Mainline C B D C

Mainline B B C C

Mainline C C D D

Merge  D C F F

Damen Ave California Ave Mainline D C F F

California Ave Kedzie Ave Mainline C C E E

Diverge D C F F

Merge  C C F F

Kedzie Ave Pulaski Rd Mainline D D F F

Diverge D E F F

Merge  C D F F

Pulaski Rd IL 50 Mainline D D F F

Diverge D E F F

Merge  D D F F

IL 50 Central Ave Mainline D E F F

Diverge E E F F

Merge  C C F F

Central Ave IL 43 Mainline D D F F

Diverge D D F F

Mainline C C E E

Merge  C C F F

IL 171 US 45 Mainline D D F F

Diverge C C F F

Merge  C B F F

US 45 I‐294 Mainline D C F F

Weave D C F F

Weave D C F F

I‐294 Joliet Rd Mainline D C F F

Joliet Rd County Line Rd Mainline D D F F

Weave C C F F

Merge  C C F F

County Line Rd IL 83 Mainline C C F F

Diverge D C F F

Merge  C C F F

IL 83 Cass Ave Mainline D D F F

Diverge D D F F

Weave C C E E

Merge  C C F F

Cass Ave Lemont Rd Mainline D D F F

Diverge D D F F

Weave C C E E

Mainline B C C E

Diverge B C C D

 Base Year 2012

Cass Ave Cloverleaf

I‐90/94 NB entrance 

IL 43 to IL 171 with auxiallary lane 

I‐90/94 to Damen Ave with auxiallary Lane

Damen Ave entrance

Kedzie/ California Ave exit

Kedzie/California Ave entrance

Pulaski Rd exit

Pulaski Rd entrance

IL 50 exit

IL 50 entrance

Central Ave exit

Central Ave entrance

IL 43 exit

I‐90/94 SB Ramp to I‐55

County Line Rd Cloverleaf

County Line  Rd entrance

IL 83 exit

IL 83 entrance

Cass Ave exit

IL 171 entrance

US 45 exit

US 45 entrance

 I‐294 NB to I‐294 SB auxiallary Lane

I‐294/Joliet Rd to County Line Rd. auxiallary 

Lemont Rd exit

Lemont Rd Cloverleaf

Lemont Rd to I‐355 with auxiallary lane

Joliet Rd exit

Cass Ave entrance

2040 (No Build)Southbound
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Figure 1-6.   Travel Performance – 2012 (existing conditions) Morning Peak Hour 

 
 

Figure 1-7.   Travel Performance – 2012 (existing conditions) Evening Peak Hour 
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Figure 1-8.   Travel Performance – 2040 (No-Build condition) Morning Peak Hour 

 

 

Figure 1-9.   Travel Performance – 2040 (No-Build condition) Evening Peak Hour 
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Based on the travel performance analysis for year 2012 traffic volumes, the majority of sections currently 
operate at LOS D and E, particularly in the northbound direction. The poor operations are typical of the I-
55 travel experiences for extended periods of congestion and reflect the current failure of I-55 to meet 
regional and local transportation needs. The 2012 LOS of D and E does not account for the unpredictable 
incidents such as weather, disabled vehicles or crashes that can quickly result in a LOS F. 
 
Travel performance along I-55 will continue to degrade substantially under the 2040 No-Build scenario 
with the majority of sections operating at LOS F. 
 
2.4.4 Congestion Management 

There are a few methods to assess the variability and unreliability of travel times along the I-55 study 
area.  CMAP provides historic congestion measures by location and time of day to assess the operational 
performance and variability of the study area. Congested hours are an indication of how many hours per 
day a facility is congested.  For this measure, congestion is defined as any time in which the particular 
section operates at a speed of less than 50 miles per hour (mph)5 on a freeway.  Figures 1-10 and 1-11 
show the congestion scans for northbound and southbound I-55 during a typical mid-week condition 
during the year 2011. The figures were prepared and analysis performed by CMAP based on data from 
Traffic.com.  Average speed is shown as a function of time-of-day (horizontal axis) and location (vertical 
axis). As you can see from the figures, the traffic speeds are volatile during the peak periods. 
 
During the morning commute (northbound) and evening commute (southbound) travel speeds fluctuated 
between 20 and 50 mph through multiple sections generally defined by interchange locations.  I-55 
northbound from just west of IL 171 to Pulaski Avenue had travel speeds less than 30 mph for a four hour 
stretch from approximately 6-10 a.m.   I-55 southbound from approximately Halsted to Cicero Avenue 
had travel speeds generally less than 30 mph for a four hour stretch from approximately 2-6 p.m.    
 
The 2011 congestion scans are consistent with previously prepared scans in 2007 and 2009 by the time of 
day and the location of the congestion areas, indicating a persistent congestion pattern in this study area.  
Often volatile speeds have a direct relationship to specific types of crashes such as rear end collisions 
which often occur when vehicles must stop quickly to attempt to avoid a vehicle.  Figures 1-12 and 1-13 
summarize the I-55 Northbound and Southbound crashes that occurred from 2010-2014. 
 
Table 1-10 identifies the number of crashes within the study area each year from 2010-2014. There are 
approximately 4.4 crashes per day along I-55 within the study area, resulting in an average of 31.1 crashes 
per week.  The majority of the crashes occur during the peak hours.  However, since traffic is generally 
moving at lower speeds, the crashes tend to fall in the Property Damage Only category. 
 
Each crash and the associated incident management event and duration have a profound additional 
adverse effect on travel reliability and unpredictable travel times along the corridor.  As observed in 
Figure 1-4, traffic incidents even in non-peak hours may require several hours to clear.  In general, the 
highest number of crash locations coincides with the areas where the traffic speeds were most volatile and 
heavy congestion is observed. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
 
5 http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/mobility/roads/cmp/performance-measurement/scans. 
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Figure 1-10.   I-55 Weekday Congestion and High Crash Frequency Areas 
I-355 to I-294 (2011)

 

Source:  CMAP Freeway Congestion Scans  www.cmap.illinois.gov/cmp/scans/55-294-to-veterans-parkway 

 
 
 
 

HIGH CRASH LOCATIONS 
(North and Southbound) 
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Figure 1-11.   I-55 Weekday Congestion and High Crash Frequency Areas 
I-294 to I-90/94 (2011) 

 

 

Source:  CMAP Freeway Congestion Scans www.cmap.illinois.gov/cmp/scans/55-lakes-shore to--294  
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Figure 1-12.  Major Collision Types 
 

  
 

 

Figure 1-13.  KABC Injury Crashes by Mile Post 
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Table 1-10.  Crashes in the Study Area from 2010 to 2014 

Direction 
Year   

2010  2011  2012  2013  2014  Total 

Totals:  1,605  1,707  1,462  1,498  1,809  8,081 

 
2.4.5 Maximize the Use of the Existing Facility 

The condition and constraints of the existing facility is an important consideration in the evaluation of the 
need for improvements and for potential solutions. Within the study limits, I-55 crosses four major 
waterways and five railroads, and includes seventeen interchanges with other roadways. In addition, the I-
55 corridor has limited outward expansion potential as a majority of the corridor is constrained by parallel 
rail corridors, waterways, and limited right-of-way.  The existing roadway, structures, and support 
facilities are generally in good physical condition and are not in need of complete reconstruction in the 
foreseeable future.  Additionally, the existing I-55 facility within the study limits was constructed with a 
40 to 60 foot wide median to accommodate future transportation improvements. 
 
Therefore, the utilization of the existing facility and avoiding or minimizing the need for additional right-
of-way is an important consideration in the development of feasible solutions. By staying within existing 
right-of-way to the maximum extent practicable, the project can avoid substantial impacts to adjacent 
transportation facilities, businesses, and residences which would make the project infeasible from an 
impact and cost perspective. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 

April 2016 Page 22 of 83 I-55 Managed Lanes Project 
 

SECTION II:  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT TABLE 

The table below includes a summary of the various environmental resources that are present within the 
study area and whether the proposed improvement will affect that resource. 
 
 

 
Environmental 

Resources/Conditions 
 

Resource/Condition Present? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Present But 
Not Affected 

I. Social/Economic 

1. Community Cohesion   X 

2. Environmental Justice and Title VI   X 

3. Public Facilities and Services   X 
4. Changes in Travel Patterns and 
Access   X 

5. Relocations (Business and 
Residential)  X  

6. Economic Impacts   X 

7. Land Use  X  

8. Growth and Economic Development  X  

9. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities  X  

II. Agricultural 

1. Farms and Farmland Conversion   X  

2. Prime and Important Soils  X  

3. Severed/Landlocked Parcels  X  

4. Adverse Travel  X  

III. Cultural Resources (Historic Properties) 

1. Archeological Sites  X  

2. Historic Bridges   X 

3. Historic Districts    X 

4. Historic Buildings   X 

IV. Air Quality 

1. Microscale Analysis 
 a. Does project add through lanes or 
auxiliary turning lanes? 

X  
 

 b. Has COSIM 4.0 been used?  X  

2. Air Quality Conformity 
 a. Is project in a non-attainment or 
maintenance area?  

 
X 

3. Is project located in a PM 2.5 or PM 
10 non-attainment or maintenance area  

 
X 
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Environmental 

Resources/Conditions 
 

Resource/Condition Present? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Present But 
Not Affected 

4. Construction-Related Particulate 
Matter X 

  

5. Mobile Source Air Toxics X   

V.  Noise 

1. Is this a Type I project? X   

a.  Noise impacts X   

b. Does abatement meet feasibility and 
reasonableness criteria? X  

 

2. Is this a Type III project?  X  

VI. Natural Resources 

1. Upland Plant Communities 
  a. Does the project impact wooded 
areas (Trees)? 

 
X 

 

  b. Does the project impact Prairie?  X  

  c. Does the project occur within an 
Illinois Department of Agriculture 
quarantine area for an invasive species? 

 
X 

 

2. Wildlife Resources 
 a. Does the project area contain 
breeding habitat for neotropical migrant 
species of birds? 

 X  

 b. Does the project area contain nesting 
Bald Eagles?  X  

3. Threatened and Endangered Species 
 a. Does habitat exist for Federally-listed 
species in the project area? 

  X 

 b. Does the Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources Natural Heritage 
Database indicate the presence of State-
listed species near the project area? 

  X 

VII. Water Quality/Resources/Aquatic Habitats 

1. Does the project study area contain a 
navigable waterway? 

X   

2. Does the project study area contain a 
wild and scenic river? 

 X  

3. Does the project study area contain a 
Nationwide River Inventory stream? 

 X  

4. Does the project study area contain a 
Biologically Significant stream? 

 X  

5. Does the project study area contain a 
waterway that is rated for Integrity under 

X   
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Environmental 

Resources/Conditions 
 

Resource/Condition Present? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Present But 
Not Affected 

the “Integrating Multiple Taxa in a 
Biological Stream Rating System”? 
6. Does the project study area contain a 
waterway that is rated for Diversity under 
the “Integrating Multiple Taxa in a 
Biological Stream Rating System”? 

X   

7. Does the project study area contain a 
waterway that is designated as an Illinois 
Natural Area Inventory Site? 

 X  

8. Does the project study area contain a 
waterway listed by Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency (IEPA) as impaired? 

X   

9. Does the project study area contain a 
waterway subject to Total Maximum 
Daily Loads by the IEPA? 

 X  

10. Does the project study area fall 
within the Chicago Area Waterway 
System? 

X   

VIII. Groundwater Resources 

1. Is groundwater the primary source of 
potable water in the area?  X  

2. Does the project occur within an area 
of karst topography?  X  

3.  Does the project occur within a 
watershed that has been designated by 
the IEPA as vital for a particularly 
sensitive ecological system? 

 X  

4. Does the project impact a Wellhead 
Protection Area? 

 X  

5.  Does the project occur within an area 
where potable water supply wells are 
present? 

 X  

6.  Does the project contribute to 
degradation of the areas Groundwater 
Quality? 

 X  

7. Does the project occur within an area 
designated as a special resources 
groundwater? 

 X  

IX. Floodplains 

1. Does the project occur within a 100-
year floodplain? 

  X 

2. Does the project occur within the 
Regulated Floodway? 

  X 

3. Is a Floodplain Finding required?  X  
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Environmental 

Resources/Conditions 
 

Resource/Condition Present? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Present But 
Not Affected 

X. Wetlands 

1. Does the project impact Wetlands? X   
2. Do the wetlands have an FQI of 20 or 
greater?  X  

3. Are the wetlands listed as an ADID 
Site?  X  

4. Wetlands Finding X   

XI. Special Waste 

1. Did project pass Level I screening?  X  

2. Did project pass Level II screening?  X  
3. Was a Preliminary Environmental Site 
Assessment (PESA) required? X   

  a. Is All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI) 
required?  X  

  b. Were REC(s) identified in the PESA? X   
4. Was a Preliminary Site Investigation 
(PSI) required? 

X   

XII. Special Lands 

1. Section 4(f)   X  
 a. DeMinimis, Programmatic, or 
Individual  X  

2. Section 6(f)  X  
3. Open Space Lands Acquisition and 
Development (OSLAD) Act Lands  X  

4. INAI Sites   X 

5. Nature Preserves  X  

6. Land & Water Reserves  X  

XIII. Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 

1. Indirect Impacts X   

2. Cumulative Impacts X   

XIV. Environmental Commitments/Permits/Certifications Required 

1. Does the project require Section 404 
Permit(s)? X   

a. Is an individual, nationwide, or 
regional permit anticipated? X   

2. Will an individual Water Quality 
Certification from IEPA be required? X   
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Environmental 

Resources/Conditions 
 

Resource/Condition Present? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

Present But 
Not Affected 

3. Will a Coast Guard Bridge Permit be 
required? X   

XV. Public Involvement X   

XVI. Agency Coordination X   

SECTION III:  ALTERNATIVES  
 
A number of alternatives were evaluated for the I-55 study area that addressed the project Purpose and 
Need.  The need to provide improved transportation service along I-55 while minimizing adverse impacts 
on the adjacent communities required the evaluation of solutions that seek to serve the transportation 
demands while recognizing the economic and community vitality along the corridor. Thus, as capacity is 
added to the new I-55 roadway, alternatives evaluated include the addition of a general purpose lane and 
managed lane alternatives to address the need for dependable and sustainable travel service while 
providing new travel choices and improved transit opportunities as identified in the project Purpose and 
Need. 
 
1.   No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative represents a base condition in which no improvements are made within the I-55 
study area by the year 2040.  Analysis of the No-Build demand6 indicates that if no improvements are 
provided within the study area, I-55 can expect to be operating at a Level of Service (LOS) E or F 
throughout almost all sections of the corridor by the year 2040. Based on Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) 2010 edition (Exhibit 11-6), the ideal traffic capacity for a six-lane facility (resulting in Level of 
Service E) is approximately 138,000 vehicles per day. Most sections of I-55 currently exceed or are on 
the verge of exceeding this capacity. As a result, any disruptions in traffic flow during peak periods tend 
to cause an immediate breakdown in traffic flow and operations. Experience has demonstrated that these 
incidents result in extended delays as traffic congestion clears through the system.  
 
The No-Build Alternative does not address the regional mobility, travel time reliability, traffic operations 
and congestion management needs for I-55.  The No-Build Alternative was carried forward for 
comparison purposes against the build alternatives as to how they meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project. 
 
2.   Description of Build Alternatives 

Each of the proposed build alternatives considered includes construction of an additional travel lane in 
each direction within the I-55 median to provide added capacity.  As previously noted, due to monetary 
and physical constraints, the I-55 corridor has limited expansion potential.  From the IL 171 interchange 
eastward, I-55 is bound by the Sanitary and Ship Canal and multiple parallel rail corridors.  Potential 
right-of-way impacts, combined with construction cost, and mitigation of environmental impacts would 
escalate the overall improvement cost to an infeasible level.  The existing median along I-55 was 
originally constructed with a width of 40 to 60 feet to accommodate future transportation improvements 
                                                 
 
6 I-55 Base & Design Year No-Build Mainline Roadway Performance Measures, Technical Memorandum. 
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and is therefore the most feasible location for providing additional capacity improvements as it minimizes 
impacts to existing infrastructure and resources within the corridor.   
 
The build alternatives considered include a general purpose lane (GPL) alternative and various managed 
lane alternatives.  The managed lane alternatives include truck only lanes (TOL), high occupancy vehicle 
lanes (HOV), high occupancy toll lanes (HOT) and express toll lanes (ETL).   A more detailed description 
of each of the build alternatives considered is provided below. 
 
In order to implement an additional lane along I-55 regardless of the alternative, reconstruction of the 
median area within the project limits and modifications of several bridge structures is required. The 
estimated construction cost for reconstruction of the median area, which is the same for each of the build 
alternatives, is approximately $325 Million (2015$).  
 
Each of the build alternatives may also include Active Traffic 
Management Strategies (ATMS) across all lanes of traffic within the 
I-55 study area to provide real-time information to motorists of 
downstream traffic problems, adjust the posted speed limits based on 
travel conditions, and have the option to close down specific traffic 
lanes for roadway maintenance and incident management, and re-
direct traffic to alternate lanes.  The potential travel benefits of ATMS 
implementation include reduced congestion and improved travel time 
reliability.  ATMS would include additional infrastructure 
improvements to install a fiber optics network in the median and 
overhead gantries to provide variable message signing, variable speed 
limits, and incident management indicators. The additional estimated 
cost for construction of the ATMS infrastructure as part of each build 
alternative is approximately $45 Million (2015$). On this basis, the 
overall estimated base construction cost for each of the build 
alternatives is approximately $370 Million (2015$). 
 
For the HOT and ETL Alternatives, additional infrastructure is 
required for toll collection and to advise motorists of variable toll 
pricing (i.e.; congestion pricing) as required to manage lane performance.  The additional estimated 
construction cost to include tolling for the HOT and ETL Alternatives is approximately $60 Million 
(2015$) which results in a total estimated construction cost for the HOT and ETL Alternatives of 
approximately $430 Million (2015$). 
 
2.1  Additional General Purpose Lane Alternative 

 
The GPL Alternative provides an additional unrestricted travel lane that could be used by all vehicle types 
in the same way as the existing three general purpose lanes along I-55.  There would not be any restriction 
on use of this lane such as vehicle occupancy requirements nor any tolling with this alternative. 
  
2.2  Managed Lane Alternatives 

 

The objective of the managed lane alternatives is to provide a dependable and sustainable transportation 
solution by implementing a variety of operational strategies for the additional lane being provided, 
including vehicle occupancy restrictions, access restrictions and/or congestion pricing strategies, and by 
supporting increased transit opportunities (high occupancy vehicles and Pace bus).  For each managed 

What is Active Traffic 
Management? 

 

 
 

Active traffic management is a 
method of utilizing overhead 
variable message and lane 

control signing to smooth traffic 
flow and increase peak capacity 

on busy major highways by 
implementing real-time speed 

limit adjustments, lane closures, 
hard-shoulder running and ramp-

metering in response to travel 
conditions and incidents. 
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lane alternative, the existing three general purpose lanes would remain and would not be modified or 
tolled. 
 
The managed lane concept7 can be viewed as a “freeway-within-a-
freeway” where a set of lanes within the freeway cross section is 
separated from general purpose lanes, and where operational strategies 
are proactively implemented and managed in response to changing 
conditions.  The principal management strategies considered with 
managed lanes include vehicle eligibility, access control, pricing and 
combinations thereof.  Each potential strategy provides unique benefits 
that are considered based on the specific transportation improvement 
needs of the corridor.  These strategies also provide travel choice 
opportunities for motorists based on their travel needs.  Managed lanes 
provide a sustainable transportation solution by providing a more robust 
congestion management strategy with long term adaptability within the 
constraints of limited resources. 
 
As discussed above, implementation of a managed lane alternative can 
have additional costs associated with incorporation of new technologies 
to allow real time monitoring of traffic conditions and the ability to apply 
corresponding operational changes to respond to changing travel 
conditions, and for incorporation of tolling and congestion pricing. As a 
result, the managed lane alternatives require additional investments as 
compared to the GPL Alternative. 
 
In order to provide effective operation, managed lane facilities also have unique enforcement needs. 
Restrictions in vehicle access, occupancy criteria, access constraints and/or congestion pricing strategies 
will increase the enforcement expectations for these facilities.  Managed lane alternatives being 
considered include a lane separated from the general purpose lanes by a painted buffer ranging in width 
from 0 to 4 feet and with either continuous access or access restricted to specific locations. The managed 
lane would offer a new travel choice for motorists, improved operations as compared to the general 
purpose lanes, and a dedicated space for continuing Pace bus service. Several different types of managed 
lanes were evaluated as part of the alternatives process, including: 
 

 Truck Only Lane (TOL) Alternative 
 High Occupancy Vehicle with Two or More Occupants (HOV 2+) Alternative 
 High Occupancy Vehicle with Three or More Occupants (HOV 3+) Alternative 
 High Occupancy Toll 2+ (HOT 2+) Alternative 
 High Occupancy Toll 3+ (HOT 3+) Alternative 
 Express Toll Lane (ETL) Alternative 

 
2.2.1 Truck Only Lane (TOL) Alternative 

A truck only facility reserves the managed lanes for truck service only. As supported by national research 
studies8 a TOL would require construction of two lanes in each direction to accommodate safe and 
efficient operating conditions for trucks within the TOL, and would be barrier separated from general 

                                                 
 
7 http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/managelanes_primer/index.htm 
8 NCHRP/NCFRP Separation of Vehicles – CMV-Only Lanes; Section 5.2.1 – Feasibility Criteria. 

What is a Managed 
Lane? 
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dedicated travel lane for which 
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managed in response to changing 

travel conditions in order to 
improve overall travel performance 

and reliability. 
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purpose lanes. This would require reconstruction and widening of I-55 (and associated bridges) to provide 
a wider median area and to reinstate the three general purpose lanes.  
 
2.2.2 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Alternatives 

The HOV alternatives include occupancy requirements per vehicle.  Both tolled and non-tolled HOV 
alternatives evaluated are described below. 

 
2.2.2(a) High Occupancy Vehicle 2+ (HOV 2+) Alternative 

 

 
This alternative restricts access to the additional managed lane to carpools 
with two or more passengers (i.e. HOV 2+) and Pace bus service, with the 
three general purpose lanes in each direction remaining. Single occupancy 
vehicles (SOV) are restricted from using these lanes. All HOV 2+ vehicles are 
allowed to utilize the managed lane. 
 

 
 2.2.2(b)  High Occupancy Vehicle 3+ (HOV 3+) Alternative 

 

 

This alternative restricts access to the additional managed lane to carpools 
with three or more passengers (i.e. HOV 3+) and Pace bus service, with the 
three general purpose lanes in each direction remaining. SOV’s and HOV 2 
are restricted from using these lanes. All HOV 3+ vehicles can utilize the 
managed lane. 
 

 
2.2.2(c)  High Occupancy Toll 2+ (HOT 2+) Alternative 
 

 

This alternative utilizes congestion pricing strategies to manage lane capacity 
and service within the additional HOT lane provided, with the three general 
purpose lanes in each direction remaining as non-tolled.  HOV 2+ users and 
Pace bus service are allowed to use the lane toll-free. When additional capacity 
is available, SOV’s would be allowed to use the HOT lane, and would be 
tolled. Tolling allows the optimum use of the available managed lane capacity, 
thus increasing the corridor travel service. Tolling will generate a new revenue 
source to partially offset implementation and operational costs.   

 
 

2.2.2(d) High Occupancy Toll 3+ (HOT 3+) Alternative 
 

 

This alternative is similar to the HOT 2+ Alternative, but would restrict non-
tolled use to HOV 3+ users and Pace bus service. When additional capacity is 
available, SOV and HOV 2 vehicles would be allowed to use the HOT lane, 
but would be tolled to ensure the optimum use of the available managed lane 
capacity. Tolling will generate a new revenue source to partially offset 
implementation and operational costs.  
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2.2.3 Express Toll Lane (ETL) Alternative 

 

This alternative would provide a dedicated managed lane that all motorists 
may use by paying a toll.  The ETL Alternative utilizes congestion pricing 
strategies to manage lane performance, with the three general purpose lanes in 
each direction remaining as non-tolled. Pace bus service would be allowed to 
use the ETL as a non-tolled user.  The ETL Alternative will generate a new 
revenue source to partially offset implementation and operational costs.  
 
 

 
 

3.   Evaluation of the Build Alternatives  

3.1 TOL Alternative  
 
As previously discussed, the TOL alternative would require two new lanes in each direction and therefore 
require widening of I-55 (along with associated right-of-way acquisition and impacts), reconstruction of 
numerous bridges, and would therefore not accomplish the purpose and need objective to maximize the 
use of the existing facility.  
 
In addition, direct entrance/exit ramps onto a TOL also are preferred in order to reduce truck traffic 
weaving within the general purpose lanes. The operational characteristics and maneuverability of trucks, 
however, require unique design criteria that are incompatible with the urban environment of the I-55 
corridor. Within the I-55 study area there are numerous potential origin/destinations for truck traffic 
served by the fourteen local access interchanges. With an inside median TOL, this will result in increased 
truck weaving operations within the general purpose lanes and short managed lane trip lengths along the 
entire length of the corridor which would minimize overall travel improvements in the corridor.  To 
eliminate the truck weaving would require the reconstruction or widening of bridges, interchanges and 
roadways throughout the study area.   
 
Because of the high level of investment required for TOL’s, the NCHRPP/NCFRP guidance previously 
cited recommends a minimum 25-30% trucks on the roadway for a TOL to be sustainable.  Although 
trucks comprise 10-14% of the traffic volume along I-55, the regional distribution of trucks throughout 
the study area will not effectively support higher service volumes in the managed lane since many trucks 
with localized origin/destination trips along I-55 will choose not to use the TOL due to merging.  When 
the TOL lanes are underutilized, congestion management benefits on the remaining general purpose lanes 
also are not provided.   On this basis, the TOL Alternative does not meet the project Purpose and Need 
and was therefore dismissed from further consideration. 
 
3.2 Initial Evaluation of the GPL, HOV, HOT, and ETL Alternatives  
 
The construction of an additional travel lane along I-55 within the study area will provide additional 
capacity, but will also result in higher peak hour traffic volumes compared to the No-Build Alternatives 
due to the following:  
 

 The new lane would draw vehicles away from nearby congested roads, improving flow on the 
surrounding network but minimizing the full benefit to traffic on I-55.   

 Off-peak commuters or recreational users may take advantage of the increased capacity, and 
adjust their commute or travel times to be more concentrated in the peak periods. 
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 Additional capacity may attract new trips into the network. 
A preliminary corridor level operational analysis was performed to compare the GPL Alternative to the 
various other Build Alternatives.  The results of the analysis are included in the I-55 Technical 
Memorandum “Operations Analysis of General Purpose Lanes for No-Build, Add-Lane and Manage Lane 
alternatives”, which is summarized in Table 3-1 by comparing the overall bi-directional performance of 
the mainline sections for I-55 for the six remaining general purpose lanes based on the year 2040 
projected traffic volumes. 

Table 3-1.  Year 2040 General Purpose Lane LOS Comparison 
 

General 
Purpose Lane 

LOS 

No‐Build  GPL  HOV 2+ HOV 3+ HOT 2+ HOT 3+  ETL

miles  %  miles  %  miles  %  miles  %  miles  %  miles  %  miles  % 

LOS D  0 0% 1.0 2% 1.8 4% 1.5 3% 1.8 4% 1.8 4% 1.8 4% 

LOS E 4.5 9% 3.5 7% 4.0 8% 3.25 7% 12.3 25% 10.3 21% 10.3 21% 

LOS F 45.5 91% 45.5 91% 44.2 88% 45.25 90% 35.9 71% 37.9 75%  37.9  75% 

 
As noted in Table 1-5, the projected 2040 No-Build traffic will exceed 200,000 vpd, with some sections 
having ADTs as great as 260,000 vpd. Along the entire study area, the volume will exceed the capacity by 
a substantial amount (60,000 to 120,000 vpd).  For the No-Build Alternative, all mainline sections of I-55 
within the study area would operate at LOS E and F.   
 
For the GPL Alternative adding a general purpose lane to the median will result in a comparatively small 
shift from mainline LOS E to LOS D, with no change in the length of I-55 operating at LOS F.  Any 
changes to lane utilization or travel speed within the additional general purpose lane as a result of 
weather, crashes, or maintenance would be expected to worsen operation conditions, creating substantial 
delays for motorists.  Although ATMS could be used for roadway maintenance and incident management 
by closing lanes and re-directing traffic to alternate lanes, operations would continue to be poor to failing 
(LOS E/F) and the dedicated lane for transit (Pace bus-on-shoulder) would be eliminated. 
 
The non-tolled alternatives (2040 No-Build, GPL, HOV 2+, and HOV 3+) are expected to have similar 
operational performance in the remaining three general purpose lanes.  As shown in Table 3-1, the general 
purpose lanes would operate poorly with failing levels of service (LOS F) across 88% or more of the 
corridor.  The HOV alternatives would provide a travel choice to users with HOV vehicles and Pace bus 
service being separated from the general purpose lanes within a dedicated and restricted lane. 
 
The tolled alternatives (HOT 2+, HOT 3+, and ETL) are expected to result in similar operational 
performance within the remaining three general purpose lanes.  As compared to the non-tolled 
alternatives, traffic operations in the remaining three general purpose lanes are expected to be slightly 
better due to the higher lane utilization of the managed lanes.  For the tolled alternatives, general purpose 
lane operations along I-55 would improve from LOS F to LOS E for 16% or more of the study area, as 
compared to the No-Build Alternative. Dynamic user fees could be used on the system to adjust the 
number of vehicles in the managed lane, maximizing usage of the system without creating a breakdown in 
operations. The tolled alternatives provide an opportunity for all facility users to have the choice to select 
a reliable transportation option on an as-needed basis. 
 
In summary, this evaluation demonstrates that the GPL Alternative would not provide dependable 
mobility, incorporate congestion management strategies as effectively as the managed lane alternatives, 
and it would not support transit opportunities or provide for sustainable transportation solutions. As such, 
the GPL Alternative was dismissed from further consideration. 
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3.3 Detailed Evaluation of the HOV, HOT, and ETL Alternatives 
 
All managed lane alternatives except for the TOL Alternative were carried forward for more detailed 
evaluation.  This evaluation compared each alternative during morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak 
congestion periods and assumes a representative toll rate of 10 cents/mile for all alternatives as identified 
in Tables 3-4 and 3-5.  The managed lane alternatives carried forward all include the addition of a single 
lane by converting the median and/or median shoulder to an additional travel lane.  As such, all Build 
Alternatives have similar environmental impacts.  Therefore, the critical component in screening 
alternatives was the evaluation of the level of travel benefits provided, and the ability to provide a long-
term sustainable solution.  The goals, objectives and evaluation criteria for the detailed evaluation are 
described in Table 3-2. 
 

Table 3-2.  Proposed Goals, Objectives and Evaluation Criteria 
 

Goals (Priority)  Objectives Criteria 

Travel Performance 
 
• Add capacity/reduce 

travel time  

 Improve travel time   • Total Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) along I‐55 within the study 
area compared to No‐Build  

 Reduction in Vehicle Hours 
Traveled along I‐55 within the 
study area compared to No‐Build  

Consumer Benefits  
 
• Reduce congestion  
• Reduce AM/PM peak  
• Improve transit options  

 

 Reduce travel times and improve travel 
time reliability (increase operational 
efficiency)  

 Manage travel demand and traffic 
congestion  

 Support mobility options such as 
carpooling  

 Increase transit opportunities, 
efficiency and reliability  

 Managed lane travel time savings 
in 2040 compared to No‐Build  

 Managed and General Purpose 
Lane speed and level of service  

 Managed Lane demand and 
corridor throughput  

 Assess transit travel options  

Sustainability 
 
• Sustainable Improvement  

 

• Maximize use of the existing 
infrastructure  

• Provide congestion relief within the I‐
55 study area for future travel  

• Flexibility to respond to real‐time travel 
conditions over the long term in order 
to maximize the ability to provide a 
predictable and reliable travel option 
for motorists  

• Generate revenue to cover some/all of 
the capital costs 

• Generate revenue to support future 
operating costs and maintenance  
 

• Minimize the amount of 
reconstruction required and avoid 
or minimize right‐of‐way 
acquisition needs 

• Estimate capital and operating 
cost of the Managed Lanes  

• Long‐term operations flexibility 
and adaptability 

• Estimate revenue generation 
potential of managed lanes and 
coverage of O&M/capital costs  

 

 
The understanding of corridor vehicle occupancy also is an important evaluation parameter of managed 
lane performance and such a study was conducted in April/May 2013 to determine the number of 
occupants in passenger vehicles within the study area. A total of 12,532 vehicles were observed over a 
three day period during morning and evening peak travel demand periods, and approximately 17% of the 
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observed vehicles had two (2) or more occupants, as summarized in Table 3-3 below.  The results show 
an average of 1.21 occupants per vehicle. 

Table 3-3.  Vehicle Occupancy Observation Results 

Category 

AM  PM  AM & PM 

Total 
Vehicles 

Percent 
Total 

Vehicles 
Percent  Total Vehicles  Percent 

Total Number of Vehicles  5,555  100.0%  6,977  100.0%  12,532  100.0% 

1 Occupant Vehicles  4,771  85.9%  5,683  81.5%  10,454  83.4% 

2 Occupant Vehicles  670  12.1%  1,043  14.9%  1,713  13.7% 

3 Occupant Vehicles  77  1.4%  168  2.4%  245  2.0% 

4 Occupant Vehicles  32  0.6%  62  0.9%  94  0.8% 

5+ Occupant Vehicles  5  0.1%  21  0.3%  26  0.2% 
   Source: I‐55 Phase 1 Managed Lane Study – Technical Memorandum: Vehicle Occupancy Study. 

 
The analysis used for the detailed evaluation9 reflects the criteria identified in the project Purpose and 
Need. The vehicle occupancy data collected was used to adjust the model trip tables for the year 2040 to 
better reflect the proportions of SOV, HOV 2+ and HOV 3+ vehicles within the I-55 corridor for the 
Design Year 2040 travel demand.  All of the managed lane alternatives are compared to the 2040 No-
Build Alternative.  A summary of each alternative’s travel performance for the Design Year 2040 travel 
demand is summarized in Table 3-4 and Table 3-5. 
 
Travel Performance was measured by the duration and distance traveled per vehicle traveling during the 
AM & PM peak hours. Evaluations were performed for each alternative to analyze the vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) and vehicle hours traveled (VHT) through the corridor, which is discussed further in 
Section 3.3.1. 
 
Consumer Benefits were analyzed based on performance criteria defined as the operating speed, time 
savings, traffic volumes, volume/capacity ratio, and person throughput. Evaluations were performed for 
each of the managed lane alternatives to predict the Design Year 2040 performance as compared to the 
2040 No-Build Alternative, which is discussed further in Section 3.3.2. 
 
Sustainability was evaluated qualitatively based on each alternative's ability to respond to real-time travel 
conditions over the long term in order to provide a reliable travel option for motorists. A revenue 
assessment was also performed for annual weekday AM & PM peak hours. Projected revenues in the year 
2040 were developed for the tolling options assuming a flat toll rate of 10 cents/mile. The No-Build and 
HOV alternatives provided no revenue based on their operational strategies, which is discussed further in 
Section 3.3.3. 

                                                 
 
9 I-55 Travel Model Validation, Base & Design Year No-Build Traffic Estimates, Technical Memorandum, June 20, 2013. 
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Table 3-4. Detailed Morning Travel Performance Evaluation (No-Build vs Managed Lane Alternatives) 
 

Performance Criteria Units 2040 No Build

AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour Indicator AM Peak Hour Indicator AM Peak Hour Indicator AM Peak Hour Indicator AM Peak Hour Indicator

ML Speed 
3 miles/hour ‐‐ 54‐55 55 41‐51 43‐52 43‐52

GP Speed 
3 miles/hour 32‐36 35‐38 33‐36 37‐40 37‐40 37‐40

ML Speed Advantage          (ML ‐ GP) 
3 miles/hour ‐‐ 20 20 9 5‐10 7‐8

ML Time Savings                   (GP ‐ ML) 
3 Minutes ‐‐ 10 12 5.5 4.5‐6.5 6‐7

V/C Ratio ‐ GP ‐‐ 1.14‐1.17 1.13‐1.15 1.15‐1.17 1.06‐1.11 1.06‐1.11 1.06‐1.11

V/C Ratio ‐ ML ‐‐ ‐‐ 0.34‐0.56 0.05‐0.09 0.56‐0.70 0.54‐0.69 0.54‐0.68

Volume ‐ ML 
4 Vehicles/hour ‐‐ 800 100 1,200 1,200 1,200

Volume ‐ GP 
4 Vehicles/hour 6,100 6,000 6,200 5,700 5,700 5,700

Total Volume (GP+ML) 
4 Vehicles/hour 6,100 6,800 6,300 6,900 6,900 6,900

Person Throughput ‐ ML 
4 Persons/hour ‐‐ 1,700 400 1,800 1,400 1,200

Person Throughput ‐ GP 
4 Persons/hour 6,700 6,100 6,700 5,900 6,200 6,300

Total Person Throughput (GP+ML) 
4 Persons/hour 6,700 7,800 7,100 7,700 7,600 7,500

Annual Revenue 
5 Millions $ ‐‐ $0 $0 $1.47 M $2.40 M $2.56 M

VMT ‐ ML Vehicle‐miles ‐‐ 32,800 4,900 48,900 47,700 47,500

VMT ‐ GP Vehicle‐miles 258,700 250,100 258,700 240,800 241,500 241,500

Total VMT Vehicle‐miles 258,700 282,900 263,600 289,700 289,200 289,000

VHT ‐ ML Vehicle‐hours ‐‐ 600 100 1,100 1,000 1,000

VHT ‐ GP Vehicle‐hours 7,700 6,900 7,600 6,400 6,400 6,400

Total VHT Vehicle‐hours 7,700 7,500 7,700 7,500 7,400 7,400

Key: Footnotes:

Indicator
1
 Results presented here are based on the calibrated travel demand model for the I‐55 Managed Lane Study.

3
 Speeds and traffic data reflect distance weighted averages.

4
Traffic and person‐throughput data is rounded to the nearest 100.

5
 Annual Weekday AM period (5‐9 am) Revenue assuming 250 weekdays per year.

References:
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I‐55 Phase I Engineering Study:  Managed Lane Travel Model Validation, Base & Design Year No‐Build Traffic Estimates, Technical Memorandum, June 20, 2013.
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Relatively Strong in Comparison to the No‐

Build 2
 Results presented for a representative toll rate of $0.10/mile, for comparison purposes only, and does not reflect actual anticipated toll rates.

Relatively Weak in Comparison to the No‐

Build

I‐55 Phase I Engineering Study:  Managed Lane Modeling Approach, Key Assumptions and Evaluation Process, Technical Memorandum, September 16, 2013.
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Table 3-5. Detailed Evening Travel Performance Evaluation (No-Build vs Managed Lane Alternatives) 
 

Performance Criteria Units 2040 No‐Build

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Indicator PM Peak Hour Indicator PM Peak Hour Indicator PM Peak Hour Indicator PM Peak Hour Indicator

ML Speed 3 miles/hour ‐‐ 46‐54 55 40‐53 43‐55 44‐55

GP Speed 
3 miles/hour 32‐40 35‐44 33‐40 36‐43 33‐42 37‐42

ML Speed Advantage          (ML ‐ GP) 3 miles/hour ‐‐ 10‐15 15 10‐12 5‐10 7‐13

ML Time Savings                   (GP ‐ ML) 
3 Minutes ‐‐ 7 15 4‐5 5.5‐7 6‐7

V/C Ratio ‐ GP ‐‐ 1.09‐1.18 1.05‐1.15 1.10‐1.18 1.02‐1.11 1.03‐1.11 1.03‐1.11

V/C Ratio ‐ ML ‐‐ ‐‐ 0.58‐0.75 0.09‐0.18 0.47‐0.71 0.40‐0.69 0.39‐0.68

Volume ‐ ML 
4 Vehicles/hour ‐‐ 1,200 200 1,200 1,100 1,100

Volume ‐ GP 4 Vehicles/hour 6,300 6,100 6,400 5,900 6,000 6,000

Total Volume (GP+ML) 
4 Vehicles/hour 6,300 7,300 6,600 7,100 7,100 7,100

Person Throughput ‐ ML 4 Persons/hour ‐‐ 2,700 700 2,200 1,500 1,200

Person Throughput ‐ GP 
4 Persons/hour 7,600 6,200 7,300 6,400 6,900 7,200

Total Person Throughput (GP+ML) 
4 Persons/hour 7,600 8,900 8,000 8,600 8,400 8,400

Annual Revenue 
5 Millions $ ‐‐ $0 $0 $1.47 M $3.87 M $4.57 M

VMT ‐ ML Vehicle‐miles ‐‐ 49,500 9,800 47,600 45,100 44,300

VMT ‐ GP Vehicle‐miles 268,900 253,300 267,500 251,800 253,500 254,000

Total VMT Vehicle‐miles 268,900 302,800 277,300 299,400 298,600 298,300

VHT ‐ ML Vehicle‐hours ‐‐ 1,000 200 1,100 1,000 900

VHT ‐ GP Vehicle‐hours 7,800 6,600 7,700 6,500 6,600 6,600

Total VHT Vehicle‐hours 7,800 7,600 7,900 7,600 7,600 7,500

Key: Footnotes:

Indicator
1
 Results presented here are based on the calibrated travel demand model for the I‐55 Managed Lane Study.

3
 Speeds and traffic data reflect distance weighted averages.

4 Traffic and person‐throughput data is rounded to the nearest 100.

5
 Annual Weekday PM period (2‐6 pm) Revenue assuming 250 weekdays per year.
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I‐55 Phase I Engineering Study:  Managed Lane Modeling Approach, Key Assumptions and Evaluation Process, Technical Memorandum, September 16, 2013.

I‐55 Phase I Engineering Study:  Managed Lane Travel Model Validation, Base & Design Year No‐Build Traffic Estimates, Technical Memorandum, June 20, 2013.
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3.3.1 Travel Performance  

Motorists will benefit from increased capacity along I-55, which can be measured in terms of overall 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and reduced overall Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) along I-55 within the 
study area. As shown in Figure 3-2, the ETL alternative provides the largest savings in VHT at 
approximately 4% along I-55.  The HOV 2+, HOT 2+ and HOT 3+ alternatives provide a moderate 
savings of VHT at 3%.  The HOV 3+ alternative actually proves to be a disadvantage of -1% in terms of 
VHT.  

Figure 3-2.   Roadway Vehicle Hours Traveled Savings 

 
 
As shown in Figure 3-3, the HOV 2+, HOT 2+, HOT 3+ and ETL alternatives provide the largest increase 
in VMT at approximately 11% along I-55 within the study area.  The HOV 3+ alternative provides a 
slight benefit of 3% increase in VMT. 

Figure 3-3.   Roadway Vehicle Miles Traveled Increase 

 
 
Summarizing the above travel performance results, all managed lane alternatives except the HOV 3+ 
alternative, will provide an 11% increase in VMT along I-55 within the study area, and the ETL 
alternative will provide the greatest travel time savings when compared to the other alternatives. 
 
3.3.2 Consumer Benefits 
 
Managed lanes operate best when they provide optimal use of available lane capacity.  All users of I-55 
will experience improved travel speeds and reduced travel times as a result of added capacity on I-55. As 
shown in Figure 3-4, the HOT 2+ and ETL alternatives provide the largest increase (approximately 12%) 
in travel speeds for the three remaining general purpose lanes in each direction.  The HOV 2+ and HOT 
3+ provide a moderate increase (approximately 9%) in travel speeds for the general purpose lanes.  The 
HOV 3+ alternative provides a slight increase (approximately 1%) in travel speeds for the general 
purpose lanes. 
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Figure 3-4.   General Purpose Lane Travel Speed Increase 

 
 
 
Managed lanes operate best when the amount of traffic in the managed lane, whether shifted from the 
general purpose lanes or new traffic, is controlled in order to provide congestion relief and predictable 
travel benefits.  The HOV 2+, HOT 2+, HOT 3+ and ETL alternatives provide high levels of service for 
the eligible vehicles, while continuing to support an expanded Pace bus service.  As shown in Figure 3-5, 
the HOV 2+ alternative allows for the greatest increase in total volume served (i.e.; managed lane plus 
remaining three general purpose lanes) along I-55 at 14%, with the HOT 2+, HOT 3+ and ETL 
alternatives providing a 13% increase in volume served.  The HOV 3+ alternative provides high levels of 
service for the eligible vehicles. However, with only 2 – 5% of the total vehicles on the I-55 corridor 
eligible to use the managed lanes under the HOV 3+ alternative, the volumes in these lanes are largely 
underutilized resulting in a relatively lower 4% increase in volume served, thus diminishing the 
congestion relief on the general purpose lanes. 

Figure 3-5.   Total Travel Volume Served 

 
In summary, with respect to overall consumer benefits, the HOT 2+ and ETL alternatives provide the 
highest travel speed increase (12%) for the general purpose lanes as compared to the No-Build 
Alternative, and all of the managed lane alternatives (except HOT 3+) provide a 13% to 14% increase in 
the total volume served as compared to the No-Build Alternative.  However, the HOV alternatives will 
not provide the flexibility to adjust lane utilization in response to real time traffic conditions to manage 
demand and ensure performance within the managed lane. Although the HOT alternatives provide the 
ability to adjust lane utilization with congestion pricing strategies, the HOT alternatives will require 
enforcement based on the mix of SOV and HOV vehicles in the managed lane. 
 
3.3.3 Sustainability 
 
The ability to control operations in the additional managed lane and the three remaining general purpose 
lanes is essential for ensuring a long-term sustainable transportation solution for the I-55 corridor.  
Congestion pricing strategies allow the tolled alternatives the opportunity to optimize the traffic volumes 
within the managed lane and is adaptable in real time to changing traffic patterns.  The incorporation of 
additional ATMS across all I-55 travel lanes would allow for long term operational management 



 
 
 
 

April 2016 Page 38 of 83 I-55 Managed Lanes Project 
 

strategies that can adapt to changing regional travel demands.  However, as previously discussed, while 
these adaptable strategies would provide a substantial travel performance benefit, they do require 
additional implementation costs and long term maintenance and operations costs. 
 
The HOV alternatives do not provide sustainable and adaptable managed lane strategies over the life of 
the project because they cannot respond to real-time traffic conditions.  Based on the completed analysis, 
there would be a high level (50% or more) of HOV 2+ users in the managed lane through the most 
congested sections of the corridor.  The high level of toll-free vehicles will limit the ability to manage 
performance within the managed lane by adapting to changing traffic demand and local conditions.  The 
HOV 3+ alternative would be underutilized, with only 2-5% of the total vehicles on I-55 eligible to use 
the managed lane.  This diminishes the congestion relief on the general purpose lanes and again does not 
provide the ability to respond to real-time traffic conditions. 
 
For the HOT alternatives, the challenge is controlling the number of users in the new HOT lane that 
would not be tolled, (i.e. high occupancy vehicles).  For the HOT 3+ alternative, there would likely be a 
relatively low number of users that could ride for free, allowing for a more dependable opportunity to 
optimize congestion pricing and manage traffic volumes along the managed lane.  Adjustments to traffic 
operations for the HOT 2+ alternative could be constrained by the number of HOV 2+ vehicles saturating 
the managed lane.  As a result, the ability to control traffic flow by raising toll prices in the new lane may 
be limited for the HOT 2+ alternative if the majority of the users ride for free.  For SOVs that remain in 
the managed lane, there is no guarantee of trip reliability since 2+ vehicles could potentially saturate the 
managed lane.  Therefore the ability to control the operations along the managed lane through toll pricing 
would be greater for a HOT 3+ than for an HOT 2+ alternative.  The ETL alternative requires that all 
users pay a toll, offering the greatest amount of control of the utilization in the managed lane when 
dynamic pricing is used. 
 
Figure 3-6 shows the annual revenue potential for the managed lane alternative based on the assumed 
representative toll rate and 2040 projected travel demand within the managed lane.  As shown in Figure 3-
6, the HOV alternatives will not generate any revenue, yet they will require ongoing operational and 
enforcement costs. The HOT 2+, HOT 3+ and ETL alternatives will generate a new revenue source that 
can be used to partially offset implementation and operational costs and/or be reinvested into the corridor.  
However, the high level of toll-free vehicles will limit the revenue generated with the HOT 2+ alternative 
and will require a higher level of implementation and enforcement. The lower volume of HOV 3+ users 
in the HOT 3+ alternative provides a larger source of revenue. However, even with low levels of HOV 3+ 
users, the lane will still require additional enforcement, implementation and operational costs. The 
simplified enforcement, implementation and operation of the ETL alternative will maximize tolling 
revenue.  

Figure 3-6.   Annual Revenue (Millions) 
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4.    Identification of the Preferred Alternative 
 
Based on the performance analysis presented above, and in consideration of all of the managed lane 
alternatives having a similar level of environmental impact, the Express Toll Lanes (ETL) Alternative 
was selected as the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative includes constructing a single ETL in 
each direction within the existing I-55 median area, with the existing three general purpose lanes in each 
direction remaining. 
 
Although the HOV 2+ Alternative would have a slightly higher increase in total volume served than the 
HOT and ETL alternatives (14% vs 13% for the HOT and ETL alternatives), the HOV alternatives would 
not include the ability to control lane utilization and manage performance, and therefore would not 
provide a sustainable and adaptable managed lane facility over the life of the project.  The HOT 2+ 
alternative would attract a large volume of vehicles and provide benefits to the general purpose lanes, but 
the large volume of HOV 2+ vehicles in the lane would diminish the ability to manage performance and 
would require more complex tolling technology and enforcement efforts.  The HOT 3+ alternative would 
be effectively utilized and provide congestion relief on the general purpose lanes but would require more 
complex tolling technology and enforcement efforts based on the HOV 3+ utilization.  The alternatives 
that include HOV users (each of the HOV and HOT alternatives) would also require additional 
enforcement areas and additional costs for enforcement to verify occupancy.  
 
In comparison to the other managed lane alternatives, the ETL Alternatives allows for optimum active 
and adaptive congestion management strategies in response to real-time traffic conditions.  The ETL 
Alternative would provide a 13% increase in travel volume served and provide the highest savings (4%) 
for vehicle hours traveled amongst all alternative considered, as compared to the No-Build 
Alternative.  The ETL Alternative would utilize existing local/regional tolling technology, support Pace 
bus service (non-tolled), and require the simplest enforcement effort with there being no distinction 
between vehicles in the lane.  On this basis, the ETL Alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
4.1     Managed Lane Access  
 
Access to a managed lane facility, and the extent to which it is controlled, is a fundamental issue in 
designing and operating managed lanes10.  The confined corridor in which this project is to be introduced 
prohibits direct access into the managed lanes from intersecting cross roads and/or interchanges. As such, 
managed lane access will be accomplished from the existing general purpose lanes. The number and 
spacing of interchanges along I-55 is also a key consideration in the access management approaches to the 
managed lanes. Two types of access were evaluated for the ETL alternative through the study area – 
Controlled Access or Continuous Access.   
 
As shown in Figure 3-7, Controlled Access for managed lanes restricts vehicle access to designated areas 
along the route.  The advantage of controlled access is that demand can be managed by limiting access to 
fewer entry and exit points11 and tolling is centered on these access locations. Controlled access will 
generally require a buffer area between the managed lane and the general purpose lanes with specific 
entry and exit locations identified along the corridor.  These ingress/egress locations require 
approximately a 1,000 foot long weaving sections for lane-changing maneuvers.  Locations of the 
ingress/egress points would need to be coordinated with existing interchanges to allow adequate room for 
vehicles to complete weaving movements.   
                                                 
 
10 FHWA Priced Managed Lane Guide, October 2015 
11 http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/managelanes_primer/index.htm 
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A disadvantage of controlled access along I-55 is that each managed lane ingress/egress point would 
serve two or more existing interchanges due to the high number of interchanges, relatively close 
interchange spacing and physical characteristics of the existing roadway. Spacing of at-grade ramp 
connections and the length of weaving sections could impact safety and operating conditions, both within 
the managed lanes and in the adjacent freeway lanes12. More complex signing also would be needed to 
identify ingress and egress points along the corridor.   
 

Figure 3-7.   Controlled Access 
 

 
 
As shown in Figure 3-8, Continuous Access Lanes allow vehicles to freely enter/exit the managed lane 
directly from the general purpose lanes. The advantage of continuous access is that it allows vehicles to 
enter/exit the managed lanes at any point and allow the driver to operate at their comfort level to access 
interchanges.  Thus the weaving in the general purpose lanes will be more distributed, thereby reducing 
the potential for conflict at designated ingress/egress locations.  The managed lane would be buffer 
separated from general purpose lanes by striping for the entire length of the corridor, which allows for a 
larger median shoulder. Interchange signing for the Continuous Access alternative would utilize the same 
signs as the general purpose lanes. A disadvantage for continuous access would be that a more 
complicated enforcement would be required. 
 

Figure 3-8.   Continuous Access 
 

 
 
Preliminary traffic forecasts developed for continuous and controlled access ETL scenarios indicate that 
the continuous access ETL results in slightly higher traffic volumes on the I-55 study corridor compared 
to the controlled-access ETL, as well as higher utilization of the managed lane.  The higher utilization 
provides additional revenue and provides a greater benefit along the General Purpose lanes as well.   
 

                                                 
 
12 http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/managelanes_primer/index.htm 
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The determination of the managed lane access operation is an important consideration in the operation of 
the ETL and is influenced by a variety of parameters including corridor traffic performance, tolling, 
congestion pricing strategies and method of delivery.  On this basis, and since the project footprint and 
environmental impacts would be the same with both options, the managed lane access operation will 
continue to be evaluated with a final determination to be made as part of the Phase II Engineering. 
 
SECTION IV:  IMPACTS, DOCUMENTATION AND MITIGATION 

The Study area as defined by the environmental survey boundary was inventoried for environmental 
resources.  The Environmental Resource Exhibit, Appendix A, identifies all sensitive, natural, physical 
and socioeconomic resources within the study area.  Resources potentially impacted by the proposed 
action or that require discussion pursuant to applicable laws and regulations are addressed in this section. 
The affected resources and the mitigation proposed are discussed by environmental discipline. 
 
Part I. Socio-Economic 

 
1.   Community Cohesion 
 
The study area extends 25 miles from I-355 to I-90/94, running through or adjacent to 16 communities.   
The study area is very large and diverse, with land use ranging from residential to industrial in more 
suburban areas in Will and DuPage Counties, to metropolitan residential and commercial in more urban 
areas including the City of Chicago in Cook County. The communities within the study area are 
demographically diverse in regards to population size and makeup, percent owner of occupied housing, 
income, race and ethnicity.  The details are discussed in the remainder of Part 1 of this Section. 
 
The project study team reviewed the U.S. Census Bureau data from 
2010 to determine community characteristics within the study area.  
The data are divided into four geographic groups: the State of 
Illinois; Counties of Cook, DuPage and Will; adjacent 
communities; and Census Tracts.  There are 36 Census Tracts that 
include and/or are directly adjacent to the study area.  The Census 
Tracts have different boundaries than the adjacent communities.  
Exhibit D-1 in Appendix D shows the location of the Census 
Tracts.  More detailed census data is also included in Appendix D. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The census provides us the best 

source of socio-economic 
demographics, which is an important 
consideration in the planning of major 

transportation projects.
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Table 4-1 provides a comparison of population data for the State of Illinois, Cook, DuPage and Will 
Counties, the Communities adjacent to I-55 and the Census Tracts as a whole adjacent to the I-55 study 
area.   

Table 4-1.  Population Data within the Study Area 

Geographical Area  Location  Total Population 

State  Illinois  12,830,632 

 

County 

Cook  5,194,675 

DuPage  916,924 

Will  677,560 

Total  6,789,159 

 

Community 

Bedford Park  580 

Bolingbrook  73,366 

Burr Ridge  10,559 

Chicago  2,695,598 

Countryside  5,895 

Darien  22,086 

Forest View  698 

Hodgkins  1,897 

Indian Head Park  3,809 

LaGrange  15,550 

Lemont  16,000 

McCook  228 

Stickney  6,786 

Summit  11,054 

Willowbrook  8,540 

Woodridge  32,971 

Total  2,905,617 

 

Census Tracts Adjacent 
to Study Area 

Total  135,941 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 2010. 
Source: US Census Bureau; Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity.  

 
Table 4-2 shows housing characteristics for the State of Illinois, Cook, DuPage and Will Counties, and 
the Communities and Census Tracts adjacent to the I-55 study area.  As shown in this table, 63.2% of 
Illinois residents owned and occupied their homes.  Cook County was slightly lower than the state 
average, while Will and DuPage Counties were moderately higher than the state average. Approximately 
half of the communities within the study area had much higher rates of occupancy by owners.  Overall, 
the study area was essentially equal to the state owner-occupancy rate at 63.6%. 
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Table 4-2.  Housing Characteristics within the Study Area 

 Geographical Area  Location 

Housing Characteristics 

Occupied Housing 
Units 

Owner Occupied 

State  Illinois  4,885,615   63.2% 

     

County 

Cook  1,966,356  58.2% 

DuPage  337,132  74.7% 

Will  225,256  83.2% 

     

Community 

Bedford Park  210  94.3% 

Bolingbrook  22,212  83.1% 

Burr Ridge  3,940  92.1% 

Chicago  1,045,560  44.9% 

Countryside  2,511  76.4% 

Darien  8,925  83.9% 

Forest View  268  89.9% 

Hodgkins  737  67.2% 

Indian Head 
Park 

1,806  88.5% 

LaGrange  5,650  81.0% 

Lemont  5,722  83.6% 

McCook  103  54.4% 

Stickney  2,826  72.5% 

Summit  3,284  51.6% 

Willowbrook  4,032  73.0% 

Woodridge  12,646  67.1% 

     

Census Tracts Adjacent 
to Study Area 

Total  47,574  63.6% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 2010. 
Source: US Census Bureau; Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity.  

 
Table 4-3 shows income and poverty characteristics for the State of Illinois, Cook, DuPage and Will 
Counties, and the Communities and Census Tracts adjacent to the I-55 study area.  The median income 
for the State of Illinois was $56,797; Cook County median income was slightly lower than the state 
average, while Will and DuPage County’s median incomes were moderately higher than the state average.  
Ten of the communities within the study area had higher median incomes than the state average.  Overall, 
the study area census tracts as a whole had a slightly lower median income of $51,906. 
 
As shown in Table 4-3, 14.1% of Illinois residents had incomes below the poverty level.  Cook County 
has a slightly higher percentage than the state average, while Will and DuPage Counties have slightly 
lower percentages than the state average. Three communities (Chicago, Hodgkins and Summit) within the 
study area have higher rates of poverty than the state average, while the majority of the communities have 
substantially lower poverty rates than the state average.  The study area census tracts as a whole have a 
slightly higher percentage of poverty rate as compared to the state average at 17.2%  As shown on Exhibit 
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D-1 in Appendix D, 10 census tracts have a higher percentage of residents at the poverty level as 
compared to the state average.  

Table 4-3.  Income and Poverty within the Study Area 

 Geographical Area  Location 

Income and Poverty 

Median 
Household 

Income, 2009‐
2013 

Percentage of 
Population with 
Incomes Below 
Poverty Level b 

State  Illinois  $56,797  14.1% 

     

County 

Cook  $54,548  16.9% 

DuPage  $78,487  6.9% 

Will  $76,147  8.0% 

     

Community 

Bedford Park  $63,250  12.4% 

Bolingbrook  $80,421  8.4% 

Burr Ridge  $115,275  5.5% 

Chicago  $47,270  22.6% 

Countryside  $58,920  10.7% 

Darien  $74,318  6.3% 

Forest View  $65,750  4.2% 

Hodgkins  $49,957  15.8% 

Indian Head 
Park 

$74,888  5.4% 

LaGrange  $100,603  5.9% 

Lemont  $87,688  2.6% 

McCook  $45,938  5.5% 

Stickney  $48,611  6.9% 

Summit  $47,898  18.1% 

Willowbrook  $55,453  5.9% 

Woodridge  $76,648  4.7% 

     

Census Tracts Adjacent 
to Study Area 

Total  $51,566  17.2% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 2010. 
Source: US Census Bureau; Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity.  
b The Health and Human Services 2015 Poverty Guideline for a family of four is $24,250. 

 
Table 4-4 shows the race and ethnicity characteristics for the State of Illinois, Cook, DuPage and Will 
Counties, the Communities and the Census Tracts adjacent to the I-55 study area.  As shown in this table, 
the state of Illinois population was composed of 71.5% white, 14.5% Black or African American, 4.6% 
Asian, and 9.3% some other race.  Populations comprising the communities of the study area are diverse, 
with varying percentages of minority population between communities.  As compared to the state 
average, the study area census tracts as a whole have smaller populations of White and Black or African 
Americans at 55.7% and 8.1% respectively, and larger populations of Asians and other races at 16.6% and 
19.6% respectively.  The percentage population for each of these groups for each Census Tract is included 
in Exhibit D-1 in Appendix D. 
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The U.S. Census has two categories for ethnicity: Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino.  Federal 
standards mandate that race and Hispanic origin (ethnicity) are separate and distinct concepts.  People 
who identify their origin as Hispanic or Latino may be of any race.  As shown in Table 4-4, 15.8% of 
Illinois residents identify as Hispanic or Latino.  Cook County has a slightly higher percentage of 
Hispanic and Latino population, while Will and DuPage Counties have slightly lower percentages than 
the state average. The study area census tracts as a whole include 38.3% of the population that identify as 
Hispanic or Latino, which is much higher than the state average. 

Table 4-4.  Race and Ethnicity within the Study Area 

 Geographical Area  Location 

Population Percentage by Race and Minority  Hispanic Origin 

White 
Black or 
African 
American 

Asian 
Alone 

Other 
Minority a 

Hispanic or 
Latino 

Not Hispanic 
or Latino 

State  Illinois  71.5%  14.5%  4.6%  9.3%  15.8%  84.2% 

     

County 

Cook  55.4%  24.8%  6.2%  13.6%  24.0%  76.0% 

DuPage  77.9%  4.6%  10.1%  7.4%  13.3%  86.7% 

Will  76.0%  11.2%  4.6%  8.2%  15.6%  84.4% 

     

Community 

Bedford Park  83.8%  0.7%  0.0%  15.4%  24.3%  75.7% 

Bolingbrook  54.3%  20.4%  11.4%  13.9%  24.5%  75.5% 

Burr Ridge  80.4%  2.0%  14.9%  2.7%  4.1%  95.9% 

Chicago  45.0%  32.9%  5.5%  16.6%  28.9%  71.1% 

Countryside  88.5%  3.1%  1.6%  6.8%  16.4%  83.6% 

Darien  81.4%  3.2%  11.9%  3.5%  6.3%  93.7% 

Forest View  86.4%  0.7%  1.9%  11.0%  29.1%  70.9% 

Hodgkins  66.6%  1.0%  0.1%  32.3%  46.8%  53.2% 

Indian Head Park  92.3%  1.7%  3.0%  3.0%  5.1%  94.9% 

LaGrange  89.9%  4.9%  1.4%  3.8%  6.4%  93.6% 

Lemont  95.9%  0.4%  1.6%  2.1%  5.1%  94.9% 

McCook  83.8%  0.0%  0.0%  16.2%  28.5%  71.5% 

Stickney  67.8%  2.5%  1.5%  28.2%  50.9%  49.1% 

Summit  57.8%  9.4%  1.9%  30.9%  63.7%  36.3% 

Willowbrook  78.7%  4.7%  13.5%  3.1%  5.7%  94.3% 

Woodridge  71.1%  8.9%  12.5%  7.5%  13.4%  86.6% 

     

Census Tracts Adjacent 
to Study Area 

Total  55.7%  8.1%  16.6%  19.6%  38.3%  61.7% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 2010. 
Source: US Census Bureau; Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity.  
a Includes the following races: American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, Some Other Race, and 
Two or More Races.  
 
The proposed improvements to I-55 will primarily occur within the median and stay within the existing I-
55 right-of-way and therefore will not result in any property impacts outside of the existing right-of-way.  
The proposed improvements will maintain existing access points to I-55 throughout the study area and the 
existing three general purpose lanes in each direction will remain as non-tolled lanes.  As a result of the 
proposed improvements to I-55, overall improvements with respect to travel time, reliability and 
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predictability are anticipated.  The ETL managed lane will be a travel choice for all users and will be 
accessible via all interchange locations with some variance to the length of initial travel in the general 
purpose lanes required. Since the ETL managed lane will however be accessible from all interchanges, 
the proposed improvements will not adversely impact community cohesion. 
 
2.   Title VI and Environmental Justice 
 
Title VI 
 
“Groups of ethnic, religious, elderly or handicapped persons are present within the study area.  No groups 
or individuals have been, or will be, excluded from participation in public involvement activities, denied 
the benefit of the project, or subjected to discrimination in any way on the basis of race, color, age, sex, 
national origin or religion.” 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
“The study area was evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, to determine if there is a 
potential for disproportionate and adverse impacts to low-income or minority populations.  The 2010 
Census, indicates that residents of the study area are 55.7% white, 8.1% black, 16.6% Asian and 38.3% 
Hispanic. The median family income for the study area is $51,566.  17.2% of the residents are below the 
median family income within the study area. The Health and Human Services 2016 Poverty Guidelines 
for a family of four is $24,300.  
 
Minority and low income populations are identified for this project 
by using U.S. Census data at the Census Tract level. Exhibit D-1 in 
Appendix D identifies each Census Tract in the study area.  Minority 
and low income populations are identified by either of the following 
being true: having a census tract’s respective minority or low income 
population of 50% or greater; or having a census tract’s respective 
percentage of minority or low income population 10% or greater 
than the state’s respective percentage of minority or low income 
population.  The 2010 census data indicates there are 20 census 
tracts with Hispanic populations more than 10% of the state’s 
Hispanic population, 3 census tracts with Black or African American 
populations more than 10% of the state’s Black or African American 
population and 10 census tracts within the study area with Asian 
populations more than 10% of the state’s Asian population.  There 
are 10 census tracts with populations of income below poverty level 
greater than 10% of the state’s average.  

Table 4-5.  Title VI and Environmental Issues 

Title VI and Environmental Issues 
Safety and risk of physical injury  As discussed in the Purpose and Need, crashes are linked to 

congestion.  For users of I‐55, the associated overall safety 
and risk of physical injury is anticipated to improve along 
with improvements to travel performance and reliability. 

What is a Census Tract? 
 

A Census Tract is a relatively 
small, permanent statistical 

subdivisions of a city or county 
that are defined by the United 

States Census Bureau.  Census 
tracts provide a stable set of 

geographic units of demographic 
data.  Census tracts generally 

have a population between 1,200 
and 8,000 people, with an ideal 
size of 4,000 people.  A census 

tract usually covers a contiguous 
area; however, the spatial size of 

census tracts varies depending on 
the density of people. 
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Title VI and Environmental Issues 
Air Impacts  The project will result in an overall improvement to air 

quality as compared to the No‐Build.  See Section IV Part IV. 
Air Quality. 

Noise and vibration impacts  All adjacent properties throughout the study area were 
considered for noise and vibration impacts.  See Section IV 
Part V. Noise. 

Impacts on man‐made or natural resources  The proposed improvements to I‐55 will primarily occur 
within the median and stay within the existing I‐55 right‐of‐
way.  See Section IV Part VI. Natural Resources. 

Impacts on aesthetic values  The proposed improvements to I‐55 will primarily occur 
within the median and stay within the existing I‐55 right‐of‐
way.  Other than potential noise walls and their associated 
benefits, no changes in the project setting adjacent to I‐55 
are anticipated. 

Impacts on community cohesion or a community’s economic 
vitality 

The proposed improvements to I‐55 will primarily occur 
within the median and stay within the existing I‐55 right‐of‐
way.  See Section IV Part I. Socio‐Economic. 

Impact or disruption of the availability of public and private 
facilities and services 

Access to these facilities by foot, bicycle, or from local 
streets is not anticipated to change from existing conditions 
as improvements to I‐55 will primarily occur within the 
median and stay within the existing I‐55 right‐of‐way.  

Adverse employment effects  Access to jobs will improve overall as traffic operations 
improve.  No access changes to I‐55 are proposed. 

Displacement  of  persons,  businesses,  farms  or  nonprofit 
organizations 

The proposed improvements to I‐55 will primarily occur 
within the median and stay within the existing I‐55 right‐of‐
way.  No displacements are anticipated. 

Increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion, or 
separation of minority or low‐income individuals within a 
given community or from the broader community 

The project will result in an overall improvement to travel 
times as compared to the No‐Build.  All access points along 
the study area will be maintained. 

 
While the I-55 study area includes minority and low income populations, impacts on these environmental 
justice populations are not disproportionate.  The proposed I-55 project will primarily occur within the 
existing northbound and southbound lanes and stay within the existing I-55 right-of-way; thus the 
vehicular traffic will physically be no closer to residents or businesses along the I-55 study area.  The 
proposed project will not displace any persons, businesses, farms or nonprofit organizations.  The 
proposed build alternative would result in an overall improvement to air quality (refer to Section IV - Air 
Quality), as compared to the No-Build Alternative; therefore no disproportionate air quality impacts to 
environmental justice populations are anticipated.  Representative noise receptor locations within the 
study area were considered for noise walls to mitigate for noise impacts.  Where reasonable and feasible, 
noise walls will be constructed to mitigate for noise impacts; therefore no disproportionate noise impacts 
to environmental justice populations are anticipated.  Please see Part V of this chapter for a discussion of 
noise and noise impacts.   
 
With respect to the tolling component of the Preferred Alternative, impacts are not disproportionate to any 
low-income or minority populations.  The existing general purpose lanes along I-55 will remain un-tolled, 
therefore low-income and minority drivers will still have the same option to travel along I-55 as they do 
currently.  As shown in Table 3-4 and Table 3-5, the general purpose lanes show improvements in travel 
times and reliability as a result of the new express toll lane.  The proposed improvements throughout the 
study area are intended to provide relief to all users regardless of demographics as the project provides 
overall improvements to mobility, travel time predictability and improved public transit accessibility (i.e. 
Pace Bus-on-Shoulder Service). 
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The impacts from the I-55 Managed Lane Project to Environmental Justice communities are summarized 
as following: the local communities will experience an overall improvement to air quality; the project will 
result in less impacts from noise with the construction of new noise walls; the local communities will 
experience no changes in the project setting adjacent to I-55, other than potential noise walls and their 
associated benefits; there are no businesses or residential displacements; there are no community cohesion 
impacts as the project with occur within the existing I-55 right-of-way; access to I-55 will not change 
from existing conditions; the project will result in an overall improvement to travel times and travel 
reliability which may improve access to jobs as compared to the No-Build;  the existing three general 
purpose lanes in each direction will remain un-tolled, and therefore low-income and minority drivers will 
still have the same option to travel along I-55 as they do currently; and, the project will result in no 
changes to the public services and utilities servicing the local communities.  In addition, project impacts 
are distributed evenly throughout the corridor.  On this basis no disproportionate impacts to 
environmental justice populations are anticipated. 
 
3.   Public Facilities and Services 
 
Public services and facilities within the study area are primarily located near the residential subdivisions 
in Woodridge, Darien, Burr Ridge, Countryside and Chicago. Other public services and facilities within 
(or immediately adjacent to the project study area) include various municipal parks, churches, 
schools/early learning centers, and a cemetery. The majority of these facilities provide places for people 
to congregate and/or create a sense of community and well-being.  Access to these facilities by foot, 
bicycle, or from local streets is not anticipated to change from existing conditions as improvements to I-
55 will primarily occur within the median and stay within the existing I-55 right-of-way.  No impacts to 
public facilities and services are anticipated. 
 
4.   Changes in Travel Pattern and Access 
 
There are 3 system interchanges and 14 service interchanges within the study area. The proposed 
construction improvements for I-55 will primarily occur within the median and stay within the existing I-
55 right-of-way.  The proposed project would not provide any new access or eliminate access to any areas 
therefore; no changes in travel patterns and access in the study area are anticipated. 
 
5.   Relocations (Business and Residential) 
 
No relocations are anticipated as part of this project. 
 
6.   Economic Impacts 
 

The proposed project will improve capacity and mobility and reduce existing operational deficiencies 
along I-55.  Travel efficiency to and from surrounding businesses will be improved, which will result in 
potential positive effects to the local economy.  No business or tax based loss will occur as a result of this 
project.  No negative economic impacts are anticipated as part of this project. 

7.   Land Use 
 
This project will not necessitate changes to land use. 
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8.   Growth and Economic Development 
 
This project is consistent with the CMAP GO TO 2040 Comprehensive Regional Plan and is compatible 
with other regional and local economic development objectives and comprehensive plans.  
9. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 

Project will cause disruption or permanent changes in pedestrian or bicycle acess

Project will not cause disruption or permanent changes in pedestrian or bicycle acess
 

 
Part II. Agricultural 
 
1. Farms and Farmland Conversion 
 

There are no farmlands within the study area.. 

2. Prime and Important Soils 
 

There are no prime or important farmlands in the vicinity of this project. 

3. Severed/Landlocked Parcels 
 
The proposed construction improvements for I-55 will primarily occur within the median and stay within 
the existing I-55 right-of-way.  There will be no severed or landlocked parcels with this project. 
 
4. Adverse Travel 
 
There are no agricultural lands in the vicinity of this project.  There will be no adverse travel for farm 
equipment or agricultural vehicles. 
 
Part III. Cultural Resources 
 

No Historic Properties Affected - See letter from SHPO

Historic Properties Affected - See below
 

 
1. Archeological Properties 
 

Project will not affect Archeological Properties
 

Project will affect Archeological Properties
 

 
2. Historic Bridges 
 

Project will not affect a bridge listed in the Illinois Historic Bridge Survey

Project will affect a bridge listed in the Illinois Historic Bridge Survey
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According to IDOT’s Historic Bridges of Illinois list (http://historic-
bridges.isas.illinois.edu/bridgelist.htm) there is one historic bridge identified within the I-55 study area 
- the Harlem Avenue Bridge over the Sanitary and Ship Canal.  There are no proposed improvements 
along this bridge. 
 
3. Historic District  
 

Project will not affect a Historic District
 

Project will affect a Historic District
 

 
4. Historic Buildings 
 

Project will not affect any Historic Buildings
 

Project will affect Historic Buildings
 

 
Built resources and landscape features in the Area of Potential Effect (APE) were identified and evaluated 
in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, 
and its implementing legislation, 36 CFR Part 800.  Because the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) may provide funding for the proposed project and interstate access approvals and permits will 
be required, the project is a federal undertaking and is subject to compliance with the NHPA and its 
implementing legislation.  Specifically, Section 106 of the NHPA requires FHWA to take into account the 
effects of its undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) and consulting parties a reasonable opportunity to comment on the undertaking.  
 
The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT), on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), delineated the APE for this project in consultation with the Illinois State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO).  Project historians conducted field survey of 234 built resources and landscape features 
in the APE.  The project historians determined that fourteen of the 234 resources required further research 
and evaluation.  These resources and features were documented for an initial review and screening by 
IDOT’s Bureau of Design and Environment’s (BDE) Cultural Resources Unit staff.  
  
Of the fourteen resources evaluated, two, Dell Rhea’s Chicken Basket and the Chicago Sanitary and Ship 
Canal, are already listed in the NRHP.  Based on coordination with the Illinois SHPO, it was determined 
that seven of the resources evaluated are eligible for listing in the NRHP, and therefore subject to 
protection under NHPA.  It was also determined that five of the resources evaluated are not eligible for 
listing in the NRHP due to a lack of architectural or historical distinction, and in some cases significant 
alterations resulting in a lack of integrity.  See Appendix F for SHPO eligibility concurrence. 
 
Based on a review of the project’s effects on the listed and eligible resources, a “no adverse effect” 
determination is proposed.  The process of seeking comments from the Illinois SHPO and consulting 
parties is ongoing through the EA public comment period, and a formal determination will then be made. 
A summary table of the fourteen properties evaluated can be found in the executive summary of the 
Historic Properties Identification Report.  See Appendix F and the Historic Properties Identification 
Report for detailed information on these properties. 
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Part IV. Air Quality 
 
1. CO Microscale Analysis 
 
In accordance with the IDOT-IEPA “Agreement on Microscale Air Quality Assessments for IDOT 
Sponsored Transportation Projects,” this project is exempt from a project-level carbon monoxide air quality 
analysis because the project does not add through lanes or auxiliary turning lanes at any existing signalized 
intersections within the study area. 

Project does not add Through Lanes or Auxillary Turning Lanes

Project does not involve any sensitive receptors and is not suitable for using COSIM 4.0

Project is subject to COSIM Pre-screen

Project is subject COSIM screening analysis
 

 
2. Air Quality Conformity 
 
Project Type: 
 

Project is outside of Nonattainment or Maintenance Area

Exempt Project in Nonattainment or Maintenance Area

Project is within a portion of a Nonattainment or Maintenance Area where CMAP is the MPO

Project is within a Nonattainment or Maintenance area served by an MPO other than CMAP

Project is within a Nonattainment or Maintenance area not served by an MPO

Regionally Significant Non-Federal project within a Nonattainment or Maintenance Area.

 
The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), established by the US Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA), set maximum allowable concentration limits for six criteria air pollutants. Areas in 
which air pollution levels persistently exceed the NAAQS may be designated as “nonattainment.” States 
where a nonattainment area is located must develop and implement a State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
containing policies and regulations that will bring about attainment of the NAAQS. Areas that had been 
designated as nonattainment, but that have attained the NAAQS for the criteria pollutant(s) associated 
with the nonattainment designation, will be designated as maintenance areas. 
 
All areas of Illinois currently are in attainment of the standards for four of the six criteria pollutants: 
carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead. 
 
For the eight-hour ozone and PM2.5 standards, Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will Counties, 
as well as Aux Sable and Goose Lake Townships in Grundy County and Oswego Township in Kendall 
County, have been designated as nonattainment areas. Jersey, Madison, Monroe, and St. Clair Counties in 
the St. Louis area also have been designated as moderate nonattainment areas for the eight-hour ozone 
standard. In addition, Madison, Monroe, St Clair, and Baldwin Township in Randolph County are 
nonattainment for PM2.5. 
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The Lake Calumet area and Lyons Township in Cook County have been designated as a maintenance area 
for the particulate matter (PM10) standard. In addition, Oglesby and several adjacent townships in LaSalle 
County and Granite City Township and Nameoki Township in Madison County have been designated as 
maintenance areas for the PM10 standard. All other areas of Illinois currently are in attainment for the 
ozone and PM10 standards. 
 
This project is included in the FY 2014-2019 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) approved by 
the MPO Policy Committee of the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP) for the region in 
which the project is located. Projects in the TIP are considered to be consistent with the region’s long-
ranged transportation plan (MTP). The project is within the fiscally constrained portion of the plan. 
 
On June 5, 2015, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) determined that the MTP and the TIP conforms to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and the 
transportation-related requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. These findings were in 
accordance with 40 CFR Part 93, “Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal 
Implementation Plans.” 
 
The project’s design concept and scope are consistent with the project information used for the TIP 
conformity analysis. Therefore, this project conforms to the existing State Implementation Plan and the 
transportation-related requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.  
 
The TIP number for this project is 12-10-9001. 
 
3. PM2.5 and PM10.0 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas 
 
In 2012, the USEPA strengthened the annual fine particle standard to 12 micrograms per cubic meter 
(µg/m3). Due to insufficient quality assured monitoring data to assess compliance with the 2012 annual 
fine particle standard, the USEPA intends to designate the Chicago region (including Cook County where 
the project is located) as unclassifiable for the 2012 annual PM2.5 NAAQS.13  
 
In addition, as discussed in Section 2.4.1(b) and noted in Table 1-4, the percentage of diesel trucks in the I-
55 study area, as estimated by the percentage of overall truck traffic, ranges from 10 to 14% depending on 
direction and location.  For the 2040 No-Build condition, overall traffic volumes along I-55 are projected 
to increase by approximately 50% on average.  A similar increase in truck traffic is anticipated with the 
2040 No-Build condition, with the overall percentage of truck traffic slightly increasing to a range of 11 to 
16%.  As compared to the 2040 No-Build condition, because this project does not include any site specific 
truck traffic growth factors (i.e.; does not include an additional traffic lane exclusively for trucks, associated 
interchange or intersection improvements, or a new intermodal or bus terminal), a significant increase in 
the number of diesel vehicles is not anticipated as a result of this project as discussed in 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1)(i) and (ii).  On this basis, it was determined that this project is not an air quality concern and 
a PM2.5 hot spot analysis is not required. 
 
4. Construction Related Particulate-Matter 
 
Demolition and construction activities can result in short-term increases in fugitive dust and equipment-
related particulate emissions in and around the study area. (Equipment-related particulate emissions can 

                                                 
 
13 http://www3.epa.gov/pmdesignations/2012standards/eparesp/05_IL_120UnclTSD.pdf  
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be minimized if the equipment is well maintained.) The potential air quality impacts will be short-term, 
occurring only while demolition and construction work is in progress and local conditions are appropriate. 
 
The potential for fugitive dust emissions typically is associated with building demolition, ground clearing, 
site preparation, grading, stockpiling of materials, on-site movement of equipment, and transportation of 
materials. The potential is greatest during dry periods, periods of intense construction activity, and during 
high wind conditions. 
The Department’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction include provisions on dust 
control. Under these provisions, dust and airborne dirt generated by construction activities will be 
controlled through dust control procedures or a specific dust control plan, when warranted. The contractor 
and the Department will meet to review the nature and extent of dust-generating activities and will 
cooperatively develop specific types of control techniques appropriate to the specific situation. 
Techniques that may warrant consideration include measures such as minimizing track-out of soil onto 
nearby publicly-traveled roads, reducing speed on unpaved roads, covering haul vehicles, and applying 
chemical dust suppressants or water to exposed surfaces, particularly those on which construction 
vehicles travel. With the application of appropriate measures to limit dust emissions during construction, 
this project will not cause any substantial short-term particulate matter air quality impacts. 
 
Lastly, the Department has developed additional construction-related Special Provision and Specifications 
dealing with the use of cleaner diesel fuel, idling reduction requirements for construction equipment, and 
the installation of emission control devices on contractor vehicles. The retrofit Special Provision is found 
at the following link: http://www.dot.il.gov/desenv/pdf/80261.pdf 
 
The statewide idling restriction is found in Section 107.41(a) of the Department’s Supplemental 
Specifications and Recurring Special Provisions, and ULSD is found in Section 107.41(b). See the 
following link: http://www.dot.il.gov/desenv/2013Supp.pdf  
 
5. Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) 
 
Project-Type: 
 

Project is exempt
 

Project has no meaningful potential MSAT effects

Project has low meaning potential MSAT effects and is one of the following types below:
 

A minor widening project
 

A new interchange connecting an existing roadway with a new roadway

A new interchange connecting new roadways

Minor improvements or expansions to intermodal centers or other projects that affect
truck traffic

 

Project has high potential MSAT effects
 

 
Information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific health impacts due to 
changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives. The outcome of such 
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an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process 
through assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly 
attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 
 
USEPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect 
of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments 
and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. USEPA is in 
the continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They 
maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic reports on 
specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health effects.” The IRIS 
can be accessed through the USEPA website. Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and 
cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral 
and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude. 
 
Other organizations also are active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of MSAT, 
including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of FHWA’s 
“Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents.” Among the 
adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures are cancer in humans in 
occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation 
of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current 
environmental concentrations or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease. See research 
reports available through the HEI website. 
 
The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling, dispersion modeling, 
exposure modeling, and then final determination of health impacts; each step in the process building on 
the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or 
uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set 
of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly 
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and 
vehicle technology, which affects emissions rates over that time frame, because such information is 
unavailable. The results produced by the USEPA’s MOBILE 6.2 model, the California EPA's Emfac 2007 
model, and the USEPA’s Draft MOVES 2009 model in forecasting MSAT emissions are highly 
inconsistent. Indications from the development of the MOVES model are that MOBILE 6.2 substantially 
underestimates diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions and substantially overestimates benzene 
emissions. 
 
Regarding air dispersion modeling, an extensive evaluation of USEPA’s guideline CAL3QHC model was 
conducted in an NCHRP study, available through the USEPA website, which documents poor model 
performance at ten sites across the country - three where intensive monitoring was conducted plus an 
additional seven with less intensive monitoring. The study indicates a bias of the CAL3QHC model to 
overestimate concentrations near highly congested intersections and underestimate concentrations near 
uncongested intersections. The consequence of this is a tendency to overstate the air quality benefits of 
mitigating congestion at intersections. Such poor model performance is less difficult to manage for 
demonstrating compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards for relatively short time frames 
than it is for forecasting individual exposure over an entire lifetime, especially given that some 
information needed for estimating 70-year lifetime exposure is unavailable. It is particularly difficult to 
reliably forecast MSAT exposure near roadways, and to determine the portion of time that people are 
actually exposed at a specific location. 
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There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various 
MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to 
the general population, a concern expressed by HEI. As a result, there is no national consensus on air 
dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in 
particular for diesel PM. The USEPA and the HEI have not established a basis for quantitative risk 
assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.  
 
There also is the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is the 
process used by the USEPA, as provided by the Clean Air Act, to determine whether more stringent 
controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent 
an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control 
technology standards (e.g., benzene emissions from refineries). The decision framework is a two-step 
process. The first step requires USEPA to determine a “safe” or “acceptable” level of risk due to 
emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million. Additional 
factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to maximize the number of people with 
risks to less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The results of this statutory two-step 
process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some 
cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as 
approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the US Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit upheld USEPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two-step decision framework. 
Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would 
result in levels of risk greater than safe or acceptable. 
 
Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any predicted 
difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties 
associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful 
to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information against project benefits (e.g., reducing 
traffic congestion, crash rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response) that are better 
suited for quantitative analysis. 14 
 
For projects to be considered as having a higher potential for MSAT effects, they must: 
 

 Create or significantly alter a major intermodal freight facility that has the potential to concentrate 
high levels of diesel particulate matter in a single location, or 

 Create new or add significant capacity to urban highways such as interstates, urban arterials, or 
urban collector-distributor routes with traffic volumes where the annual average daily traffic 
(AADT) volumes are projected to be in the range of 140,000 to 150,000, or greater, by the design 
year; and 

 Be proposed to be located in proximity to populated areas or in rural areas, in proximity to 
concentrations of vulnerable populations (i.e., schools, nursing homes, hospitals). 

According to the above criteria, I-55 managed-lane project is required to perform a quantitative MSAT 
analysis as the project carries over 150,000 AADT and is located in proximity to populated areas. A 
quantitative MSAT analysis provides a basis in evaluating the potential for meaningful differences in 
MSAT emissions among project alternatives. In accordance with FHWA’s recommendation, USEPA’s 

                                                 
 
14 IDOT Bureau of Design and Environment Manual, November 2014, Section 26-13.03(d), pg. 26-13.11 
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MOVES2014 emissions model was used to prepare a quantitative MSAT analysis. MOVES2014 
represents a major air quality model revision to estimate emissions from cars, trucks, buses, and 
motorcycles based on updated data and regulations. MOVES2014 incorporates traffic data from the I-55 
travel demand model, as well as MOVES2014 local input data, such as inspection and maintenance 
programs, fleet mix, and temperature/humidity data. Both data sources were provided by Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) and/or Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP).  
 
The MSAT analysis estimated the daily pollutant emissions levels (in pounds) for the no-build scenario as 
well as the build scenario to provide a basis for comparison. The results of the quantitative MSAT 
analysis are presented in Table 4-6 along with the percent changes between no-build and build scenarios. 
The results show reductions of MSAT levels of up to 5% vs. the No Build alternative and show that all of 
the MSAT emissions are expected to decrease substantially for build scenario conditions compared to the 
no-build conditions. The decreases are consistent with the reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
speed improvement from no-build to build scenarios.  

Table 4-6.  MSAT Analysis (daily pounds) 

Pollutant  No‐Build  Build  % Change from No‐Build 

Acrolein  9.224  8.962  ‐2.84% 

Benzene  168.996  160.626  ‐4.95% 

1,3‐Butadiene  0.534  0.523  ‐1.96% 

Formaldehyde  195.621  190.172  ‐2.79% 

Naphthalene  17.823  17.252  ‐3.20% 

Diesel PM   356.783  348.882  ‐2.21% 

 

This MSAT analysis shows that there is a substantial decrease in MSAT emissions between no-build and 
build scenarios.  Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present 
levels in the design year as a result of USEPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce 
annual MSAT emissions by over 80% between 2010 and 2050. Local conditions may differ from these 
national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. 
However, the magnitude of the USEPA-projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT 
growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases. 
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Part V. Noise 
 

Type I Project
 

Type III Project
 

 
This proposed improvement to I-55 is characterized as a Type 
I noise project as it includes the addition of through-traffic 
lanes.  The following summarizes the Traffic Noise Analysis 
that was completed for the I-55 project, which is included in 
Appendix E.   
 
The Federal regulations, 23 CFR 772, establish noise 
abatement criteria (NAC) to establish noise levels where noise 
abatement should be evaluated. Five separate NAC based 
upon land use are used by the FHWA to assess potential noise 
impacts. A traffic noise impact occurs when design year noise 
levels approach or exceed the NAC or when there is a 
substantial increase over existing traffic noise levels. See 
Table 4-7 for NACs. 
 
Within the I-55 study area, the noise-sensitive receptors are a 
mixture of residential, commercial, and institutional uses. The residential and institutional uses fall into 
Activity Category B and Activity Category C, which have an NAC of 67 dB(A). Other receptors are 
office, hotels, and restaurants under the Activity Category E with an NAC of 72 dB(A). 

Table 4-7.  FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) 

Activity 
Category 

Leq(h)2 
Evaluation 
Location 

Description of Activity Category 

A  57  Exterior 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance 
and serve an important public need and where the preservation of 
those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its 
intended purpose. 

B 1  67  Exterior  Residential. 

C 1  67  Exterior 

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, 
cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, 
parks picnic areas, places of 
worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit 
institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, 
recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television studios, 
trails and trail crossings. 

D  52  Interior 

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, 
places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit 
institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, recording 
studios, schools, and television studios. 

E 1  72  Exterior 
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurant/bars, and other developed lands, 
properties or activities not included in A‐D, or F. 

F  ‐‐  ‐‐ 
Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, 
logging, maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, 

Typical Sound Levels 

  
Sound is a pressure fluctuation in air, transmitting 

mechanical energy caused by vibration.  Loudness 
is measured on a logarithmic scale using units of 

decibels (dB). Sound is composed of a wide range 
of frequencies; however, the human ear is not 

uniformly sensitive to all frequencies.  Therefore, an 
"A" weighted scale was devised to correspond with 
the sensitivity of the human ear, measured in dB(A). 
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Activity 
Category 

Leq(h)2 
Evaluation 
Location 

Description of Activity Category 

retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, water 
treatment, electrical) and warehousing. 

G  ‐‐  ‐‐  Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 

1 Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category. 
2 Hourly weighted sound equivalent in dB(A). 

 
The project study area was reviewed and potential noise-sensitive receptors were grouped into Common 
Noise Environments (CNEs). One hundred and sixteen (116) receptors were selected to represent noise-
sensitive land uses in the project area.  Each receptor represents a CNE.   
 
Impact Evaluation 
 
Traffic noise levels for the I-55 project have been predicted with the FHWA-approved Traffic Noise 
Model (TNM), Version 2.5. Table 4-8 presents the predicted traffic noise levels at the 116 representative 
receptors along the I-55 project.  The predicted traffic noise levels in Table 4-8 were based on the 2040 
peak hour traffic volumes and posted speed limits.  
 
IDOT defines traffic noise impacts as follows: 
 

 The predicted build traffic noise levels approach, meet, or exceed the applicable NAC in Table 4-
7.  Traffic noise levels are considered to "approach" the NAC when they are within 1 dB(A) of 
the applicable NAC. 

 The predicted build traffic noise levels are substantially higher than the existing noise levels. A 
substantial increase is considered to be greater than 14 dB(A), representing more than a doubling 
of the perceived existing traffic noise level. 

 
As shown in Table 4-8, existing noise levels range from 53 dB(A) at R113 to 76 dB(A) at R95.  Projected 
No-Build 2040 traffic noise levels range from 54 dB(A) at R113 to 78 dB(A) at R95.  The majority of 
receptors show a 1 to 2 dB(A) increase from Existing to No-Build (2040) conditions, with select receptors 
experiencing a 3 dB(A) increase. Build (2040) condition levels range from 55 dB(A) at R113 to 79 dB(A) 
at R95. TNM-predicted noise levels for the Build (2040) condition range from a 2 dB(A) decrease to a 3 
dB(A) increase over No-Build (2040) levels.   
 
Across all 116 representative receptors, the average overall noise level change from the No-Build 
condition to the Build condition is 0 dB(A).   Build traffic noise levels were found to decrease from the 
No-Build condition for approximately 22% of representative receptors.  In most  instances, this is due to 
the effect of moving a designated portion of the projected future (2040) traffic from the three existing 
lanes of travel to a fourth lane (i.e., the managed lane, on the median side of the three existing lanes), 
effectively further from adjacent noise-sensitive receptors.  At the northern (Chicago) end of the project, 
where I-55 is on elevated structure, the added lane along the I-55 median has the added effect of 
increasing the acoustic shielding for receptors situated below roadway grade.   
 
Under Build (2040) conditions, 57 of the 116 (49%) receptor locations approach, meet or exceed the 
FHWA NAC, and therefore warrant a noise abatement analysis. None of the receptors are considered 
impacted due to a substantial increase (greater than 14 dB(A) increase) in traffic noise levels. 
Representative receptors indicating a noise impact in the Build condition are identified in Table 4-8 with 
boldface text and shaded cells.   



 
 
 
 

April 2016 Page 59 of 83 I-55 Managed Lanes Project 
 

Table 4-8.  Predicted Traffic Noise Levels 

Receptor 
Number 

Activity 
Category/NAC 

dB(A) 

Existing  
dB(A) 

No‐Build
(2040) 
dB(A) 

Difference 
(Existing to 
No‐Build) 

Build (2040)
dB(A) 

Difference  
(No‐Build to 

Build) 

Difference 
(Existing to 

Build) 
Community 

R1  B (67)  66  68  2  67  ‐1  1  Woodridge 

R2  B (67)  66  68  2  68  0  2  Woodridge 

R3  B (67)  59  61  2  61  0  2  Lemont 

R4  E (72)  63  64  1  66  2  3  Darien 

R5  C (67)  65  67  2  68  1  3  Darien 

R6  B (67)  73  75  2  76  1  3  Darien 

R7  B (67)  70  72  2  73  1  3  Darien 

R8  C (67)  70  72  2  73  1  3  Darien 

R9  B (67)  72  73  1  74  1  2  Darien 

R10  B (67)  66  68  2  69  1  3  Darien 

R11  C (67)  64  66  2  67  1  3  Darien 

R12  B (67)  74  76  2  77  1  3  Darien 

R13  B (67)  70  71  1  72  1  2  Darien 

R14  C (67)  75  76  1  77  1  2  Darien 

R15  B (67)  62  64  2  66  2  4  Darien 

R16  B (67)  67  68  1  70  2  3  Darien 

R17  C (67)  65  67  2  68  1  3  Darien 

R18  E (72)  68  70  2  71  1  3  Woodridge 

R19  C (67)  66  68  2  68  0  2  Darien 

R20  B (67)  70  72  2  73  1  3  Darien 

R21  B (67)  71  72  1  74  2  3  Darien 

R22  B (67)  70  72  2  73  1  3  Darien 

R23  E (72)  61  62  1  64  2  3  Darien 

R24  B (67)  62  64  2  65  1  3  Darien 

R25  B (67)  68  70  2  71  1  3  Darien 

R26  B (67)  68  70  2  71  1  3  Darien 

R27  B (67)  73  75  2  75  0  2  Darien 

R28  B (67)  70  71  1  72  1  2  Willowbrook 

R29  B (67)  70  72  2  73  1  3  Willowbrook 

R30  B (67)  67  69  2  69  0  2  Willowbrook 

R31  C (67)  63  65  2  65  0  2  Willowbrook 

R32  B (67)  69  71  2  71  0  2  Willowbrook 

R33  B (67)  71  73  2  73  0  2  Darien 

R34  B (67)  71  72  1  73  1  2  Willowbrook 
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Receptor 
Number 

Activity 
Category/NAC 

dB(A) 

Existing  
dB(A) 

No‐Build
(2040) 
dB(A) 

Difference 
(Existing to 
No‐Build) 

Build (2040)
dB(A) 

Difference  
(No‐Build to 

Build) 

Difference 
(Existing to 

Build) 
Community 

R35  B (67)  61  62  1  63  1  2  Willowbrook 

R36  B (67)  68  70  2  71  1  3  Burr Ridge 

R37  E (72)  65  67  2  68  1  3  Willowbrook 

R38  B (67)  69  71  2  72  1  3  Willowbrook 

R39  E (72)  59  61  2  62  1  3  Willowbrook 

R40  E (72)  65  67  2  68  1  3  Willowbrook 

R41  E (72)  66  68  2  69  1  3  Burr Ridge 

R42  E (72)  72  74  2  75  1  3  Burr Ridge 

R43  B (67)  68  69  1  71  2  3  Burr Ridge 

R44  C (67)  63  65  2  66  1  3  Burr Ridge 

R45  B (67)  63  65  2  66  1  3  Burr Ridge 

R46  E (72)  70  72  2  73  1  3  Burr Ridge 

R47  B (67)  61  62  1  63  1  2  Burr Ridge 

R48  E (72)  60  62  2  63  1  3  Burr Ridge 

R49  E (72)  68  68  0  70  2  2  Burr Ridge 

R50  B (67)  68  69  1  70  1  2  Indian Head Park 

R51  B (67)  61  61  0  60  ‐1  ‐1  Burr Ridge 

R52  B (67)  62  63  1  64  1  2  Burr Ridge 

R53  B (67)  70  72  2  72  0  2  Indian Head Park 

R54  B (67)  64  65  1  65  0  1  Countryside 

R55  C (67)  59  60  1  60  0  1  Countryside 

R56  E (72)  58  58  0  59  1  1  Countryside 

R57  B (67)  62  63  1  63  0  1  Countryside 

R58  B (67)  75  78  3  77  ‐1  2  Countryside 

R59  B (67)  75  77  2  77  0  2  Countryside 

R60  E (72)  73  75  2  74  ‐1  1  Countryside 

R61  C (67)  65  68  3  67  ‐1  2  Countryside 

R62  B (67)  69  72  2  71  ‐1  2  Countryside 

R63  B (67)  67  69  2  69  0  2  Countryside 

R64  B (67)  62  64  2  63  ‐1  1  Hodgkins 

R65  B (67)  65  67  2  67  0  2  Hodgkins 

R66  C (67)  63  65  2  64  ‐1  1  Summit 

R67  B (67)  66  68  2  67  ‐1  1  Summit 

R68  C (67)  63  64  1  64  0  1  Chicago 

R69  B (67)  63  65  2  64  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R70  B (67)  60  61  1  61  0  1  Chicago 
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Receptor 
Number 

Activity 
Category/NAC 

dB(A) 

Existing  
dB(A) 

No‐Build
(2040) 
dB(A) 

Difference 
(Existing to 
No‐Build) 

Build (2040)
dB(A) 

Difference  
(No‐Build to 

Build) 

Difference 
(Existing to 

Build) 
Community 

R71  C (67)  66  68  2  68  0  2  Chicago 

R72  B (67)  56  57  1  57  0  1  Chicago 

R73  C (67)  62  64  2  64  0  2  Chicago 

R74  B (67)  62  64  2  64  0  2  Chicago 

R75  B (67)  63  65  2  64  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R76  B (67)  63  64  1  64  0  1  Chicago 

R77  B (67)  61  63  2  63  0  2  Chicago 

R78  C (67)  55  57  2  57  0  2  Chicago 

R79  B (67)  71  72  1  72  0  1  Chicago 

R80  B (67)  66  68  2  67  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R81  B (67)  65  67  2  66  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R82  B (67)  61  63  2  62  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R83  B (67)  63  65  2  64  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R84  B (67)  62  63  1  63  0  1  Chicago 

R85  B (67)  62  64  2  63  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R86  B (67)  64  66  2  65  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R87  B (67)  62  64  2  63  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R88  B (67)  60  62  2  62  0  2  Chicago 

R89  B (67)  56  58  2  57  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R90  B (67)  60  61  1  60  ‐1  0  Chicago 

R91  B (67)  59  61  2  60  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R92  B (67)  65  67  2  65  ‐2  0  Chicago 

R93  B (67)  62  64  2  62  ‐2  0  Chicago 

R94  B (67)  60  62  2  60  ‐2  0  Chicago 

R95  B (67)  76  78  2  79  1  3  Chicago 

R96  B (67)  66  66  0  69  3  3  Chicago 

R97  B (67)  66  66  0  69  3  3  Chicago 

R98  B (67)  56  57  1  59  2  3  Chicago 

R99  B (67)  66  67  1  70  3  4  Chicago 

R100  B (67)  61  63  2  63  1  2  Chicago 

R101  B (67)  57  59  2  61  2  4  Chicago 

R102  B (67)  54  55  1  56  1  2  Chicago 

R103  B (67)  61  63  2  65  2  4  Chicago 

R104  B (67)  61  63  2  66  3  5  Chicago 

R105  B (67)  59  60  1  62  2  3  Chicago 

R106  B (67)  63  64  1  67  3  4  Chicago 
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Receptor 
Number 

Activity 
Category/NAC 

dB(A) 

Existing  
dB(A) 

No‐Build
(2040) 
dB(A) 

Difference 
(Existing to 
No‐Build) 

Build (2040)
dB(A) 

Difference  
(No‐Build to 

Build) 

Difference 
(Existing to 

Build) 
Community 

R107  B (67)  57  58  1  60  2  3  Chicago 

R108  B (67)  71  72  1  72  0  1  Chicago 

R109  B (67)  59  60  1  60  0  1  Chicago 

R110  B (67)  58  60  2  61  1  3  Chicago 

R111  C (67)  59  61  2  60  ‐1  1  Chicago 

R112  B (67)  53  55  2  56  1  3  Chicago 

R113  B (67)  53  54  1  55  1  2  Chicago 

R114  B (67)  54  56  2  56  0  2  Chicago 

R115  B (67)  56  57  1  58  1  2  Chicago 

R116  B (67)  56  57  1  57  0  1  Chicago 

Source:  I-55 Traffic Noise Analysis Report 
A shaded cell with bold text in the “Build (2040) dB(A)” column indicates that the noise level approaches [-1 dB(A)], meets, or 
exceeds the NAC in the future build condition, constituting a noise impact.  
 
Abatement Evaluation  
 
TNM was used to perform the noise wall feasibility and 
reasonableness check for the 57 impacted receptors. When 
determining if an abatement measure is feasible and reasonable, the 
noise reductions achieved, number of residences benefited, total cost, 
total cost per residence benefited, and views of the benefited receptors 
are considered. In accordance with IDOT policy, noise abatement is 
considered feasible if it is possible to design and construct, and 
achieves a noise reduction of at least 5 dB(A) for at least one impacted 
receptor. It is considered reasonable if the following are met: 
 

 It is cost effective (base value $24,000 per benefitted receptor, 
adjusted for consideration of absolute noise levels, increase in 
noise levels, and new alignment/construction date) 

 It achieves a noise reduction design goal of at least 8 dB(A) 
for at least one benefitted receptor 

 The views of the benefitted receptors have been appropriately 
considered and they want the wall 

 
The most feasible noise barrier for this project would be in the form of a noise abatement wall. An 
effective noise barrier must be tall enough to break the line-of-sight between the receptor and the source 
of noise. The length of an effective noise barrier typically extends beyond the last receptor four times the 
distance between the receptor and noise barrier.   
 
A noise abatement measure is considered cost-effective to construct if the noise wall construction cost per 
benefited receptor is less than the allowable cost per benefited receptor.  A benefited receptor is any 
receptor that is afforded at least a 5 dB(A) traffic noise reduction from the proposed noise abatement 
measure.  FHWA regulations allow each State Highway Authority to establish cost criteria for 
determining cost effectiveness. 

 
When are noise walls 

constructed? 
 

In order for a noise wall to be 
constructed it must meet IDOT and 

FHWA criteria with respect to 
feasibility and reasonableness. 
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IDOT policy establishes the actual cost per benefited receptor shall be based on a noise wall cost of $25 
per square foot, which includes engineering, materials, and construction.  The base value allowable cost 
per benefited receptor is $24,000 per benefited receptor, which can be increased based on three factors as 
summarized below, which are considered for all benefited receptors:  
 

 The absolute noise level of the benefited receptors in the design year build scenario before noise 
abatement as shown in Table 4-9. 

 The incremental increase in noise level between the existing noise level at the benefited receptor 
and the predicted build noise level before noise abatement as shown in Table 4-10. 

 The date of development compared to the construction date of the highway as shown in Table 4-
11.   

Table 4-9.  Absolute Noise Level Consideration 

Predicted Build Noise Level Before 
Noise Abatement 

Dollars Added to Base Value Cost per 
Benefited Receptor 

Less than 70 dB(A)  $0 

70 to 74 dB(A)  $1,000 

75 to 79 dB(A)  $2,000 

80 dB(A) or greater  $4,000 

Table 4-10.  Increase in Noise Level Consideration 

Incremental Increase in Noise Level 
Between the Existing Noise Level and 
the Predicted Build Noise Level Before 

Noise Abatement 

Dollars Added to Base Value Cost per 
Benefited Receptor 

Less than 5 dB(A)  $0 

5 to 9 dB(A)  $1,000 

10 to 14 dB(A)  $2,000 

15 dB(A) or greater  $4,000 

Table 4-11.  New Alignment / Construction Date Consideration 

Project is on new alignment OR the 
receptor existed prior to the original 

construction of the highway 

Dollars Added to Base Value Cost per 
Benefited Receptor 

No for both  $0 

Yes for either  $5,000 

Note: No single optional reasonableness factor shall be used to determine that a noise 
abatement measure is unreasonable. 
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The IDOT noise reduction design goal is to achieve an 8 dB(A) traffic noise reduction at a minimum of 
one benefited receptor.  If a noise abatement option is feasible, achieves the cost-effective criterion, and 
achieves the IDOT noise reduction design goal, the benefited receptors will be solicited for their opinion 
on the construction of the noise wall.  
 
TNM was used to perform the noise wall feasibility and reasonableness check.  When determining if an 
abatement measure is feasible and reasonable, the noise reductions achieved, number of residences 
benefited, total cost, and total cost per residence benefited are considered.   
 
The project corridor contains three existing noise barriers (B2, B10, and B15) constructed along I-55 in the 
project corridor (within the villages of Lemont, Burr Ridge, Countryside), and one constructed along I-294 
near its I-55 overpass (located in the Village of Countryside).  Seven representative receptors situated in 
the shadow zone of B2, B10, and B15 (R3, R51, R52, R54, R55, R56, and R57) were selected for 
inclusion in the TNM analysis for this study (along with the barriers themselves).  None of these seven 
receptors were predicted to experience traffic noise impacts. 
 

Seventeen noise barriers (B1, B3, B4, B5, B6, B7, B8, B9, B11, B12, B14/B16, B17, B18, B19, B20, B21, 
B23) were evaluated for representative receptors with predicted Build (2040) condition impacts, which are 
shown in the Traffic Noise Analysis report in Appendix E.  Each of these seventeen barriers were found to 
be feasible, meaning they could achieve at least a 5 dB(A) reduction at an impacted receptor.  Sixteen of 
the seventeen barriers meet the first criterion of reasonableness by achieving the IDOT noise reduction 
design goal of at least an 8 dB(A) traffic noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 
  
The sixteen feasible noise barriers were evaluated for cost-effectiveness as stand-alone barriers, and six 
were found to be not cost-effective (B7, B8, B11, B14/B16, B17, and B23).  The ten remaining noise 
barriers (B1, B3, B4, B5, B6, B9, B18, B19, B20, and B21) were found to be reasonable as stand-alone 
barriers.   
 

After the noise barrier locations were considered reasonable or feasible as stand-alone barriers, the noise 
barrier costs were then considered cumulatively, across CNEs to determine if any barrier found to be not 
cost-effective standing alone could be cost-effective cumulatively.  Noise abatement measures achieve 
the cost reasonableness criterion cumulatively if the cumulative estimated noise barrier cost per 
benefited receptor is less than the cumulative adjusted allowable cost per benefited receptor, when 
considering all barriers that are feasible and meet the noise reduction design goal.   
 
Considering the noise barriers on a cumulative basis, three additional noise barriers would be considered 
cost-effective (B7, B8 and B14/B16).  The cost averaging analysis summary can be found in the I-55 
Traffic Noise Analysis report in Appendix E 
 
Results of the noise abatement analysis are provided below in Table 4-12. 
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Table 4-12.  Noise Abatement Summary Table 
 

Barrier 

Barrier  
Length 
(feet)  

Barrier 
Height 
(feet)  

Total Cost 

Noise 
Reduction 
Potential 
dB(A) 

Cumulative 
Estimated 
Build Cost / 
Benefited 

Cumulative 
Adjusted 
Allowable 
Cost / 

Benefited 

Likely to be 
Implemented

1 
Result of Determination

B1  5,645  14  $1,975,750  8  $10,564  $24,279  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B3  9,864  16  $3,945,600  12  $9,932  $24,296  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B4  7,008  13  $2,277,600  10  $7,701  $24,275  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B5  2,027  14  $709,450  9  $5,457  $24,969  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B6  5,380  14  $1,883,000  11  $8,440  $24,299  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B7  6,231  14‐16  $2,382,475  12  $11,435  $24,289  Yes  Cost Effective Cumulatively

B8  2,403  12‐16  $857,250  11  $11,747  $24,285  Yes  Cost Effective Cumulatively

B9  3,346  21  $1,809,150  12  $5,724  $24,559  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B11  900  16  $360,000 

Not included in evaluation; 
Estimated cost is greater than 

two times the adjusted allowed cost 

B12 
Not included in evaluation; 

Does Not Meet IDOT Noise Reduction Design Goal 

B14‐B16  1,735/1,32 11/14  $939,825  11  $12,150  $24,292  Yes  Cost Effective Cumulatively

B17  1,730  16  $692,000 

Not included in evaluation; 
Estimated cost is greater than 

two times the adjusted allowed cost 

B18  1,760  13  $572,000  8  $5,865  $24,467  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B19  2,258  14  $790,300  9  $6,871  $24,297  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B20  7,077  10  $1,769,250  11  $6,136  $24,363  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B21  6,670  10  $1,667,500  12  $6,593  $24,320  Yes  Cost Effective Stand Alone 

B23  1,351  17  $574,175 

Not included in evaluation; 
Estimated cost is greater than 

two times the adjusted allowed cost 

  1Meets feasibility and reasonableness criteria.  Implementation contingent upon viewpoint solicitation from benefitted receptors. 
 
Viewpoint Solicitation and Tally of Benefitted Noise Receptors 
 
The noise barrier locations that were determined to be feasible and economically reasonable involve 85 
CNEs/representative receptors and 1,776 benefited receptors.  The solicitation of viewpoints from the 
benefited receptors will be performed during the public comment period of the Environmental Assessment 
report, based on which a determination will be made regarding construction of each noise barrier. The 
results of the viewpoint solicitation will be included as part of the Errata to this report.  
 
Coordination with Local Officials 
 
Coordination with local officials having jurisdiction over adjacent undeveloped lands within the study 
area has occurred. Meetings with municipalities were held to discuss the results of the I-55 traffic noise 
analysis, and to provide information on estimated future noise levels that may be useful with respect to 



 
 
 
 

April 2016 Page 66 of 83 I-55 Managed Lanes Project 
 

protecting future land development from being incompatible with anticipated future traffic noise levels. 
Three noise forums were conducted on April 5, 6, and 7, 2016 to inform the public on the noise wall 
voting process and discuss potential installation of noise walls along I-55.  
 
Likelihood Statement 
 
Based on the traffic noise analysis and noise abatement evaluation conducted, highway traffic noise 
abatement measures in the form or noise barriers are likely to be implemented. The noise barriers 
determined to meet the feasible and reasonable criteria are B1, B3, B4, B5, B6, B7, B8, B9, B14/B16, 
B18, B19, B20 and B21. The location of these noise barriers are shown on Figure 3 in the Traffic Noise 
Analysis report in Appendix E.  These noise barriers total approximately 63,000 feet in length and result 
in 1,776 benefitted receptors.  If it is subsequently determined during final design that constraints not 
foreseen in the preliminary design, or public input substantially changes, the abatement measures may 
need to be modified or removed from the project plans. A final decision of the installation of the 
abatement measure(s) will be made upon completion of the project's final design and the public 
involvement process. 
 
Construction Noise 
 
Trucks and machinery used for construction produce noise that may affect some land uses and activities 
during the construction period. Residents along the alignment will, at some time, experience perceptible 
construction noise from implementation of the project. To minimize or eliminate the effect of 
construction noise on these receptors, mitigation measures have been incorporated into IDOT’s Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction as Article 107.35. 
 
Construction noise can vary greatly depending on the equipment being used, the condition of the 
equipment, and the activities being conducted. Noise levels also depend on the time and duration of the 
construction activity. Construction noise abatement can be accomplished by construction staging, 
sequencing of operations, or alternative construction methods. Construction staging and sequencing of 
operations will be performed to minimize construction noise to the extent practicable. For example, 
louder construction operations in the vicinity of occupied residences will be performed during the day and 
not during the night (when people are more sensitive to loud noise), in accordance with the IDOT 
standard specifications. In addition, all engines and engine driven equipment used for hauling or 
construction shall be equipped with an adequate muffler. Proposed construction methods for a project are 
typically determined in the final engineering design. Alternative construction methods will be evaluated at 
that time and used as practicable and feasible for this project. 
 
Part VI. Natural Resources 
 
1. Upland Plant Communities 
 

There are no upland plant communities within the study area. 

2. Wildlife Resources 

The project corridor contains an existing transportation network in a predominantly built-out area and 
consequently has limited wildlife habitat. Wildlife species in urban/suburban areas tend to be tolerant of 
disturbance and human activities. Some species use urban and suburban habitats, but species diversity 
generally is lower than in forest preserves and rural habitats. With all construction work primarily 
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occurring within the I-55 median area, potential impacts to wildlife resources are anticipated to be 
minimal.  

3. Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
A. Federally-Listed Species/Habitat 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) technical assistance website was reviewed for federally-
listed threatened and endangered species. According to the website, 12 species are listed and may be 
present in Cook, DuPage, and/or Will County (i.e., the counties where the I-55 project improvements are 
proposed) (see Table 4-13). 

Table 4-13.  Federally-Listed Threatened and Endangered Species in Cook, DuPage, and/or Will 
County 

 

Species 
Designation  County 

Common Name  Scientific Name 

Eastern massasauga  Sistrurus catenatus  Proposed as threatened  Cook, Will 

Eastern prairie fringed orchid  Platanthera leucophaea  Threatened  Cook, DuPage, Will 

Hine’s emerald dragonfly  Somatochlora hineana  Endangered; Critical habitat  Cook, DuPage, Will 

Lakeside daisy  Hymenopsis herbacea  Threatened  Will 

Leafy‐prairie clover  Dalea foliosa  Endangered  Cook, DuPage, Will 

Mead’s milkweed  Asclepias meadii  Threatened  Cook, DuPage, Will 

Northern long‐eared bat  Myotis septentrionalis  Threatened  Cook, DuPage, Will 

Piping plover  Charadrius melodus  Endangered  Cook 

Prairie bush clover  Lespedeza leptostachya  Threatened  Cook, DuPage 

Rattlesnake‐master borer moth  Papaipema eryngii  Candidate  Cook, Will 

Rufa red knot  Calidris canutus rufa  Threatened  Cook 

Sheepnose mussel  Plethobasus cyphyus  Endangered  Will 

Based on the federally-listed species and the habitat within the project study area, IDOT determined that 
there was a need for reptile/amphibian surveys and eastern prairie fringed orchid surveys. Both surveys 
were performed in 2014 by the Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS). No federally-listed species were 
found during the surveys. Surveys for northern long-eared bats were not completed because trees found in 
highly-developed urban areas (e.g., street trees, downtown areas) are extremely unlikely to be suitable 
habitat for the species. Based on the scope of the project, habitat in the project study area, and the survey 
results, IDOT concluded that there will be no effect to any federally-listed species. 

Impacts 
 

No Effect
 

May Effect
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B. State-Listed Species 

The Illinois Natural Heritage Database maintained by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
(IDNR) was reviewed for record occurrences of State-listed threatened and endangered species in the I-55 
study area. Four State-listed species have a recorded presence near the study area: (1) Blanding’s turtle 
(Emydoidea blandingii) near Waterfall Glen Forest Preserve from 2015; (2) yellow-crowned night-heron 
(Nyctanassa violacea) near Waterfall Glen Illinois Natural Area Inventory (INAI) site from 1997; (3) 
Kirtland’s snake (Clonophis kirtlandii) from Theodore Stone Forest Preserve from 2011; and (4) banded 
killifish (Fundulus diaphanus) in the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal (CSSC) - upstream of the 
proposed improvements.  

Impacts to State-listed threatened or endangered species are not anticipated with this project. 

 An amphibian and reptile report dated August 13, 2014 was prepared by the INHS for the 
proposed I‐55 study area within Will, DuPage, and Cook Counties. Based on that report, INHS 
did not observe threatened or endangered amphibians or reptiles during their 2014 field surveys. 
INHS stated that it is unlikely that Blanding’s turtles reside within the study area. In addition, no 
suitable Kirtland’s snake habitat was observed at Theodore Stone Forest Preserve within the 
study area. 

 With construction work primarily occurring within the I-55 median area and no added impervious 
area proposed near the Waterfall Glenn INAI site, impacts to the yellow-crowned night-heron are 
not anticipated. 

 The banded killifish record is from upstream of the proposed improvements. In-stream work is 
not proposed in the CSSC as part of the I-55 improvements. The majority of stormwater runoff at 
the east end of the project would drain to combined sewer under proposed conditions. Water 
quality is discussed in more detail below in Part VII.       

 
Incidental Take Authorization 
 

Yes
 

      

No
 

 
Part VII. Water Quality/Resources/Aquatic Habitats 
 
The study area is primarily located in two watersheds. The west and central portions of the study area are 
located within the CSSC - Des Plaines River Watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code [HUC] 0712000407), and 
the eastern quarter of the study area is located in the North Branch Chicago River - CSSC Watershed 
(HUC 0712000301). A small portion at the far west and far east end of the study area is located in the 
DuPage River Watershed (HUC 0712000408) and the Waukegan River – Frontal Lake Michigan 
Watershed (HUC 0404000205), respectively.   
 
During May through August 2013, the INHS delineated wetlands and surface waters located within the 
study area (see Appendix H). INHS identified four open water ponds, 15 rivers/creeks (including 
tributaries), and 35 ditches within the study area. Their locations are depicted on the Environmental 
Resources Exhibit in Appendix A. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) provided an approved 
jurisdictional determination (dated April 7, 2016) confirming that the retention ponds and roadside ditches 
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identified by INHS within the I-55 study area were exempt from federal regulation and not under USACE 
jurisdiction (see Appendix C). The retention ponds and roadside ditches are not discussed further below. 
The rivers/creeks are described below. Wetlands are discussed in Part X.   
 
Four of the rivers/creeks in the study area are listed as navigable waters of the U.S. (WOUS) under 
Section 10 of the River and Harbors Act of 1899, including: the South Branch of the Chicago River, the 
South Fork of the South Branch of the Chicago River (Bubbly Creek), the CSSC, and the Des Plaines 
River. The river/creek segments that pass through the study area are not listed as wild and scenic rivers or 
candidates for wild and scenic river status.  In accordance with Illinois Administrative Code (35 Illinois 
Administrative Code [IAC] §§ 302.105, 303.205, 303.206), the Illinois Pollution Control Board (IPCB) 
has authority to designate Outstanding Resource Waters based on exceptional ecological or recreational 
significance.  Based on a review of the IPCB website in October 2015, the IPCB has not designated any 
of the rivers/creeks that pass through the project corridor as Outstanding Resource Waters. 
 
The portions of the rivers/creeks in the study area are not listed as Biologically Significant Streams in the 
IDNR Biological Stream Rating Report, “Integrating Multiple Taxa in a Biological Stream Rating 
System” (2008). The segment of the Des Plaines River that passes through the study area has a “B” rating 
for diversity and a “C” rating for integrity. The South Branch of the Chicago River and the CSSC both 
have a diversity and integrity rating of “D”. The diversity and integrity scores fall within one of five 
ratings ranging from A to E, with A representing the highest biological integrity or diversity of evaluated 
stream segments. The other stream segments that pass through the study area have not been rated by 
IDNR.  
 
The IEPA Integrated Water Quality Report and Section 303(d) List (March 24, 2014) was reviewed to 
determine the “Use Support” of each of the assessed rivers/creeks that are located within the limits of the 
proposed improvements.  Based on that review, all of the assessed rivers/creeks within the limits of the 
proposed improvements are impaired. However, no approved or on-going Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) have been established for these rivers/creeks (at the study area). A summary of the assessed 
rivers/creeks is included in Table 4-14.  
 

Table 4-14.  Use Support and Impairment Summary 
 

Name  
IEPA 
ID 

Crossing 
Location 

Designated Use 
Cause of 

Impairment 
Source of Impairment  Comments 

CSSC – Des Plaines River Watershed 

Sawmill 
Creek 

GJ‐01 
East of Cass 
Avenue 

Not Supporting: 
AL 

Not Assessed: FC, 
PC, SC, AQ 

Methoxychlor, Other 
flow regime 

alterations, PCBs, 
Changes in stream 
depth and velocity 

patterns 

Contaminated sediments, 
Dam or impoundment 

Stormwater runoff from I‐55 
drains to the creek 

Flag Creek  GK‐03 
West of I‐

294 

Not Supporting: 
AL 

Not Assessed: FC, 
PC, SC, AQ 

Alteration in streamside 
or littoral vegetative 
covers, Arsenic, DDT, 
Hexachlorobenzene, 

Methoxychlor, 
Phosphorus (Total), 

Aquatic algae 

Site clearance (land 
development or 
redevelopment), 
Streambank 
modifications/ 
destabilization, 

Contaminated sediments, 
Municipal point source 

discharges  

Stormwater runoff from I‐55 
drains to the creek  
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Name  
IEPA 
ID 

Crossing 
Location 

Designated Use 
Cause of 

Impairment 
Source of Impairment  Comments 

Des Plaines 
River 

G‐39 
East of 

LaGrange 
Road 

Not Supporting: 
AL, FC, PC 

Not Assessed: SC, 
AQ 

Aldrin, Arsenic, 
Chloride, Lindane, 

Methoxychlor, Other 
flow regime 

alterations, pH, 
Phosphorus (Total), 
Mercury, PCBs, 
Fecal Coliform 

Contaminated sediments, 
Combined sewer 

overflows, Municipal 
point source discharges, 
Urban runoff/ storm 
sewers, Impacts from 
hydrostructure flow 

regulation/ modification, 
Dam or impoundment, 

Atmospheric deposition – 
toxics, Source unknown 

Stormwater runoff from I‐55 
drains to the river 

CSSC  GI‐06  East of IL 171 
Not Supporting: 

FC, IAL 
Not Assessed: SC 

PCBs, 
Dissolved Oxygen, 

Total Dissolved Solids, 
Phosphorus (Total)  

Source unknown, 
Combined sewer 

overflows, Urban runoff/ 
storm sewers 

West of Harlem Avenue/I‐55 
interchange stormwater 
runoff drains to the canal;  
At Harlem Avenue/I‐55 
interchange and east 

stormwater runoff  from I‐
55 outfalls to the MWRD 

Combined Sewer 
Interceptor and does not 

outfall to the canal 

North Branch Chicago River – CSSC Watershed 

CSSC  GI‐03 

Not a 
crossing. 

Runs closely 
parallel to I‐
55 from IL 
171 to the 
eastern 

project limit 

Not Supporting: 
FC, IAL 

Not Assessed: SC 

Mercury, PCBs, 
Dissolved Oxygen, 
Phosphorus (Total) 

Atmospheric deposition – 
toxics, Source unknown, 
Channelization, Combined 
sewer overflows, Impacts 
from hydrostructure flow 
regulation/ modification, 
Municipal point source 

discharges, Urban runoff/ 
storm sewers  

Majority of stormwater 
runoff from I‐55 outfalls to 
the MWRD Combined Sewer 
Interceptor and does not 

outfall to the canal – except 
for a portion of I‐55 

between Pulaski Road and 
Kedzie Avenue that drains to 
Pump Station 30 and then to 

the canal 

Bubbly 
Creek 

HCA‐01 

 
East of 
Ashland 
Avenue 

Not Supporting: 
IAL 

Not Assessed: FC, 
SC 

Dissolved Oxygen, 
Phosphorus (Total) 

Combined sewer 
overflows 

Stormwater runoff from I‐55 
outfalls to the creek;  
There will be added 

imperviousness along the 
section of I‐55 that is 
tributary to the creek 

AL= Aquatic Life; AQ= Aesthetic Quality; FC= Fish Consumption; IAL= Indigenous Aquatic Life; PC= Primary Contact; SC= Secondary 
Contact 

Construction Impacts 

Temporary construction-related impacts could result even if a waterway is not directly impacted, 
depending on the proximity of the activity to the waterway and drainage patterns. Potential impacts would 
be minimized through the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs).  

This project would be subject to the requirements of IEPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit for construction site stormwater discharges. NPDES permit coverage is required 
when a construction project disturbs one acre or more of land, or is part of a larger common plan of 
development that ultimately disturbs one or more acres of total land. 
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Table 4-15 provides a summary of potential impacts to identified WOUS for the proposed improvement. 
Potential impacts to identified wetlands are discussed in Part X. 

 Table 4-15.  WOUS Impact Summary Table 

Site 
No. 

Environmental 
Resource Exhibit  
– Sheet Number 

Impact 
(linear 
feet) 

Impact 
(acreage) 

Description of Impact 

W31  2  183  0.01 
Re‐grading work is anticipated at the outlet. All impacts are anticipated to 
be limited to the right‐of‐way. 

W32  3  183  0.01  Ditch re‐grading within the right‐of‐way. 

W38  4  482  0.06 

The roadside ditch located between the S. Frontage Road and outside 
shoulder of I‐55 will be re‐graded to provide positive drainage. The existing 
ditch inlets and storm sewer connecting to the East Branch Sawmill Creek 
culvert will be replaced. In addition, structural repairs to both the upstream 
and downstream sections of the East Branch Sawmill Creek culvert are 
proposed. All impacts are anticipated to be limited to the right‐of‐way. 

W52  8  1367  0.21 

Re‐grading work is anticipated at the northeast corner of the LaGrange 
Road/I‐55 interchange to provide positive drainage to the waterway. The 
re‐grading limits are anticipated along the roadway shoulder and upstream 
of the culvert crossing at the I‐55 mainline.  

 Total =  2,215 
linear feet 

0.29 acres

Note: Impact area includes the placement of fill material in WOUS. Total does not include potential temporary impacts.

 
Based on preliminary design, the proposed action would result in 0.29 acres (2,215 linear feet) of WOUS 
impact. However, due to the extent of USACE jurisdictional wetland impact (see Part X below), it is 
anticipated that a Section 404 Clean Water Act (CWA) Individual Permit and Section 401 CWA 
Individual Water Quality Certification will be required. Mitigation for WOUS impacts will be 
coordinated with the USACE during CWA permitting.   

Operational Impacts 

Operational impacts associated with roadways include the accumulation of pollutants on roadway 
surfaces, medians, and rights-of-way as a result of roadway use, natural contributions, and deposition of 
air pollution. These pollutants include solids, heavy metals (copper, lead, and zinc), oil and grease, and 
nutrients. The concentrations of these pollutants are highly variable by site and are affected by numerous 
factors, such as traffic characteristics, climate, maintenance activities, and adjacent land use. 

The Stochastic Empirical Loading and Dilution Model (SELDM) developed by the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) was applied to evaluate the potential range of highway runoff copper, lead, and zinc 
concentrations for approximately 29.5 new travel lane-miles of highway (including shoulders converted 
to new travel lanes) that drain directly to Sawmill Creek, Flag Creek, the Des Plaines River, CSSC, or 
Bubbly Creek. The remaining portion of the I-55 highway within the study area drains directly to the 
combined sewer system, and as such did not require a stormwater runoff analysis. The SELDM analysis 
found that simulated projected concentrations (3-year return period) for each of the five models did not 
exceed the applicable copper, lead, and zinc acute water quality standards (see Table 4-16). Additional 
details and information regarding pollutant loading can be found in Appendix G, the I-55 Chloride Load 
and SELDM Stormwater Runoff Analysis. 

 



 
 
 
 

April 2016 Page 72 of 83 I-55 Managed Lanes Project 
 

Table 4-16.  Pre- and Post-Construction Projected Concentrations  
(3-year Annual Recurrence Interval) for Copper, Lead, and Zinc 

 

Scenario  Parameter  Statistic 
Sawmill 
Creek(1) 

Flag 
Creek(1) 

Des 
Plaines 
River(1) 

CSSC(1) 
Bubbly 
Creek(2) 

Pre‐
construction 

Copper 
(µg/L) 

3‐year ARI (3) 
Concentration 

17  12  5  10  36 

Water Quality Standard  42  42  42  28  1,000 

Lead 
(µg/L) 

3‐year ARI Concentration  11  8  35  28  42 

Water Quality Standard  212  212  212  164  100 

Zinc 
(µg/L) 

3‐year ARI Concentration  141  66  53  47  74 

Water Quality Standard  270  270  270  220  1,000 

Post‐
construction 

Copper 
(µg/L) 

3‐year ARI Concentration  20  12  5  11  36 

Water Quality Standard  42  42  42  28  1,000 

Lead 
(µg/L) 

3‐year ARI Concentration  13  9  35  28  43 

Water Quality Standard  212  212  212  164  100 

Zinc 
(µg/L) 

3‐year ARI Concentration  173  79  54  47  75 

Water Quality Standard  270  270  270  220  1,000 

Notes:   

(1) Dissolved copper, lead and zinc concentrations for Sawmill Creek, Flag Creek, Des Plaines River, and CSSC  
(2) Total copper, lead, and zinc concentrations for Bubbly Creek  
(3) Annual recurrence interval 

Maintenance Impacts 

The primary methods of snow and ice removal in IDOT, Chicago Region, are plowing and the application 
of road salt (i.e., chlorides). Efforts are made to apply only the amount of material necessary to maintain 
public safety. The total quantity of road salt entering the environment varies based on the number of snow 
events per season and the number of road salt applications per storm. 

The proposed action includes reconstruction of the median areas along I-55 within the project limits – 
more specifically converting existing paved median areas (south of Harlem Avenue) and widening into 
existing grassed median areas (north of Harlem Avenue) to provide an additional managed lane in each 
direction. The proposed project will increase the number of lane-miles and pavement, thereby increasing 
total salt loading over existing levels. However, for roughly half of the project, the number of proposed 
lane-miles includes existing pavement that is maintained under existing conditions during the winter. 
Potential water quality impacts to Sawmill Creek, Flag Creek, the Des Plaines River, CSSC, and Bubbly 
Creek due to the changes in chloride loads were evaluated for the existing and proposed lane-miles using 
the USGS methodology developed by Frost, Pollock, and Wakelee (1981). Table 4-17 presents the 
estimated average and peak chloride concentrations. Additional details and information regarding chloride 
loading can be found in Appendix G, the I-55 Chloride Load and SELDM Stormwater Runoff Analysis. 
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Table 4-17.  Estimated Average and Peak Chloride Concentrations from Roadway Deicing for 
Existing and Projected I-55 Highway Lanes 

 

Item Evaluated 
Sawmill 
Creek 

Flag 
Creek 

Des Plaines 
River 

CSSC 
Bubbly 
Creek 

Existing Annual Chloride Load (tons)  491  243  610  155  82 

Projected Annual Chloride Load (tons)  492  285  621  155  95 

Average Chloride Concentration Attributed to I‐55 with 
Existing Chloride Load (mg/L) 

60.1  9.9  0.0  0.0  1.1 – 22.6 

Average Chloride Concentration Attributed to I‐55 with 
Projected Chloride Load (mg/L) 

60.2  11.6  0.0  0.0  1.4 – 26.4 

Maximum Chloride Concentration Attributed to I‐55 
with Existing Chloride Load (mg/L) 

127.6  38.5  18.8  17.5  26.7 – 63.7 

Maximum Chloride Concentration Attributed to I‐55 
with Projected Chloride Load (mg/L) 

127.8  41.5  18.8  17.5  27.2 – 70.4 

For the chloride analysis, an annual average road salt application rate of 21.7 tons/lane-mile based on 
typical IDOT Chicago Region practices was used, and it was assumed that all applied salt was pre-wetted. 
For chloride loads associated with application of anti-icing solution, eight anti-icing events per year were 
assumed with one pass per event on all bridge deck and ramp areas. Additionally, most of the existing 
inside shoulders are currently deiced for bus traffic. This project will take those existing inside shoulders 
and convert them to standard travel lanes. Using this information, the projected annual chloride offset (or 
difference in chloride loads between existing conditions and the proposed project) is 161 tons. 

The General Use chloride water quality standard of 500 mg/L applies for Sawmill Creek, Flag Creek, and 
the Des Plaines River. As of July 1, 2015, Bubbly Creek and CSSC, have newly approved water quality 
standards (see 35 IAC, Part 302, Subpart D and 35 IAC §303.449, respectively).  

The calculated annual maximum chloride concentrations are presented in Table 4-17. The incremental 
contribution is well below the 500 mg/L water quality standard. However, at monitoring stations along 
CSSC, Bubbly Creek, and the Des Plaines River where there were instances of reported chloride 
concentrations in excess of the standard (based on available 2005 – 2015 data), there may potentially be 
additional instances of chloride concentrations greater than water quality standards once the new travel 
lanes are operational. Chloride concentrations in all three streams are currently above the winter water 
quality standards for chlorides. The chloride load calculations used in the analysis did not take into 
account any BMPs that may be implemented once the new travel lanes are operational. 

Of the waterways noted in Table 4-17, the CSSC and Bubbly Creek are within the Chicago Area 
Waterway System (CAWS). The Chloride Reduction Initiative working group, which includes IDOT, has 
requested a 5-year variance from the chloride water quality standard for the CAWS. This variance would 
not affect the water quality standards for other waterways within the I-55 project area that are not part of 
the CAWS. 
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Part VIII. Groundwater Resources 
 
Based on a review of data obtained from the Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS) for this project, 107 
water wells were identified within 200 feet of the study limits, 168 wells are located within 400 feet and 
301 wells were identified within 1,000 feet of the ROW.  No wells were identified to be within the 
existing footprint.  
ISGS identified that no community water supply wells (CWS) were located within the footprint.  One 
CWS was identified within 200 feet of the existing foot print, 4 CWSs were identified within 400 feet of 
the footprint and 7 CWSs were identified within 1,000 feet of the footprint.  
 
There are 18 wellhead protection recharge areas for the public wells (non-community and community 
water supply wells) that were identified to fall within the study limits.  There are 22 wellhead protection 
recharge areas for the public wells (non-community and community water supply wells) located within 
400 feet of the study area and 29 wellhead protection recharge areas for the public wells (non-community 
and community water supply wells) that are located within 1,000 feet of the study.   
 
According to the IEPA Source Water Assessment Program and Potential for Contamination of Shallow 
Aquifers in Illinois (Berg, 1984), there is a potential for shallow aquifer contamination within the study 
area.  The existing roadway crosses several locations that have a high potential for recharge 
contamination.   
 
The site is not located within karst topography. There is no karst topography located in northern Illinois 
according to the IEPA Source Water Assessment Program.   
 
According to the list of designated Sole Source Aquifers in USEPA Region 5 at: 
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/sourcewater/pubs/qrg_ssamap_reg5.pdf, there are no sole source aquifers 
within the study area, as defined by Section 1424(E) of the Safe Drinking Water Act. The nearest sole 
source aquifer is located in central Illinois. 
 
This project will not create any new potential “routes” for groundwater pollution or any new potential 
“sources” of groundwater pollution as defined in the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (415 ILCS 
5/3, et seq.). Accordingly, the project is not subject to compliance with the minimum setback 
requirements for community water supply wells or other potable water supply wells as set forth in 415 
ILCS5/14, et seq.). 
 
Part IX. Floodplains 
 
As delineated in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM) from 2004-2008, there are numerous floodplains within the study area, as shown in Table 4-18 
and on the Environmental Resource Exhibit in Appendix A. As previously noted, proposed improvements 
for I-55 will primarily occur within the median and stay within the existing I-55 right-of-way. Impacts to 
100-year floodplain are not anticipated with the proposed improvements.    
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Table 4-18.  100-Year Floodplain along the I-55 Proposed Improvement Area 

Floodplain  Approximate Location 
Environmental 

Resource Exhibit – 
Sheet Number 

Type of Existing  
Encroachment 

Proposed 
Impact 

Black Partridge 
Creek 

Just east of Woodward Ave  1  Transverse; Longitudinal 
north and south of I‐55 
mainline (see note at 
Environmental Resource 
Exhibit) 

None 

Unnamed 
Waterway 

Southeast corner of Lemont 
Road Interchange 

2  Longitudinal south of I‐55 
Frontage Rd 

None 

Wards Creek  0.90 miles west of Cass Ave  3  Transverse; Longitudinal 
north and south of I‐55 
mainline 

None 

West Branch 
Sawmill Creek 

0.33 miles west of Cass Ave  3  Transverse; Longitudinal 
north and south of I‐55 
mainline (see note at 
Environmental Resource 
Exhibit) 

None 

Sawmill Creek  0.33 miles east of Cass Ave  4  Transverse  None 

East Branch 
Sawmill Creek 

0.85 miles east of Cass Ave  4  Transverse; Longitudinal 
south of I‐55 mainline 

None 

79th Street Ditch  1 mile west of County Line Rd  6  Longitudinal south of I‐55 
mainline 

None 

Flag Creek  At Wolf Road  7  Transverse  None 

Des Plaines River  0.78 miles east of LaGrange Rd  9  Transverse  None 

Des Plaines River  0.78 miles east of LaGrange Rd 
to 0.19 east of IHB Railroad 

9‐10  Longitudinal north of I‐55 
mainline 

None 

Des Plaines River  At the Il 171 Interchange  11  Longitudinal north of I‐55 
mainline 

None 

CSSC  At the Il 171 Interchange  11  Longitudinal south of I‐55 
mainline 

None 

CSSC  0.67 miles east of IL 171  11  Transverse  None 

CSSC  At the Harlem Avenue 
Interchange 

12  Longitudinal north of I‐55 
mainline  

None 

Bubbly Creek  Just east of Ashland Ave  18  Transverse  None 
 

 
Floodplain Finding if significant encroachment 
 

No
 

Yes
 

 
There will be no significant encroachment within any of the 100-year floodplains and regulatory 
floodways as part of the proposed improvements. The proposed improvements do not have significant 
potential for interruption of emergency services or emergency evacuation routes, they will not increase 
the risk of flooding or have significant adverse impact on natural or beneficial floodplain values. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

April 2016 Page 76 of 83 I-55 Managed Lanes Project 
 

Part X. Wetlands 

A wetland survey was completed by the INHS for the proposed 
I‐55 improvement project. All potential wetlands within the 
study area were examined. Ninety‐eight sites met the three 
criteria of a wetland established in the Corps of Engineers 
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) 
and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Midwest Region (Version 2.0) (USACE, 
2010) and were, therefore, determined to be wetlands. The 
Environmental Resource Exhibit in Appendix A shows the 
wetlands that were identified along the proposed I-55 
improvement area. Summary information regarding the wetland 
determination sites is presented in the wetland delineation report 
(see Appendix H). 
 
The USACE provided an approved jurisdictional determination 
for the retention ponds and roadside ditches identified within the 
I-55 study area, dated April 7, 2016 (see Appendix C). In that 
determination, the USACE stated that the roadside ditches and 
retention ponds identified by INHS were exempt from federal 
regulation and not under USACE jurisdiction. A preliminary 
jurisdictional determination (dated April 7, 2016) was provided by the USACE for the remaining 
wetlands within the study area (see Appendix C). It is anticipated that additional coordination with the 
USACE will take place during permitting to refine the preliminary jurisdictional status of the wetlands 
located along the improvement corridor. In Illinois, all wetlands, regardless of the wetland’s USACE 
jurisdictional status, are regulated under the Interagency Wetland Policy Act (IWPA).   
 
Table 4-19 provides a summary of potential wetland impacts for the proposed improvement.   
 

Table 4-19.  Wetland Impact Summary Table 

Site 
No. 

Community Type  FQI  C‐value 
High Quality 

 Aquatic Resource 

Under USACE 
Jurisdiction ‐ 
Preliminary(1) 

Section 404 
Impact 

Acreage(2) 

IWPA Impact 
Acreage(2) 

50  Marsh/Roadside ditch  9.7  3.2  No  No  N/A  0.08 

51  Wet meadow  5.3  2.0  No  Yes  0.41  0.41 

55  Wet meadow  5.7  2.1  No  Yes  1.88  1.88 

59  Marsh  10.4  2.8  No  Yes  1.12  1.12 

62  Wet meadow  8.1  2.9  No  Yes  0.44  0.44 

64  Wet meadow  7.8  2.4  No  Yes  0.15  0.15 

65  Wet meadow  6.0  2.1  No  Yes  0.15  0.15 

68  Marsh  14.1  3.0  DuPage County – Mapped 
Critical Wetland(3)(4) 

Yes  1.76  1.76 

69  Marsh  10.3  2.6  DuPage County – Mapped 
Critical Wetland(3)(4) 

Yes  0.70  0.70 

70  Marsh  6.6  1.9  No  Yes  0.73  0.73 

73  Marsh  5.0  1.7  No  Yes  0.47  0.47 

74  Wet meadow  5.0  2.5  No  Yes  1.20  1.20 

75  Marsh  11.0  3.9  Yes – Under USACE 
Guidelines; 

Yes  0.02  0.02 

What are wetlands? 

A wetland is an area of land that exhibits 
the following three criteria:  (1) hydric 

soil; (2) prevalence of hydrophytic 
vegetation; (3) inundation/saturation by 
surface or groundwater long enough to 

support hydrophytic vegetation. 

   Wetlands are a critical part of our 
natural environment. They reduce the 

impacts of floods, absorb pollutants, and 
improve water quality.   
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Site 
No. 

Community Type  FQI  C‐value 
High Quality 

 Aquatic Resource 

Under USACE 
Jurisdiction ‐ 
Preliminary(1) 

Section 404 
Impact 

Acreage(2) 

IWPA Impact 
Acreage(2) 

No – Under IWPA 

76  Marsh  5.4  2.4  No  Yes  0.05  0.05 

77  Marsh  7.0  2.2  No  Yes  0.26  0.26 

78  Marsh  6.7  1.8  No  Yes  0.80  0.80 

79  Marsh  4.1  1.7  No  Yes  0.12  0.12 

80  Marsh  5.7  1.8  No  Yes  0.68  0.68 

82  Marsh/Roadside ditch  6.4  2.3  No  No  N/A  0.17 

83  Marsh  4.5  1.7  No  Yes  0.58  0.58 

84  Marsh  1.4  1.0  No  Yes  0.30  0.30 

85  Marsh  4.9  1.8  No  Yes  0.08  0.08 

90  Marsh  2.8  1.0  No  Yes  0.12  0.12 

98  Marsh/Roadside ditch  5.7  1.9  No  No  N/A  0.08 

100  Marsh/Roadside ditch  6.0  3.0  No  No  N/A  0.07 

101  Marsh  1.4  1.0  No  Yes  0.15  0.15 

103  Marsh/Roadside ditch  6.8  2.6  No  No  N/A  0.11 

104  Marsh/Roadside ditch  5.8  3.3  No  No  N/A  0.03 

105  Marsh/Roadside ditch  2.0  1.0  No  No  N/A  0.14 

106  Marsh/Roadside ditch  1.2  0.7  No  No  N/A  0.11 

108  Marsh/Roadside ditch  4.5  2.3  No  No  N/A  0.23 

          Total impact =  12.17 acres 
 

13.19 acres 

Notes: 
(1) No = Not jurisdictional under Section 404 of the CWA ‐ as determined by the USACE in an approved jurisdictional 

determination (Appendix C). “Yes” = Potentially jurisdictional under Section 404 of the CWA. Jurisdictional status is based 
on INHS opinion. Additional coordination with the USACE is anticipated during permitting to refine the preliminary 
jurisdictional status of the wetlands identified by INHS. 

(2) Impacts due to ditch re‐grading or other drainage related improvements. Impact acreage equals total area within study 
limits. 

(3) The DuPage County Wetland Inventory identifies potential high quality wetlands as “critical wetlands”. Critical wetlands 
possess one or more characteristics (e.g., high floristic quality, quality wildlife habitat/frequent use, habitat for threatened 
or endangered species, etc.) that result in a uniquely valuable environment. 

(4) The roadside ditches in the vicinity of Sites 68 and 69 will be re‐graded, cleaned, and shaped to provide positive drainage 
to existing inlets outletting to the marsh located south of the Frontage Road. 

 
Executive Order (EO) 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to avoid (to the extent 
practicable) long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of 
wetlands. More specifically, EO 11990 directs federal agencies to avoid new construction in wetlands (if 
a practicable avoidance alternative exists). Where wetlands cannot be avoided, the proposed action must 
include all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands. 
 
Wetland impacts have been avoided where practicable. The proposed action includes converting existing 
paved median areas and widening into existing grassed median areas to provide an additional managed 
lane in each direction along I-55. The wetland impacts associated with this project are required to 
maintain the existing stormwater management system, which is no longer functioning as intended. 
Wetland impacts include ditch re-grading and other drainage related improvements. The wetlands to be 
impacted are part of the current stormwater management system and predominantly consist of man-made 
roadside ditches within the I-55 right-of-way and/or vegetated depressional areas within the I-55 
interchange loops and directional ramps.   
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As an urban interstate, the opportunity to provide improved long term service on I-55 is limited by the 
highly developed land use bordering the existing right-of-way. The physical condition of the existing 
roadway, structures, and support facilities are in generally good condition and are not in need of complete 
reconstruction. The use of the existing facility and minimizing the need for additional right-of-way is an 
important consideration for this project. By staying within existing right-of-way to the maximum extent 
practicable, the project can avoid substantial impacts to adjacent transportation facilities, businesses, and 
residences. Focusing improvements on the existing right-of-way also minimizes potential impacts to 
streams and other wetlands/WOUS that are located adjacent to the I-55 corridor and not part of the 
current stormwater management system. It is not possible to avoid wetland impacts completely and 
improve drainage along this portion of I-55. Any drainage improvements along this corridor would 
impact wetlands to some extent. 
 
It is anticipated that the proposed action would result in 13.19 acres of wetland impacts. At this time, it is 
assumed that 12.17 acres of the total wetland impacts are USACE jurisdictional and consequently require 
a Section 404 CWA Individual Permit and Section 401 CWA Individual Water Quality Certification. As 
previously stated, it is anticipated that additional coordination with the USACE will take place during 
permitting to refine the preliminary jurisdictional status of the wetlands located along the improvement 
corridor. Following the results of the refined USACE jurisdictional determination, a CWA Regional 
Permit will be sought if applicable conditions can be met. All wetland impacts will require 
review/approval under the IWPA.  
 
Proposed Mitigation 
 

On-site 
 

Off-site
 

Wetland Bank
 

 
Wetland Finding 
 
Based on the above considerations, the determination is that there is no practicable alternative to the 
proposed construction and impact to wetlands and that the proposed action includes all practicable 
measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such use. Further avoidance/minimization 
measures will be evaluated in Phase II design during Section 404 CWA permitting.   
  
Part XI. Special Waste 
 
A Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (PESA) was completed for this project on January 31, 
2014 by the Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS).  The PESA cover memo is included in Appendix B.  
Also included in Appendix B is a memorandum from IDOT dated February 13, 2014 providing clearance 
for Phase I Design Approval, with the stipulation that further studies may be required during Phase II 
engineering if the project is determined to require land acquisition or linear excavation from or adjacent to 
a property with Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs).   
 
The PESA report reviewed 781 sites within the study area for potential RECs.  The PESA identified 450 
sites that were determined to contain RECs. 308 sites were associated with de minimis conditions, 23 sites 
did not have RECs or de minimis conditions, and 216 sites were adjoining, but not along the project, that 
were identified on environmental database.      
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No acquisition of additional right-of-way or easements are proposed for this project.  However, a 
Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) may be required during Phase II engineering if any identified sites 
containing RECs per the PESA involve railroad right-of-way, other than single rail rural with no 
maintenance facilities, building demolition/modification, or excavation or subsurface utility relocation on 
existing right-of-way adjoining identified sites. 
 
Part XII. Special Lands 
 
1. Section 4(f)  
 
As shown in the Environmental Resource Exhibit, there are several park lands adjacent to the study area.  
However, as noted previously, the proposed improvements for I-55 will primarily occur within the 
median and stay within the existing I-55 right-of-way.  The project will not require a direct or temporary 
use of any properties protected by Section 4(f). 
 
2. Section 6(f) 
 
There are no 6(f) properties impacted by the proposed improvements to I-55. 
 
3. Open Space Lands Acquisition and Development (OSLAD) Act Lands 
 
There are no OSLAD lands impacted by the proposed improvements to I-55. 
 
4. Illinois Natural Area (INAI) Sites 
 
As shown in the Environmental Resource Exhibit, there is one INAI site (Waterfall Glen, INAI site 0532) 
along the south side of I-55 between Lemont Road and Cass Avenue.  However, as noted previously, the 
proposed construction improvements for I-55 will occur primarily within the median and stay within the 
existing I-55 right-of-way and footprint.  There will be no added impervious area near the INAI site, and 
no impacts to any drainage outfalls near the INAI site are anticipated.  No direct or indirect impacts to the 
INAI property are anticipated. 
 
5. Nature Preserves 
 
There are no dedicated Illinois Nature Preserves within the study area or that are impacted by the 
proposed improvements to I-55. 
 
6. Land & Water Reserves 
 
There are no land or water reserves within the study area. 
 
Part XIII. Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
 
1. Indirect Impacts 
 
According to 40 CFR 1508.8, Indirect Impacts are defined as “caused by an action and are later in time or 
further removed in distance but still reasonably foreseeable.” 
 
The proposed improvements within the I-55 study area are anticipated to have a positive impact on the 
Chicago Region, providing improved access between the Chicago Central Business District and the 
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southwest Chicago neighborhoods and suburban communities.  The proposed improvements will 
accommodate future travel demand and improve travel operations, and provide an additional travel choice 
for motorists with the proposed express tolled lane.  
 
2. Cumulative Impacts 
 
The proposed improvements are anticipated to have a positive cumulative impact based on the improved 
transportation service and the proposed traffic noise abatement walls within the I-55 study area.  The 
improved transportation service may provide enhanced economic conditions within and adjacent to the I-
55 study area that could result in business growth and new business development opportunities.  Areas 
adjacent to I-55 that will experience a reduction in traffic related noise due to noise abatement walls, will 
have additional opportunities for outdoor activities that may not be practical under existing conditions.  
 
Part XIV. Environmental Commitments 
 
WOUS/wetlands have been delineated within the I-55 right-of-way, including between the mainline lanes 
and frontage roads, and outside the frontage roads.  Impacts to WOUS/wetlands will continue to be 
avoided and minimized to the extent practical and feasible during Phase II engineering. 
 
1. Permits/Certifications Required 
 
The federal and state permits and approvals anticipated to be required for this project are listed below and 
briefly discussed. 
 

 Section 404 of the CWA permit from USACE 
 Section 402 of the CWA NPDES construction permit from IEPA 
 Section 401 of the CWA Water Quality Certification from IEPA  
 Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act permit from the US Coast Guard 
 Construction in floodplains and floodways of rivers, lakes, and streams permits from IDNR-OWR 
 Interagency Wetland Policy Act (IWPA) approval 

 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act:  The Preferred Alternative will have WOUS/wetland impacts. The 
discharge of dredge or fill materials into jurisdictional WOUS/wetlands is subject to the requirements of 
Section 404 of the CWA. See Section IV, Parts VII and X for additional information.  The Section 404 
CWA permit is contingent upon receipt of Section 401 (CWA) Water Quality Certification. 
 
Section 402 NPDES Construction Permit:  This project is anticipated to result in the disturbance of one 
or more acres of total land area. Accordingly, the project is subject to the requirement for an NPDES permit 
for stormwater discharges from the construction sites. Permit coverage for the project would be obtained 
either under the IEPA General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Site Activities 
(NPDES Permit Number ILR10) or under an individual NPDES permit. Requirements applicable to such a 
permit would be followed, including the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
Such a plan shall identify potential sources of pollution that may reasonably be expected to affect the quality 
of stormwater discharges from the construction site. The SWPPP also shall describe and ensure the 
implementation of practices that would be used to reduce the pollutants in discharges associated with 
construction site activity and to assure compliance with the terms of the permit. 
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Section 401 of the Clean Water Act:  States are granted authority to review activities in 
wetlands/WOUS and to issue Section 401 Water Quality Certification that the activity is not likely to 
violate state Water Quality Standards. In Illinois, IEPA issues Section 401 Water Quality Certification. 
IEPA has granted Section 401 Water Quality Certification for projects that qualify for the USACE 
Regional Permit Program. Individual Water Quality Certification is required for projects that are reviewed 
as individual Section 404 CWA permits. Individual Water Quality Certification requires an anti-
degradation review, which is subject to public review. 
 
Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act permit:  A Section 9 permit is required for the construction, 
modification, replacement, or removal of bridges or causeways over a navigable waterway.  
Modifications to the bridge superstructures are proposed for I-55 over the Des Plaines River and over 
Bubbly Creek, both of which are navigable waterways. 
 
Floodway and Floodplain Construction Permits:  IDNR-OWR issues construction permits for work 
within regulatory floodways and for the encroachment of regulatory floodplains serving a tributary area of 
640 acres or more in an urban area and a tributary area of 6400 acres or more in a rural area. The purpose 
of 17 IAC 3708 is to provide rules governing construction and filling in the regulatory floodway of rivers, 
lakes, and streams of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will counties, excluding the City of 
Chicago. 17 IAC 3700 applies to all rivers, lakes, and streams under IDNR jurisdiction, except those 
defined by 17 IAC 3708. The scope of work for the major culverts (Wards Creek, Sawmill Creek, West 
Branch Sawmill Creek, and East Branch Sawmill Creek) consists of maintenance and repairs of the 
existing culvert structures and stream channels. The scope of work for the major bridge (016-0003 over 
Flag Creek and Wolf Road) consists of maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation of the substructure. These 
activities are considered exempt from the floodway construction permitting requirements of the IDNR-
OWR. See Section IV, Part IX for additional information.  
  
Interagency Wetland Policy Act (IWPA)-Related Approval:  Additional state agency requirements are 
established under the Illinois IWPA of 1989, so that there is no overall net loss of the state's existing wetland 
acres or their functional value. The act pertains to state activities (or activities accomplished with state 
funds) that impact wetlands. 
 
Part XV. Public Involvement 
 
Stakeholder and public involvement meetings were held throughout 
the project development process.   A Corridor Planning Group 
(CPG) was established for this project that met periodically to 
discuss the project development materials and to get stakeholder 
input as part of project decision making milestones.  The CPG 
consisted of transportation agencies, regulatory agencies, elected 
officials and adjacent community officials.  In addition to the CPG 
meetings, two Public Meetings (PM) were held.  A brief summary 
of each meeting is provided below, with complete summaries 
including meeting presentation materials and results included in 
Appendix C (Public and Agency Coordination).   
 
Project information also has been made available via project 
newsletters and the project website: 
http://www.i55managedlaneproject.org/ 
 

How was stakeholder input 
incorporated into the decision 

making process?  
 

 
 
Stakeholder input was a key component 

of the Phase I Process to ensure 
appropriate design flexibility was 

considered to incorporate environmental 
and community values, as well as meet 

transportation goals. 
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CPG Meeting #1 
The first CPG meeting for the I-55 Managed Lane Project was held October 11, 2012.  The focus of the 
first CPG meeting was to introduce the project and to provide an opportunity for input from the CPG on 
travel issues and concerns within the I-55 corridor, and goals and objectives for the contemplated 
improvements.   
 
CPG Meeting #2 
The second CPG meeting was held August 13, 2013.  The focus of the second CPG meeting was to 
provide the stakeholders an update on the project since the first CPG Meeting held on October 11, 2012, 
seek feedback on the problem statement, purpose and need document outline, and the concept 
alternatives. There also was a discussion of managed lanes in the Chicago region, as included in the Go 
To 2040 plan. Members of the CPG were given the opportunity to provide comments, and the meeting 
ended with a Question and Answer session. 
 
CPG Meeting #3 
The third CPG meeting was held January 29, 2014.  The focus of the third CPG meeting was to explain 
the alternatives evaluated, the Sketch Level Evaluations Process, identify several alternatives that had 
been dismissed, and introduce Active Traffic Management Strategies that will be implemented to 
complement the use of a managed lane.  Members of the CPG were given the opportunity to provide 
comments, and the meeting ended with a Question and Answer session. 
 
CPG Meeting #4 
The fourth CPG meeting was held November 10, 2015.  The focus of the fourth CPG meeting was to 
summarize the results of the Sketch Level Evaluation of alternatives, identify the Express Toll Lane 
concept as the preferred alternative, and discuss the Noise Impacts Evaluation Process. 
 
CPG Meeting #5 
The fifth CPG meeting was held March 16, 2016.  The focus of the fifth CPG meeting was to identify the 
Express Toll Lane concept as the preferred alternative, and discuss the Noise Impacts Evaluation Process.  
Proposed noise wall locations were shown on exhibits. 
 
Public Meeting #1 
The first Public Meeting for the I-55 Managed Lane Project was held November 1, 2012. The meeting 
was an open house format and featured a continuous audio visual presentation; exhibit boards for review; 
corridor maps for stakeholders to sketch ideas; individual question/answer chats with team members; and, 
the opportunity to participate in a survey. 
 
Public Meeting #2 
The second Public Meeting for the I-55 Managed Lane Project was held December 9, 2015.  The meeting 
was an open house format and featured a continuous audio visual presentation; various exhibit boards for 
attendees to review and discuss with IDOT and consultant team representatives; and the opportunity to 
provide comments. 
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Part XVI. Agency Coordination 
 
Agency coordination meetings occurred as part of the project development process, which are 
summarized below.  Summaries of these meetings are included in Appendix C (Public and Agency 
Coordination): 
 
NEPA/404 Merger:  A NEPA/404 Merger meeting was held on September 17, 2015.  This meeting was 
attended by IDOT, FHWA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
(IEPA), and the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR).   
 
Other Agencies:  In addition, coordination meetings were held with the Illinois Tollway Authority 
(Tollway), and the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP) to discussed various aspects of 
the project including travel demand modeling and congestion pricing. 
 
SECTION V. COMMENTS 
 
Comments received at or subsequent to Public Meeting #1 and Public Meeting #2 have been incorporated 
into the project record.  If questions warranted a response or additional information was requested, a 
response was provided by IDOT.  In addition, all comments received at the Public Hearing will be 
responded to by IDOT. 
 
SECTION VI. APPENDICES 
 
The following appendices are incorporated as part of this Environmental Assessment:  
 

 Appendix A – Environmental Resource Maps 

 Appendix B – Environmental Surveys 

 Appendix C – Public and Agency Coordination 

 Appendix D – Census Tract Map and Detailed Data 

 Appendix E – Traffic Noise Analysis Report 

 Appendix F – Section 106 Consultation 

 Appendix G – I-55 Chloride Load and SELDM Stormwater Runoff Analysis 

 Appendix H – Wetland Delineation Report 
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